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1.

Background
Ron Olson Construction (Olson) is proposing to establish a sand and gravel mining
operation on 184 acres of property located in San Francisco Township, Carver
County, MN (Site). The Site is currently used for agricultural production. Mining is
proposed on 37 acres within the Site. Reclamation will return the land to agricultural
production. The proposed operations include stripping, mining of sand and gravel,
crushing, screening, recycling asphalt and concrete, hauling, and reclamation
activities.

2.

Environmental Review
This EAW is discretionary as the RGU, San Francisco Township, requires all new
mineral extraction facilities to prepare an Environmental Assessment Worksheet
regardless of size as per Township ordinance. The Project does not meet the
threshold for mandatory environmental review under Minnesota Rule part.
4410.4300 Subpart 12, item B: Non-Metallic Mineral Mining.

3.

EAW Notification and Distribution
Notice of availability of the EAW was published in the EQB Monitor on February 16,
2021. A press release was published in the Belle Plain Herald and the Chaska Herald.
The 30-day comment period ended at 4:30 pm on March 17, 2021.

4.

Comments Received and Responses to Comments
During the public comment period, forty seven (47) comment letters were received
from a combination of State and Local agencies as well as residents of Carver
County.
As part of the response to comments the Township requested additional information
from the project proposer, Olson, to address comments related to traffic,
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groundwater, and mine reclamation. In response to the Township request for
information, Olson provided the following documents:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Summary Memo Addressing the Requested Topics
Updated Figures
Attachment 1 – Groundwater Table Verification
Attachment 2- Wetland Setbacks
Attachment 3 – WCA Notice of Decision
Attachment 4 – Aerial photographs providing an example of mine lands
reclaimed to an agricultural use.
Attachment 5 – Phase 1 Cultural Resources Survey
Attachment 6 – 2020 Administrative Permit Summary

This information was distributed by the Township to all parties that provided a
comment on the EAW. The information is posted and available on the Township
website for the proposed project.
Attachment 1 is provided as the Comment Response Summary Table and
includes a list of the entities that commented on the EAW, a summary of their
comments, and responses to each comment. Where applicable, responses in the
table include reference to the above list of information provided by the proposer. The
comment letters submitted on the EAW are provided as Attachment 2 to this
Findings of Fact.
5.

Findings of Fact
A. The proposed Olson Sand and Gravel Mine would be a 37-acre gravel mine on
approximately 184 acres units on 17 acres in San Francisco Township, Carver
County. A concept mine plan has been provided to the Township as part of the EAW.
There will be a maximum of 10 acres of mine area, 15 acres of operations area used
to support the mining activity (processing, stockpiling, loading, and unloading), and
10 acres of reclamation active at any given time. Reclamation and the establishment
of vegetation through seeding and mulching will be conducted as soon as reclaimed
areas have been final graded. Once mining and reclamation is completed, the site
will return to agricultural production. A final mine plan must be submitted to the
Township for review prior to approval of mine operations.
B. In order for the mining project to proceed it must apply for an be granted an Interim
Use Permit (IUP) from the Township as stated within the Township Ordinance No. 8 –
Mineral Extraction. The project will be subject to the conditions within Ordinance No.
8, which regulates mine activities and operations for multiple resource areas
including: hours of operation; access roads; stormwater management; road
maintenance; ground water; noise generation; dust control; mine sequencing;
setback requirements; and mine reclamation. Ordinance No. 8 and the IUP that is
required to be issued before mine operations are allowed, provide the Township with
a mechanism to review and regulate the mine operations for the protection of the
Township, its residents, and resources.
C. The proposed mine will also be regulated by other local and state permits including
permits from Carver County and the MPCA. The mine will be required to apply for
and obtain all applicable permits prior to mine operations commencing at the site.
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D. The project is compatible with the County’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan. The site is
designated as agricultural, which permits mining as an Interim Use (both in the
Township Ordinance and Carver County Zoning Code, Agricultural District). The 2040
Comprehensive Plan recognizes the limited areas of aggregate resources in the
County and aims to maintain the ability to access aggregate resources while meeting
other land use and natural resource goals.
E. Stormwater management will be implemented based on best suited BMP for the
phase of mining operations. Perimeter controls, such as silt fence, diversion swales
and or berms, will be placed around the downslope edge of any area that has the
potential to drain off-site during stripping operations. Vegetated berms will provide a
buffer area around the perimeter of the mining areas. An MPCA National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Non-Metallic Mineral
Mining and Associated Activities will be required, which will include a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Reclamation will be implemented as soon as
reclaimed areas have been final graded.
F. The project will generate traffic, estimated to be approximately 123 weekday daily
trips. The traffic route will be from the Site to 159th Street west to Joyce Road, north
to County Road 50. Both 159th and Joyce Rd are local township roads and County
Road 50 is a two-lane major collector. Improvements to the Township roads can be
completed within the existing right-of-way. The Site access road is required to be a
9-ton or greater capacity hard surface road. The Proposer will be required to work
with the Township as part of the IUP process to develop a road improvement
agreement including roadway maintenance obligations.
G. There are no proposed impacts to groundwater resources at the mine site. The mine
plan will be required to maintain operations ten feet above the local water table.
There is no proposed dewatering as part of mine operations.
H. Mine operations will occur on land that is currently in agricultural production. The
final reclamation plan will return the site to agricultural use. Proposed mining limits
have been established to avoid environmentally sensitive areas such as bluffs,
wetlands, and woodlands.
I.

There are no sensitive ecological species or habitats present in the proposed mining
area. There are no sensitive cultural resources within the proposed mining area.

J. Dust will be generated by the proposed mine. Site operations require a Fugitive Dust
Control Plan to be developed and implemented by the project proposer. The plan will
identify measures to minimize and control dust.
K. Noise will be generated from the operation of mine processing equipment. Mine
operations will be required to be in compliance with State noise standards. The mine
plan lists several noise reduction practices that will be included as part of mine
operations to minimize noise levels associated with the mining and processing
operations, avoid creating nuisance conditions, and be protective of surrounding land
uses. These measures are industry practices that have proven effective at other
similar aggregate mining operations.
L. The EAW and responses to comments have adequately addressed issues contained in
the EAW regarding the project.
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M. There have been no comments received to suggest that further environmental
review is warranted.
N. The Township finds that the project as proposed does not have the potential for
significant environmental impacts.
6.

Decision on the Need for an Environmental Impact Statement
Based on the EAW, comments received during the comment period, and responses to
the comments and issued identified, San Francisco Township as the responsible
government unit (RGU) for this environmental review concludes the following:
The EAW, this Findings of Fact and Record of Decision document, and related
documentation and materials for the project were prepared in compliance with the
procedures of the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act and Minnesota Rules Chapter
4410.
The EAW, this Findings of Fact and Record of Decision and related documentation for
the project have satisfactorily addressed all of the issues for which existing
information could have been reasonably obtained.
Based upon the above findings and evaluation per Minnesota Rules 4410.1700, San
Francisco Township finds that the proposed Olson Sand and Gravel Mine does not
have the potential for significant environmental impacts. Consequently San Francisco
Township issues a Negative Declaration on the Environmental Assessment Worksheet
and does not require preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
the Olson Sand and Gravel Mine project.

Attachments
Attachment 1: Comment Response Table
Attachment 2: Comment Letters
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ATTACHMENT 1 – Comment Response Table
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Letter
No.
A

B

C

D

D

Comment
No.

Entity

Date of
Comment

1

Minnesota
Department of
Transportation

2/15/2021

1

1

1

2

Minnesota
Department of
Agriculture

USACE

Roger and
Sherry Walsh

Roger and
Sherry Walsh

2/16/2021

2/17/2021

Comment
The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) has reviewed the plans and
has no comments, as the proposed project should have little or no impact on
MnDOT’s highway system.

Comment Noted.

The EAW is not clear the reclamation plan to revert the land back to agriculture will
be done in consultation with a qualified soil scientist or soil technician. The
University of Minnesota may be of assistance.

A Carver County Watershed Management Organization (CCWMO) Erosion and Sediment Control Permit will
be required. The permit includes approval of a revegetation plan that addresses topsoil management, testing
of original topsoil quality, storage plans, retesting and amending stockpiled topsoil to ensure that topsoil is
restored to conditions matching the existing site prior to mining. The proposer will consider consulting with
additional resources such as the University of Minnesota Extension Office to assist with final topsoil restoration
and reestablishment of agricultural lands. The CCWMO provides ongoing regulatory authority as the mine
phases are reclaimed and revegetated to ensure that the reclamation standards are met.

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that based on the Environmental
Assessment Worksheet (EAW) for the project referenced
above a Department of the Army (DA) permit would not be required for your
proposed activity. (see additional general information)

Comment Noted.

Airborne dust: Our house is downwind of the mining site and we lived with the
constant dust particles in and outside of our house. We may be able to escape the
outdoors, but this airborne dust ends up in our house and in our bodies.

The Site will operate under a Fugitive Dust Control Plan. Dust emission are regulated by the Township through
the Interim Use Permit and the MPCA under the General Air Permit. Specific mitigation measures including
perimeter berms and recessing operations on the floor of the mine, paving routes from the haul road to the
mine area, watering internal haul roads, imposing speed limits on internal haul roads, and limiting the number
of haul trucks per hour are all effective fugitive dust mitigation measures that will be implemented at the Site.
Fugitive dust emissions at the Site are subject to on-going regulatory authority. The Township has the authority
under the San Francisco Township Mining Ordinance to require additional remedies. The MPCA also has ongoing regulatory authority under the air emissions permit which also includes fugitive dust.

Air pollution: our house being downwind of the site we were forced to endure the
noxious fumes from the idling/running machinery for hours on end, every day.

The Project qualifies for the State’s Nonmetallic Mineral Processing Air Emission General Permit (General Air
Permit). The permit covers both emissions from processing equipment (such as crushers, screens, transfer
operations including belt conveyors, stackers, ladders, chutes, feeders, pneumatic systems, internal
combustion engines, bulldozers, loaders, and other related equipment) and fugitive dust emissions (such as
storage piles, paved and unpaved roads and operations areas). Air emissions generated at the mine will be
subject to on-going public regulatory authority under the General Air Permit. Conditions within the General Air
Permit include proven effective mitigation measures such as standard pollution control equipment, sufficient
moisture content of feed materials, minimizing drop heights along conveyers and other transfer points, and
control of non-process dust emissions by water applications to unpaved roads and handling areas.

Noise pollution: the noise from the equipment, specifically the grinder was
unbearable.

The proposed gravel mine will be required to operate in compliance with applicable noise standards. The
MPCA regulates noise in Minnesota. The State noise standards have been established on the basis of
preservation of health and welfare. The site will be required to comply with the NAC1 the strictest land use
classification standards that apply to residential areas and farmsteads for both daytime and nighttime hours.
The Township Ordinance requires the mine to operate in compliance with applicable and current State noise
requirements. Noise emissions from the Project are subject to on-going public regulatory authority and the
MPCA regulates noise in Minnesota. Proposed mitigation including berms, recessed operation of processing
equipment, mining and processing setbacks, and use of broad band (white noise) back up alarms are effective
mitigation measures identified by the project proposer to reduce identified environmental impacts and ensure
compliance with State noise standards.
Township and County Roads are designed for the purpose of car and truck travel. Public roads also serve uses
for pedestrians and cyclists. The mine owner will be required to operate the mine in a safe and responsible
manner. All legally licensed vehicles that follow Minnesota’s transportation regulations are allowed to use the
public roadway system.
The project is proposed on a privately owned site. Gravel mining is an allowable Interim Use within San
Francisco Township

2/19/2021

2/19/2021

3

Roger and
Sherry Walsh

D

4

Roger and
Sherry Walsh

2/19/2021

Traffic: during the time when dump trucks and side loaders were removing dirt it
was unsafe to be on both 159th Street and Joyce Road. Many residents from this
community use this section of road for outdoor exercise (running, walking, biking,
etc.). Last year’s mining made it unsafe to be out there due to all these hazards.

D

5

Roger and
Sherry Walsh

2/19/2021

What are our rights in SFT? Do we have rights to enjoy our property without these
hazards?

D

Response

2/19/2021
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Letter
No.

Comment
No.

Entity

Date of
Comment

Comment
Proposing to develop a gravel pit within your residential area seems unfair to the
local homeowners, especially with the safety issue having trucks so close to your
houses and the use of inadequate roads for hauling that will require significant
upgrading before they can be used for truck traffic. I am sure when the residents
built their houses on their 2 ½ acre lots (or larger) with some pretty expensive
houses, they did not contemplate a gravel pit across the road from them hauling 60
trucks an hour (both ways). Undoubtedly the roads and safety are big issues, as
well as the nearby streams, wetlands and woods that may be impacted. As
mentioned at the meeting some type of zoning should be implemented in San
Francisco Township to avoid the situation that the residents are in.

E

1

Barr
Engineering
Philip
Solseng, PE
Vice President

Response
The Site and surrounding area are zoned " A“ AGRICULTURE DISTRICT. The Site and entire area
surrounding the site is not zoned residential. The Carver County Zoning Code establishes the rights of property
owners located in the Agricultural District. Uses are defined as Permitted, Interim, and Conditional. All property
owners have the right to conduct permitted operations as defined in the Ordinance and presented below:
(A) The permitted principal uses in the “A” District are agriculture, including animal agriculture, on parcels
of 20 acres or more and single-family residences provided a building eligibility is available pursuant to this
chapter. Both uses shall be conducted only in accordance with the provisions of this chapter. [Under the
zoning code a parcel consisting of 40 acres or more or a complete quarter-quarter section shall have one
potential building eligibility; each additional 40 acres or complete quarter-quarter section shall provide an
additional potential building eligibility.]
(B) Agriculture. As a permitted use, agriculture often includes such activities as the intense use of farm
equipment and machinery; plowing during dry and windy conditions; the raising of livestock and fowl; the use of
soil amendments, including manure, herbicides, and pesticides; and storage of manure. These activities may
occur during any 24-hour period. Thus, owners or renters of property, that abut agricultural operations may be
subject to discomforts such as odors, dirt, dust, insects, and noise, arising from the operations. While these
activities may be considered nuisances in a more urban setting, they are common in an agricultural community
and vital to the sustenance of an agricultural economy. Pursuant to M.S. § 561.19, as it may be amended from
time to time, agricultural activities shall not be considered a public nuisance, provided the activities do not
violate any state statute, rule, or other law. Conditional Uses that are allowed in the Agricultural District are
uses that include commercial kennels, auto recycling, and contractor yards.

2/23/2021

Both Carver County and San Francisco Township allow aggregate mining as an Interim Use due to its shorter
life span and potential for a future ultimate land use or return to agricultural use post reclamation. Conditional
Use and Interim Use permits allow the regulatory authority to impose certain standards and permit conditions
to ensure that the activity or use is generally consistent with conditions associated with the agricultural uses
described above. San Francisco Twp has adopted Ordinance 8 which regulates mining within the Township.
The Ordinance has been adopted to "Establish permitting requirements, environmental review procedures and
performance standards to regulate mineral extraction" and "Establish standards that prevent or minimize
environmental and aesthetic impacts on extracted properties, adjacent properties and the community as a
whole." Conditional Use and Interim Use Permits allow the regulatory authority to impose certain standards
and permit conditions to ensure that the activity or use is generally consistent with conditions associated with
the agricultural uses described above.

E

2

Barr
Engineering
Philip
Solseng, PE
Vice President

2/23/2021

The copy of the EAW is already signed by Doug Weber as the Chairperson,
indicating it is a final EAW and apparently approved as meeting the requirements
for an EAW. I had thought it was a draft EAW, since Wenk was only hired at the
January meeting. This seems to be a short time to: (1) have Wenk prepare and
document the findings in the draft EAW, (2) Prepare the Final EAW, (3) have all the
Supervisors review the final EAW and then (4) approve the EAW with essentially
no comments at the February meeting. And of course, there were no comments or
input by any of the residents in San Francisco Township, which are apparently not
required.

The Draft EAW was prepared by Sunde Engineering on behalf of the Project Proposer Olson Construction as
allowed under Minnesota rules. The Draft EAW was reviewed by Wenck (now a part of Stantec), comments
were provided to the Proposer, and the comments were addressed. The Draft EAW must be signed by an
authorized representative of the Regulatory Government Unit (RGU) in order for the Draft document to be
placed on Notice for Public Review and Comment. In accordance with state regulations, the opportunity for
residents to provide comments and input on the EAW is during the public comment period. The EAW and the
process will not be final until the public comments have been reviewed and addressed as part of the Findings of
Fact. The EAW is not considered Final until an determination of adequacy has been made.

Page 2 of 62

Letter
No.

E

F

Comment
No.

3

1

Entity

Barr
Engineering
Philip
Solseng, PE
Vice President

Sherry Walsh

Date of
Comment

Comment

Response

2/23/2021

As I stated I have not completed the review of the EAW, but I am questioning the
accuracy of the EAW. One example is the actual depth to near surface
groundwater at this mine location. I did not see any documentation verifying the
near surface groundwater depth at the mine site using shallow monitoring well
data? I did see in Attachment 2 that the observed hydrology indicators include high
water table and that drain tile is being used (usually used to lower the water
table). Further, Drawing C-1 delineates a wetland at elevation 870 on the west side
and Drawing C-3 shows the bottom of the mine at 852 to 858. Clearly, the mine
bottom will be at a lower elevation than the water table and possibly drain the
delineated wetland (and other wetlands) shown on Drawing C-3. This is only one
example of a conflict in the information presented in the EAW and calls into
question the accuracy of the EAW for the actual mine site.

The project proposer will be required to comply with the Township ordinance which prohibits mining within 10
feet of the groundwater. As indicated on the proposed Reclamation Plan included in the EAW, water table
information will be verified as part of the IUP process. The Proposer has subsequently hired a geotechnical
contractor to drill six soil borings to document water table elevations at the site. An updated water table map is
included as Attachment 1 of the supplemental information. Minimum mining depths will be adjusted in the
mining and reclamation plan submitted in the IUP application to maintain ten foot separation between the mine
floor and the water table in compliance with the Township requirements.

As part of the EAW process responses to all comments must be prepared and included in a Findings of Fact
that evaluates the EAW process and the adequacy of the analysis of the proposed action. The Township as the
RGU must maintain a record of its decision and publish a decision on the adequacy of the EAW.

2/23/2021

Upon conclusion of the public review and comment period please explain the
Board’s next required steps to acknowledge and respond to each letter and email
received on this mining project. Also, please provide the time and date of this
public hearing, I’m not able to find the actual details on the SFT website.
How will the “Public Hearing” be conducted? ZOOM is a poor alternative to a live
meeting with interested parties in attendance. It’s been proven groups can gather
safely when adhering to the Covid restriction mandates. ZOOM meetings have
proven ineffective for audience participation with the poor audio transmission
This EAW does not directly show Joyce road and the impact of a road that is not
sufficient for this type of heavy truck traffic. (Width/old Culvert etc.)

In order to comply with the Township Ordinance that a mine operation access a paved road, the proposer will
be required by the Town Board to develop an acceptable road improvement plan that includes paving 159th
Street and Joyce road from the mine entrance to County Road 50. The Township has identified the culvert
within Joyce Road to be in need of repair or replacement, independent of the proposed mine project.

I also have issues with Safety of children /residents that use this road for
walking/biking/exercising etc.

Township and County Roads are designed for the purpose of car and truck travel. Public roads also serve uses
for pedestrians and cyclists. All users of public roadways must utilize public roadways in a safe and responsible
manner.

G

1

Kevin Lebens

2/24/2021

G

2

Kevin Lebens

2/24/2021
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Letter
No.

Comment
No.

Entity

Date of
Comment

Comment
As a Waconia resident, the proposed Olson Gravel Mine and reclamation site will
have little effect on my daily travels. I empathize with some of the concerns of
those unfavorable towards the venture. However, I am in support of the project
going forward!

Response
Comments Noted

With that in mind, I'd like us all to consider that the natural beauty of our landscape
and the Minnesota River Valley are some of the very attractions that drew many of
us to Carver County, not to mention being able to put distance between the Metro
and our new homes.
With our arrivals, we all created demands on that beautiful natural system. We
want good roads, public and private facilities, and conveniences of many types.
Many of the same conveniences that we had before arriving in Carver County are
often expected now.

H

1

Greg Proulx

2/27/2021

The efficiency of the new Highway 212 opened the gateway to a lot the Metro
commuter population of the county. That project took a lot of sand and gravel and
one day will be in need of repair and/or reclamation.
In a sense we could say that our presence brought the demand for our version of
progress along with quick safe travel. All of that requires resources!
The demand for "materials" is growing since many of us arrived in the area and it
won't slow down anytime soon. There may be many benefits to having this project
in Carver County. Consider that having earth materials and road recycling
capabilities locally should provide better pricing to contractors and state and local
governments purchasing those materials.
Accordingly, I expect that tax impacts will be mitigated since we would now have
another local resource and competition. I do expect that! If this is to be a project in
the county of Carver I ask all the stake holders to be good stewards of the
resources and not take unfair financial advantage of it in the free market or of the
county residents who will be "experiencing" the project and its use.
Environmentally, I would ask that the Township and Olson Co. work together to
keep the site as aesthetically pleasing as reasonably possible. Watershed impacts
must be controlled and I'm hopeful that they will be. The river and the Basin must
not be impacted! No one wants that!
Finally, a future return to a natural agricultural or green space will benefit everyone.
That too must be done correctly.

I

1

Kevin Lenzen

3/2/2021

In my opinion, there has not been a complete enough study on how this mine will
impact the local environment, neighborhoods, local roads or Minnesota River Bluff
and Ravine Areas. While I am not a resident of San Francisco Township, I believe
the opening of this gravel mine will have an impact on the greater area including
Dahlgren Township.

The EAW has evaluated all of the required technical subject areas that must be considered as part of the
process. Review and response to public comments is part of the process for the Township as the RGU to
determine if the EAW process has been adequate or if the proposed project requires further study.
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Letter
No.

Comment
No.

Entity

Date of
Comment

Comment
In last month’s ZOOM meeting, Doug stated that all letters & emails would be
addressed/presented/responded to. Just looking for confirmation that you have
received my emails & letters.

J

K

K

K

1

1

2

3

Sherry Walsh

Rita and Rick
Poppitz

Rita and Rick
Poppitz

Rita and Rick
Poppitz

3/3/2021

Response
Minnesota Rules establish the basis for an RGU to make the determination on the need for an EIS. The
Township will follow the process outlined in Minn. Rules. 4410.100 Subp. 7. in deciding whether a project has
the potential for significant environmental effects.

The Olson mining proposal has caused all of us directly affected with undue
emotional distress. Mandating that an EIS be required seems the best and only
way to protect all of us. As I’ve mentioned in past communication, last year’s
project was so unhealthy & dangerous for the residents in the surrounding area.
Seems the community’s health & well-being should be a major sticking point in
determining if this project moves forward or not.
Article 11 a I - mentions that Bevens Creek and Silver Creek are within the allowed
1 mile from the proposed site. Under the Township Ordinance, Chapter 3
Definition-Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Areas of San Francisco Township
reads: The Minnesota River Bluff is defined as one mile from the 100 year flood
level of the Minnesota River. The Ravine area is defined as one mile from the
Bevens Creek and the Silver Creek Area, as defined In the June 2000 carver
County Planning Study of Ravine and Bluff Areas along the Minnesota River". We
must help protect these creeks as they are on the "Impaired Waterway" list. There
should NOT be any exceptions ever for financial gain.

The Mine Site is located within the Bevens Creek and Silver Creek Ravine Area. In 2000 the County completed
a Natural Resources Inventory of the ravine and bluff areas of the Minnesota River (Carver County Planning
Study of Ravine and Bluff Areas along the Minnesota River, 2000). The study included the ravine systems of
Bevens and Silver Creek, and included an inventory of stream and streambank conditions, an inventory of
natural communities, and a geomorphologic assessment of channel stability, susceptibility to erosion, and
potential water quality concerns of Bevens and Silver Creek. The County Zoning Code establishes bluffs and
areas within 100 feet of the top of a bluff as sensitive areas. No mining is allowed or proposed within the
sensitive areas. No mining is proposed in undisturbed areas along the bluff. The proposed mining limits are
entirely within previously farmed areas. Undisturbed bluff areas will not be disturbed by the proposed project.
The EAW notes that Bevens and Silver Creek are impaired waters. The MPCA regulates stormwater runoff
from mining operations through their NPDES program. The Site will operate under a general Permit for
Nonmetallic Mineral Mining and will be subject to MPCAs erosion and sedimentation regulations as well as the
Carver County WMO Erosion and Sedimentation Permit rules and regulations developed to protect surface
water and ground water quality.

3/9/2021

Next concern addresses Article 17 Noise, #4. Speaking from our experience of
working for the Aggregate Industry for 35 years, you can not draw any comparison
to Agricultural noise levels. Agricultural noise is limited to one or two pieces of
equipment running at one time, in continuous motion near and far from
neighborhoods, and seasonal in the spring and fall. Never do multiple trucks,
crushers, dozers and loaders operate simultaneously on Agricultural land. There is
just no comparison. Agricultural equipment does not impact air quality making it
unpleasant, unhealthy and unsafe to enjoy the surrounding neighborhood. It will be
impossible to utilize yards and gravel roads to walk, bike, run, walk dogs or ride
horseback. All activities are currently occurring on the surrounding roadways.
Ordinance, Chapter 4, Sections 2 8 & F address the use and enjoyment of adjacent
residents' property. Placed there is protect residences without exception.

The mine will be required to operate in compliance with State Noise Standards, which are under the jurisdiction
of the MPCA. The State noise standards have been established on the basis of preservation of health and
welfare. The site will be required to comply with the NAC1 the strictest land use classification standards that
apply to residential areas and farmsteads for both daytime and nighttime hours. The mine plan includes
measures to control and mitigate noise. Noise emissions from the Project are subject to on-going public
regulatory authority from the Township and MPCA. If there are noise complaints or if the site is not in
compliance with noise standards, mining can be temporarily suspended by the Township under terms of the
IUP. If the mine has repeated exceedances of noise standards or repeated acts of non-compliance the mine
permit can be revoked by the Township.

The EAW and mine proposal discuss setbacks at the project site. Sheet C1 of the revised figures provided by
the proposer displays the setbacks from the edge of mine limits compared to the residences. Setbacks are IUP
issues and will be addressed a during IUP process. The mine will be required to control dust and the site will
operate under procedures outlined in a Fugitive Dust Control Plan.

3/9/2021

#5 under same Article 17, states that operating equipment will be 1000' from
residences. Under San Francisco Ordinance, Chapter 7, Section 2 G and Section 3
G address the mandatory 1000 ft. setback: "A Mandatory 1000' setback from any
residence. The Setback applies to ALL areas of operation including the area to be
mined, all internal haul routes and the entrance/exit onto the roadway." The
entrance and exit must conform to that standard set for real reason in the
ordinance, to protect adjacent homeowners. We just had the Cty Rd. 50 bridge
work completed in 2020 in front of our property. The early morning wake-up noise
was difficult, but at least it only going to be 4 months. It caused medical visits to try
and control dust allergies, and their complications to everyday life.

3/9/2021
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Letter
No.

K

K

K

K

L

L

L

M

Comment
No.

Entity

4

Rita and Rick
Poppitz

5

Rita and Rick
Poppitz

6

7

Rita and Rick
Poppitz

Rita and Rick
Poppitz

1

Christine
Weyandt

2

Christine
Weyandt

3

Christine
Weyandt

1

Josh Gramenz

Date of
Comment

Comment

Response
The mine operations do not propose to deviate from nighttime noise standards. The mine will be required to
operate in compliance with all applicable noise rules and standards.

3/9/2021

In regards to hours of operation, there should NOT be allowances to deviate from
the nighttime standards. Strict adherence to the 7 am operating hours.
Consideration to the close neighbors that surround the site, should over ride the
monetary gain of operating at earlier hours at the expense of neighborhood peace
and quiet.

3/9/2021

Article 18 a 1 St:ates that there are NO existing parking spaces in the proposal for
trucks that will be hauling. They will undoubtable have to park along 159th, which is
not even wide enough for 2 trucks to pass each other, and now there will be parked
vehicles allowed

There are no designated parking areas within the mine as mining is progressive and operations move through
phases of mining and reclamation. There will be ample room on the floor of the mine for staging of trucks or
parking of support vehicles. Haul trucks or support vehicles will not park on 157th Street, which can be added
as restriction to the IUP by the Township to regulate mine operations.

3/9/2021

Article 18 b c addresses the condition of the road to haul on. In San Francisco
Ordinance, Chapter 7, Section D Access: "all mineral extraction fllcilities shall have
direct access to a 9 ton or greater capacity, hard surface road."· Applicate speaks
of paving tho ontrance to the mine. That does NOT fulfill the hard surface road
requirements. Not only is there almost 1 mile of 159th, but also Joyce Road, which
are both gravel. The road gets many ruts and has winding terrain, which add to the
traffic hazard. Put large trucks on that road and it will be destructive to car and
pedestrian traffic. Dust will make it impossible to walk, bike or ride. There the
recreational value of the roads will be cut off totally.

The specific road improvements that will be required by the project proposer prior to the start of mine
operations will be detailed in the conditions of the IUP. As indicated in the EAW, the Proposer will be required
to pave the gravel portions of the haul route from the site entrance to County Road 50, which is just under onehalf mile. Paving the local Township Road from 159th to County Road 50 is a mitigation measure that will
reduce overall dust emissions in the area, not just potential fugitive dust emissions from all vehicles utilize this
segment of the public roadway system.

Article 18 C states that operator will control dust with water trucks /or calcium
chloride. It is will known fact that calcium chloride damages the undercarriage of
motor vehicles, not to mention the effect on feet of people, pets and horses alike.
Another reason that the hard surface road is required for hauling.

Calcium chloride is allowed to be used as a dust control measure on internal haul roads subject to approval by
the MPCA under the General NPDES permit to be issued for the site. San Francisco Township may also
regulate the use of Calcium Chloride in the Interim Use Permit. The project proposer has indicated that only
water will be used for dust control. Paving 159th Street and Joyce Road would eliminate the need to dust
control or potential use of calcium chloride on the local roads.

1. The additional truck traffic on top of the trucks from the new cty road 40 pit and
the Mueller pit, which is already annoying,

In accordance with EQB guidance in considering cumulative environmental effects of past projects (which
includes projects constructed in the past but still in existence), “current aggregate effects” of past projects can
be used for an inventory of the effects from individual past projects. Existing conditions are considered
representative of the current aggregate effects from past projects. This means that by considering existing
conditions, the EAW has considered the existing mining operations in the area. Future projects which could
include other mines proposed in the area are considered in the cumulative effects analysis if the project is
“reasonably likely to occur.” A project is only reasonably likely to occur if certain criteria are met such as
whether any applications for permits have been filed with any units of government or whether detailed plans
and specifications have been prepared for the proposed project. The RGU is not aware of any other proposed
mining operation in the environmentally relevant area that would meet this criteria and need to be considered in
the EAW.

2. I enjoy the quiet of the country. I am afraid of the noise pollution that will come
with the machinery and trucks involved.

Mining is an allowable activity in the Township under an Interim Use Permit. The mine site will be required to
comply with State noise standards. The State noise standards have been established on the basis of
preservation of health and welfare associated with various land use classifications. The site will be required to
comply with the NAC1 the strictest standards that apply to residential areas and farmsteads.

3. Is the additional dust in the air from the mining and the truck traffic on top of the
gravel dust I already encounter.

The project proposer Olson Construction will be required to control dust and operate under a Fugitive Dust
Control Plan as stated within the Township Ordinance. As part of the project, the proposed paving a hard
surface one 159th and Joyce Road would result in reduced fugitive dust emissions generated on these roads
from current vehicle traffic or future mine traffic.

I would like the Board to require Ron Olson Construction to submit an
Environmental Impact Study prior to approving any mining activity. We need to
understand what impact 10 -20 years of mining could have on the immediate and
surrounding areas. For example, could it affect underground streams that private
wells pull potable water from? I would also like the Board to require that all related
mining activity (if approved) be strictly adhered to the Township ordinances exactly
as they are written.

The determination of the potential need for an EIS is made at the end of the EAW review process. As outlined
in Minnesota Rules 4410.1700 subpart 3 "The RGU's decision shall be either a negative declaration or a
positive declaration. The RGU shall base its decision regarding the need for an EIS on the information gathered
during the EAW process and the comments received on the EAW." Minnesota Rules establish the basis for an
RGU to make the determination on the need for an EIS. The Township will follow the process outlined in
Minn. Rules. 4410.100 Subp. 7. in deciding whether a project has the potential for significant environmental
effects.

3/9/2021

3/10/2021

3/10/2021

3/10/2021

3/10/2021
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Comment
Based on the work that was laid out in the EAW it looks like you will need an
Industrial Stormwater (ISW) General Permit or a Nonmetallic Mining (MNG490000)
General permit. Determining which type of permit is dependent on the activities that
will occur on site. If activities like washing of aggregate happen, then a MNG49
permit is required. If you have (or will have in the future) multiple sites, then an
MNG49 permit would be more appropriate as well. You cannot apply for either of
these permits however, until a decision on the EAW is made by the township.

N

1

MPCA

3/10/2021

Response
The project proposer will apply for and obtain coverage for the mine site under either the Industrial Stormwater
Permit or Nonmetallic Mining General Permit as applicable prior to the start of mine activity. The project
proposer will also prepare the required SWPPP to identify stormwater management measures as required by
the MPCA Industrial Permit and the permit from the Carver County Water Management Organization.

No work can occur until the state water permit is issued except some soil
stabilization in preparation.
In the interim, it is strongly suggested you develop and finalize a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the site; a SWPPP must be completed prior
to applying for either the ISW permit or the MNG49 permit.
You must also ensure that there are not runoff issues on the site from activities that
have already occurred. Ensure that all Best Management Practices (BMPs) are
effective to control erosion and potential runoff. No runoff is to leave the site or
reach any surface water.

O

O

P

1

SHPO

2

SHPO

1

Metropolitan
Council

3/10/2021

Due to the nature and location of the proposed project, we recommend that a
Phase I archaeological survey be completed. The survey must meet the
requirements of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Identification and
Evaluation and should include an evaluation of National Register eligibility for any
properties that are identified. For a list of consultants who have expressed an
interest in undertaking such surveys, please visit the website
preservationdirectory.mnhs.org, and select “Archaeologists” in the “Search by
Specialties” box.

A Phase 1 Cultural Resource Investigation was conducted by In Situ Archaeological Consulting in April 2001.
The report is included as Attachment 5 of the supplemental information. During the field survey, a total of 37
acres were inventoried. No cultural resources were observed during the inventory of the proposed project. No
further work was recommended. The study will also be submitted to the SHPO.

Comment Noted.

3/10/2021

We will reconsider the need for survey if the project area can be documented as
previously surveyed or disturbed. Any previous survey work must meet
contemporary standards. Note: plowed areas and right-of-way are not automatically
considered disturbed. Archaeological sites can remain intact beneath the plow
zone and in undisturbed portions of the right-of-way.

Comment Noted.

3/11/2021

The proposed project will not adversely impact existing or planned units of the
Regional Parks
System.
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Response
There will be no dewatering at the Site and no mining in the water table in accordance with the Township
Ordinance. The protective clay layer that underlies the sand and gravel deposit will not be mined. Clay and
overburden above the sand and gravel deposit will be removed and replaced as part of reclamation. The
project proposer will use field borings and monitoring wells to determine the groundwater levels at the project
site. The mine plan will be adjusted as needed to ensure the mine floor is 10 ft or more above the groundwater.

3/11/2021

Item 11 – Water Resources & Water Supply (John D. Clark, 651-602-1452)
The EAW states that mining of the aggregate materials will not be done within 10
feet of the water table. This seems like it may be a difficult achievement without
dewatering particularly as the mining phases evolve over the next 10-15 years. The
water table elevation is estimated in the site assessment by interpolating between
two nearby wetlands. A MN DNR statewide assessment (Adams, 2014) estimated
depth to the water table for the site ranging from 0 - >50 feet. With most of the
primary aggregate area falling in the 10-50 feet range. Since the Adams study was
completed in 2014 shallow groundwater levels have been rising due to several
years of consistent, above average precipitation. However, given the relatively welldrained nature of the aggregate materials and the overlying soils the proposed site
may not require dewatering. If dewatering is necessary, a permit would need to be
provided by the MN DNR. Nearby drinking water wells are unlikely to be impacted
by the operation due to their distance from the proposed mining site and depth.
However significant dewatering activities could have impacts on local recharge
potential and should be considered when making decisions about any transfers of
water from the area. Well 427452 is near the site and likely provides a reasonable
picture of the local stratigraphy. Approximately 85 feet of aggregate material is
underlain by clay-rich layers that protect the sand aquifer used for drinking water.
Disturbing the clay-rich layers beneath the mined aggregate material could make
local drinking water wells more susceptible to contamination. Care should be taken
when mining activities near the lower limits of the aggregate material to preserve
the clay-rich materials beneath. Any water removed from the mining site due to
dewatering should be conserved for efficient uses. For example, this water could
be made available for irrigation to surrounding agricultural lands, stored for future
irrigation use, or used as dust control. It is difficult to accurately estimate how much
the removal of the aggregate material and subsequent filling and grading of the site
during restoration phases will alter shallow groundwater hydrology, but
undoubtedly there will be some change to flow rates and direction. Council staff
recommend that the nearby wetlands, which are likely fed (in-part) by shallow
groundwater from the area of the proposed mine, be preserved and protected
during the mining and restoration process.

3/11/2021

Item 13 ‐ Fish, wildlife, plant communities, and sensitive ecological resources (John
D. Clark, 651-602-1452)
The stability of the bluff buffering Silver Creek from the farm and mining site, as
well as the role it plays in feeding the water to the floodplain of Silver Creek and
subsequently Bevins Creek, should also be considered and maintained to equal its
condition prior to mining activities beginning on the site. Any degradation of the
bluff during mining, restoration, or post restoration phases could have negative
impacts on the aquatic life and vegetation to Silver Creek and potentially
downstream impacts to Bevins Creek. The proposed location for infiltration basins
on the South and Southeast edges of the mining site should be evaluated further to
understand any potential impacts to the stability of the bluff and maximize potential
benefits of aligning their locales with current water storage and drainage patterns.
The North or East sides of the site could be considered, where stored water could
better feed nearby wetlands and areas where soils exhibit hydric characteristics,
particularly during wet years.

Bluffs are protected features within Carver County. As discussed in the EAW, bluffs and bluff features are
defined in the Carver County Zoning Code as follows:
BLUFF. A topographic feature such as a hill, cliff, or embankment in which the average grade of any portion of
the slope is 25% or greater and there is at least a 25-foot rise in elevation.
BLUFF IMPACT ZONE. A bluff and land located within 20 feet from the top of a bluff.
BLUFF “TOP”. The top of a bluff is a point on the upper part of a bluff where the average slope levels off to
18% or less.
There will be no grading, filling, berming, or other land disturbance associated with the Project within the bluff
impact zone. In addition, the County ordinance prohibits mining within 100 feet of the top of the bluff. The mine
plan will meet all required setbacks for mine limits from the top of the bluff along Silver Creek. Reclamation
slopes are required to be stabilized at a 5:1 (H:V) slope so that any infiltration basin will be setback over 300
feet from the top of the bluff. Infiltration basins will be established to ensure long term stability of the site and
prevent drainage issues along the bluff. The mine floor will be sand and gravel and will be a minimum of 10 ft
above the groundwater table. This will ensure that water infiltrates down and not flow laterally towards the bluff.
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1

1

Entity

Sherry Walsh

Josh Sterner

1

Megan Levis

1

Sam and Kelli
Sterner

1

Philip and
Claudine
Solseng

2

Philip and
Claudine
Solseng

Date of
Comment

3/12/2021

Comment
Please address this health topic and how residents living in near proximity to the
proposed mining site will be protected.
Crystalline Silica in Air & Water and Health Effects

Response
Silica is an elemental component of sand and many other natural materials. This mine proposal is for extraction
of unconsolidated sand and gravel deposits which differ from the smaller particle size of silica sand. There are
State, County, and Township requirements that regulate sand and gravel mining through various permit
programs. These permits and the associated operational requirements that limit or regulate certain activities,
have been established to be protective of the environment and public health. The current mine plan under
review in the EAW proposes to comply with permit requirements.

3/12/2021

I am writing today to request that the town board requires the proposed mine
operator to submit an Environmental Impact Study and that this would be available
for public review before they can operate.

The determination of the potential need for an EIS is made at the end of the EAW review process. As outlined
in Minnesota Rules 4410.1700 subpart 3 "The RGU's decision shall be either a negative declaration or a
positive declaration. The RGU shall base its decision regarding the need for an EIS on the information gathered
during the EAW process and the comments received on the EAW."

3/12/2021

I am writing today to request that the town board requires the proposed mine
operator to submit an Environmental Impact Study and that this would be available
for public review before they can operate.

The determination of the potential need for an EIS is made at the end of the EAW review process. As outlined
in Minnesota Rules 4410.1700 subpart 3 "The RGU's decision shall be either a negative declaration or a
positive declaration. The RGU shall base its decision regarding the need for an EIS on the information gathered
during the EAW process and the comments received on the EAW."

3/13/2021

3/13/2021

3/13/2021

We are writing today to request that the town board requires the proposed mine
operator to submit an Environmental Impact Study and that this would be available
for public review before they can operate.

The determination of the potential need for an EIS is made at the end of the EAW review process. As outlined
in Minnesota Rules 4410.1700 subpart 3 "The RGU's decision shall be either a negative declaration or a
positive declaration. The RGU shall base its decision regarding the need for an EIS on the information gathered
during the EAW process and the comments received on the EAW."

a. San Francisco Township Ordinance requires access to a paved road from the
proposed mine. The road upgrade will require land acquisition and an improved
road base. The EAW would need to address the road project in conjunction with
the mine project as a connected and phased action

The project proposer will be required to pave 159th Street and Joyce Rd from the site entrance to County Road
50, as a condition of the IUP for the mine. Paving the road will meet the requirements of the Township
Ordinance for access onto a hard surfaced roads. Paving the existing roadways is included as a mitigation
measure in the EAW.

The proposed gravel mine will generate noise and dust and impact visibility for the
local residences.

Noise:
The proposed gravel mine will be required to operate within and comply with applicable State noise standards.
The State noise standards have been established on the basis of preservation of health and welfare of
receptors associated with various land use classifications. The site will be required to comply with the NAC1 the
strictest land use classification standards that apply to residential areas and farmsteads for both daytime and
nighttime hours. The MPCA regulates noise in Minnesota and noise emissions from the Project are subject to
on-going public regulatory authority. Proposed mitigation including berms, recessed operation of processing
equipment, mining and processing setbacks, and use of broad band (white noise) back up alarms, can be
reasonably expected to effectively mitigate identified environmental impacts. The following measures will be
adopted to reduce sound from end gates: Unloading to the extent feasible in recessed portions of the mine,
establishing truck cleanout staging areas that are recessed, use of rubber gaskets, and decreasing the speed
of closure.
Dust:
The Site will operate under a Fugitive Dust Control Plan. Dust emission are regulated by the Township through
the Interim Use Permit. Specific mitigation measures including perimeter berms and recessing operations on
the floor of the mine, paving routes from the haul road to the mine area, watering internal haul roads, imposing
speed limits on internal haul roads, and limiting the number of haul trucks per hour are all effective fugitive dust
mitigation measures that will be implemented at the Site. Fugitive dust emission at the Site are subject to ongoing regulatory authority. The Township has the authority under the Mining Ordinance No. 8 to require
additional remedies. The MPCA also has on-going regulatory authority under the air emissions permit. The
project proposer will utilize screening berms to limit the visibility of the mine during operations. Upon completion
of mining activities all mine equipment and infrastructure will be removed and the site will be restored to
agricultural uses.
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Philip and
Claudine
Solseng

Philip and
Claudine
Solseng

Date of
Comment

3/13/2021

3/13/2021

Comment

Response

a.
First, Item 16, Air: The EAW discusses the sources of air emissions and
emissions controls from the mining operation and does not model air emissions.
As such the EAW does not evaluate the impact of other activities which is typically
done as part of modeling of air dispersion modeling. The air modeling exercise is a
cumulative impact analysis involving modeling of all the emissions activities
simultaneously and adding in background air quality. The modeling results report
the offsite concentrations of the substance. The modeling exercise identifies both
the impacts from the new activity (an EAW objective) and also the cumulative
impacts of all activities and background conditions for comparison to the state and
federal air quality standards. Therefore, the air modeling should be performed as a
part of the EAW.

The Project qualifies for the State’s Nonmetallic Mineral Processing Air Emission General Permit (General Air
Permit). The permit covers both emissions from processing equipment (such as crushers, screens, transfer
operations including belt conveyors, stackers, ladders, chutes, feeders, pneumatic systems, internal
combustion engines, bulldozers, loaders, and other related equipment) and fugitive dust emissions (such as
storage piles, paved and unpaved roads and operations areas). Air emissions generated at the mine will be
subject to on-going public regulatory authority under the General Air Permit. Conditions within the General Air
Permit include proven effective mitigation measures such as standard pollution control equipment, sufficient
moisture content of feed materials, minimizing drop heights along conveyers and other transfer points, and
control of non-process dust emissions by water applications to unpaved roads and handling areas. The MPCA
has several levels of air permits. Only certain levels of permits, specifically those associated with a high
potential to emit air pollutants are subject to air modelling as part of the air emissions permit process. Air
modelling is not required for the permit level of this proposed operation and is not a standard component of an
EAW.

a.
Second, Item 17, Noise: The EAW discusses the sources of noise
generated at the mining location and anticipated noise levels from the individual
activities and completes a screening analysis of the noise impacts from each
activity group individually to assess control needs such as berms. However, there
is no full noise impact analysis of all activities and background conditions or other
proposed projects such as the public road upgrade allowing increased vehicle
traffic.
For comparison, recent EAWs for wind turbine projects in rural agricultural areas
require a comprehensive noise impact analysis with all sources included and with
background noise added to the modeled impacts. The background concentrations
measured for agricultural areas is typically in the 30’s (dBA) nighttime and 40’s
(dBA) daytime range. (as used in the wind farm EAWs). It should be noted that
the wind farm EAWs compare the total impacts against the MPCA noise standards
and not just to the discrete noise generating sources. This comparison (with the
wind farms example) shows the discrepancy of what is to be addressed in an EAW
vs what was done for the proposed gravel mining project.

The mine will be required to operate in compliance with State Noise Standards, which are under the jurisdiction
of the MPCA. If there are noise complaints or if the site is not in compliance with noise standards, mining can
be temporarily suspended by the Township under terms of the IUP. If the mine has repeated exceedances of
noise standards or repeated acts of non-compliance the mine permit can be revoked by the Township. The site
will be required to comply with the NAC1 the strictest land use classification standards that apply to residential
areas and farmsteads for both daytime and nighttime hours. The MPCA regulates noise in Minnesota. Under
Mn Rules, 44410. Noise emissions from the Project are subject to on-going public regulatory authority.
Proposed mitigation including berms, recessed operation of processing equipment, mining and processing
setbacks, and use of broad band (white noise) back up alarms, can be reasonably expected to effectively
mitigate identified environmental impacts. The following measures will be adopted to reduce sound from end
gates: Unloading to the extent feasible in recessed portions of the mine, establishing truck cleanout staging
areas that are recessed, use of rubber gaskets, and decreasing the speed of closure. The MPCA (the on-going
public regulatory authority), reviewed the noise section of the EAW and concluded in their EAW comment letter
that they believe that the Project can meet the state noise standards as presented.

Most importantly, if the agricultural background values were added to the values
used in the gravel mining EAW, it suggest that the MPCA noise standards could be
exceeded even after the proposed berms.
Also, a significant noise impact to residents from dump trucks is the slamming of
the dump gates and this is not addressed in the EAW.
Jake breaking and road noise from trucks hauling on County Road 50 as well as
159th St. and Joyce Road, are not addressed in the EAW. Road noise can be
significant background noise in addition to the noise generated from the mine and
other background noise.
Therefore the noise from the proposed gravel mining operations are not properly
addressed in the EAW.

U

5

Philip and
Claudine
Solseng

3/13/2021

Third, Item 15, Visual: The EAW does not discuss the visual change impacts to
nearby residents resulting from the agricultural field conversion to an industrial
site. In many cases, rapid growing vegetation buffers (such as trees) are
incorporated in mine designs to address this impact. The visual impact and
mitigative measures need to be identified in the EAW.

The EAW discusses that screening berms will be utilized around the perimeter of the mine site to provide visual
screening of mine features from the adjacent properties.
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Philip and
Claudine
Solseng

Philip and
Claudine
Solseng
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3/13/2021

3/13/2021
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Item 11. Water Resources: 1. The EAW requires an evaluation of groundwater
levels and their impact on wetlands. A delineated wetland on the west side of the
proposed mine (Wetland 3) is listed as a dry-season water table and is at an
elevation above the proposed mine bottom. The groundwater levels will decrease
with the proposed mine and dewater the delineated wetland (Wetland 3) on the
west side of the property shown on Drawing C1. The groundwater contours shown
on Drawing C3 are incorrect if Note 5, on Drawing C3, and the assessment by
Anderson Engineering of Minnesota (wetland subconsultant for proposed project)
are correct.

The mine will be required to comply with the Township Ordinance which prohibits mining within 10 feet of the
groundwater. The project proposer will be required to adjust the mine plan as needed to ensure compliance
related to groundwater. There is no dewatering proposed for the mine. There are no proposed impacts to the
wetland on the west site of the project site.

1.
The EAW requires an evaluation of the surface water drainage impacts. The
local surface drainage of the property will be changed. Although reportedly 75
percent of the water will reach Silver Creek (actually via the ravine systems), 25
percent of this water also recharges the local ponds and drainage ways. The
proposed project will drain 100 percent of the water into the proposed mine (rather
than the ravine system) for storage and infiltration on the south side of the mine in
infiltration basins adjacent to the bluffs of Silver Creek. The ponds surrounding the
proposed mine to the north and east will not receive any runoff or infiltrating water
from the mine area and will likely lower these pond levels.

The mine floor will be required to be 10 ft above the groundwater to comply with the Township Ordinance. The
mine floor will be sand and gravel which will allow surface water that enters the mine to infiltration down
towards the groundwater. Stormwater runoff from the portion of the mine area that drains north collects in two
low depressions just south of 159th. Historically, a tile line has run through these two depressions parallel to
and south of 159th that facilitates drainage of these low depressions. Drain tile was initially placed in this
location by a previous property owner and was replaced by the current landowner. The drain tile drains to the
east and then northeast off the site. There is a culvert under 159th but the invert is at a higher elevation than
the bottom of the depressions and so with the drain tile, stormwater rarely flows north. Approximately 7.5 acres
that currently drains to the depressions will drain internally and infiltrate into the groundwater. Removing this
drainage area will not have a significant effect on the wetland located north of 159th since water does not
currently drain to the north under 159th except under extreme events when storage capacity of the
depressions is exceeded.
The Project Proposer has been working with adjacent property owners and the Township to modify the outlet
of the drain tile north under 159th onto property owned by the Proposer. This will return a portion of the
drainage area back to the north and restore drainage patterns over a portion of the subwatershed to the north.

U

U

8

9

Philip and
Claudine
Solseng

Philip and
Claudine
Solseng

3/13/2021

3. Because of the change in surface water drainage, it is likely the bottom of the
proposed mine will become a wet area where the infiltration ponds are shown on
the drawing C-3. In time, these infiltration ponds will tend to silt-in and will pond
water during high rainfall events. Although the infiltration ponds are a fair distance
away from the Silver Creek bluff, over time, it is expected that the infiltration basins
will eventually produce seepage toward the Silver Creek bluff. The area directly
south of the infiltration basins along the bluff, likely does not currently receive
seepage from the field to the north (the proposed mine pit area)

During mine operations stormwater will be managed in accordance with the requirements of the MPCA
Industrial Stormwater Permit or Nonmetallic Mining General Permit as applicable and the SWPPP developed
for the mine project. Mining will be a minimum of 10 ft above the groundwater table which will allow water in the
mine to infiltration downward and not travel laterally.

It is known that where seepage emerges, the bluff slope will flatten and possibly
slough. The amount of sloughing caused by seepage emerging on the bluff is not
known but the potential for ponding within the gravel mine over the long term and
during flood conditions, should be determined. Along with this, the impact of
seepage emerging along the bluff from the infiltration basins and the potential for
sloughing of the bluff along Silver Creek should be addressed.

3/13/2021

In summary, it is suggested that RGU (San Francisco Township Supervisors)
consider an EIS for the proposed gravel mine, based on Minnesota Administrative
Rules, 4410.2000, Projects Requiring an EIS, Subp3, Subp4 and Subp5

The proposed project does not trigger the need for a mandatory EIS under Minnesota Rules 4410.4400. The
need for an EIS will be determined by the Township as the RGU ss outlined in Minnesota Rules 4410.1700
subpart 3 "The RGU's decision shall be either a negative declaration or a positive declaration. The RGU shall
base its decision regarding the need for an EIS on the information gathered during the EAW process and the
comments received on the EAW." Minnesota Rules establish the basis for an RGU to make the determination
on the need for an EIS. The Township will follow the process outlined in Minn. Rules. 4410.100 Subp. 7. in
deciding whether or not a project has the potential for significant environmental effects.
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Comment
If this gravel pit could be reached from hwy 212, or 169 so as not to reduce the
value of properties in its path, that would be ideal.

V

W

W

W

1

1

2

3

Amy Gestach

Katie Werner

Katie Werner

Katie Werner

3/14/2021

3/14/2021

It is not within the scope of an EAW analysis to consider alternative sites for the proposed action. The review is
conducted based on the proposed activities for the identified site.
Sand and gravel resources are scarce in the undeveloped portions of the County. Aggregates need to be
mined in the areas where they were deposited by past glacial activity. The state legislature recognized the
importance of aggregate resources and instructed the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) to
protect and promote their orderly and economically sound development. Mn Statute 84.94 AGGREGATE
PLANNING AND PROTECTION §Subdivision 1.Purpose. It is the purpose of this section to protect aggregate
resources; to promote orderly and environmentally sound development; to spread the burden of development;
and to introduce aggregate resource protection into local comprehensive planning and land use controls. The
original law passed in 1984 gave priority to identification and classification in areas of the state where
urbanization or other factors may be resulting in a loss of aggregate resources to development and included
Carver County. Aggregate mapping for Carver County shows a lack of aggregate deposits along the 212
corridor. The Carver County 2040 Plan summarizes the DNR mapping project. Carver County has two general
areas that have or did have substantial extractable resources—the outwash area associated with the
Minnesota River and small deposits associated with the South Fork Crow River area in the northwest portion of
the County (Camden, Hollywood, and Watertown Townships). There has historically been some aggregate
mining occurring in Laketown Township, but these deposits are typically isolated and quite limited in size. Most
of these areas have already been mined. The deposits in the northwest area are typically somewhat larger but
are of lower quality and relatively shallow depth. The highest quality and most abundant aggregate deposits are
the outwash deposits along the Minnesota River Valley.

3/14/2021

3/14/2021

Response

Comment/Question(s): With the calculated volumes and the “infiltration basin”, it
seems impossible that post-mining the land could be returned effectively and purely
to agricultural land. Related questions:
1. What is the expected location and size of the infiltration basin?
2. What is the probability that the area will contain a water mass after the project is
complete?
3. What would be the approximated size of that water mass?
4. What are the pollution risks associated with this new water mass for the local
environment as well as wildlife and other populations?

The conceptual location of the infiltration basins is shown on Plan Sheet C3, Reclamation Plan, attached to the
EAW. The reclamation plan will be submitted to the Township and the County as part of permit applications.
The final locations of the infiltration basins will be determined as mining progresses and ends. The infiltration
basins will need to be design by an engineer to hand the appropriate amount of runoff from the final mine plan.

Comment/Question(s):
1. What are the processes in place to ensure that fuel spill prevention training is
complete and practices are followed?
2. What level of incident triggers notification of local residents?

Storage of hazardous materials in tanks is regulated by the MPCA. Owners/operators of Underground Storage
Tanks (UST) of 110 gallons or Above Ground Storage Tanks (AST) of 500 gallons or larger must register these
tanks with the MPCA. The site owner and operator will be responsible for site housekeeping, proper
management of materials, spill prevention, and spill response and clean up. MPCA regulates fuel spill
prevention training which is documented in the pollution prevention plan that is a required component of the
NPDES permit for the site. Under state law, a spill of 5 gallons or more requires notification to the State Duty
officer, even if the spill is within a secondary containment system.

Comment/Question(s):
1. We've been informed by the proposer that he plans to use the land for
subdivisions / housing post-mining. In this report, it shows he plans to restore to
agriculture. Why the discrepancy?
2. If the proposer wishes to turn the property in a subdivisions post-mining, what
will the process be for approvals?
3. Would post-mining property be safe for future residents? Will their wells be safe?
How long after mining is it typically allowed to let people live on that mined property
safely?

The proposed post reclamation land use is agricultural in accordance with the current zoning of the property.
The current mine proposal does not include residential uses. If a residential land use were to be proposed at
some point in the future after reclamation of the mine site, it would be subject to the zoning code and permitting
process in effect at that time that would require similar types of proposed development. Future residential wells
would be completed in the underlying buried sand and gravel aquifer or the underlying Tunnel City-Wonewoc
Aquifer. These wells would provide a safe drinking water supply to future residential land uses on the property.
There are no time restrictions for residential development post reclamation. Residential land uses can be and
are often safely developed immediately upon the conclusion of mining. In some instances residential
development land occurs on completed portions of a mine while remaining portions of the mine are still active.
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Specific road upgrades required by the project proposer will be identified as conditions of the IUP for the mining
project. The road improvements will be required to be completed prior to the startup of mining activities. The
site and mine owner, Olson Construction, is responsible for safely operating the mine site.

3/14/2021

Comment/Question(s): Regarding the road access to the mine, there are blind
spots on each entry way that bring grave concern. Last summer, I went on a golf
cart ride with my two children around the neighborhood. When we were driving
westward from the proposed mining entrance and approaching one of these blind
spots, one of the mining trucks tending to the proposer’s existing mine project
came speeding around the corner. We were in the right "lane", but due to the size
of the truck and road, we had to quickly veer off the road to avoid being hit. The
driver did not adjust speed or position. This near-miss haunts me today.
Each day we will see an average of 123 trucks on that road, and the probability of
an accident or death at these blind spot locations is high (this is one example).
Other potential blind spots:
- By the Anderson's property due to the bend and hill in the road.
- At 159th and Joyce Road.
These have kids nearby, including my own.
1. What specific upgrades will be done to ensure the safety of this community and
our children as we use the roads for everyday mobility?
2. When will the “upgrades” need to be completed by the proposer?
3. What will be the process /result if someone is injured or killed by one of these
trucks? And will this impact the mining operation--how?

Comment noted. The project proposer will be required to operate the mine in a safe and responsible manner.

3/14/2021

Comment/Question(s):
Our community travels to and from work / school during the peak hour of operation
for the mine (7-8:00 am). This increases safety risks significantly, and all
precautions must be taken to ensure the roadways are properly improved, per the
letter from Eric Johnson (2-6-21).

3/14/2021

Comment/Question(s):
In the current condition, our roads are subpar for this kind of truck traffic. With the
addition of “water” on the gravel roads, per the reference above, it seems the
situation will be further exacerbated.
1. Please reference the letter from Eric Johnson (2-6-21). How will each of the
points in that letter be met?
2. How quickly will the proposer need to modify the roads to accommodate this
traffic and what happens if he exceeds this time limit?
3. How much will roadway expansion / paving impact our properties, environment
and otherwise?
4. Is it a conflict of interest that the proposer maintains our roads--and will also
heavily impact them with the mining operation?
5. Who will be monitoring the condition of the roads over time and how often? What
is the response if the roads degrade without action, and what's our leverage to
ensure the proposer takes appropriate action?

The specific road improvements that will be required by the project proposer prior to the start of mine
operations will be detailed in the conditions of the IUP. Paved road surfaces will limit dust in the area. The
project proposer will be responsible for the costs to complete the road improvements and then repair any
damaged caused to Township roads by their mine operations. The Township will be responsible for ensuring
the conditions of the roads are maintained and for enforcing the terms of the IUP. Water is used on gravel
roads for dust control. The gravel roads are internal to the operation and will not impact travelling public.
Water on gravel roads is a commonly used fugitive dust control mitigation strategy. 1. See response to Eric
Johnson comments. 2. The schedule for roadway improvements and repercussions for deviation will be
determined in the IUP process. 3. The contemplated improvements consider hard surfacing the roadway which
is generally considered a benefit to adjacent properties. 4. Conflict of interest will be addressed in the IUP
process and is not relevant to environmental review. 5. The Township has jurisdiction over local roadways.

Comment/Question(s):
1. When must a berm be installed by to meet the conditions of the permit?
2. Who will enforce this timing and what happens if that is violated?
3. Will the erosion control measures be monitored to ensure that the ground covers
/ vegetation used are native or non-invasive species?

1. The timing and or phasing of berm construction will be addressed in the IUP. 2.The Township enforces the
IUP. 3. The MPCA enforces the NPDES Permit and Pollution Prevention Plan which is specific to erosion and
sedimentation control and preventing contamination of stormwater. The MPCA also conducts inspections. A
permit from the Carver County Water Management Organization (CCWMO) is also required. This permit also
addresses erosion and sedimentation as well as seed mixes to be utilized and revegetation standards. There
are no rules that require use of native vegetation although the CCWMO may impose conditions to the permit if
an area is not returned to agricultural production. Most agricultural crops are not native vegetation. The
Township regulates weed control through the IUP. Operators are required to control noxious weeds and mow
or harvest other vegetation to maintain reasonable appearance of the site.

3/14/2021
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Comment/Question(s): The referenced section does not seem to reference silt, an
airborne contaminant that is commonly found in these types of crushing operations.
While researching the environmental impacts of this type of mining, I found the
attached PDF: “Environmental-Impacts-of-Aggregate-and-Stone-Mining.pdf”,
produced by Steve Blodgett, MS. It states that the primary impacts to humans are
"respiratory problems caused by chronic irritation of the lungs and mucus
membranes." It also references Silicosis, read more here:
https://www.lung.org/lung-health-diseases/lung-disease-lookup/silicosis. The health
impacts to mining are real. Many of us live within range of impact and spend
significant time outside tending to our properties and recreationally. For our local
community and particularly for young children, like my 5 and 7 year old, a decision
to move forward without proper investigation and mitigation of this health hazard
could be serious.
Additionally, Mr. Blodgett describes: "Many air quality permits require that sampling
be done only once every 7 days for one 24-hour period, which means that the air
quality at a given mine or mill is sampled only 14% of the time. Thus, the mine is
allowed to choose when these samples will be collected, which means that
sampling can be avoided on extremely windy days and can usually be done under
calm conditions. This selective sampling allows the permittee (the mine and/or mill)
to remain in compliance with the air quality permit even though its operation may
be violating terms of the permit the majority of the time. Although the mine must
meet TSP standards for 24-hour, 7-day, and 30-day averages, these
measurements are taken from a stack and do not include TSPs from pits, haul
roads, and disturbed areas on the property."
1. What are the predicted levels of silt or other similar harmful substances from the
crushing operations?
2. We experience a great amount of wind in our local community, particularly at our
property. What are the terms of required sampling for the mine, considering the
challenges outlined above, to ensure that the samplings represent the majority of
his operations?
3. At what locations will air samplings be required? Will the proposer’s company be
required to find sampling on surrounding properties?
4. How will we (the community) be able to see the results of these tests, and any
other tests performed to assess his operations, over time? Will there be
transparency?
5. What will be the recourse if air samplings are found to be in violations of limits?
How quickly must be respond? What will happen if he does not take action
promptly to protect us (or his own employees for that matter)? What would trigger
the mine to be shut down temporarily to mitigate the issues?

Response
Mine operations of this smaller magnitude often will contract out the crushing operations to a company that
specializes in the activity. These owners and operators of the crushing equipment have an air permit to cover
the operations of the crusher. The crushing operator is responsible for complying with the terms of the air
permit for their equipment. The mobile crushing operation would be set up on site a few weeks per year to
complete crushing and create stock piles. If Olson Construction purchases and operates their own crushing
equipment, those crushing operations will need to be evaluated for the applicability of an air permit. As part of
the IUP from the Township, Olson Construction will be required to submit a fugitive dust plan which will identify
measures for controlling dust and silt. Additional information related to air emissions is included in Technical
Memo of supplemental information provided by the proposer.
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3/14/2021

Comment/Question(s):
The concerns listed in these segments of the document seem to be focused only
on the immediate (local) impacts of the project. The increases in noise, dust
pollution (particularly due to crushing operations) and other environmental factors
are sure to have lasting impacts on our wildlife and plant species in the area.
Additionally, the document states that these local waterways that feed the
Minnesota River are impaired and require improvement. Additional contamination
from this project are sure to increase the efforts needed to repair these waterways.
1. What is the impact of these types of projects, including the effects of the
particulate residue, on bee populations, which are critical for food production /
human longevity?
2. What will the proposer’s ongoing responsibilities be to monitor waterway
pollution and adjust if indicators of further pollution arise?
3. If issues are found, what are the avenues to repair the damage? What would
trigger the mine to be temporarily shut-down while repairs are in progress?
4. What are the actions, fines or otherwise if pollution without urgent repair ensues?
5. Personal question: What is the township/county doing to improve these
waterways?
6. I have seen at least one bald eagle per week swoop across our neighboring
property. Has a proper study been done to ensure that no eagle nests exist on the
bluff / in the valley that would be negatively impacted by the project? Has a proper
study bee conducted to investigate if the area is home to other rare features,
wildlife, etc.?

Mining will be limited to the mine area identified within the IUP. The project proposer will be required to comply
with the terms of all permits from the Township, County, and State to protect air and water quality. If the terms
of the permits are not followed mine operations can be suspended or permits can be revoked. The mine site is
proposed to operate on existing agricultural lands that are currently farmed. The adjacent areas of habitat that
may be utilized by wildlife will not be impacted. Each individual permit issued for the site articulates actions,
fines and suspensions associated with an operator not complying with the terms of the permit. In addition to
revoking a permit, the MPCA has a number of tools including notice of violations, fines, and remedial
investigation and cleanup through stipulation agreements and other legal remedies to address a release at any
site. Bald Eagles are no longer an endangered species, but they are still protected by multiple federal laws.
Eagles, their feathers and parts, nests, nest trees, and winter/nighttime roosts are all protected by federal laws.
There are no known eagle nests in the immediate proximity of the site and no trees will be removed that could
potentially contain an Eagle nest. A natural resources inventory has been completed for the Ravine area and a
review of the MDNR Natural Heritage Information System. The inventory lists threatened, endangered ,or
special concern species as well as rare features that have been identified within approximately one mile of the
Site. The review concluded that one state listed species was documented in the area but provided that the
proposed project stays within the proposed mine limits and does not impact undisturbed vegetation (untilled
areas along the bluff), impacts to the protected species are not anticipated. See Section 13b an Attachment 5
of the EAW for further information regarding rare features, wildlife, etc.

3/14/2021

Comment/Question(s): The document claims that the levels of noise will be similar
for mining as for agricultural use. This is absolutely not the case. 2x per year the
fields have tractors. Yes, the individual tractors may be loud, but the frequency of
activity is significantly different. With mining, we will not only have the ongoing
drone of the mining vehicles every week day from dawn to dusk, but we will also
have the truck noise and traffic on roads that today have less than 5 standard
vehicles per day. With the average of 123 trucks per day, this is substantially more
than 5 cars or pickups.
1. How will the noise estimations be accurately measured and verified?

The mine will be required to operate in compliance with State Noise Standards, which are under the jurisdiction
of the MPCA. If there are noise complaints or if the site is not in compliance with noise standards, mining can
be temporarily suspended by the Township under terms of the IUP. If the mine has repeated exceedances of
noise standards or repeated acts of non-compliance the mine permit can be revoked by the Township.

Comment/Question(s):
Mining 6a to 6p 5 days per week puts parameters on the operation that mean the
local community will wake to the noise, garden to the noise, play outside to the
noise and have dinner to the noise. If the proposer’s employees follow the rules,
we will be blessed to put the kids to bed without this noise.
1. How will the hours of operation be monitored? What is the recourse if these
hours are violated?
2. If a Noise Monitoring study is submitted by the proposer, as mentioned above,
how will the local community be involved in the approval process?
We’re aware that other mines in the area extended hours to include weekends due
to business need.
3. What would the specific conditions be that would allow for such an expansion?
4. If the Township is considering such an expansion, how will the community be
involved? What is our (the community's) path to offer feedback on those changes
and who makes the final decisions about changing hours?

The proposed gravel mine will be required to operate in compliance with applicable State noise standards. The
State noise standards have been established on the basis of preservation of health and welfare of receptors
associated with various land use classifications. The site will be required to comply with the NAC1 the strictest
land use classification standards that apply to residential areas and farmsteads for both daytime and nighttime
hours. Noise emissions from the Project are subject to on-going public regulatory authority and the MPCA
regulates noise in Minnesota. Proposed mitigation including berms, recessed operation of processing
equipment, mining and processing setbacks, and use of broad band (white noise) back up alarms are effective
mitigation measures identified by the project proposer to reduce identified environmental impacts and ensure
compliance with State noise standards.
1. The hours of operations will be listed as conditions of the IUP. The Township or its representatives are
allowed to inspect the mine site under the Ordinance and terms of the IUP. The mine will be required to comply
with all conditions of the IUP as well as operate within State Nosie standards. If the conditions of the IUP are
violated mining can be suspended or revoked by the Township.
2. A noise monitoring study is not required to be submitted as part of the EAW. There is no public approval
process for the EAW, only the public comment period.
3.Specific permit conditions are addressed in the IUP process, not the EAW process. The IUP process includes
a public hearing. Nearby residents are notified of the public hearing through a mailing and a native in the local
paper in accordance with procedures established in by the Township. The applicant has not made a request
for extended hours.

3/14/2021
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Comment/Question(s): We are concerned about both the water quality in our well
being impacted over time as well the potential introduction of a water mass in the
mined areas. The study says there is a thick deposit of clay, but the analysis seems
inadequate to bolster community confidence.
1. How will we ensure that the wells will not be impacted further than what is in this
study?
2. Over the 20 years, who will be responsible for testing the wells and how often? If
we see degradation of well water quality, what will be the result?
3. Who will be responsible to restore the well health / install mitigation systems, if
issues occur? Will this halt mining production temporarily until mitigations are in
place? Will reparations be made as needed?
4. Over the life of the mine, what expected effect will depletion of this well have on
the neighborhood well systems; will they be depleted over time or will this impact
the life of the wells? How will this depletion impact the water table, neighboring
water bodies or environment in general?

The proposed gravel mine will not be using or appropriating water from the site for operations. Water for dust
control will be hauled in on water trucks filled at an offsite location. The Township Ordinance does not allow
mining within 10 feet of the groundwater table to be protective of groundwater resources. The project proposer
will be required to comply the Ordinance to ensure groundwater resources are not impacted.

Comment/Question(s): Many of my concerns seem to relate to this concept of “field
verifications.”
1. Is there a document that addresses the processes / requirements for field
verifications? If not, could you please specify in more details.

Field verification generally refers to conducting a visit to a specific project site to document field conditions.
Concept Plans or desktop analysis can be conduced from offsite. A follow up activity would then be a site visit
to field verify actual conditions. For example, using available public data layers of land use, national wetland
inventory maps, soils, and topography, combined with high resolution aerial photos a desktop analysis for
wetlands can be completed for a site. Then depending on the results of the desktop analysis, wetland
boundaries could require field verification of the wetland areas.

Comment/Question(s): We have received no communication regarding the mining
in process on the property. Multiple rules have been violated that are meant to
protect the neighborhood, and we have seen no evidence that efforts are being
made to enforce the rules or adjust the operations.
1. If this permit is approved, which governing body will be monitoring the operation
to ensure adherence to the rules and how often?
2. What are the proposer’s responsibilities of the operation further violates the
rules? How quickly must action be taken and at what cost to the operation? What
actions would result in fines or punitive demands?

The EAW process has followed the procedural rules established by the Minnesota Environmental Quality
Board. Once the environmental review process is complete and the project proposer must submit an IUP
application to the Township for review. As part of the IUP process a public hearing will be held. The public
hearing will be noticed in accordance with the ordinances established by the Township. 1. Several public
regulatory authorities will be monitoring the operation to ensure adherence to rules and permits. The Township
Ordinance requires that the mine owner/operator be in compliance with all rules under the Mining Ordinance as
well as all specific conditions listed as part of the Interim Use Permit (IUP) for the mine. If a violation of the
conditions is observed the Township shall provide written notice to the Owner who will have five days to comply
with the requirements. In the instance of a violation of the hours of operation, noise, dust, road maintenance, or
safety the Owner will have 24 hrs. to comply.

3/14/2021

Comment/Question(s): We've been informed that operations like this are often sold
partway through execution of the permit.
1. Would the permit transfer to the next property owner without further approval? Or
what process would take place?
2. What steps would ensue to ensure the next permit holder followed these rules
and ordinances as well?

Typically permits can transfer from one party to the next, potentially as part of a sale of land or a business..
Whoever holds the permit is responsible for complying with the conditions of the permit. The next permit holder
must also comply with the terms of the permit or the Township may revoke the permit.

3/14/2021

Comment/Question(s): A history of mining says that often mines are not reclaimed
once the value of the mine is extracted.
1. What is the requirement for the proposer that the operation returns the land to
similar conditions?
2. Who will monitor this process to ensure compliance, and what voice will the
community have in the satisfaction assessment?
3. What is the process if the land is not repaired? What are the fines or other
implications for the proposer if this is not carried out?

The requirements for mine reclamation are described within Chapter 7, Section 1, W of the Township
Ordinance. The site Owner is responsible for complying with all terms of mine reclamation and site restoration
as outlined within the Reclamation Plan for the site. The Township requires the Site Owner to issue a bond
covering a minimum of $3,500 per acre of mine site. If the Site owner fails to comply with the reclamation
conditions then Township can utilize the bond funds to hire a contractor to complete the reclamation and site
restoration.

3/14/2021

Comment/Question(s): With the guaranteed negative impact on home values due
to this project as well as the real human factors, at what point in the process will we
be able to discuss the personal financial and mental impacts of this project for our
community? We absolutely must get a chance to discuss before final decisions are
made to approve this life changing permit.

An evaluation of property values within San Francisco Township is beyond the scope of this Environmental
Review. A public hearing will be held by the Township as part of the IUP review process. The public hearing
provides an opportunity for residents to provide input to the Township on the proposed project and discuss
details related to operations of a project.

3/14/2021

3/14/2021

3/14/2021
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Comment/Question(s): It's clear that with all these points above, there is still much
to learn about how this would impact us and our communities. Also, this
assessment doesn't include the cumulative effects of mining operations in our area.
With multiple operations nearby now, we believe a full EIS is required to
understand and plan for the operation appropriately. Please support us in this ask.

Consistent with EQB Guidance, when evaluating cumulative potential effects for projects within the
environmentally relevant area past projects that have already undergone environmental review and permitting
are included within the context of current effects. The existing conditions with respect to an environmental
resource is equal to the current aggregate effects from past projects. For future projects, only other projects for
which a basis of expectation have been laid need to be considered. There are no other proposed mining
operations within the environmentally relevant area that have been reidentified as reasonably likely to occur.
No permit applications have been filed, and no detailed plans or specifications have been prepared (criteria for
determining if a project is reasonably likely to occur). The determination of the potential need for an EIS is
made at the end of the EAW review process. As outlined in Minnesota Rules 4410.1700 subpart 3 "The RGU's
decision shall be either a negative declaration or a positive declaration. The RGU shall base its decision
regarding the need for an EIS on the information gathered during the EAW process and the comments received
on the EAW."

Petition of the Citizens for an Environmental Impact Statement

Minnesota Rules 4410.1100 PETITION PROCESS describe the process for filing a petition to request an EAW,
the first step in the environmental review process. The Township has already ordered a discretionary EAW, as
required by the Mining Ordinance, which is the first step in the environmental review process. The
determination of the potential need for an EIS is made at the end of the EAW review process. As outlined in
Minnesota Rules 4410.1700 subpart 3 "The RGU's decision shall be either a negative declaration or a positive
declaration. The RGU shall base its decision regarding the need for an EIS on the information gathered during
the EAW process and the comments received on the EAW."

General Comments - No one wants the piece of country interrupted by heavy
machinery, beeping, crushing rock slamming gates and all the other noise created
with such environment. Noise alone should require environmental impact
statement. EIS

The MPCA, the public agency with on-going regulatory authority over State noise rules and has developed
Noise standards on the basis of preservation of health and welfare of receptors associated with various land
use classifications. The site will be required to comply with the NAC1 the strictest land use classification
standards that apply to residential areas and farmsteads for both daytime and nighttime hours. The gravel mine
will be required to comply with applicable noise standards as stated in the Township ordinance. The need for
an EIS will be determined by the Township as the RGU ss outlined in Minnesota Rules 4410.1700 subpart 3
"The RGU's decision shall be either a negative declaration or a positive declaration. The RGU shall base its
decision regarding the need for an EIS on the information gathered during the EAW process and the comments
received on the EAW."

3/15/2021

(1) Comments/Question(s):
1. There was mining done at the site in 2020 by the proposer. Why was that not
included in this document?
2. Why was section 6.f marked as “no” if there was previous work done?

Mining was conducted at the site by the proposer as allowed under the County rules for an administrative
permit for up to 10,000 yards of material. This permit has since been closed.

The ordinance regulates the maximum slopes of reclaimed areas. There are many examples of mining areas
that have returned to agricultural uses post reclamation. See Attachment 4 of the supplemental information for
an example of agricultural land use, interim mine use, reclamation activity and return to agricultural use.

3/15/2021

(2) Comments/Question(s): I am concerned the mining area will not be put back to
agricultural use like this EAW states.
1. With a mining depth of 25-30ft and a mine face of 20ft, it is unlikely that grades
can be established for agricultural uses. I am assuming crop farming such as
soybeans or corn which is the current use.
2. In section 6.b, page 3, how specifically does this “better facilitate the current
agricultural uses”?
3. Is there another example of a mine in the area, in the past 20-30 years that has
converted the mine back to agriculture as this describes?
4. Is there or will there be a computer rendered image of the mine in the different
stages?

3/15/2021

(3) Comments/Question(s):
1. Does this “development” include residential or rural housing development?
2. Are there any plans for residential or rural housing development?

The proposal does not include the construction of residential housing. There are currently no plans for
residential or rural housing development. Mining is an interim use. Future land uses would be subject to the
zoning code and approval process in effect at that time.

3/14/2021
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(4) Comments/Question(s):
1. The referenced township ordinance calls for a 1,000-foot setback from the
entrance/exit onto the roadway which contradicts 18.c, Page 28 of the EAW.
2. The referenced township ordinance requires that the existing road infrastructure
must be deemed adequate, should not require modifications and shall have direct
access to a 9-ton, or greater capacity, hard surface road. The 159th street and
Joyce rd are narrow gravel roads that have multiple blind corners and pass over a
narrow ravine on Joyce rd. How would the township board enforce this ordinance?
3. I did not see fencing mentioned anywhere, is that planned? If so, what type of
fencing will be used? Will the fencing blend into the landscape?
4. The referenced state website above states “the permit application must be
submitted at the same time as the draft EAW”. Section 8 of the EAW above
indicates the MPCA permits have not been submitted. Have those been submitted
yet?
5. On page 1 of the EAW and then also in the February (2021) township board
meeting and the Annual (2021) township meeting it has been stated by the board
that the EAW was mandatory because of the township ordinance and would be
discretionary in neighboring townships. There is an existing permit for Carver
County (certificate #: A20190121/WP20190018) for mining 6.5 acres on the
property and this EAW is for mining another 37 acres which totals more than the 40
acres stated under 4410.4300 Mandatory EAW categories where it indicates the
cumulative total should be considered. This is been misleading and I believe
should be corrected.
6. I believe an EIS should be done because the cumulative mining area is greater
than 40 acres and the mine is being proposed in the Ravine Areas of San
Francisco Township. If this does not fall under MN Rules 4410.4400 Mandatory EIS
Categories Subp 9.C. (referenced above) I hope it is seriously considered in the
decision making process.

Response
1. The referenced township ordinance calls for a 1,000-foot setback from the entrance/exit onto the roadway
which contradicts 18.c, Page 28 of the EAW.
The Mining Ordinance Performance Standards for site access are as follows:
Access. All mineral extraction facilities shall have direct access to a 9-ton, or greater capacity, hard surface,
road. The Town Board, or designee, shall set minimum roadway maintenance obligations as a condition of the
permit. The point of the mining site access shall be at least 300 feet from any intersection or residential
driveway, or as determined by the Town Board under special circumstances. Circumstances will include, but
not be limited to, topography, safety, traffic, and existing land use.
2. The IUP will identify specific conditions regulating mine site operations. These conditions are enforceable by
the Township. The culvert under Joyce road has been previously identified in need of improvement prior to the
proposed Project.
3. Fencing requirements will be addressed in the IUP
4. The referenced state website is that of the MPCA which is the designated RGU responsible for preparing
EAWs for certain types of projects. MPCA, when acting as the RGU, requires that MPCA permit applications
be submitted with the EAW. It is not a law under the EQB's Environmental Review Rules. In this case the
Township as the local government unit, is the RGU for both the EAW and the mining activities under an Interim
Use Permit. Permit applications are often not prepared or submitted to the appropriate regulating agency until
after environmental review is complete. This is because throughout the EAW process information about
potential environmental effects and how to avoid or minimize those effects is developed. To prepare permit
applications or issue permits before the EAW is complete undermines the very purpose of the review. This is
also the reason that the rules prohibit approving the project (or parts of the project) until the review has been
completed. MPCA permits will be required to be applied for and acquired prior to starting mine operations.
5. An EAW is mandatory if it the Project exceeds the thresholds listed in Minn. Rules 4410.4300 MANDATORY
EAW CATEGORIES. The total area including the proposed mine area of the Project and the area mined under
the Administrative Permit is less than 40 acres mined to a mean depth of ten feet or more. The 6.5 acres
authorized in the administrative permit included operational and stockpiling area, but the actual area mined to a
mean depth of ten feet or more was less between 0.7 and 1.3 acres. [Note that if the entire 6.5 acres was
mined to obtain the 9,999 cy of material that could be removed under the Administrative permit, the mean depth
of mining would be less than one foot]. When including the area mined under the Administrative Permit the
Project is still under the Mandatory EAW threshold. Regardless of whether an EAW is discretionary or
mandatory, the environmental review process is the same.
6. The mandatory Threshold for an EIS is 160 acres. The cumulative mine area does not meet the mandatory
threshold for an EIS.
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(5) Comments/Question(s):
1. Is there a chance the onsite well would deplete the same water vein any
neighboring well pumps from? What would the mining companies responsibility be
if that happened?

The Township Ordinance prohibits mining within 10 ft of the ground water. No on site well is proposed. There is
no dewatering proposed at the mine site. Neighboring wells are installed in an underlying confined aquifer that
is separated from the surficial water table by approximately 200 feet of a confining clay later. The proposed
project does not include consumption of water at the project site that would impact local groundwater
resources.
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(6) Comments/Question(s):
1. As a neighbor we observe numerous animals on the site, such as deer, turkey’s,
swans, geese, raccoons, coyotes.
2. We see Eagles almost on a daily basis. Has their habitat been considered?
3. With the noise and dust from the mining operation I feel the existing wildlife will
choose to avoid the area including Silver Creek which would be 100ft away from
the mine according to Sheet C2, Page 32. This is a major reason why we moved to
this area.

The site is private property that is currently used for agricultural production. The wildlife that may utilize the
current site at times may avoid the site during mine operations and utilize adjacent areas. The mine does not
propose to clear or impact native wildlife habitat such as forests, grasslands, or wetlands. The bluffs represent
areas of wildlife habitat within the Site. Bluff vegetation will not be disturbed and mining limits will be setback
from the bluff in accordance with the Carver County Ordinance developed to protect the bluffs from impact.

3/15/2021

(7) Comments/Question(s):
1. Do visible plumes include dust, smoke and water/steam?
2. How high would the berms be to the west of the mine? Section 15 indicates 6-8ft
and Sheet C2 shows 3-5ft.
3. Do stockpiles need to be lower than all berms?
a. EAW, Page 4 stockpiles 30-45ft.
b. EAW, Page 10 Mining depth of 25-30ft.
4. Our bedroom window faces the designated mining area which currently is a
scenic view of the Ravine Areas of San Francisco Township as shown in the image
above. The township ordinance states, “The use must not adversely impact the
unique and scenic area of the Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Areas of San
Francisco Township.”. This was one of the main reasons we moved into this area.
Why is the mine being proposed here if the ordinance states it should not be in this
area?
5. The unconventional shape of the mine on Sheet C2 is a clear indicator that it is
too close to houses in the neighborhood.

According to EQB guidance, an example of “visual nuisances” include lights on tall communication towers
intruding on the visual integrity of a scenic vista, or a large water vapor plume from an exhaust stack or cooling
tower. Berm heights will vary around the perimeter of the mine. Mining depths and final berm heights and
locations will be determined as part of the IUP permitting process. In accordance with the ordinance, stockpiles
are required to be lower than the average height of the berms. The ordinance does not prohibit development
within the Ravine Area, which is defined as one mile from Silver and Bevins Creek. The proposed mine will not
be visible from the creek. There are no permanent structures proposed that could be considered a negative
impact to the views and vistas. Mine limits have been developed to meet the setbacks in the Township
ordinance. The Township ordinance requires mining to be setback 1,000 from a residential dwelling and 200
feet from a property line. The County Ordinance requires mining to be setback 500 feet from a residential
dwelling and 50 feet from a property line. The "unconventional" mine limits are a result of the larger Township
setback requirements adopted to ensure sufficient distance between mining operations and nearby residences.
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(8) Comments/Question(s):
1. What are the predicted levels of silt or other similar harmful substances from the
crushing operations?
2. Would the mine have a Fugitive Dust Control Plan it operates under?
3. How would the Fugitive Dust Control Plan be regulated? Would this done by a
3rd party?
4. Is what is listed in section 16.c the extent of the fugitive dust control measures?
What about the following?:
a. Material handling and transfer
b. Backhoe and Bulldozing Operations
c. Crushers
d. Screeners
e. Conveyor
5. I do not feel this EAW has a comprehensive plan for air quality because of the
limited amount of information on the Fugitive Dust Control Plan and acknowledging
other airborne particles such as silt. I am concerned about the health and safety of
my family and the surrounding community. I believe an EIS should be completed
for an assessment of impacts to human health.

(8) Comments/Question(s):
1. Crushing and processing can create air borne emissions of silt, dust and other fine particles. These are
typically referred to and regulated based on the size of particle and their ability to be inhaled and travel into the
lungs. Particulate Matter (PM) emissions include fine particles (PM2.5), which are 2.5 micrometers in diameter
and smaller, and coarse particles, which have diameters between 2.5 and 10 micrometers. Fine particles can
be emitted directly from a variety of sources, including vehicles, smokestacks, and fires. They also form when
gases emitted by power plants, industrial processes, and gasoline and diesel engines react in the atmosphere.
Coarse particles include road dust that is kicked up by traffic, some agricultural operations, construction and
demolition operations, industrial processes as well as crushing and processing of aggregates.
The Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) sets two types of National Ambient Air Quality Standards
for particle pollution: primary standards, to protect public health, and secondary standards, to protect public
welfare. The law requires that primary standards be “requisite to protect public health with an adequate margin
of safety,” including the health of sensitive groups of people which include people with heart or lung disease,
children and older adults, and nonwhite populations that may be at particular risk. Secondary standards must
be “requisite to protect the public welfare” from both known and anticipated adverse effects.
In addition, Minnesota has adopted state ambient air quality standards (Minn. Rules Chapter 7009.0080
MINNESOTA AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS. The State standards are the same as the federal
standards for PM10 and PM 2.5. In addition, Minnesota has adopted a standard for Total Suspended
Particulate. Table 1 includes the primary (strictest) Federal and State ambient air quality standards.
Table 1 Ambient Air Quality Standards
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24-hour
Annual
24-hour
Annual
24-hour
Annual TSP
PM10
PM10(a)
PM2.5
PM2.5
TSP
(µg/m3)
3
3
3
3
3
(µg/m )
(µg/m )
(µg/m )
(µg/m )
(µg/m )
Federal
150
35
12
State
150
35
12
260
75
The MPCA has regulatory authority over air emissions. Processing operations are subject to an air permit from
the MPCA. The MPCA has developed a State General Permit for Non-Metallic Mineral Processing (General Air
Permit). The permit contains operating conditions to ensure that mine sites operate in compliance with the
ambient air quality standards. Operations that produce up to 3,000,000 tons per year are eligible for the
General Air Permit. The Proposer anticipates producing a maximum of 225,000 tons per year and qualifies as a
small operator within the General Air Permit. The General Air Permit regulates air emissions from the
processing equipment from fugitive dust from unpaved internal haul roads and handling areas.
A number of dust control measures will be incorporated into everyday operations and when active processing
occurs on the site. These include recessing processing operations to physically trap air borne particles and
maintaining proper moisture control, test moisture content of feed material at each stationary source in
accordance with the General Air Permit (feed material must be kept at a moisture content of 1.5% or greater)
and minimizing the drop height at all transfer points. The proposed operations must comply with current MPCA
rules and air permitting procedures and predicted levels of particulates are below the standards indicated in the
Table above.
2. The Site will operate under a Fugitive Dust Control Plan. Fugitive dust emissions are regulated by both the
Township through the Interim Use Permit and the state through an MPCA Air emissions permit . Specific
mitigation measures including perimeter berms, recessing operations on the floor of the mine, paving routes
from the haul road to the mine area, watering internal haul roads, imposing speed limits on internal haul roads,
limiting drop heights at transfer points, proper moisture content of feed materials, and limiting the number of
haul trucks per hour are all effective fugitive dust mitigation measures that will be implemented at the Site.
Fugitive dust emission at the Site are subject to on-going regulatory authority.
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3. Processing activity at the site will operate under the State’s Nonmetallic Mineral Processing Air Emission
General Permit (General Air Permit).
4. Is what is listed in section 16.c the extent of the fugitive dust control measures? What about the following?:
a. Material handling and transfer
b. Backhoe and Bulldozing Operations
c. Crushers
d. Screeners
e. Conveyor
The permit covers both emissions from processing equipment (such as crushers, screens, transfer operations
including belt conveyors, stackers, ladders, chutes, feeders, pneumatic systems, internal combustion engines,
bulldozers, loaders, and other related equipment) and fugitive dust emissions (such as storage piles, paved and
unpaved roads and operations areas). Air emissions generated at the mine will be subject to on-going public
regulatory authority under the General Air Permit. Conditions within the General Air Permit include proven
effective mitigation measures such as standard pollution control equipment, sufficient moisture content of feed
materials, minimizing drop heights along conveyers and other transfer points, and control of non-process dust
emissions by water applications to unpaved roads and handling areas. The MPCA has several levels of air
permits. Only certain levels of permits, specifically those associated with a high potential to emit air pollutants
are subject to air modelling as part of the air emissions permit process. Air modelling is not required for the
permit level of this proposed operation and is not a standard component of an EAW.
5. The site qualifies for the general permit based on the production levels of the mine and is considered a small
operation. The general permit regulates stationary source and fugitive dust emissions so that ambient air
standards are not exceeded. These standards apply at the property line. The standards were adopted by the
MCPA, the public agency with on-going regulatory authority over air quality, and were established as required
by law to protect public health with an adequate margin of safety, including the health of sensitive groups of
people which include people with heart or lung disease, children and older adults, and nonwhite populations
that may be at particular risk. Operating under a fugitive dust control plan with industry standard mitigation
measures that have been demonstrated to mitigate stationary and fugitive dust emissions and under the ongoing regulatory authority of the MPCA and the Project does not have the potential to cause significant
environmental effects relative to air quality.
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Comment
(9) Comment/Question(s): We are very concerned about noise levels as this is a
quiet and peaceful area. Currently we can easily hear traffic on County Road 50
which is 2,000ft away.
Comparing a mining operation that operates 180 days per year to agricultural use
that operates 4 to 5 days out of the year is not a fair comparison. With this mining
operation there will be equipment operating in the mine including crushers,
screeners and conveyors as well as trucks hauling to and from the mine. Currently
there is very little traffic on these roads, mainly just the local residents going to and
from work. Compare that to 123 trips made by gravel hauling trucks; that is very
different.
1. There is no study shown for the processing equipment (crushers, screeners and
conveyors). I would like a comparison study to be completed with another mine.
2. I feel a desktop assessment is not sufficient and real world tests should be
completed. The assumptions in this EAW describes the equipment at the bottom of
the mine. It will take a long period of time for the earth to be removed for that to
help with noise.
3. Table 7-3 does not include crushers, screeners and conveyors. From my
experience those would be some of the loudest machines in the mine.
4. End gates slamming on dump trucks is currently an issue at other mines in the
area. That was not considered in this EAW and from my experience one of the
loudest noises.
5. Why are the distances to nearby residences measured to their homes and not
the edges of their properties? Please take into consideration our entire properties
and not just outside our front doors.
6. How high will the berms be on the east and west sides of the mine to help with
noise mitigation?
7. Back up alarms were mentioned but the decibel level was not included. Most
back up alarms are greater than 100 decibels so they can be heard over ambient
background noise.

(10) Comment/Question(s):
1. Why were the vehicles hauling recycled materials to the site in section 6.b, page
3 not included in estimated traffic volumes?
2. Joyce rd and 159th st are used for walking, bicycling and horseback riding
almost every day in the spring/summer/fall seasons. Having 30 trucks per hour one
way (60 trips) on the same roads causes a major safety concern. I do not see any
mitigation measures in the EAW concerning this.
3. Our community travels to and from work / school during the peak hour of
operation for the mine (7-8:00 am). This increases safety risks significantly.

Response

The average daily traffic listed on the MnDOT website for County RD 50 is 1,100 vehicles from 2019 counts.
The County and Township roads have the capacity to accommodate the existing traffic and daily traffic from the
proposed mine operations.
1. Sound levels from mining and processing equipment is included in section 17.
2. The desktop analysis was used to demonstrate that the mine can operate in compliance with the noise
standards and to identify the measures that will need to be implemented to ensure noise standards are met.
With respect to the time that it will take to establish a recessed portion of the mine to operate processing
equipment, the operator will not crush material on site until a recessed portion of the mine has been excavated.
Initially material excavated to create a recessed floor will be placed into perimeter berms or hauled directly
from the Site.
3. Table 7-3 is a comparison of mobile mining equipment with mobile agricultural equipment. An evaluation of
sound levels from processing and mining equipment is included in Section 17.
4. The following measures will be adopted to reduce sound from end gates:
Unloading to the extent feasible in recessed portions of the mine, establishing truck cleanout staging areas that
are recessed, use of rubber gaskets, and decreasing the speed of closure.
5. This is the industry standard to evaluate at the location of the dwelling.
6. The height the berms will be determined as part of the IUP process.
7. In accordance with the Township Ordinance all off road equipment will use “white noise” back-up alarms
These alarms have been approved by OSHA and the b noise dissipates within a short distance of the
equipment. In addition, haul trucks will be routed in a circuitous manner through the mine minimizing the need
to back up.

Recycled material would typically be brought to a site in a truck, unloaded at the site, and then the truck would
be loaded with aggregates that are then hauled back to the construction site making it a two-way haul. This
practice reduces empty trucks coming to or leaving the site.
The Township Ordinance adopted a 30 truck/hour maximum (which is 60 total trips; one each way) specifically
to control the number of truck trips on the local streets.
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Response

(11) Comment/Question(s): It's clear that with all these points above, there is still
much to learn about how this would impact us and our communities. Also, this
assessment doesn't include the cumulative effects of mining operations in our area.
With multiple operations nearby now, we believe a full EIS is
required to understand and plan for the operation appropriately.

The determination of the potential need for an EIS is made at the end of the EAW review process. As outlined
in Minnesota Rules 4410.1700 subpart 3 "The RGU's decision shall be either a negative declaration or a
positive declaration. The RGU shall base its decision regarding the need for an EIS on the information gathered
during the EAW process and the comments received on the EAW." In accordance with EQB guidance in
considering cumulative environmental effects of past projects (which includes projects constructed in the past
but still in existence), “current aggregate effects” of past projects can be used for an inventory of the effects
from individual past projects. Existing conditions are considered representative of the current aggregate effects
from past projects. This means that by considering existing conditions, the EAW has considered the existing
mining operations in the area. Future projects which could include other mines proposed in the area are
considered in the cumulative effects analysis if the project is “reasonably likely to occur.” A project is only
reasonably likely to occur if certain criteria are met such as whether any applications for permits have been filed
with any units of government or whether detailed plans and specifications have been prepared for the
proposed project. The RGU is not aware of any other proposed mining operation in the environmentally
relevant area that would meet this criteria and need to be considered in the EAW.

My biggest concern is the traffic coming in and out of the mine and the safety of
residents.
How will we be able to get in and out? Will there be a traffic light installed?

There are no proposals for a traffic light as part of the mine operations. Maximum traffic generated from the
mine is controlled by the Township Mining Ordinance. These limits are a small percentage of the traffic levels
that would satisfy the warrant analysis for a traffic signal. The specific roadway improvements that will be
required to be completed by the project proposer will be detailed as conditions within the IUP.

We are against the Ron Olson mining operation. Our roads are too narrow, not
hard-surfaced and already congested with truck traffic; we do not need more.

Comment Noted.

The additional air pollution, noise pollution, traffic congestion, pedestrian safety
concerns and silica dust created by this mining operation in a residential area
should not even be considered if San Francisco Township is following the
established county code and state ordinances.

Gravel mining in an allowable use on land zoned Agricultural within the Township under Ordinance 8 which has
been established to "Establish permitting requirements, environmental review procedures and performance
standards to regulate mineral extraction" and " Establish standards that prevent or minimize environmental and
aesthetic impacts on extracted properties, adjacent properties and the community as a whole. " The proposed
mine site is located on property zoned a Agricultural, (all land adjacent to the project is also zoned agricultural)
and as such the Township has an obligation to review and considered mining proposals on property that is
zoned Agricultural that are submitted to the Township.

This mine will have a Cumulative Environmental Effect on our beloved home area.
We want an EIS done by an uninvolved 3rd party environmental engineering firm.

The determination of the potential need for an EIS is made at the end of the EAW review process. As outlined
in Minnesota Rules 4410.1700 subpart 3 "The RGU's decision shall be either a negative declaration or a
positive declaration. The RGU shall base its decision regarding the need for an EIS on the information gathered
during the EAW process and the comments received on the EAW."

3/15/2021
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Blank
Please comment regarding the how the conclusion on the certification of the EAW
as complete and accurate was formed based on the need for usage of haul routes
that would not be able to utilize hard surface roads with adequate width, sightlines
and subbase for the proposed level of haul traffic, or comment on if the roads will
be part of the project scope when making make a positive declaration regarding an
EIS. When responding to the completeness of the scope of the EAW regarding the
roads, please consider the Ordinance in the following areas:
1. Ordinance Section 2, Article F: The use must not cause a traffic hazard,
congestion or require infrastructure modifications. The existing infrastructure must
be deemed adequate.
2. Ordinance, Chapter 7, Section 1 D. Access. All mineral extraction facilities shall
have direct access to a 9- ton, or greater capacity, hard surface, road. The Town
Board, or designee, shall set minimum roadway maintenance obligations as a
condition of the permit. E. Haul Routes. All trucks traveling to or from the mineral
extraction facility shall utilize 9-ton or greater capacity, hard surface roads within
the Township.

The EAW identifies that improvements to the roadways, to create hard surfaces consistent with the
requirements of the Ordinance, will need to be implemented prior to mining beginning at the project site. The
specific roadway improvements that will be required would be conditions within the IUP. The proposed traffic
operations for the mine are within the allowable totals of up to 60 truck trips per hour outlined in the Ordinance.
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2. a Please describe why the box was not checked for a “Mandatory EAW”.i.
Please consider the following in Minnesota Rules 4410.4300, Mandatory EAW
Categories, subpart 12, Nonmetallic Mining, item B:
For development of a facility for the extraction or mining of sand, gravel, stone, or
other nonmetallic minerals, other than peat, which will excavate 40 or more acres
of land to a mean depth of ten feet or more during its existence, the local
governmental unit is the RGU.
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ii. Please consider that a more appropriate calculation of the total project area is
43.5 acres, determined from the following two phased actions:
1. “approximate 6.5-acre operational area in the easterly portion of the subject
property” as noted in the “Purpose of Certificate” of the June 16,
2020 County of Carver Certificate of Zoning Compliance for Land
Preparation Certificate # A20190121/WP20190018
a. See certificate and related items attached to these comments
2. “Mining is proposed on 37 acres within the Site” as noted in the EAW Project
Description Question 6
iii. Minnesota Rule 4410.4300 Subpart 1 Threshold Test:

Response
The box for "Mandatory EAW" is based on the EAW categories outlined within Minnesota Rules 4410.4300.
Under these rules proposed mine does not trigger a Mandatory EAW. However, under the conditions of
Township Ordinance No. 8, an EAW is required by San Francisco Township. 2.a.i The box for "Mandatory
EAW" is based on the EAW categories outlined within Minnesota Rules 4410.4300. Under these rules the
proposed mine is not large enough to trigger a Mandatory EAW. However, the Township as the RGU is
authorized to order a discretionary EAW on any proposed aggregate mine, regardless of size. ii. An EAW is
mandatory if it the Project exceeds the thresholds listed in Minn. Rules 4410.4300 MANDATORY EAW
CATEGORIES. The RGU has the authority to require a discretionary EAW even if the mandatory threshold has
not been exceeded. The 6.5 acres under the 2020 administrative permit included operational area and
stockpiling. The threshold test is compared to areas that are mined to a mean depth of ten feet or more. The
threshold is based on the actual mining area and would include the area mined under the administrative permit
under the 3 year look back rule. The area that was mined under the administrative permit was under one acre
acres, and so even including this area, the Project is still under the Mandatory EAW threshold. Regardless of
whether an EAW is discretionary or mandatory the process is the same.

Please consider revising the EAW, including Plan Sheets attached to the EAW, to
reflect the maximum acres allowable under the Ordinance, Section 3 Interim Use
Permits, Item F:
…and said Mineral Extraction Operation may not exceed a total of 35 acres.

Section 3 of the Current Mineral Extraction Ordinance allows a total mining area of up to 120 acres.
No more than 35 acres of the total mining area may be used as the active mining area at any given time. Within
that 35 acres of active mining, up to 10 acres may be used as the extraction area, up to 15 acres may be used
as the operations area, and up to 10 acres can be undergoing reclamation. The site will be mined in phases to
maintain these size and use restrictions.

The project description appears incomplete. Please consider revising the project
description, or comment if a more extensive project description will be included in
an EIS when making a positive EIS declaration:
i. Specifically, the EAW states in question 18, item c that the Proposer will be
responsible for upgrades to 159th Street. However, 159th Street or the nature,
extent and environmental impacts of the upgrades are not included in the project
description or elsewhere in the EAW
ii. In addition to 159th Street, it appears infrastructure of Joyce Road is currently
incompatible with the project needs, specifically the road width, road load
capacity, existing culvert and/or bridge load capacity and road surface type
iii. In addition to 159th, and the addition of Joyce Road, please also include the
truck route to Olson’s Shop, and also Olson’s shop in the project description,
based on the need to obtain water from Olson’s shop as noted in EAW Question
11, item b(iii)
iv. Please also discuss the duration of the proposed project
v. Please reference the following excerpt from the Minnesota Environmental Quality
Board EAW Guidelines when considering the project description

4. i.-iii. The specific roadway improvements that will be required by the project proposer will be detailed as
conditions within the IUP. The improvements are to an existing public roadway that serves the property and
surrounding area and not the construction of a new roadway. Improvements to the roadway, such as hard
surfacing, would reduce fugitive dust emissions from all vehicles using the roadway. Olson Construction may
utilize some offsite resources such as their Shop however this is not part of the proposed mine operation under
review. Olson Construction will utilize public roadways to access the Site from the shop. iv. The duration of the
project is discussed in Section 6 b. of the EAW.
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Please describe how stockpiles 30-45 feet meet the requirements for stockpiles to
be a minimum of 8 feet below the adjacent berms.
i. Specifically, refer to berm height discussions of 6-8 feet discussed in Section 15
of the EAW
ii. Consider providing the percentage of time that the stockpiles will be in
conformance with this statement. Please consider that the proposed project will
require time and effort to allow for a mine depth to reach an allowable adherence to
this statement, including the various phases noted for the mining activity.
iii. Also note the Ordinance requirements Chapter 7, Section 1 Performance
Standards, Item Q: Heights. The maximum height of any excavation, temporary
stock piles located less than one thousand (1000) feet from the property line shall
be a minimum of eight (8) feet below the average height of the adjacent berms
within the mandatory setback.
b. Structure heights – Please add heights of nearby buildings based on 30-45 foot
stockpiles exceeding 2 stories, and in particular if stockpiling is expected to occur
prior to reaching the 20-40’ below surface depth of the ultimate mine floor at the
beginning of the project, because the operation will need to gradually excavate
materials to reach the ultimate mine floor.

The height of the stockpiles will be adjusted to reflect the grade on the floor of the mine in order to meet the
standards of the ordinance. During initial opening of the mine, material will be used to build perimeter berms, pit
run aggregate material will be hauled directly from the excavation to construction sites, and /or material will be
placed in lower profile stockpiles in order to meet the standards of the ordinance. 2. Structure height(s) If over
2 stories compare to heights of nearby buildings. Stockpiles are proposed to be 30-45 ft from floor of mine
which will be below the current existing grades. Height of existing nearby structures include residentials
structures typically 12-20 feet from grade. Additional structures in the area include a silo that is approximately
35 feet high and other outbuildings that are approximately two to three stories in height, taller than the
residential structures.

The economic viability of the proposed mine operations are not the responsibility of the Township and their
considerations within the proposal are outside of the scope of analysis for this EAW. Aggregate Task force has
determined that the state average demand for aggregate is 10.5 tons per person per year. This was not meant
to io imply that this one mine would serve the aggregate demand across the entire state. Sand and Gravel is a
local commodity and the proposed mine is intended to serve the local growing area. The Carver County 2040
Plan anticipates the population of Carver County to Grow by 25% from 2020 to 2030. At 2020 population
estimates the local county demand is over 1 million tons per year. By 2030 it will be over 1.5 million tons per
year. The proposed mine is a regional asset that would supply a portion of the local aggregate demand. Other
mines within the County including the Lundquist, Mueller, and Hanson Mine are also expected to supply
aggregate to meet local market demand. b. The intent of the EAW is to review potential environmental effects
of proposed projects. The Project and its conformance with the Township Ordinance will be reviewed as a part
of the IUP Process. Environmental Review is required before the IUP can be considered by the Township.

The specific roadway improvements that will be required by the project proposer will be detailed as conditions
within the IUP.

DD

6

John
Dauwalter

3/16/2021

Please consider revising the comment regarding the Aggregate Resource Task
Force to consider the relevance of the proposed project for local aggregate needs,
given the significant cost of transporting aggregate, and the unlikely possibility of
transporting aggregate from the proposed project to all boundaries of the state. It
does not seem feasible for the project to support the needs for aggregate
throughout the entire state.
i. Please consider other local aggregate resources and existing aggregate
operations when considering the revisions, including
ii. Please consider the proximity and aggregate resources and existing aggregate
operations within close proximity, including but not limited to: Lundquist Mine
(Parcel ID: 040350410), Mueller Mine (Parcel ID: 040240440), Hanson Mine
(Parcel ID: 080120500) and Ron Olson 2020 Mining Activity (Parcel ID:
080041400)
iii. Please also consider 116B.04 subdivision b regarding economic considerations
alone as not sufficient for a burden of proof b. Please consider revising the
township’s EAW to consider all aspects of the project and the Ordinance,
specifically aligning the purpose of the project with the purpose of the Ordinance...

DD

7

John
Dauwalter

3/16/2021

Please consider adding and describing the need for hard-surface roadways as part
of planned or likely development needed for the proposed project. Please consider
the Ordinance, Chapter 7, Section 1…
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Please consider revising the EAW to include the 2020 Mining Activity that occurred,
or include such activity as part of the project scope when making make a positive
declaration regarding an EIS.

The mining that was completed in 2020 was part of an administrative permit issued by Carver County. The area
that was mined in 2020 is within the proposed 35 acre mine area for the current mine proposal. When
considering the total mining area of both the proposed Project (37 acres) and the area mined as part of the
2020 administrative permit (less than 1 acre) in accordance with phased actions and the 3 yr. look back rule,
the combined areas do not meet the mandatory EAW Threshold. An EAW is mandatory if it the Project exceeds
40 acres that are mined to a mean depth of ten feet or more. The 6.5 acres authorized in the administrative
permit included operational and stockpiling area, but the actual area mined to a mean depth of ten feet or more
was less than one acre. The threshold is based on the actual mining area and would include the area mined
under the administrative permit under the 3 year look back rule. The RGU has the authority to require a
discretionary EAW even if the mandatory threshold has not been exceeded. The EAW process is the same
whether an EAW is mandatory or discretionary. The mining activity that occurred under the administrative
permit has been completed and the area, which was less than one acre in size, was reclaimed. The volume of
material removed was less than 10,000 cy. The area is no longer active and has been returned to agricultural
activity. The activity was short term and cumulative effects are not considered to be significant.

Please describe how the 2020 Mining Activity that occurred was considered.
Specifically describe if it is reasonable to consider the 2020 Mining Activity as an
implied issuance of a Mineral Extraction Interim Use Permit under the Ordinance,
or a direct violation of the Ordinance, specifically with regard to allowing for mining
of more than 400 cubic yards without an Interim Use Permit, nor any action taken
by the township for such violation of the Ordinance...

The mining that was completed in 2020 was part of an administrative permit issued by Carver County. The area
that was mined in 2020 is within the proposed 35 acre mine area for the current mine proposal. The mining
activity that occurred under the administrative permit has been completed and the area. The area mined was
between 0.7 and 1.3 acres in size, and has since been reclaimed. The volume of material removed was less
than 10,000 cy. The area is no longer active and has been returned to agricultural activity. As this activity is
complete, cumulative effects are not considered significant. It is beyond the scope of an EAW to evaluate
compliance issues of past projects. The Township did not impose any enforcement action. Work was
completed under an administrative permit issued by the County. When considering the total mining area of both
the proposed Project (37 acres) and the area mined as part of the 2020 administrative permit (less than 1 acre)
in accordance with phased actions and the 3 yr. look back rule, the combined areas do not meet the
mandatory EAW Threshold. The Administrative Permit was not listed because this activity was not considered
part of the Project. The Administrative permit has now been closed and area reclaimed back to agricultural
use. The need for a driveway permit or approval of site access will be considered as part of the IUP process. If
a driveway permit is required, it will be applied for and obtained as part of the permitting process.

a. Please consider revising the EAW to include the 2020 Mining Activity in the
estimated acreage of cover types before development, or include the 2020 Mining
Activity as part of the project scope when making make a positive declaration
regarding an EIS.
b. Please describe how the listing of permits considered the 2020 Mining Activity
and if allowance of that mining activity is considered an implied issuance of a
Mineral Extraction Interim Use Permit under the San Francisco Township Mining
Ordinance specifically...
c. Please update the permitting requirements to include permits necessary for any
roadway and infrastructure upgrades needed to support the project, including those
related to 159th Street and Joyce Road upgrades to conform with the necessary
standards to support the proposed project d. Please describe if a driveway permit is
required for this project

The 2020 mining area was allowed under an administrative permit issued by Carver County. This area has
been reclaimed to agricultural production so there would be no change to cover types under cumulative effects
analysis as past projects are considered in aggregate under existing conditions. An administrative permit for
operations producing less than 10,000 cy is allowed under County Ordinance because the size of such
operation is considered small enough that there is no potential for significant environmental effects.

3/16/2021

3/16/2021

3/16/2021
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Please describe why the MPCA permits status is ‘to be applied for’ when, based on
the MPCA’s environmental review regulations indicate MPCA permit applications
must be filed with the EAW when a EAW is required. Please note the following from
the MCPA website for regulations regarding environmental review:
Permit applications must be submitted at the same time as the draft EAW.

The MPCA, when acting as the RGU, requires that MPCA permit applications be submitted with the EAW. It is
not a law under the EQB's Environmental Review Rules. In this case the Township as the local government
unit, is the RGU for both the EAW and the mining activities under an Interim Use Permit. Permit applications
are often not prepared or submitted to the appropriate regulating agency until after environmental review is
complete. This is because throughout the EAW process information about potential environmental effects and
how to avoid or minimize those effects is evaluated. The environmental review process informs the future
permitting process. It is the discretion of the RGU as to the timing of permit applications whether they be
submitted concurrently with environmental review documents or after the environmental review process is
complete. Minnesota Rules prohibit approving the project (or parts of the project) until the review has been
completed. MPCA permits will be required to be applied for and acquired prior to starting mine operations. b.
The total area including the proposed mine area of the Project and the area mined under the Administrative
Permit to be mined to a mean depth of ten feet or more is less than 40 acres. b. When considering the total
mining area of both the proposed Project (37 acres) and the area mined as part of the 2020 administrative
permit (less than 1 acre) in accordance with phased actions and the 3 yr. look back rule, the combined areas
do not meet the mandatory EAW Threshold. An EAW is mandatory if it the Project exceeds 40 acres that are
mined to a mean depth of ten feet or more. The 6.5 acres authorized in the administrative permit included
operational and stockpiling area, but the actual area mined to a mean depth of ten feet or more was less than
one acre. [Note that if the entire 6.5 acres was mined to obtain the 9,999 cy of material that could be removed
under the Administrative permit, the mean depth of mining would be less than one foot]

Please revise the description to include surrounding residential areas and other
sensitive receptors surrounding the site as indicated in the EAW Guidelines
prepared by the staff of the Minnesota Environmental Quality Review Board, or
provide basis for exclusion of such consideration. b. Please consider the
residential classification of the following parcels:
i. 080041310, 080041300, 080041100, 080041500, 087500010, 087500020,
087500050, 080031410, 088x750040, 088750030, 088750010, 080040600

Land use including agricultural and rural residential is described under item 9 of the EAW. The land use
evaluation includes a description of agricultural and rural residential land uses surrounding the Site. Allowed
residential development and densities within the agricultural zoning district is also described. The rural
residential land uses described as allowed within the agricultural zoning district are implicit in additional
discussions regarding surrounding agricultural land use and zoning. Your comments correctly identify that the
zoning adjacent to the property also includes a residential cluster district with two lots within the residentially
zoned area adjacent to the property boundary of the proposed mine. These two lots are located south of the
mine limits and south of Silver Creek. The remainder of the surrounding parcels of property listed in the
comment are zoned agricultural. Two of the parcels listed are owned by the applicant one of the listed parcels
(080031410 is listed as agricultural and rural vacant land with no value assigned to any buildings on the parcel
indicated in the 2021 tax statement or residential structure identified on recent aerial photographs.) Parcel
080040600 is listed as Use 1 Ag Use 2 Rural Vacant land by the County. The EAW indicates that residential
uses are allowed in the Agricultural District. An excerpt of the Carver County Zoning Map illustrating the Site
and surrounding area including areas zoned residential cluster districts in the vicinity of the Project was
included as Figure 4 of the EAW. Residential and other sensitive receptors are discussed throughout the EAW.
Sheet C1 Existing Conditions, identifies the location of the closest residential dwellings and indicates distances
to those situated closest to the proposed mine limits.

3/16/2021

3/16/2021
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Please elaborate on the small area of about one acre in size that was mined within
the property itself regarding the nature of the activity, the regulations on that activity
and the approval process and permitting obtained for that activity and if it is
considered a connected action
i. Please refer to Minnesota Rules parts 4410.1000 and 4410.2000, subparts 4

Based on historic aerial photography a small area (approximately 0.5-0.7 acres) was used as a source of pit
run in at least pre 1991. It appears that the site was used periodically up until 2012 when the access road to
the area was removed and converted to farmland some time before the proposer purchased the property.
Topography indicates that a depth of up to 8-10 feet of material was removed from the area. In determining if
the area that was mined in the past is considered a connected action, EQB guidance requires the RGU to
review three potential types of relationships between the two projects to determine if they qualify as connected
actions (part 4410.0200, subpart 9b):
• One induces the other;
• One is a prerequisite for the other and is not justified by itself (the first occurring previously or simultaneously);
or
• Neither is justified by itself; that is, the two projects are interdependent parts of a larger whole. Whenever two
or more projects are related in any of these ways, they must be considered as one project, regardless of
ownership or timing.
The two projects do not induce one another (mining of the small area did not create the additional material to
be mined.) The current Project would be proposed regardless of whether or not the small area had been
mined in the past and the original mine area is not a prerequisite for the current Project. The historic mine area
is entirely within the proposed mining area and is considered in terms of potential cumulative effects as an
existing condition. In reviewing historic aerial photos some mining may have occurred in other areas of the site
as early as the 1950's.

14.a. Please consider adding other goals relevant to the proposed project
regarding the Carver County 2040 Comprehensive Plan, including COUNTY
POLICY LU21 A: CRITERIA FOR LARGE-SCALE ACTIVITIES WITH UNIQUE
LAND OR LOCATION NEEDS:

The total site area proposed for mining is less than the 40 acres that would trigger a Mandatory EAW under
Minnesota Rules 4410.4300. As indicated in the EAW Average daily traffic from the Project is anticipated to be
less than 200 trips per day. Roadway improvements will be determined in the IUP process. Projected land use
conflicts are addressed in the Land Use as well as s issue specific sections of the EAW. Land use including
agricultural and rural residential is described under item 9 of the EAW. The land use evaluation includes a
description of agricultural and rural residential land uses surrounding the Site. Allowed residential development
and densities within the agricultural zoning district is also described. The rural residential land uses described
as allowed within the agricultural zoning district are implicit in additional discussions regarding surrounding
agricultural land use and zoning. An excerpt of the Carver County Zoning Map illustrating the Site and
surrounding area including areas zoned residential cluster districts located further from the project is included
as Figure 4 of the EAW. Residential and other sensitive receptors are discussed throughout the EAW. The
EAW process is separate from the IUP process and must be completed before the township acts on an IUP.

3/16/2021

The following criteria shall be used to evaluate uses proposed under this provision.
An affirmative answer to several of the criteria may indicate if the use is not
appropriate in the Agricultural Policy Area.
• A mandatory Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) shall be required;
• Effect on a gravel road– average daily traffic exceeds 200 or heavy equipment
use exceeds the road design;
• Relationship to traffic generated to road capacity (i.e. substantial percentage of
the road capacity will be used by the proposed activity);
• Substantial conflicts with existing land and water uses.
DD

14

John
Dauwalter

3/16/2021

Response

b. Please consider adding “other applicable plan for land use” of neighboring
residential properties, as there is no mention of the existing residential properties
surrounding the proposed site, in consideration of the San Francisco Township
Mining Ordinance Chapter
4, Section 2:
In reviewing an application for an interim use permit, the Town Board shall consider
the effect of the proposed use upon the health, safety and general welfare of
occupants and owners of surrounding lands. In order to issue a permit, the Town
Board must find that the following criteria have been met:
A. The use must not create an excessive burden or cause adverse impacts on
existing parks, schools, streets and other public facilities and utilities that serve or
are proposed to serve the area.Please consider adding “other applicable plan for
land use” of neighboring residential properties, as there is no mention of the
existing residential properties surrounding the proposed site, in consideration of the
San Francisco Township Mining Ordinance Chapter 4, Section 2...
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a. Provide the basis for excluding neighboring residential properties within the
zoning description.
b. Please provide the basis for excluding the Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine
Area, as defined in the Ordinance, Chapter 3 Definitions…

The Site and adjacent properties are zoned Agricultural. Land use including agricultural and rural residential is
described under item 9 of the EAW. The land use evaluation includes a description of agricultural and rural
residential land uses surrounding the Site. Allowed residential development and densities within the agricultural
zoning district is also described. Residential and other sensitive receptors are discussed throughout the EAW.
The ravine area is not a distinct zoning or overlay district and is not depicted on the official zoning map for
Carver County. Therefore it was not described as such under Site zoning discussion. See the Zoning Map
excerpt Figure 4 of the EAW. The Ravine area does not have its own zoning or overlay district but was the
subject of a natural history inventory. An evaluation of potential impacts to Silver Creek and its associated
bluffs are described in appropriate sections throughout the EAW including Section 10. Geology, soils and
topography/landforms: 11. Water resources: and 13. Fish, wildlife, plant communities, and sensitive ecological
resources (rare features):

Please consider including of the Ravine Area, as defined in the Ordinance Chapter
3 Definitions, or provide a basis for its exclusion…
Please consider including land and road uses of the surrounding residential
properties, including number and proximity of residences within the setback area,
or provide basis for exclusion
i. Please consider that nearly all neighboring properties are residential, including
the following residential parcel IDs:
Please consider revising the response to the question to address the compatibility
of unique and scenic area of the Ravine Areas of San Francisco Township, as
outline in the Ordinance Chapter 4, Section 2:

The ravine area does not have its own zoning or overlay district and is not considered as a land use as such.
The ravine area has been identified by the County as a sensitive area and was the subject of a natural history
inventory. An evaluation of potential impacts to Silver Creek and its associated bluffs are described in
appropriate sections throughout the EAW including Section 10. Geology, soils and topography/landforms: 11.
Water resources: and 13. Fish, wildlife, plant communities, and sensitive ecological resources (rare features):
The mine site is outside the Minnesota River Bluff area. The mine site will not be visible from the Minnesota
River or from Silver Creek. b. The EAW has considered surrounding rural residential land uses and the existing
transportation system in its evaluation of potential environmental effect. Improvements to the existing roadway
system will be determined in the IUP process. c. The Ravine area of san Francisco Township which includes
ravines associated with Silver Creek are a unique feature. The mining operation is setback from the bluff in
accordance with the Carver County Zoning Ordinance. The mine will not be visible from Silver Creek , the
mine site will be developed in phases in accordance with the allowable limits of active mining areas detailed in
the Township Ordinance. This will minimize open areas at any given time. Mining will be a temporary use at the
site, with agricultural activities returning upon the conclusion of mining activity.

a. Please consider inclusion and compatibility of impact of the project on the
environment regarding haul routes using local roadways, including 159th Street
and Joyce Road, or include it as part of the project scope when making make a
positive declaration regarding an EIS.
b.Please describe how other uses of 159th Street and Joyce Road were
considered in this description, including for purposes of leisure, exercise, walking,
jogging, biking, horseback riding, dog walking, recreational vehicle usage, and local
residential traffic.
c. It appears the response does not consider that nearly all of the neighboring
properties to the proposed project are residential uses. Please provide the basis for
excluding these land uses when considering the compatibility of the project.
d. It appears the response does not consider the Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine
Area, as defined in the Ordinance Chapter 3 Definitions. Please provide the basis
for excluding these land uses when considering the compatibility of the project:

The Minnesota Departments of Transportation and Public Safety regulate activity on public roadways.
Motorized vehicles are required to be licensed and follow transportation laws. The Township cannot prohibit
vehicles from legally utilizing public roadways driving on public roadways. Paving the Township roads to a hard
surface along the haul route so that it meets 9 tons standards will be a condition of the IUP. Road
improvements and maintenance of the roadway, including specific requirements that must be completed by the
Project Proposer, will be determined through the IUP process. Conformance with Township ordinances will be
evaluated during the land use permitting process. Residential land uses within the agricultural setting are
identified in the EAW. The ravine setting is considered in appropriate sections of the EAW including Section 10.
Geology, soils and topography/landforms: 11. Water resources: and 13. Fish, wildlife, plant communities, and
sensitive ecological resources (rare features).
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As per EQB guidance the geology section attempts to provide information pertinent to topics such as potential
groundwater contamination, including any geologic or landform features of special concern. Proposed
improvements do not propose the construction of a new roadway system. Proposed traffic routes for the mine
would utilize existing roadways. Issues related to the geology of haul routes over existing roadways is beyond
the scope of an EAW. Specific issues related to the Ordinance will be considered as part of the IUP permitting
process.

3/16/2021

18. Geolgoy: Please consider inclusion and compatibility of the proposed traffic
routes, including 159th Street and Joyce Road, and the impact on the environment
regarding traffic routes using those roads. Please include how the project will
comply with the Ordinance, or include this as part of the project scope when
making make a positive declaration regarding an EIS, specifically in the following
areas:
i. Ordinance Section 2, Article F:
The use must not cause a traffic hazard, congestion or require infrastructure
modifications. The existing infrastructure must be deemed adequate.
ii. Ordinance, Chapter 7, Section 1
D. Access. All mineral extraction facilities shall have direct access to a 9-ton, or
greater capacity, hard surface, road. The Town Board, or designee, shall set
minimum roadway maintenance obligations as a condition of the permit.
E. Haul Routes. All trucks traveling to or from the mineral extraction facility shall
utilize 9-ton or greater capacity, hard surface roads within the Township.
iii. Ordinance Chapter 4, Section 2:
The use must not adversely impact the unique and scenic area of the Minnesota
River Bluff and Ravine Areas of San Francisco Township.

3/16/2021

a. Please specifically consider including the “Ravine Area” as a feature on the site,
or provide a basis for exclusion
i. Specifically note the statement “There are no trout streams, trout lakes,
designated wildlife lakes, migratory waterfowl feeding/resting lakes, or outstanding
resource value waters on, or within one mile of the Site”
b. Please consider explicitly stating that dewatering is not allowed or expected for
the proposed project
c. Please consider describing the nearby lakes, ponds or flowage, including
proximity to each, and specifically, Silver Creek.

The Ravine Area is a site feature located adjacent to the proposed mine limits and within the mine site property.
Trout stream, trout lakes, outstanding value resource waters, etc. are terms describing state designated water
resources that have special laws regarding their protection. The ravine has not been designated as one of
these categories. However, locally it has been identified as a sensitive feature. State regulations that may be
applicable to the ravine area, such as threatened or endangered species, as well as local regulations, such as
bluff impact zones and setbacks have been considered and evaluated in the EAW. Dewatering is not proposed.
Mining must stay ten feet above the water table. Silver Creek is discussed in Section 11 and the proximity of
the creek to the proposed mine limits is shown on a number of the figures and plan sheets included in the
EAW.

3/16/2021

a. Please consider revising the EAW to include effects of roadway improvements
necessary for the proposed project, specifically for 159th Street and Joyce Road, or
include as part of the project scope when making make a positive declaration
regarding an EIS
b. Please consider revising the EAW to include the portion of the project that will
accommodate transportation of water in a water truck from Olson’s shop. Because
of the significance of the dust control for the proposed project, and the required use
of soft surface roads, please include the truck route and the location of Olson’s
shop in the project description and EAW consideration, or include as part of the
project scope when making make a positive declaration regarding an EIS

The specific roadway improvements that will be required by the project proposer will be detailed as conditions
within the IUP. Impacts to water resources will be considered at that time. The proposed actions are
improvements to an existing roadway which will be subject to erosion and sedimentation control practices. The
improvements are to an existing public roadway that serves the property and surrounding area and not the
construction of a new roadway. This is not considered a significant negative impact. Improvements to the
roadway, such as hard surfacing, can be utilized by all roadway users in the Township and would reducing
fugitive dust emissions from all vehicles using the roadway. Olson Construction may utilize some offsite
resources such as their Shop however this is not part of the proposed mine operation under review. Olson
Construction will utilize public roadways to access the Site from the shop. iv. The duration of the project is
discussed in Section 6 b. of the EAW.

Please describe what specific vegetated buffers are required, what the related
standards entail and how the project will implement these standards

See Attachment 2 of the supplemental information for proposed required wetlands buffers related to wetlands
from the draft CCWMO water management plan. The Project will implement the standards through a permit
from the CCWMO. The largest buffer required is 100 feet. Mine limits are setback greater than 100 feet from
any wetland.

a. Please describe how to reconcile the contradictory nature of the statement
regarding the “creek and bluff along the creek are relatively undisturbed and
provide habitat” when the project suggests the addition of noise and dust to the
area.
i. Specifically refer to EAW written statements regarding added dust and noise in
questions 16, part a and 17
b. Please revise the comments to include roadway impacts, including water hauling
routes and truck hauling use of township roads in this area

Silver Creek and the bluff are outside of the mine limits of disturbance. Existing vegetation or habitat will not be
impacted by the mining limits. Mining will take place in areas currently tilled and farmed. The proposed project
will be required comply with State Noise Standards. Dust will be controlled through a Fugitive Dust Plan. Trucks
accessing the site will utilize Joyce Road and 159th Street to travel from County Rd 50 to the mine site. The
specific roadway improvements required to be completed by the project proposer will be detailed as conditions
in the IUP for the mine.

3/16/2021

3/16/2021
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Attachment 6 does not reference the specific property in question, please obtain a
more explicit positive evidence for historic clearance

SHPO reviews the EAW as part of the EAW public comment period and requested a phase 1 cultural resources
investigation as part of their comments on the EAW. The investigation was conducted and found no evidence
of cultural resources in the proposed mine area. See Attachment 5 of the supplemental information.
Mining activity will be recessed and will not be visible from Silver Creek or the Minnesota River. Mining activity
will not take placed with the bluff or the bluff setback area and will not impact the scenic view of the bluff. The
location of berms will be reviewed and approved as part of the IUP permitting process. The 2020 mining activity
was not specifically evaluated within this review of the current mining proposal. The area mined under the
administrative permit has been reclaimed back to agricultural use and the permit has been closed.

3/16/2021

EAW Question 15 Visual
a. Please consider inclusion of the Ravine Area, as defined in the San Francisco
Township Mining Ordinance Chapter 3 Definitions or provide the basis for
excluding it as a scenic view:
The Minnesota River Bluff is defined as one mile from the 100-year flood level of
the Minnesota River. The Ravine area is defined as one mile from the Bevens
Creek or the Silver Creek area, as defined in the “June, 2000 Carver County
Planning Study of Ravine and Bluff Areas Along the Minnesota River”.
b. Please consider compatibility of the proposed project to the unique and scenic
area of the Ravine Areas, as outline in the Ordinance Chapter 4, Section 2 or
include as part of the project scope when making make a positive declaration
regarding an EIS:
The use must not adversely impact the unique and scenic area of the Minnesota
River Bluff and Ravine Areas of San Francisco Township.
c. Please describe how visibility of berms were considered in the project plan,
including how berm setbacks of 200 feet from property lines meets the Ordinance
requirements of Chapter 4, Section 3 Interim Use Permits, Item H:
A mandatory 200-foot setback is required from the property line, and berm or
screening will be required beyond the 200-foot setback, if visible from surrounding
residences, public roadway, or public view.
d. Please describe if the 2020 Mining Activity was contemplated in this question,
and how current visual impacts of an existing stockpile and failure to reclamation
the property upon the conclusion of that mining activity meet the relevant
requirements

3/16/2021

EAW Question 16 Air
a. Item a
i. Please describe why permanent electrical service from the power grid is not used
instead of diesel generators as a source of power
b. Item b
i. Please describe how the conclusion was reached that the “volume of anticipated
average trucks per day generated is small”. Please elaborate on what would be
considered a medium or large number of trucks per day. 60 trips per hour at 12
hours of operation per day is equivalent to 720 vehicle trips, which at a good faith
approximation (due to the lack of a study performed on traffic on 159th Street and
Joyce road as part of the EAW) is equivalent to a 25 times increase over current
traffic on 159th Street through road usage by the existing five residences that are
located east of the proposed project access road location
c. Item c
i. Please explicitly include a description regarding how the Fugitive Dust Control
Plan will control fugitive dust created from use of soft surfaced township roads
within the EAW. It appears no details of the plan were included in the EAW.
Alternatively include this as part of the project scope when making make a positive
declaration regarding an EIS
ii. Please provide the Fugitive Dust Control Plan, possibly as an exhibit to the EAW,
for further consideration, or state if such plan has not yet been developed

Processing equipment for an operation this small is portable and is operated only periodically. The portable
equipment runs on diesel generators. This is standard practice in the sand and gravel mining industry. The
averaged estimated truck trips for the mine is 123 per day. The Township Ordinance allows for up to 30 trucks
per hour one way which is equivalent to 60 total trips per house. The mine proposal is for less than the
allowable maximum. The EAW form indicates a traffic impact study must be completed if the peak hourly traffic
generated is generated exceeds 250 vehicles or the total daily trips exceeds 2,500. Traffic generated from the
proposed project is below these guidelines and is considered small when compared to these thresholds. In
accordance with the EQB guidance, traffic improvements have been identified in the traffic section of the EAW
including hard surfacing of the road and improvement to a 9 ton standard. The details of the improvements will
be addressed in the IUP process. The following measures will be adopted to reduce sound from end gates
closing :
Unloading to the extent feasible in recessed portions of the mine, establishing truck cleanout staging areas that
are recessed, use of rubber gaskets, and decreasing the speed of closure. The fugitive dust plan will be
submitted to the Township as part of the application for the IUP. The EAW includes some of the proposed dust
control measures that will be conducted at the site (see page 20) and these measures will be further described
in the plan.

Page 31 of 62

DD

26

John
Dauwalter

3/16/2021

a. Please respond regarding how the introduction of noise outside of a typical
agricultural planting and harvest season produced from “periodic operation of
processing equipment, loading operations, and back up alarms” is consistent with
current and existing agricultural noise and rural residential areas noise, and if any
background or study was performed on current and existing agricultural noise at
the location. General observation is that there is no man made noise currently
generated at the proposed site for a significant majority of the days throughout the
year,
b. Desktop Assessment of Site Access Sound Levels (table 7-2)
i. Please describe how Distances from Site Entrance were measured
1. If measurements were taken from the resident, please describe why
measurements were not from taken the property boundaries and why the use and
outdoor enjoyment of the property and impact of the noise was not considered
a. For instance, the measurement for 7575 Co Rd 50 was reported as 1045 ft.
However, the property boundary for that location comes within 565 +/- feet from the
site entrance.
b. Please refer to Minnesota Rule 7030.0060, subpart 1 Measurement location.
Measurement of sound must be made at or within the applicable NAC at the point
of human activity which is nearest to the noise source. All measurements shall be
made outdoors
ii. Please describe the time that “Processing equipment will be operating on the
floor of the mine” in comparison to the time that the ultimate mine floor depth will
not be available for those operations. It appears that at the beginning of the
operation, processing equipment will not be able to operate 20-40 below surface at
the mine floor because the operation will need to gradually excavate materials to
reach the ultimate mine floor. Please revise the table to consider the duration at
which operations will occur at the ultimate mine floor, and also the sound level of
operations when not occurring at the mine floor. Please note the following
reference with the assumption of operations relative to the active face as noted in
the EAW:
It was assumed that the active face was at least 20 feet high and that processing
equipment was running within 150 feet of the active face.
i. Describe what reasonable means will be taken to monitor noise levels of the
proposed project on a continuous basis to ensure compliance with standards
established in Minnesota Rule 7030.0040.
1. Please consider requiring regular and scheduled testing of noise compliance
with the expected results as shown in the desktop assessment by an independent
third party, if the proposed project proceeds into operations.
ii. Please consider revising the assessment and table 7-2 to consider primary and
secondary crusher and screen operating noise levels of 85.5 dBA and bulldozer
operating noise levels of 98, instead of haul truck noise level of 79 dBA.
Backfilling for reclamation will require the use of bulldozers and other equipment to
final grade the Site
iii. Please consider revising the assessment and table 7-2 to consider noise
generated from other equipment referenced in the EAW with higher dBA levels
than haul trucks, as noted in table 7-3. The following other types of equipment are
noted in the EAW, and some have higher dBA levels, but excluded from table 7-2:
Sand and gravel are typically removed using front end loaders from the bank. Other
equipment operated at the Site may include backhoes, scrapers, bulldozers,
portable crushers, haul trucks, and skid steers.
iv. Please provide noise levels generated from haul truck tailgate slamming that is
reasonably expected to occur, and more particularly with hauling of materials for
concrete and asphalt materials. Provide how those noise levels comply with
Minnesota Noise Standards and related noise control and mitigations plans.
v. Please provide noise levels generated from haul truck Jake breaking that is

a. Sound levels from farm machinery are similar to sound levels from mining equipment.
Processing equipment will operate periodically. Just as farm machinery operates periodically. No background
noise monitoring was conducted.
b. Distances are measured from the source to the residential structure as is the standard practice for
identifying the receptor in a noise analysis. Noise standards are not fence line standards. The site and mining
operations will be required to comply with applicable State noise standards.
ii. Crushing equipment will operate on the floor of the mine. Initial material excavated to reach the lower
elevations will be used to construct perimeter berms or hauled from the site as pit run without processing.
Mining will proceed in this manner until the processing area can be set up at a recessed elevation.
i. Noise monitoring if required by the Township will be addressed in the IUP. Noise monitoring is typically not a
condition of aggregate mining operations but the Township has the discretion to consider it in the IUP.
The MPCA enforces noise standards at mine site with Air emission permits. For complaints about noise at the
mine, residents can use the Online Citizen Complaints Form or call the MPCA to make a complaint: 651-2966300 within the Twin Cities metropolitan area. ii. C
Table 7-2 is an evaluation of site access sound levels. Processing equipment is portable and may move around
the floor of the mine so it was evaluated as distance from the source. The combined sources for the mining and
processing equipment was 85.5 dBA at 100 feet. Noise levels of a bulldozer are typically 85 dBA 50 feet from
the source. Note distance from source is necessary when describing sound pressure levels from equipment
because the energy levels decrease with distance from the source. When the distance is doubled from a point
source, the sound level decreases six decibels.
iii. The sound levels from mining and processing equipment was taken separately since source is not the site
entrance. Table 7-3 illustrate the sound levels of mobile equipment compared to mobile agricultural equipment.
iv. The following measures will be adopted to reduce sound from end gates:
Unloading to the extent feasible in recessed portions of the mine, establishing truck cleanout staging areas that
are recessed, use of rubber gaskets, and decreasing the speed of closure.
v. Jake Braking will not be allowed within the mine. Trucks operating on the public roadways will be required to
comply with noise regulations. Minn. Rule 7030.1010 PROHIBITIONS. Subpart 1. Operation of vehicle. No
person shall operate either a motor vehicle or combination of vehicles of a type subject to registration pursuant
to Minnesota Statutes, chapter 168 at any time or under any condition of grade, load, acceleration, or
deceleration in such a manner as to exceed the noise limits contained herein for the category of motor vehicle
and speed limits specified, when tested with a measurement procedure approved by the commissioner. The
MPCA has on-going regulatory authority over noise .
c.i Average trips per hour is 12, even at the maximum 60 trips per hour, the time spent at the access point is
significantly less than 60 seconds to enter or exit. A reduction is taken to account for the intermittent and mobile
nature of the source.
c. ii. Trucks operating on the public roadways will be required to comply with noise regulations. Minn. Rule
7030.1010 PROHIBITIONS. Subpart 1. Operation of vehicle. No person shall operate either a motor vehicle or
combination of vehicles of a type subject to registration pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, chapter 168 at any
time or under any condition of grade, load, acceleration, or deceleration in such a manner as to exceed the
noise limits contained herein for the category of motor vehicle and speed limits specified, when tested with a
measurement procedure approved by the commissioner.
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reasonably expected to occur, and how those noise levels comply with Minnesota
Noise Standards and related noise control and mitigations plans.
vi. Consider the following when evaluated the results of an revised desktop
assessment of site access sound levels:
Any municipality having authority to regulate land use shall take all reasonable
measures within its jurisdiction to prevent the establishment of land use activities
listed in noise area classification (NAC) 1, 2, or 3 in any location where the
standards established in part 7030.0040 will be violated immediately upon
establishment of the land use.
c. Describe why a 6 dBA reduction was taken for the “intermittent nature of haul
trucks” when the EAW response in question 18, item c notes “The number of haul
trucks is limited by the Township to 30 trucks per hour one way (60 trips). The
operation will utilize a water truck and/or calcium chloride to control dust from
hauling operations on any gravel portions of internal haul roads within the mine
limits.”
i. 60 trips per hour appears to provide nearly continuous activity at the site entrance
and along the external haul route along township soft-surface roads
ii. Please also consider adding the noise level on the township roadways to be
used as a haul route and access to County Road 50. When considering including
township roadways, please consider Minnesota Rule 4410.4300 Subpart 1:
Multiple projects and multiple stages of a single project that are connected actions
or phased actions must be considered in total when comparing the project or
projects to the thresholds of this part
d. Please also consider the number of trucks that will be at grade level and related
sound levels for traffic at grade at any given point along the at grade access road,
159th Street and Joyce Road given the significant amount of traffic generated from
the operation
i. Please consider the relative increase in sound levels compared to current traffic
activity along those roadways
e. Please also provide how the introduction of noise outside of a typical agricultural
planting and harvest season produced from “periodic operation of processing
equipment, loading operations, and back up alarms” complies with the following
aspects of the San Francisco
Township Mining Ordinance...
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Comment
a. Please consider revising and addressing the operational plan and haul road to
comply with the setback requirements of all residences of the San Francisco
Township Mining
Ordinance, Chapter 4, Section 3, Item G:
A mandatory 1000-foot setback is required from any residence, except the
residence of the mine owner or permittee. The setback applies to all areas of the
operation including the area to be mined, all internal haul routes, and the
entrance/exit onto the roadway.
b. Please describe why the residences located at 7510 159th Street and 7725
Joyce Road were not included in the mine limits (Parcel IDs: 080041500 and
080041300)
i. Please consider the reason for exclusion, please note that the residence of the
Proposer is 6970 Inwood Road Cologne, Minnesota and that the following
provision is from the Ordinance Chapter 4 Section 3:
A mandatory 1000-foot setback is required from any residence, except the
residence of the mine owner or permittee.
c. The addition of the proposed project is showing as a 58.6 dBA daily impact at
7575 County Road 50. Current noise at the project site is limited to less than 10
days of farming activity. The 6-8’ berm in front of 7350 159th Street does not
appear to have significant technical analysis or merit. A decrease of 2 dBA as a
result of adding a 6-8’ berm appears minimal (a 3% reduction) when compared to
the current noise level of nearly nil. Please revise the plan to better address overall
noise impact on the neighboring residential properties, including use of a higher
and longer berm not to be limited to the area across 159th Street from proposed
site access.
i. Please also clarify the actual and specific berm height instead of providing a
range of the berm height of 6-8’

Response
a. Access will be addressed in the IUP. The Township Ordinance requires that the mining site access shall be
at least 300 feet from any intersection or residential driveway, or as determined by the Town Board under
special circumstances. Circumstances will include, but not be limited to, topography, safety, traffic, and existing
land use.
b. These were not included because they are owned by the project proposer and therefore are a residence of
the mine owner. It is possible for someone to have more than one residence. The interpretation of the
Ordinance will be addressed during the IUP process.
c. Sound pressure levels are logarithmic. A 3 dBA decrease is equivalent to removing half of the sources of
noise emitting at equal sound pressure levels. Perimeter berms are a noise mitigation strategy that has been
used at mining operations throughout the state. The MPCA enforces noise standards at mine site with Air
emission permits. For complaints about noise at the mine, residents can use the Online Citizen Complaints
Form or call the MPCA to make a complaint: 651-296-6300 within the Twin Cities metropolitan area.
i. The berm height and length will be determined in the IUP process.
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a. Inclusion of external roads - Please consider revisions for the environmental
impact to external roads, ravines and culverts, including township maintained
roads, or include these as part of the project scope when making make a positive
declaration regarding an EIS. Please also describe the weight capacity of the
proposed haul route township roads to gain access by haul trucks to CSAH 50. ...
b. Exclusion of 159th Street and Joyce Road - Please specifically revise the
response to include 159th Street and Joyce Road, or include them as part of the
project scope when making make a positive declaration regarding an EIS. Please
address the following:
i. Existing roadway width (currently +/- 14 feet in certain locations)
ii. Expectation of rutting, sloughing and mixing of aggregate with subbase
iii. Culvert strength, specifically infrastructure south of CSAH 50 on Joyce Road.
iv. Ditch slope to ravine, specifically south of County Road 50 on Joyce Road.
v. Horizontal and vertical sight distance, including usage of existing yield signage
and landing area at Joyce Road and County Road 50
vi. Soft surface road type
vii. Need for temporary or permanent road easements for adequate and standard
roadway improvements to commercial standards
viii. Please prepare a traffic study on Joyce Road and 159th Street
1. Please consider the Carver County Code of Ordinances, 152.082, Section C
Activities, item (x) A mandatory traffic study shall be prepared by a licensed
engineer.
c. Current Infrastructure – Please describe how suggesting the “Proposer will be
responsible for upgrades to 159th Street” complies with Ordinance, specifically
when existing infrastructure appears inadequate...
d. Omission of Joyce Road - Please describe why Joyce Road was excluded from
the following statement “Proposer will be responsible for upgrades to 159th Street”
when the EAW notes the “traffic route will be from the Site to 159th Street west to
Joyce Road, North”.
e. Incomplete nature of Item b – Please describe how the statement that “Joyce
Road and 159th Street Southwest are both gravel township routes” addresses the
EAW question regarding the description of traffic congestion and improvements
necessary on those township routes.
f. Traffic Route - Please describe why a site access directly to Joyce Road was not
considered and why a traffic route from Joyce Road southwest and west to County
Road 41 was not considered a more viable traffic route with less roadway, culvert
and Ravine Area disruption.
g. Truck Hauling - Please describe how the conclusion was reached regarding
“truck hauling is the only transit option available” and why it was the only
transportation option included in the EAW, when existing infrastructure appears
inadequate to support
h. Connected Actions - Please consider revising the response to the question to
address affected roads and traffic improvements necessary, including
improvements necessary to create hard surface township roads of adequate width
include them as part of the project scope when making make a positive declaration
regarding an EIS. Also, describe the cost of the improvements and who will bear
the cost of the improvements.
i. Please discusses how necessary infrastructure improvements were considered in
regards to connected actions as a single project, including induced
development of roadway upgrades
1. Please refer to Minnesota Rules parts 4410.1000 and 4410.2000, subparts 4
2. Please refer to the following excerpt from the Minnesota Environmental Quality
Board EAW Guidelines when considering the project description...
i. Understatement of Trips – The number of trips estimated at 6 per day seems
understated, based on activities reasonably expected to occur at the proposed

a. The proposer and the RGU has identified that roadway improvements will be required and has identified this
in the traffic section per EQB guidance.
i. The existing right of way for the Township roads is 66 ft on Joyce Road and 50 ft on 159th Street. The
improvements to the roads will be completed within the existing Township right of way.
The specific requirements of road improvements to be made by the Proposer will be listed as conditions within
the IUP for the mine including hard surfacing, drainage (the existing culvert has been noted by the RGU that it
is currently in need of repair) ditch sloping to ravine, subgrade materials and design. Haul route improvements
to the existing public roadway system will be determined in the IUP process and are assumed to include the
entire haul route from the site access to County Road 50.
The proposer is responsible for the const of improvements.
The scope of an EAW does not include economic analysis.
A traffic study is required by Carver County for IUP applications made to the County. The EAW does not
require a traffic study for projects that generate the level of traffic that this project will generate. It is intended
to analyze potential environmental effects.
Alternative routes were considered including direct access to Joyce road. The proposed route was selected to
minimize the length of travel on local roads. Access location on 159th could be moved to the west but the
current location is deemed more suitable and will result in more hard surfacing of 159th which was believed to
be a benefit to residents on 159th.
The site is not served by rail. To utilize rail, trucks would have to transport the material to a transload facility.
Because the material is to be marketed locally, use of rail is not viable and transport by truck is considered the
only transit option available.
Connected actions. A new road corridor is not proposed. Per EQB Guidance, if the proposer or the local
government has identified needed traffic improvements to serve the project, they should be identified in the
EAW. Which has been done.
The extent of what improvements will be needed have not yet been determined. As such no plans have been
prepared or design developed to include the identification of them within the EAW.
i. Trip generation estimate: The number of trips per day will be variable and 6 trips per day was considered a
reasonable estimate given anticipated production rates. The site will not be open to the general public and bids
and pricing is typically conducted by telephone and electronically. There will be days when there may be one or
two employees working on site loading sand screening. This would be typical. There may be some days where
there is just a loader operator. There may be some days where there may be two loader operators and a crew
operating processing equipment and some days when there is no hauling and no one at the site. Processing
will only periodically when portable equipment is brought to the site and operated for a period of time to build
up stockpiles of product and then transported from the Site.
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project, including the arrival and departure of employees working at operations,
water trucks, vendor servicing, customer activities, equipment maintenance, fuel
delivery, environmental and governmental monitoring, trips to verify violations and/
or complaints by the Town Board, and other items as may occur from time to time.
Please consider updating the EAW to more appropriately reflect thoughtful
consideration of the number and nature of trips. Additionally, consider traffic
impacts of administrative duties related to customers, including in-person handling
of payment for purchase of aggregate, inperson inquiries and bids for aggregate
purchase or delivery, and other customer relations reasonably expected to be
conducted in-person. If these activities will not be conducted at the proposed site,
please explain how these reasonably expected administrative activities will impact
traffic trips and patterns in other areas where the activities will be handled, and if
they are considered connected actions to this proposed project
i. Please refer to Minnesota Rules parts 4410.1000 and 4410.2000, subparts 4
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a. Other Area Sand and Gravel Mines - Please describe where the other existing
sand and gravel mines operating within the County are included in the existing
conditions analysis, specifically in consideration of the Minnesota Supreme Court
May 11, 2006 decision regarding Citizens Advocating Responsible Development
vs. Kandiyohi County. ...
b. Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Area - Please comment regarding the
cumulative potential impacts of this project when considering other sand and/or
gravel mining operations within the Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Area as
defined within the San Francisco Township Mining Ordinance
i. Consider the need to revise the EAW to include the cumulative potential effects of
all operations within the Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Area in consideration
with Minnesota Rules 4410.0200, Subpart 11a...

Other sand and gravel mines operating in the vicinity include the Lundquist Mine which has been operating
since 2003 and is located just over 2 miles to the northeast of the proposed Project, the Mueller Carver Mine,
which has been operating for several decades located approximately 4 miles to the northeast of the proposed
Project, and the Hanson Mine located just over 2 miles to the east southeast of the Proposed Project.
Cumulative effects of these mines are considered within the context of existing conditions because they are
existing sites. Cumulative potential effects are determined from proposed projects that are reasonably likely to
occur but have not yet been built. For example, the traffic generated from these mines is included in the
existing traffic counts (ADT) for the County roadway system that were reviewed when looking at County
roadway capacities. The Lundquist and Carver mining areas are located over one mile from Bevens or Silver
Creek and are not within the Ravine Area. A small portion of future phases of the Hanson Mine are located
within one mile of Bevans Creek. Neither the Hanson Mine or the Proposed Project include constructing
permanent structures which would impact views or vistas.
The Township or County do not restrict development within the Ravine Area, but ordinances do have
regulations for the protection of bluffs including specific setbacks for mining operations from the top of a bluff.
The Olson Mine project proposes to meet these setbacks and the Hanson mine does not include any mining
activity within bluffs. Development of land within the Ravine Area is not subject to a zoning overlay and is
regulated under the applicable zoning district and zoning code. Both the Hanson Mine and the proposed
Project are subject to sedimentation and erosion control requirements that contain mitigation measures to
protect adjacent surface water features. The Hanson Mine is located within the Minnesota Bluff area (one mile
from the 100-year flood level of the Minnesota River).
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a. The location of the area mined in the 2020 administrative permit will be noted on the Existing Conditions
plan submitted with the IUP application after it has been documented in the field.
b. Figure 4 Zoning and Overlay Districts illustrates the location of the Shoreland District with respect to the mine
limits.
c. The residences were not included in the mine limits because they are not intended to be mined. The
residences are owned by the applicant so the setback does not apply.

3/16/2021

Plan Sheets C1: Existing Conditions
a. Please consider revising the EAW to include the 2020 Mining Activity on the plan
sheets C1: Existing Conditions. Please contemplate the June 16, 2020 County of
Carver Certificate of Zoning Compliance for Land Preparation Certificate #
A20190121/WP20190018 when making that consideration or describe why the
2020 Mining Activity is not relevant or included.
b. Please update the plan sheet to show distance from shoreland, and specifically
Silver Creek, as defined the Ordinance, Chapter 3, Definitions, Shoreland:
Land located within the following distances from public waters: one thousand
(1000) feet from the ordinary high water level of any lake, pond or flowage, and
three hundred (300) feet from rivers and streams as designated on the Carver
County Zoning Map, or the landward extent of a floodplain ordinance on a river or
stream, whichever is greater.
c. Please describe why the residences located at 7510 159th Street and 7725
Joyce Road were not included in the mine limits
i. Please consider the following from the San Francisco Township Mining
Ordinance Chapter 4 Section 3 when considering exclusion as it is understood that
the residence of the Proposer is 6970 Inwood Road Cologne, Minnesota:
A mandatory 1000-foot setback is required from any residence, except the
residence of the mine owner or permittee.

3/16/2021

Plan Sheets, C1 Existing Conditions
a. Please describe why some residences within the Ordinance setbacks for the
haul road entrance are excluded from this document, including 7575 County Road
50 and 7510 159th Street

The symbol was inadvertently omitted from this residence. A revised Figure 3 is included as part of the
supplemental information that now includes this residence.

3/16/2021

Plan Sheets, C2 Mining and Phasing Plan
a. Please describe why some residences within the Ordinance setbacks for the
haul road are excluded from this document, including 7575 County Road 50 and
7510 159th Street
b. Please adjust the setbacks to measure from the closest portion of each
residence to the proposed project, instead of the center of each residence
c. Please consider that removal of the proposed 2 million cubic yards of material
within the 37 acre footprint will reduce the ground elevation by 33 feet with 100%
slope, or even greater with a more tapered slope. Given a tapered slope at the
perimeter would increase the maximum depth, it seems likely that the delineated
wetland to the west of the site, at the head of the ravine, may be prone to impact.
Please consider how the phased mine plan complies with the Ordinance, Chapter
4, Section 2, Item G:
The use must not cause adverse impact to surface or ground water resources.

Plan Sheet C2 - This plan illustrates mining and phasing. Residences within the viewport are shaded, except
for the residence located at 7510 159th Street is visible from the aerial base but the shading was omitted. The
proposer owns this residence. This plan illustrates mining and phasing, Setbacks to houses are not shown on
this plan. Mine depth is limited to ten feet above the water table and will not impact water level of the wetland
located at the head of the ravine. based on the wetland delineation report, the hydrology of this wetland is
supported by tile lines. The majority of these lines are located north and west of the mine limits. The top of
sloping and reclamation grading begin at the mine limits. There are no proposed impacts to wetlands from the
mine proposal. Carver County is the ongoing regulatory authority that oversees the Wetland Conservation Act.
Any impacts to a wetland direct or indirect would require permitting through Carver County in accordance with
the Wetland Conservation Act.

There are no proposed impacts to wetland 3. Mining will not take place within this wetland. Within the identified
mine area, mining cannot take place within 10 ft of the groundwater table.
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Plan Sheets, C3 Reclamation Plan
a. Please describe the elevation of wetland 3 to the west side of the property and
how the elevation compares to the ultimate mine depth of approximately 852 feet.
Please describe how the related elevations adhere to the Ordinance, Chapter 4...
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Figures
a. Please describe why residential parcel 040331510 was omitted from figure 3

The symbol was inadvertently omitted from this residence. A revised Figure 3 is included as part of the
supplemental information that now includes this residence.
Referenced photographs are Appendix C of the Wetland Delineation report and consistent with photo
documentation of the wetland delineation work.

3/16/2021

Appendix C
a. Please consider revising the site photographs to be more complete and
accurate, including visibility from the site of neighboring residences, site
photographs of 2020 Mining Activity, the neighboring Ravine Area including Silver
Creek, and site photographs of other connected activity, including Joyce Road and
159th Street
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In consideration of the above questions and the Ordinance considerations below,
please make a positive declaration regarding the need for an EIS for this project, or
provide the basis for which Town Board has concluded that the proposed project
does not have the potential for “significant environmental effects” as required in the
Ordinance based on the proximity of the...

The determination of the potential need for an EIS is made at the end of the EAW review process. As outlined
in Minnesota Rules 4410.1700 subpart 3 "The RGU's decision shall be either a negative declaration or a
positive declaration. The RGU shall base its decision regarding the need for an EIS on the information gathered
during the EAW process and the comments received on the EAW."

3/16/2021

In the event that the Town Board has concluded that the proposed project does not
have the potential for “significant environmental effects”, please describe the basis
for that decision, including the ability for the Town Board to conclude on the
completeness and accuracy of the information within the EAW considering the
significance and quantity of the items that were excluded from the EAW as noted
previously in these comments; which suggest the EAW is incomplete. ...

The determination of the potential need for an EIS is made at the end of the EAW review process. As outlined
in Minnesota Rules 4410.1700 subpart 3 "The RGU's decision shall be either a negative declaration or a
positive declaration. The RGU shall base its decision regarding the need for an EIS on the information gathered
during the EAW process and the comments received on the EAW."

The basis for a positive or negative declaration on the need for an EIS will be outlined within the Findings of
Fact issued by the Township at the end of the EAW review process.

3/16/2021

In lieu of the above mentioned items, specifically completeness of the EAW
regarding cumulative potential effect of other operations within the Minnesota River
Bluff and Ravine Area, the lack of inclusion of environmental impacts on 159th
Street and Joyce Road, truck route to Olson’s Shop, lack of including supporting
infrastructure and roadway considerations for the project, and lack of consideration
of prior mining operations at the site and same parcel, including connected actions
as a single project, please comment on if the Town Board intends to address the
incomplete nature of the EAW through a positive EIS declaration or through a
postponement of a decision regarding the need for an EIS necessary under
Minnesota Rule 4410.1700, subpart 2a...

3/16/2021

1) The EAW states July 2013 version. Is this the current EAW questionnaire for
this particular kind of project? Are all addendums, words, phrases, that add
specifics and help clarity included? Has anything in the questionnaire been left out?

July 2013 EAW form used is the current form available from the Environmental Quality Board. All sections of
the EAW were completed as required.

2) My home,7150 159th St. has been left off all Tables and maps. ie: existing
conditions map c-1, mining and phasing plan map c-2, site access sound levels
table 7-2, Why is this? Using the distance graphs included in the EAW my home
falls within distance used for calculation at 1200'.

The residence at 7150 159th is located outside of the viewport of C-1 and C-2 prepared to illustrate details of
the mine area itself. The residence is shown on other figures , for example, Figure 3 that illustrate the site and
surrounding area. The residence is located over 1,500 feet from the proposed mine limits. Sound levels
attenuate with distance so the sound analysis focused on the closest receptors where sound levels would be
greatest. Based on the predictable decay of noise as it travels distances from a source, homes located further
away would have lower sound levels related to the noise source.

3) The project states the mine sits on 35 acres within the mine boundaries. Will the
mine boundaries move around on the 184 acres the project sits on? Given the
phases projected, and the location of the target resource is it likely that more
phases than those stated will occur? By mining in phases, does that avoid a need
to submit and environmental impact statement?

The mine operations must meet the setbacks listed in the Township ordinances including setbacks from
residences, parcel boundaries, and bluff zones. This limits the areas that can be mined on the project site. The
mine limits are 37 acres. Mining will move around within those 37 acres. At any given time a maximum of 35
acres may be active at any given time including a maximum of 15 acres for processing and stockpiling, 10
acres for active mining and 10 acres for active reclamation work. The proposed mine plan presented in the
EAW is the general extent of mining that can be completed on the 184 acre project site once the setback
requirements are met.

4) What is the maximum allowable depth of the mine?

The depth of mining is limited to ten feet above the water table and will vary across the site as both the
topography and the elevation of the water table vary across the site. Depth from the surrounding grade will
range from approximately 10-50 feet. In some areas depths will be limited by the bottom of the sand and gravel
layer which thins to the west. The IUP will include conditions regulating the depths of the mine throughout all
phases to comply with the minimum 10 foot separation from the water table, which is a condition in the
Township Ordinance. Water Table elevation information was obtained from soil borings drilled across the site.
The elevations were surveyed and the water table elevation and mine depths are tied to mean sea level
datum. The IUP can require as a condition a benchmark be established on the floor of the active mine, or
some other survey data, which can be used to illustrate compliance with maximum permitted mines depths
related to the elevation of the water table.

3/16/2021

3/16/2021

5) What is the maximum allowable depth of the mine in each stage?
EE

4

Tim and Jenny
Thomas

Response

3/16/2021

6) What point is used to determine mine depth?
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Comment
7) Who is responsible for compliance concerning mine ordinances? Does zoning
play a role in the operation before mining begins? Once mining has begun do
different zoning and ordinances rules apply?
8) Who has the final “say” on conflicts with zoning and ordinance issues?
9) How is recycling considered to be part of mining when it brings in material not
found on the mine site? In crushing, does the material crushed contain silica?
10) The EAW states the mine is not a silica mine. Doesn't all sand contain silica?
What % of the mined sand is silica?

EE

EE

EE

EE

6

7

8

9

Tim and Jenny
Thomas

Tim and Jenny
Thomas

Tim and Jenny
Thomas

Tim and Jenny
Thomas

3/16/2021

Response
The mine will be required to comply with Township rules outlined within Mining Ordinance 8 as well as Carver
County Zoning Rules. The mine operations will also be required to comply with State and Federal rules,
standards, regulations, and permits as applicable. It is the responsibility of the site owner and operator Olson
Construction to ensure the mine operations meet and comply with applicable requirements.
9. Recycling of concrete and asphalt is an activity associated with construction aggregate mines because the
majority of these materials are comprised of aggregate. Construction aggregate mines produce a variety of
materials that are subject to various specifications. Some of the base materials require a certain percentage of
the aggregates to be derived from recycled material so it is common practice to incorporate the recycle process
(reused concrete or asphalt rubble that is crushed to meet size specifications) into the mine processing
operations. The crushed concrete and asphalt all contain natural aggregates that contain silica. 10. Most sand
is composed of silica, as are many other rocks and minerals. Silica sand mines are limited to deposits that are
almost exclusively composed of silica, such as sandstone. Silica sand was in high demand in the 2010's due to
the increased use in hydraulic fracturing for the oil and gas industry. As a result of the increased demand, the
state worked on the development of new rules to regulate silica sand mines specifically. Their draft language
defined silica sand as follows: "Silica sand" means material excavated from a formation or deposit where the
grain size distribution is at least 50 percent sand by weight and where at 4.24 least 90 percent of the
formation's or deposit's grains is crystalline quartz." Unconsolidated sand and gravel deposits, including those
to be mined as part of this current proposal, do not meet this definition of silica sand or a silica sand mine.
The mining that was completed in 2020 was authorized by an Administrative Permit granted by Carver County.
The administrative permit has expired and the area has been reclaimed.

3/16/2021

11) Under item 8 Permits and Approvals: Mining started at this site in the spring of
2020 without a permit. This was brought to the attention of both the Township and
the County. A complaint was filed. Nothing was done to hold the operator
accountable. Both the county and the Township were negligent in enforcement of
ordinances and or zoning regulations. Who is ultimately responsible for
enforcement and if in fact both government units ignore enforcement? Who has
jurisdiction over The county and the Township? What action can be taken against
all 3 entities? Operator, Township and County?

Mining is allowed as an interim use within the Agricultural District under Carver County Zoning. The Township
Ordinance No. 8 regulates mining within San Francisco Township, including setback requirements. The mine
proposal includes setbacks. The mine will be required to meet setbacks as part of the IUP review process.
Improvements that will be required to be made to Township roads before mining can commence will be part of
the IUP process.

3/16/2021

12) EAW Item 9 Land Use: Figure 3 page 6 mentions an undeveloped 2.2 acre
park. This park as well as the bluff area described in item 13 B bottom of page 17 is
private property belonging to the Junction Creek group. Am I correct that the set
back for private property as it applies to the bluff area is 200', not 100' as stated?
13) Land Use. Page 7- Discuss the project's compatibility with nearby land uses.
The proposed project is not compatible with nearby land use as the proposed site
is situated next to a residential neighborhood of 10 homes directly affected, 26
homes within a mile and 80 within 2 miles. The mine violates most ordinances set
by the Township and shouldn't be allowed to proceed. The roads leading to the
mine are incapable of withstanding the use stated in the operators assessment of
traffic flow. The traffic, noise, air pollution, environmental injury to a unique
geographic area of Carver County is anything but compatible. The loss of home
value just within the immediate area could be as high as 30%. An Environmental
Impact Statement should be done in all fairness to the residents of the area.
14) Water Appropriation: the EAW states the volume of water used is 5,000 gallons
a day or 750,000 gallons annually. This seems excessive. What is the size of the
aquifer this water is drawn from? An EIS should be done to ensure the aquifer
could support that without endangering water quality or abundance to the existing
community.

The Minnesota DNR is the public agency with on-going regulatory authority over water appropriations. Any
appropriation in excess of 10,000 gallons per day or 1 million gallons per year requires a water appropriations
permit. The water use permitting program was developed to balance competing management objectives that
include both development and protection of Minnesota's water resources. Volumes and pumping rates less
than listed thresholds do not require a water appropriation permit. The source of the water supply may come
from the proposers shop or other nearby property under the proposer's ownership.

3/16/2021
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15) Item 13B, Page17 mentions fish, wildlife, and plant communities. In my yard
alone I have seen and photographed Luna Moths and Hummingbird Moths. These I
believe would fall under the category of special concern. A neighbor has also
reported seeing rusty patch bumble bees. Photos have been requested. These
species should at least be considered if allowing this project.

The mine are in an agricultural field that may be utilized at times by wildlife. While the site is mine wildlife may
avoid the mine site and utilize alternate adjacent habitats. The mine project will not directly impact wildlife
habitats such as grasslands, forests, or wetlands. The Luna Moth (Actias Luna) or hummingbird moths
(Hummingbird Hawk-Moth, Sphinx moth, Common Clearwing Hummingbird moth, Snowberry Clearwing
Hummingbird moth, Five-Spotted Hawkmoth, and White-Lined Sphinx) are not a state listed Endangered,
Threatened, or special Concern species. See listed species below. The Rusty Patch Bumble Bee is a federally
protected species generally found in areas that contain natural and semi-natural upland grassland, shrubland,
woodlands, and forests. The Project does not propose to impact any natural or semi-natural vegetation.
BUTTERFLIES AND MOTHS
Endangered
Erynnis persius persius.............................................................................................................persius dusky wing
Hesperia assiniboia .................................................................................................................. assiniboia skipper
Hesperia dacotae .................................................................................................Dakota skipper (Fed. Status: P)
Hesperia ottoe....................................................................................................................................ottoe skipper
Hesperia uncas ................................................................................................................................uncas skipper
Lycaeides melissa samuelis.......................................................................................Karner blue (Fed. Status: E)
Oarisma poweshiek.........................................................................................poweshiek skipper (Fed. Status: P)
Oeneis uhleri varuna .........................................................................................................................Uhler's arctic
Threatened
Oarisma garita ...................................................................................................................................garita skipper
Special Concern
Atrytone arogos iowa....................................................................................................................... arogos skipper
Catocala abbreviatella ....................................................................................................... abbreviated underwing
Catocala whitneyi ...................................................................................................................Whitney’s underwing
Erebia mancinus ....................................................................................................................................disa alpine
Hesperia leonardus.....................................................................................................................leonardus skipper
Lycaeides idas nabokovi ................................................................................................................Nabokov’s blue
Pyrgus centaureae freija................................................................................................................grizzled skipper
Schinia indiana .....................................................................................................................................phlox moth
Schinia lucens ......................................................................................................................leadplant flower moth
Speyeria idalia ...................................................................................................................................regal fritillary

16) Under item A page 15. What are the minor changes?

Wetland 3 is a seasonally flooded wetland basin that encompasses 0.01 acres. The GPS data provided by the
delineator indicates that the wetland is 350 square feet. The delineation report indicates that contributing
hydrology is a drain tile system that outlets at the north end of the delineated wetland. According to a diagram
of on site drain tile provided by the proposer, the majority of the drain tile feeding the wetland is located north
and west of the wetland. Contributing drainage area will be reduced approximately 12% and a ratio of
approximately 5,927 square feet of drainage area to 1 square foot of wetland will remain. This large watershed
area will be sufficient to sustain a wetland of this size. However, because the wetland is situated at the head of
the ravine, only a very small depression can pond water, all excess water flows south down the ravine.
Therefore no impacts to the wetland are anticipated.

In conclusion, I believe, as stated in question 13, the project as it stands does not
meet the ordinances set by the Township. Cumulatively, the noise created by
trucks staging at 5AM, ongoing noise of truck traffic, mining operations,crushing
operations, sound spikes from tail gate slams, jake brakes, air brake noises, dust,
visual pollution of trucks, piled debris, and the land ripped open where there once
was a green, serene crop field are just the immediate psychological impacts.

Compliance with the Township Mining Ordinance will be evaluated as part of the IUP review process after an
application has been submitted by the project proposer.

See Comments from Tim and Jenny Thomas

Comment Noted.

3/16/2021

3/16/2021
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1

Tim Thomas
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MPCA

3/16/2021

The MPCA appreciates the Project proposer’s attention to noise regarding this
mine. Overall, based on the information provided in the EAW, the MPCA believes
that the Project can meet the state noise standards as presented.

Comment Noted.

1

3/16/2021

There are currently several haul roads in the area that are unpaved. The San
Francisco Township mining ordinances requires that any haul roads used within the
Township be paved and at a nine-ton or greater capacity [Ordinance 8, Ch. 7,
Section 1(E)]. The Project proposer is also expected to clean and control for dust
on all roads used by the haul trucks. The MPCA is highlighting this as a means of
suggesting these requirements be added to those listed on pp. 20 and 21, which, in
turn, will be included in the Fugitive Dust Control Plan.

The specific roadway improvements that will be required for operations of the mine will be detailed as
conditions within the IUP. The project proposer will be required to submit a Fugitive Dust Control Plan with the
application for the IUP and will be required to control dust and clean/maintain Township roads.

3/16/2021

I noticed that the EAW is signed by Doug Weber. Does a draft EAW need be
signed? It does makes it look like it
is already approved. Will final EAW need a new signature of approval?

The Draft EAW has to be signed by an authorized representative of the RGU, San Francisco Township, in
order for the document to be placed on notice for public review and comment. The signed Draft document does
not indicate final completion of the EAW process.

How will the final EAW be posted for the public to see if there are changes made to
the EAW?

Information gathered in support of the EAW process are detailed within the Findings of Fact. Information added
to the Findings of Fact including supplemental information requested from the Project Proposer, as well as
information provided in the responses to public comments all become part of the EAW and part of the Project
Record.
The current proposal is for the identified project site. With the requirements for setbacks there is limited
potential for expansion or alteration of this mine site. If the project proposer desires to develop other properties
in the future, a specific application and environmental review would be required for those future sites.

Response

2

MPCA

1

Claudine
Solseng

2

Claudine
Solseng

HH

3

Claudine
Solseng

3/16/2021

Is the EAW only for the 37 acres that Olson Construction currently wants to mine or
does the property
owned by Ron Olson surrounding it have to be taken into consideration as possible
expansion?

HH

4

Claudine
Solseng

3/16/2021

Does the EAW taken into consideration that the noise from the mine for the first
phases will be at a higher
elevation than what is indicated in the EAW?

The proposed project will be required to comply with noise standards during all phases of operations.

HH

5

Claudine
Solseng

3/16/2021

Is the increased truck traffic road noise considered in the EAW in addition to the
mine noise?

Noise from haul trucks travelling to or from the site on public roadways is regulated by Minn Rules 7030.1040
NOISE LIMIT FOR VEHICLES OVER 10,000 POUNDS. Highway noise is not included in the mine noise
analysis.

The roads (159th street and Joyce
Road) are inadequate for gravel truck traffic and not paved as required by our
ordinance. Has this been
taken into consideration in the EAW? What needs to be done in order for the roads
to be up to standard?
Who is going to pay?

The project proposer will be required to pay for the improvements to the Township roads.

There is traffic from the
Hanson Mine, Lundquist mine, Mueller Mine and, now, Olson Mine. This has
potential long term effects for the
residents of San Francisco Township for traffic congestions, noise, and safety.
Should this be considered as a
long term environmental problem? Why or why not?

The capacity of the County highway system used to deliver product to market from the counties local aggregate
mines was evaluated. Chapter 4 of the Carver County2040 Comprehensive Plan details the transportation
system and forecasts future roadway capacities based on various growth and improvement scenarios.
Existing and projected future conditions of County Road 50 through 2040 show County Road 50 with volume to
capacity ratio of <0.85 through 2040 in all forecasted growth simulations. This ratio is considered uncongested.
The most recent traffic counts available for County Road 50 is 1,100 ADT (2019), for County Road 40 northeast
of the site is 3,650 (2018) and County Road 11 is 4,800 and 4,900 north and south of County Road 50
respectively. The traffic generated at the Lundquist, Carver and Hanson mines is included in these counts as
these mines were all operational during the period when these counts were made. According to the 2040
transportation plan, two lane rural county road capacities for planning purposes are 11,800-18,200 ADT.
Average ADT from the mine is 123.

HH

HH

HH

HH

6

7

Claudine
Solseng

Claudine
Solseng

3/16/2021

3/16/2021

3/16/2021
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How will the Board make a determination that EIS in not required as stated in the
ordinance?
What are the criteria used to determine if an EIS is NOT required since the default
is that an EIS IS required?

The determination of the potential need for an EIS is made at the end of the EAW review process. As outlined
in Minnesota Rules 4410.1700 subpart 3 "The RGU's decision shall be either a negative declaration or a
positive declaration. The RGU shall base its decision regarding the need for an EIS on the information gathered
during the EAW process and the comments received on the EAW." The Board will make the determination
based on whether or not the proposed project has or does not have the potential for significant environmental
effects. In determining whether a project has the potential for significant environmental Effects, the Board will
follow the criteria set forth in Minn. Rules 4410.1700 Subp. 7
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 EISs.

3/16/2021

1. Page 3, Project Description. The DNR appreciates that the topsoil and subsoil
will be stored separately and preserved for reclamation. It is worth noting that some
of this area is considered to be prime farmland, and that soil disturbance of this
scale permanently destroys soil structure and function. Soil structure is
irreplaceable and cannot be restored except through geologic processes that take
hundreds if not thousands of years. Separating and preserving as much of the
original subsoil and topsoil as possible will help preserve this soil resource, but no
amount of regrading will make this project beneficial to future agricultural purposes.

As part of County permit process for the site, samples of topsoil will be tested to determine existing conditions.
The permit will require top soil to be restored to conditions matching the existing site prior to mining. Soil
amendments or improvements may be needed during final restoration to ensure final conditions are equal to
pre-project conditions. Actions such as using clay from the site as a subsoil over the mine floor before the
topsoil is placed could be implemented as well as other soils amendments (such as nutrients) to achieve the
appropriate final condition for topsoil.

3/16/2021

2. Page 4, Project Description 6.b. Do the hours of operation also mean that
lighting of the site will be limited to those same hours in order to prevent light
pollution for neighbors and local wildlife? It is still unclear in Section 15 if the lights
will be off after 6pm.

Lighting will only be used during permitted hours of operation and are only anticipated in early spring or late fall
when shorter daylight hours may necessitate some lighting.

3/16/2021

3. Page 5, Permits Required. If there is a need to dewater the mine site, or use
water to wash product, or process reclaimed material, in volumes that exceed
10,000 gallons per day, or one million gallons per year, then a DNR Water
Appropriation Permit is required for the water use. The DNR permit is required
regardless of whether the water is obtained from the quarry or a well or is
stormwater.

Comment noted. If water consumption activities, including dewatering, exceed 10,000 gallons then a permit
would be required for the mine operations. There are no current plans to include dewatering as part of mine
operations.

4. Page 10, Soil. Hydric soil is present within the northwest portion of the mining
area. If the drainage tile currently installed for agriculture is removed, this portion of
the site could become wetter and increase the need for dewatering.

Only a small portion of drain tile existing in the hydric soils in the very western portion of the site within a swale
designed to convey surface water and limit erosion of the sandier soils located upslope. This area is planned
to be mined last so that some of the heavier soils associated with this area can be blended with sandier soils to
amend the reclamation soil profile. There are no plans for dewatering at the mine site. The mine floor will be
above the groundwater table and comprised of sand and gravel. Water that enters the mine will infiltrate
downward.

5. Page 12, Groundwater. If an unknown well is found on the site, then the well
should be sealed in accordance with the requirements of the Minnesota
Department of Health.

Concur. If wells are encountered they will be required to be sealed and abandoned following MDH
requirements.

3/16/2021
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There are no plans for aggregate washing at the mine site.

3/16/2021

6. Page 13, Wastewater. If the product is washed at a site where there is a well, or
a pond used as a water source, and the volume of water that is pumped (not used)
exceeds 10,000 gallons per day, or one million gallons per year, then a DNR Water
Appropriation Permit will be required for washing the product.

3/16/2021

7. Page 20, Dust Control. The DNR is pleased that calcium chloride will not be
used for dust control within the mining area, and requests that it not be applied to
roads outside of the mining area (as described on page 28, Transportation).
Chloride released into local lakes and streams does not break down, and instead
accumulates in the environment, potentially reaching levels that are toxic to aquatic
wildlife and plants. Any reduction in the amount of chloride applied to roads is
appreciated.

Calcium chloride is allowed as a measure for dust control under the MPCA Industrial Stormwater Permit that
will be required for the mine site. The project proposer has indicated that only water will be used for dust
control.

3/16/2021

8. Page 23, Noise. Will the hours of operation for mine-associated hauling also be
limited to prevent noise pollution? How will the project mitigate the impact of the
truck noise from up to 60 trips per hour on neighbors once the trucks leave the
mining area and pass directly by their homes?

The proposed gravel mine will be required to operate within and comply with applicable noise standards. The
MPCA regulates noise in Minnesota. The Township Ordinance requires the mine to operate in compliance with
applicable and current State noise requirements.

3/16/2021

9. Page 23, Noise. This section states that “processing equipment is run
continuously.” Does this mean that some equipment will run outside of the hours of
operation? If so, any noise pollution at night could be disruptive to both neighbors
and wildlife and impact quality of life in the vicinity of the project.

Mine processing equipment was assumed to run continuously during hours of operation, however the mine
equipment would not be running outside of the hours of operation. The mine will be required to comply with
State noise standards.

3/16/2021

Section 152.082 Interim Use Permit – AG DISTRICT of the County Zoning Code
references the maximum permitted operational area for mining shall be 35 acres.
Pursuant to the Project Description #6 (Pages 2 & 3), the mining is proposed on 37
acres within the site. The EAW Mining and Phasing Plan (C2) references phases,
but the narrative provides a different image.

The total mine area cannot exceed 120 acres. The area open and active at any one time must be 35 acres or
less and consist of no more than 15 acres of stockpile and processing area, 10 acres of active mining and 10
aces of active reclamation.

3/16/2021

Permits and approvals required #8 (Page 5) lists Carver County and an Interim Use
Permit to be applied for. Based on the above-mentioned County Zoning Code
Section (152.191 F) a Certificate of Zoning Compliance would need be authorized
and issued by the County Board.

Comment noted. The project proposer will be required to obtain permits from all jurisdictional authorities
including County and State agencies. If an IUP permit is issued by the Township it does not absolve the project
proposer from obtaining and complying with all other required permits.

3/16/2021

The Wetland Delineation report identifies wetland 1 and wetland 2 which are
separated by a recently constructed earthen berm. This may be a violation of the
Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act. Additional information is needed to
determine if it is a violation and if any exemptions apply.
2. It is not clear if the screening berms will be constructed in the locations identified
on Sheet C2, or if they will be constructed around the perimeter of each phase as
the site develops over time. Depending on the placement of the screening berms,
additional erosion and sediment control measures may be needed. This can be
addressed in the SWPPP.

The wetland delineation was submitted to Carver County the LGU for the Wetland Conservation Act.
Attachment 3 of the supplemental information is the Notice of Decision indicating concurrence with wetland
boundary and type. The Notice of Decision indicates that the Technical Evaluation Panel (TEP) met on -site to
review wetland boundaries and that the TEP reviewed and concurred with the delineated boundaries and
wetland types. The wetland delineation report notes a vegetated berm but no reference as to when or if this
was a constructed or natural berm. If there was a violation of the WCA, the applicant assumes that it would
have been noted in the TEP field visit.

Historical aerial photography shows previous mining activities on this site from the
1950’s through the early 1980’s. The applicant should address how previous
mining activities may impact this proposal (if aggregate has been exhausted in
certain areas, if garbage dumps are encountered, etc.)

Historical photographs indicate that various portions of the site have historically been used to extract
aggregates. Other than the area that was described in previous response to comments, these areas have all
been returned to agricultural production. Soil borings drilled throughout the property do not indicate that there
has been any exhaustion of resource within the proposed mine area or any fill material, or solid waste placed in
old excavations. If any dumps or illegally buried materials are encountered during the operation of the mine, the
MPCA will be contacted to determine the proper removal and disposal actions.

Portions of the site currently lack an adequate amount of topsoil. How will
restoration activities occur with the lack of topsoil. This will need to be addressed
with the WMO permit application.

The project proposer will apply for the required permits from the County and WMO. All County permits would
need to be approved before mining activities could begin at the site.

JJ

4

Carver County

3/16/2021
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JJ

6

Carver County

3/16/2021

The land use change from agriculture to non-agriculture may impact the USDA
classification of the fields from non-highly erodible to highly erodible. If approved,
the applicant will need to get a determination from USDA if the remaining ag
portions of the field need any additional conservation plans.

JJ

7

Carver County

3/16/2021

Note 6 on page C2 regarding setbacks does not seem consistent with the township
mineral extraction ordinance, this should be clarified with the township and
adjusted accordingly.

The mine will be required to meet setbacks. Setbacks required by the Township will be reviewed, clarified and
adjusted if necessary during the Township IUP process.

Full site impacts should be included in site area proposed. Total disturbed area
should include the haul entrance road (est. 0.5 acre) and the berming areas (est.
0.75 to 1 acre). All figures, tables and text references should be updated to reflect
this revised number.

Comment Noted. Perimeter berms and the haul road outside of the proposed mine limits represent additional
disturbance outside of the mine limits. The 37 acres of mining referenced on the tables and plans represents
the mining area which is defined as the area where excavation to a mean depth of 10 feet or more occurs and
issued for the threshold analysis. The site access, if it is to remain after reclamation would mean an increase in
impervious area of approximately 0.5 acres depending upon how far the Township or CCWMO requires the
hard surfacing to extend. The perimeter berms are a temporary disturbance and will be removed as part of
final reclamation.

Any disturbed areas will need to be restored with a minimum of 6” of qualifying
topsoil per CCWMO ordinance language. A topsoil mgmt. plan will be required as
part of any CCWMO permit which should include quantities and stockpile locations
during phasing. Page 3 indicates that an average of 2 ft of topsoil on the site. Past
information from the landowner has indicated limited topsoil for decent ag
production on the site. Estimates will need to be documented further during the
CCWMO permit process.

The project proposer will be required to complete the topsoil management plan as a component of the CCWMO
permit. An approved CCWMO permit will be required to be obtained before mining activities can begin at the
site.

CCWMO permit review will require a de-watering plan if water table is encountered.
EAW should describe the mitigation efforts if the water table is encountered during
mining activity.

There are no dewatering plans for the proposed project. Mining is prohibited within 10 ft of the groundwater
table by the Township Ordinance. If dewatering is required for some reason in the future, the project proposer
will be required to comply with County and DNR rules and permits for dewatering. The proposer has verified
that the gravel deposit thins and eventually disappears completely to the west which, combined with a ten foot
required separation from the water table which is highest in the northwestern portion of the Site will limit the
depth of excavation in this portion of the mine.

Page 4 (f) – some removal of sand and gravel has occurred on the site in the past
and a small quantity recently. CCWMO review and permitting was required for
2020 activity.

Thank you for your comment. The sand and gravel mining that occurred in the past was conducted by other
property owners and likely before any type of permitting requirements. Removal of up to 10,000 cy of material
form the site as part of an administrative permit was a separate action that was not known at the time of EAW
preparation but was brought to light as part of the EAW process, as the process is intended to do. The
cumulative effects of the mining and reclaiming the land back to agricultural uses has been considered in the
response to comments.

JJ

JJ

JJ
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Carver County
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3/16/2021

3/16/2021

Comment noted.

JJ

11

Carver County

3/16/2021

JJ

12

Carver County

3/16/2021

Page 14 states that no impervious surfaces will be created, yet page 20 states that
a paved site entrance will be used. Please clarify and show the paved surface on
sheet C-2 or other graphic.

Thank you for your comment. The Plan Sheets will be updated with the IUP permitting process to correctly
show the planned hard surfacing of the access road as determined by the Township.

JJ

13

Carver County

3/16/2021

All stormwater BMP’s installed (infiltration areas) will need to be designed and
maintained per CCWMO standards and guidelines.

Comment noted.

JJ

14

Carver County

3/16/2021

Improvements to 159th st will need to meet CCWMO standards. This should be
noted in the EAW.

Specific road upgrades required by the project proposer will be identified as conditions of the IUP for the mining
project. Any permits test will be required as a result of the proposed improvements will be obtained. Required
sediment and erosion control measures will be implemented as required.

JJ

15

Carver County

3/16/2021

A sediment tracking plan will be required as part of the CCWMO permit and will
include any tracking along 159th St.

Comment noted. The project proposer will be required to comply with all permits required for operations,
including the CCWMO permit.
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JJ

Comment
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Carver County

Date of
Comment

Comment

Response

Sheet c-3 and figure 7 appear to show different water table elevations. Please
clarify.

Figure 7 illustrates the approximate water table elevation. Figure 3 illustrates mining and reclamation grades
ten feet above the water table elevation superimposed over the groundwater contours which extend beyond the
mine limits on C3. The water table elevations have since been confirmed in the field (see Attachment 1 of the
supplemental information) and final excavation depths and final reclamation grades will be revised for the IUP
to reflect a separation distance of at least ten feet between the groundwater table and the mine excavation in
accordance with the Township Ordinance.
The project proposer, Olson Construction, will be required to apply for all permits needed for mine operations,
including the wetland No Loss permit from the CCWMO.

3/16/2021

JJ

17

Carver County

3/16/2021

The EAW indicates that existing wetlands will not be impacted by the proposed
gravel mine. Additional documentation is required to demonstrate that wetlands will
not be impacted. A No Loss wetland permit will be required from the CCWMO. The
permit should include sufficient information to demonstrate that wetlands will not be
impacted (e.g. additional information regarding on site soils, existing and proposed
drainage areas for each wetland, documentation of potential lateral effect impacts
from the proposed mine, etc.).

JJ

18

Carver County

3/16/2021

Emergency response clean up kit. They have identified that they will have a
cleanup kit for incidents of hazardous material (fuel, oil, etc.) spills/leaks. Does
anyone inspect that to verify that there in fact will be an appropriate kit?

The MPCA can conduct inspections of nonmetallic mineral mining sites and review their pollution prevention
plan for compliance. The Township may impose conditions in the IUP regarding inspections or periodic reviews.
Comments noted. The project proposer will comply with the County requirements for the improvements to
County roads. Appropriate truck hauling signage will need to be installed as required by the County.

JJ

19

Carver County
Public Works

3/16/2021

Per technical review, consideration of best practices, and in accordance with
County policy, the County requires the following conditions for approval of the
proposed development per direct traffic impacts to the County highway system
from the proposed use:
a. The addition of 8 foot wide paved shoulders is required on CSAH 50 to increase
safety conditions at the intersection due to the increase in heavy commercial
vehicles turning on and off the County highway. Applicant shall add 8 foot wide
paved shoulders (approx. 6 ft. additional to construction plans) on CSAH 50 from
1/8 mile of west of Joyce Rd. to the CSAH 50/Joyce Rd. intersection. The County
plans already include a 8 foot wide paved shoulder east of the intersection for
erosion needs. It is preferred that the additional paving work be incorporated with
the upcoming construction project and that the applicant reimburses the County for
additional costs incurred.
b. Traffic operations and safety at the CSAH 50/Joyce Road access will be
monitored, and the applicant will be required to work with County Public Works
should future access or safety improvements be needed. The applicant shall erect
temporary trucks hauling warning signage on CSAH 50 in both directions of traffic
in advance of the Joyce Rd. intersection during hauling activities that exceed 30
trucks per hour. Applicant shall make actual traffic information available to County
per request.

JJ

20

Carver County
Public Works

3/16/2021

Dust and debris from the proposed use onto CSAH 50 are required to be monitored
and controlled. Prompt removal of tracked material onto CSAH 50 at the
intersection of Joyce Road is required during hauling operations.

The project proposer will submit the appropriate plans and documentation to the County for review and
approval. Mine operations will not be allowed to commence at the site until all permits from the Township,
County, and State have been issued and identified conditions have been met.

JJ

21

Carver County
Public Works

3/16/2021

The details of the traffic control operations plan and dust control plan will need to
be reviewed and approved by the County Engineer.

Comment noted. The project proposer will be required to submit the listed information to the County Engineer.

3/16/2021

The EAW states the project requests 35 acres for operations, 37 acres, and 36.78
acres for operations. Documentation needs to reflect specific legal descriptions to
areas, phases, volumes and sizes of project areas which are limited to 35 acres per
San Francisco Townships Mining Ordinance 8, pg 3, Active Mining Area limitations.

The permitted mine area and individual sizes of phases and of mine area, operations area and reclamation
areas in accordance with the Township ordinance will be determined in the Township IUP process. Required
boundary information, coordinates of mine phases, etc. will be addressed in the Township IUP.

KK

1

Lori Cox
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KK

2

Lori Cox

3/16/2021

Due to close proximity to valuable rural residential properties nearby, and use by
said residents of area roads for non-motorized (pedestrian) traffic, proposed hours
of operation should be changed to 7am - 6pm M-F. No weekends or holidays
allowed, regardless of construction on main roads or any other roads mine traffic
may use to share with residential and commuter traffic.

KK

3

Lori Cox

3/16/2021

There is no reason for any stockpiles of fill or earth to be more than 15' tall from
grade as the EAW requests to compare to heights of nearby buildings. These are 1
and 2-story homes within the surrounding topography.

Allowable stockpile heights will be regulated by the Township Ordinance through the IUP. The height of the
stockpiles will be adjusted to reflect the grade on the floor of the mine in order to meet the standards of the
ordinance.

KK

4

Lori Cox

3/16/2021

Additionally, this project request is a subsequent stage of a currently opened
permitted project (above), which is excavation and earth moving. The EAW should
be corrected, and further information provided.

Response to comments including those regarding the 2020 Administrative permit are incorporated and a part
of the final EAW for the Project. Details describing the mining conducted under the Administrative Permit in
2020 are included as in the supplemental Technical Memo for the project.

3/16/2021

How would this proposed Mining Permit achieve better results to ensure the marsh
and wetland were never further endangered by the 12-40% slopes (35-50’ drop in
elevation) running into Impaired Silver Creek, which hits Impaired Bevens Creek,
which feeds into Impaired MN River?

There will be no mining within wetland areas, within the Shoreland District, or within bluff setbacks. The mine
area will drain internally and not slope to Silver Creek or Bevans Creek.

The project proposer will be required to submit a Fugitive Dust Control Plan as part of the application for the
IUP from the Township. The Plan will identify measures to control dust and add water. The current proposal for
the mine is to fill water trucks at an offsite location and haul water to the site for dust control.

KK

5

Lori Cox

Response to comments including those regarding the 2020 Administrative permit are incorporated and a part
of the final EAW for the Project. Details describing the mining conducted under the Administrative Permit in
2020 are included as in the supplemental Technical Memo for the project.

KK

6

Lori Cox

3/16/2021

The proposed site must have regular access to water at all times during processing
and reclamation due to the dangerous effects of silica dust and fugitive dust to
surrounding residents during all times of the year. There needs to be a specific
water, spray, and discharge plan supplied which ensures no damage to area
residents.

KK

7

Lori Cox

3/16/2021

A fully vetted safe Stormwater Plan needs to be addressed not only via Carver
County Water Management Organization, MPCA, but also via an EIS to ensure all
impacts are being addressed which affect decision making for this request.

The project proposer will be required to develop a Stormwater Pollution Prevent Plan as part of permit
applications to Carver County WMO and the MPCA. The potential need for an EIS will be determined by the
Township at the end of the EAW process.

Noise for residents and surrounding areas will be constant, hour after hour, and
day after day for years. There is no comparison with agricultural or residential uses
which do not operate with multiple pieces of equipment processing, truck and dump
truck traffic, hour and hour, day after day and will affect human health and welfare.
Those are seasonal and temporary activities. The document should be updated to
reflect facts.

The proposed gravel mine will be required to operate in compliance with applicable State noise standards. The
State noise standards have been established on the basis of preservation of health and welfare of receptors
associated with various land use classifications. The site will be required to comply with the NAC1 the strictest
land use classification standards that apply to residential areas and farmsteads for both daytime and nighttime
hours. Noise emissions from the Project are subject to on-going public regulatory authority and the MPCA
regulates noise in Minnesota. Proposed mitigation including berms, recessed operation of processing
equipment, mining and processing setbacks, and use of broad band (white noise) back up alarms are effective
mitigation measures identified by the project proposer to reduce identified environmental impacts and ensure
compliance with State noise standards.

3/16/2021

If the proposer is providing numbers based upon 180 working days per year,
ensure the document reads a beginning/start time to this seasonal use, and an
ending/stop time operations cease for the wintertime. The document is too vague to
and reads as an open-ended noise, dust, and traffic issue in this rural residential
and agricultural area.

180 days is the standard number of working days assumed for the construction season in Minnesota. Weather
can and does impact the exact number of working days each year. Regardless of the days of operations during
a given year the mine will be required to comply with all permits from the Township, County, and State to
regulate site operations.

3/16/2021

The proposal includes mining in a residential/agricultural area, using roads not
designed for this type of traffic, with large gravel trucks traveling on a regular basis
with passenger cars and school buses, for years, on country roads. And if the
operation continues for 20 years, would effect the next generation of families living
in the area.

Mining is allowed as an Interim Use under the Township Ordinance in the land zoned as Agricultural District. An
interim use is a temporary action and the submitted plan proposes to reclaim the site back to agricultural uses.

3/17/2021

In response to Chapter 4, Section 2 of the San Francisco Township Mineral
Extraction Ordinance, there is an elementary school approx. 1.5 miles from the
proposed mine. I am concerned about the impact of the trucking traffic to the
school area for these children. I would like to better understand how the safety
impact to the elementary school will be affected by the increased traffic. Is this
safety concern something that would be covered in an EIS?

The County Roadway system has been designed using design standards developed for a safe transportation
system. Operators of haul trucks on the public roadway systems are subject to the laws regarding licensing and
operation of their vehicles when operating on the public roadway system. The existing County Roads have the
capacity to accommodate traffic from the proposed project.

KK

KK

LL

MM

8

Lori Cox

9

Lori Cox

1

Sam Niskanen
and Anne
Kaster

1

Darin Berg

3/16/2021
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MM

MM
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Darin Berg

Darin Berg

Date of
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Noise standards in Minnesota are established by the MPCA. The noise standards are the L10 (noise levels for
10% of an hour) and the L50 (noise levels for 50% of an hour). The proposed mine will be required to comply
with State noise standards. If the mine does not comply with noise standards mining can be suspended or the
permit can be revoked by the Township.

3/17/2021

In response to Chapter 4, Section 2 of the San Francisco Township Mineral
Extraction Ordinance, the proposed mine is located directly within a residential
neighborhood. It seems to me there will be significant negative effects to these
residents. I know when a large truck dumps product the gates slam after a dump
and they are incredibly loud. I don’t clearly understand how the noise levels are
measured. Are large noise spikes considered (slamming of truck dump beds) or is
it simply time weighted averages? With the residential neighborhood so close to
the proposed site, this would seem to be a very big negative impact to those
residents. I would like to better understand how noise would impact the residents
at various distances from the proposed mining area.

The EAW identifies that roadway improvements will be required to pave a hard surface from the mine entrance
to County Road 50. The specific roadway improvements will be detailed as part of the IUP process. Proposed
improvements will take place within the existing Township road right of way.

3/17/2021

In response to Chapter 4, Section 2 of the San Francisco Township Mineral
Extraction Ordinance, it states that “The use must not cause a traffic hazard,
congestion or require infrastructure modifications. The existing infrastructure must
be deemed adequate”. The existing roads with the only entrance to the proposed
mine on Joyce and 159th do not seem to meet this requirement. The roads are not
paved, and I believe they do not meet the minimum size and infrastructure
requirements to support equipment of this magnitude. Is the existing road
infrastructure, specifically within Joyce road and 159th, considered adequate for an
operation of this magnitude? Should this be further evaluated in an EIS?

The existing right of way for the Township roads is 66 ft on Joyce Road and 50 ft on 159th Street. The
improvements to the roads will be completed within the existing Township right of way. The specific
requirements of road improvements to be made will be listed as conditions within the IUP.

MM

4

Darin Berg

3/17/2021

Regarding traffic in the neighborhood of Joyce and 159th, our San Francisco
ordinance states “the use must not cause a traffic hazard congestion or require
infrastructure modifications.” With the size of the roads and the size of hauling
trucks, it would seem nearly impossible to have traffic both ways on the roads
within Joyce and 159th. This seems like a huge safety risk for everyone,
specifically those within the neighborhood of the proposed mine. Has safety been
properly evaluated, or should this safety risk be evaluated in an EIS?

MM

5

Darin Berg

3/17/2021

I believe Silver Creek is located < 500 feet from the proposed mine. I am
concerned about the adverse effects the mine will have on this creek. I believe this
should be properly evaluated in an EIS.

The mine limits will meet required setbacks from the top of the bluff. The site will operate under a CCWMPO
permit for erosion and sedimentation and a MPCA NPDES permit and pollution prevention pan. Stormwater
runoff from the mine will be directed internally and not be allowed to discharge to Silver Creek.

Is groundwater contamination a concern? I live < 1 mile from the proposed mine
and have a private well. How can I be assured there will be no negative impact of
the mine to my ground water?

The Township Ordinance prohibits mining within 10 ft of the ground water. The project proposer will be required
to protect groundwater resources during operations of the mine. As discussed in the geology section of the
EAW, there is a clay layer 200 +/- thick that separates the mine site from the underlying aquifer that supplies
drinking water to surrounding wells. This clay layer acts as a confining layer and serves to hydraulically
separate and to protect the drinking water supply aquifer.

MM

6

Darin Berg

3/17/2021
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Comment
A mine of this magnitude will most certainly give off a high amount of dust that
cannot be contained. As a nearby resident of the proposed mine, I would not be
able to open my windows without pollution to my family within my home. This will
change the current way I currently live. Is there evidence that dust will not pollute
my home and the health of my family if I live in close proximity to the proposed
mine? I believe this pollution concern should be further evaluated in an EIS.

Response
The Site will operate under a Fugitive Dust Control Plan. Dust emission are regulated by the Township through
the Interim Use Permit. Specific mitigation measures including perimeter berms and recessing operations on
the floor of the mine, paving routes from the haul road to the mine area, watering internal haul roads, imposing
speed limits on internal haul roads, and limiting the number of haul trucks per hour are all effective fugitive dust
mitigation measures that will be implemented at the Site.
Fugitive dust emission at the Site are subject to on-going regulatory authority. The Township has the authority
under the San Francisco Township Mining Ordinance to require additional remedies.

MM

7

Darin Berg

Processing activity will be required to operate under the State’s Nonmetallic Mineral Processing Air Emission
General Permit (General Air Permit). The permit covers both emissions from processing equipment (such as
crushers, screens, transfer operations including belt conveyors, stackers, ladders, chutes, feeders, pneumatic
systems, internal combustion engines, bulldozers, loaders, and other related equipment) and fugitive dust
emissions (such as storage piles, paved and unpaved roads and operations areas).

3/17/2021

Air emissions generated at the mine will be subject to on-going public regulatory authority under the Townships
IUP and the MPCAs General Air Permit. The Fugitive Dust Control Plan will include proven effective mitigation
measures such as standard pollution control equipment, sufficient moisture content of feed materials,
minimizing drop heights along conveyers and other transfer points, and control of non-process dust emissions
by water applications to unpaved roads and handling areas.

MM

8

Darin Berg

3/17/2021

The site currently has a current permit (Certificate #: A20190121/WP20190018) of
6.5 acres. The proposed mine is for an additional 37 acres. Since the total
combines acreage is greater than 40 acres, shouldn’t an EIS should be mandatory
and not discretionary?

The Project does not meet the threshold for a mandatory EIS. The mandatory threshold for an EIS is a mine
that will excavate 160 acres of land or more to a mean depth of ten feet or more during its existence. The 6.5
acres in the administrative permit describes the operational area including stockpiling etc. Further details on the
mining conducted under the 2020 Administrative Permit are provided in Attachment X. Within the operational
area from the 2020 activity, the area that was actually mined and reclaimed was between 0.7 and 1.3 acres.
The combined proposed Project and the past project do not meet the mandatory threshold for and EAW.
Regardless of whether an EAW is mandatory or discretionary, the environmental review process is the same.
The San Francisco Township Ordinance No. 8 setbacks section states as follows:
"B. Setbacks. No extraction activity may occur within one thousand (1000) feet of any dwelling and within two
hundred (200) feet of any adjacent property line, road right-of-way or public utility. Screeners, and other
processing equipment may not be located closer than one thousand (1000) feet from a dwelling nor closer than
two hundred (200) feet from any adjacent property line, or road right-of-way. Setbacks from an existing
dwelling shall take precedence over setbacks for road right-of-way, adjacent property line and public utility.
Grading plans affecting pipelines or power line corridors will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

MM

9

Darin Berg

3/17/2021

The Town Board may waive setback requirements when the common boundary area of an adjoining property
is a legal mining operation, the common boundary is not within one thousand (1000) feet of a residence, and
both property owners of adjacent mining operations have agreed to a common reclamation plan and have a
written agreement with the Township establishing responsibility for reclamation. Restoration activities may
occur within setback areas if allowed in the Operations Agreement."
There are many residential homes that border within proximity of the proposed
mining operation. What are the setback requirements and do they comply with the
San Francisco ordinance?

MM

10

Darin Berg

3/17/2021

In the EAW it states that noise will be reduced via installed berms. Within the San
Francisco Township Ordinance, berms will be negotiated with the surrounding
property owners. Do these negotiations happen before or after an approval of the
permit?

Proposed mine limits have been developed to maintain 1,000 feet from adjacent residential dwellings and 200
feet from adjacent property lines.
The berms will be located on the mine site owned by the project proposer. Berm heights are reviewed and
approved during the IUP process before an approval of the permit and are addressed within the conditions of
the permit. If berms were to be suggested on other properties to provide visual screening or noise attenuation,
then the size and location of the berms would need to be reviewed and approved by that property owner.
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Jeanne
Aufderheide,
Joey Jacobs,
Ryan Jacobs,
Dani Jacobs

2

Jeanne
Aufderheide,
Joey Jacobs,
Ryan Jacobs,
Dani Jacobs

3

Jeanne
Aufderheide,
Joey Jacobs,
Ryan Jacobs,
Dani Jacobs

1

2

Shannon Berg

Shannon Berg

Date of
Comment

3/17/2021

Comment
There can be no dispute that all of the required pieces of equipment needed to
operate a gravel pit create a LOT of noise. Also, driving to Carver is congested with
one after another dump trucks, often leaving the County Road 40 dirty and slippery.
We could expect the same negative scenario with this newly proposed mining
operation on Joyce Rd.

Response
Noise is addressed in Section 17 of the EAW. The Site will operate within the Noise Standards established by
the MPCA. San Francisco Township has a more restrictive mining ordinance than Carver County and restricts
the number of trucks hauling from a mine site within their Township. The Carver County Ordinance does not
limit the number of haul trucks. The mine proposal is less than the allowable truck trips defined under the
Township Ordinance.
Both the MPCA's NPDES permit and the Carver County Water Management Organization (CCWMO) address
tracking onto public roadways. CCWMO has been working with mining operation on County Road 40 to
address tracking issues.

In reviewing the township ordinance, it does not appear that this proposed mine
could be in compliance with it in multiple regards.

The proposed mine will be required to comply with the Township Ordinance. The IUP permitting process will
address compliance with the Township Permit. Specific conditions and requirements for operations of the mine
site will be detailed as conditions within the IUP.

Lastly, allowing this mine to open would most certainly ruin the character of this
small and unique township forever with absolutely NO benefits to its residents.

Comment noted. Mining is an allowable activity in the Township under an Interim Use Permit. The project
proposer must apply for and be granted an IUP by the Township before mining would be allowed at the project
site.

It is my understanding that the project proposer has a current permit (Certificate #:
A20190121/WP20190018) to excavate 6.5 acres of this property. Adding that into
the proposed 37 adds up to 43.5 acres which puts it over the 40 acres that calls for
a mandatory EIS vs. discretionary, correct?

There was an administrative permit issued by the County for mining in 2020. That permit has since expired.
When considering the total mining area of both the proposed Project (37 acres) and the area mined as part of
the 2020 administrative permit (the minded areas was between 0.7 and 1.3 acres) in accordance with phased
actions and the 3 yr. look back rule, the combined areas do not meet the mandatory EAW Threshold. An EAW
is mandatory if it the Project exceeds 40 acres that are mined to a mean depth of ten feet or more. The 6.5
acres authorized in the administrative permit included operational and stockpiling area, but the actual area
mined to a mean depth of ten feet or more was between 0.7 and 1.3 acres. The threshold is based on the
actual mining area and would include the area mined under the administrative permit under the 3 year look
back rule. The EAW process is the same whether an EAW is mandatory or discretionary. The mining activity
that occurred under the administrative permit has been completed and the area has been reclaimed. The
volume of material removed was less than 10,000 cy. The activity was short term and cumulative effects are
not considered to be significant. The Township Ordinance requires an EAW for all mines within the Township.
The threshold trigger for an mandatory EIS for gravel mines is 160 acres are listed under Minnesota Rules
441.4400.

Can we require more information about the reclamation? What specific materials
will be used to backfill? How do we ensure that "All materials used for back-filling
in any area of the reclamation shall be tested to be free of all contaminants, and
shall be non-noxious, non-flammable and non-combustible." Will there be any
approval for what is used for back-filling?

Reclamation will be required to meet the standards of the Township Ordinance and the CCWMP. The IUP
application will develop the reclamation plans in further detail. The IUP can include conditions to ensure that
any reclamation material imported for reclamation is free of contaminates.

3/17/2021

3/17/2021

3/17/2021

3/17/2021
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Shannon Berg

Date of
Comment

3/17/2021

Comment
EAW 18. Transportation - 4 b talks about the proposed haul route of "Joyce Road
and 159th Street Southwest are both gravel township routes." According to our
San Francisco Township Mineral Extraction Ordinance, Chapter 7, Section 1, D &
E - both reference the fact that haul routes need to be on hard surface roads. How
will this be addressed?

Response
The specific roadway improvements that will be required by the project proposer will be detailed as conditions
within the IUP. The improvements are to an existing public roadway that serves the property and surrounding
area and not the construction of a new roadway. The improvements will be completed within existing Township
right of way. Improvements to the roadway, such as hard surfacing, are anticipated to reducing fugitive dust
emissions from all vehicles using the roadway.

Is there any other option for a path for the trucks that does not go directly through a
residential area to get to the county road, even if that means a new road needs to
be created, potentially by the project proposer?

OO

OO

4

5

Shannon Berg

Shannon Berg

The EAW states "The Project does not propose to mine within ten feet of the water
table." Is that a safe distance from the water table? There needs to be absolute
certainty that the water quality of residential wells close by will not be harmed. Can
the EAW alone provide that certainty? How is it ensured/enforced that they do
indeed stay that far away from the water table?

The Township Ordinance established the condition of no mining within 10 ft of the groundwater to be protective
of this resource. The mine operator will be required to maintain compliance with the Ordinance during mine
operations. This condition to prohibit mining within the groundwater is a measure of protection required by the
Township Ordinance that is not required in other areas of Minnesota. Many mines are allowed to mine
aggregate resources within the groundwater. Adjacent residential wells are completed in an underlying confined
aquifer that is separated from the water table aquifer by a thick low permeability protective confining layer.

3/17/2021

The EAW asks the project proposer "Is this project a subsequent stage of an earlier
project?" He answered no. Is that a true statement as he currently has a permit
(Certificate #: A20190121/WP20190018) for excavation on the land and was
actively doing so this past summer/fall?

There was an administrative permit issued by the County for mining in 2020. That permit has since expired and
the mine area has been reclaimed.

The cost of trucking adds significantly to the overall operational cost of operating the mine and therefore the
market is limited in distance from the source. Counties that opt in to the gravel tax cannot impose any additional
host fees. The tax was developed to standardize the process and make it fair for all townships, counties, and
mine operators.

3/17/2021

OO

6

Shannon Berg

3/17/2021

The EAW states "The purpose of the Project is to provide construction aggregates
to surrounding communities". Is there a way to ensure this is truly used in our
community and not shipped out anywhere to the highest bidder? If we are going to
directly affect our environment and the residents in this large manner, it should be
to benefit our community and not to just make money for the proposer. Perhaps a
higher mining tax could be applied if it is determined the aggregates mined will not
be used in our township, cities, or county?

OO

7

Shannon Berg

3/17/2021

Current proposal is to mine 37 acres within the site. Are there plans to increase
that amount in the future? What is the process if the owner would like to increase
that in the future?

There are no plans to increase the size of the mine in the future. Based on the site constraints, the current
proposed size of the mining area is the maximum allowed under the current ordinance and setback
requirements.

3/17/2021

Do other facilities with similar potential environmental impacts exist or are being
proposed in the area?

There are other construction aggregate mines that exist in Carver County predominantly to the northwest and
northeast : Lundquist, Carver and Hanson. Mines that are already approved and operating under applicable
permits are considered part of the existing conditions in the project area. There are no other known proposed
mines in the area at this time.

3/17/2021

Have traffic impacts been discussed with the city/township, county, or the
Minnesota Department of Transportation and any required mitigation documented?

The State and County have been provided the EAW for review and comment. The County has submitted
comments and their requested improvement that are documented in the response to comments incorporated in
the final EAW. MnDOT provided a comment letter which stated that the proposed mine would not impact the
state roadway system.

3/17/2021

The proposed site is very close to two creeks (much less than a mile) as the EAW
mentions (11. Water resources). Both Silver Creek and Bevens creek are listed on
the impaired waters list and feed into the Minnesota
River. https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/minnesotas-impaired-waters-list. The
EAW simply lists the creeks as impaired but what does that mean in relation to this
project? Will this project further "impair" those creeks that feed into the Minnesota
River?

The proposed mine plan will be required to meet the setbacks from Silver and Bevens Creeks. The mine will be
required to operate in compliance with stormwater management permits from both the MPCA and CCWMO to
protect surface water resources. If a site discharges to a state listed impaired water they are required to review
the impairments and implement additional BMPs that may be necessary to reduce the impact of the discharge.
Proposed measures such as perimeter controls during stripping operations and directing stormwater drainage
internally will meet this requirement.

3/17/2021

It is my understanding that it was the Township's desire to protect the MN River
Bluff Area as it is unique to Minnesota by creating the original Mineral Extraction
Ordinance in 2011. Is there concern by the township’s board that the Bluff area
could be "killed by a thousand cuts" wherein one individual mine would lead to
multiple mines along the Bluff area?

The proposed mine plan will be required to meet the setbacks outlined in Township and Carver County
ordinances and zoning requirements. The Site is not located within the Minnesota River Bluff Area.
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13. EAW - 17. Noise.
4) Quality of Life - In talking with other San Francisco township residents, the noise
of a gravel mine is NOT similar to agricultural equipment operating in the area.
The noise far exceeds what they expected from the mine and startles their horses
and livestock creating an unsafe environment. There are many horse and other
farms very near to the proposed site. Has this been taken into consideration? Has
input from township residents been received that live near existing mines in the
township?
•
The EAW states (9. Land use, ii.) "the deposits in Dahlgren and San Francisco
Township have been impacted by scattered home development..." Very important
statement. Many have built homes on top of or near these deposits. Countless
studies have been done to show the effects of noise pollution on health. This is a
large environment concern.
•
Supporting information
a.
https://www.nationalgeographic.org/encyclopedia/noisepollution/#:~:text=Noise%20pollution%20impacts%20millions%20of,all%20age%20
groups%2C%20especially%20children

OO

13

Shannon Berg

3/17/2021

Response
The proposed project will be required to comply with State noise levels which are enforced by the MPCA. State
noise standards have been established to be protective of the public health. If there are violations of noise
standards or events of non-compliance mining can be suspended by the Township or the mine permit can be
revoked. The State noise standards have been established on the basis of preservation of health and welfare of
receptors associated with various land use classifications. The site will be required to comply with the NAC1 the
strictest land use classification standards that apply to residential areas and farmsteads for both daytime and
nighttime hours. Noise emissions from the Project are subject to on-going public regulatory authority. The
MPCA regulates noise in Minnesota. Proposed mitigation including berms, recessed operation of processing
equipment, mining and processing setbacks, and use of broad band (white noise) back up alarms are effective
mitigation measures identified by the project proposer to reduce identified environmental impacts and ensure
compliance with State noise standards.

• "Noise pollution impacts millions of people on a daily basis. The most common
health problem it causes is Noise Induced Hearing Loss (NIHL). Exposure to loud
noise can also cause high blood pressure, heart disease, sleep disturbances, and
stress. These health problems can affect all age groups, especially children. Many
children who live near noisy airports or streets have been found to suffer from
stress and other problems, such as impairments in memory, attention level, and
reading skill."
b.
https://www.iberdrola.com/environment/what-is-noise-pollution-causeseffectssolutions#:~:text=According%20to%20the%20National%20Park,the%20extinction
%20of%20some%20species.
• Not only does noise hurt humans, it is bad for animals, too. According to the
National Park Service (NPS) in the United States, noise pollution has an enormous
environmental impact and does serious damage to wildlife. Experts say noise
pollution can interfere with breeding cycles and rearing and is even hastening the
extinction of some species.
c.
Evidence of the environmental impact of noise pollution on biodiversity:
https://environmentalevidencejournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13750019-0146-6
•
Noise pollution is a large, multi-faceted environmental concern. Will this be
taken into consideration?

PP

1

Joni Smith

3/17/2021

Page 1, Item 5: Tax Parcel numbers listed do not correspond to the PID’s listed in
Footnote #1 on page 3. Both PID’s are listed as #080041400 and I believe the
second PID listed on the page 3 footnote is incorrect – the one acquired through a
contract for deed in 2020.

Thank you for your comment, you are correct. The foot note on page 3 should be revised to "Applicant
purchased PID 080041400 in 2013. Applicant purchased PID 080041300 in 2020 in a recorded Contract for
Deed.”
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Page 2, Item 6a: States “Ron Olson Construction (Olson) is proposing to establish
a sand and gravel mine.” I understand there may have already been some mining
at this location (?). If so, should this be updated that some mining has already
occurred at the site along with an explanation about how much of the area was
mined and why an EAW wasn’t developed earlier?

There was an administrative permit issued by the County for mining in 2020. That permit has since expired.
Details describing the mining area from 2020 are provided in the supplemental Technical Memo. Based on
historic aerial photography a small area (approximately less than one acre) was used as a source of pit run in
at least pre 1991. There may also have been other previous areas where some aggregates where removed. It
appears that the site was used periodically up until 2012 when the access road to the area was removed and
converted to farmland some time before the proposer purchased the property. The size of these past mining
areas was not sufficient to have required an EAW.

3/17/2021

Page 3, Item 6b: Footnote #1 indicates the Applicant purchased PID 080041400
(which I believe should read “PID #080041300) in 2020 in a recorded contract for
deed. What are the implications if the Applicant defaults on the contract for deed
and who is held liable i f the terms of the EAW agreement are not met or satisfied?
Do the Land Contract Holders / Taxpayers for PID #080041300 need to be
included with the EAW or other agreements / discussions concerning the
mine operations now and over the next 10 to 20 years?

The Township requires the Site Owner to issue a bond covering a minimum of $3,500 per acre of mine site
prior to the start of mining activities. If the Site owner defaults on some portion of the project or fails to comply
with the reclamation conditions then Township can utilize the bond funds to hire a contractor to complete the
reclamation and site restoration.

The CCWMO regulates the reclamation of the mine. Their permit requires testing of topsoil before mining to
establish current conditions. The permit requires that upon mine closer, the mine operator must reapply topsoil
over reclaimed portions of the mine of equal quality or better compared to pre-mine conditions.

3/17/2021

Page 3, Item 6b: States “The goal of the proposed project is to extract sand and
gravel resources and create final reclamation grades that better facilitate the
current agricultural uses.” What metrics / measures will be used to determine that
the final reclamation grades better facilitate the current agricultural uses? Based on
Attachment 1: The NRCS Soil Report, the proposed site consists of 21% Farmland
of Statewide Importance and another 11% of prime farmland (10% if drained). Is it
expected that this farmland be returned to this condition after the mine ceases
operation in 10 to 20 years?

3/17/2021

Page 3, Item 6b: States “Recycling concrete and asphalt involves hauling these
materials to the Site from local redevelopment projects, stockpiling the asphalt and
concrete chunks, crushing, and blending to produce a recycled aggregate product.”
More information is needed regarding what will happen to this recycled aggregate
product. Is it used to re-fill the area where the sand and gravel were removed? Are
there any pollution concerns of re-filling the site with asphalt, a petrochemical byproduct?

Asphalt or concrete recycle materials are not considered clean fill and are not allowed to be used as
reclamation backfill. After processing, these materials are blended with virgin aggregates to create recycled
materials meeting various state and local specifications.

3/17/2021

Page 7, Item 9a iii & 9b: How does this description of Zoning reconcile with the San
Francisco Township Ordinance that a mining proposal to establish a Mineral
Extraction Facility within the Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Areas shall require
the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)? The Ordinance
includes the following definition: The Ravine area is defined as one mile from the
Bevens Creek or the Silver Creek area, as defined in the “June, 2000 Carver
County Planning Study of Ravine and Bluff Areas Along the Minnesota River”. The
proposed mine is much less than one mile from these bluffs and both creeks.

In accordance with Township Mining Ordinance No. 8, the Board will determine based on the information
developed and comments submitted as part of the EAW process, whether or not the proposed project has or
does not have the potential for significant environmental effects. The Board will use the criteria adopted in
Minn. Rules 4410.170 Subp. 7. As stated in the ordinance, if the Board finds that the proposed project does not
have the potential for significant environmental effects, the EAW is deemed adequate and an EIS is not
required.

3/17/2021

Page 7, Item 9c: Should the level of noise (measured by decibels) and lighting
(measured by lumens and required for mining operation at dusk and at night) be
included in operating standards to minimize conflict and ensure compatibility and
civility with surrounding residents’ expectations of operations? Or direct the reader
to the section that covers lights, noise and operating hours.

Operating hours can be detailed as conditions within the IUP. The Township can also include conditions that
regulate noise and lighting with the IUP.

3/17/2021

Pages 11 – 15, Item 11: Describes various aspects of water resources however I
wasn’t able to locate any discussion or mapping about residential septic and
potential impacts to this wastewater. Is this not considered important for this type of
proposal in this particular location?

There are no known septic sites located within the mining area. It is assumed that there are septic site(s)
associated with and in close proximity to the residence located on the property. This would be situated outside
of the mine limits and the mining will not impact directly or indirectly existing residential septic systems on the
mine site or on adjacent properties.

03/17/2021
0
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Pages 16 – 17, Item 12: Describes Contamination/Hazardous Materials/Waste. I
wasn’t able to locate any discussion about the recycled asphalt. Isn’t asphalt
considered a petrochemical product? Asphalt is not inert and we aren’t allowed to
dump oil on properties. It might be helpful to address the “Asphalt Recycling”
process in more detail. What is the process, where will it end up and how toxic
chemical run-off will be avoided for nearby wetlands and private wells?

Th MPCA regulates solid waste. They have designated in their rules specific wastes and specific uses of
these wastes as a standing beneficial use determination. Both salvaged bituminous and concrete when used
for conventional aggregate or a substitute for conventional aggregate in accordance with Minnesota
Department of Transportation Standard Specifications have been given a beneficial use determination.
Concrete and asphalt are one of the most recycled products in the United States today. MnDOT has
developed specifications for the use of recycled asphalt and concrete in construction aggregates. The MPCA
also identifies concrete and asphalt recycling as an allowed associated activity in sand and gravel mines under
the NPDES General Stormwater Permit for non-metallic mineral mining. The Township may regulate the activity
by limiting the size of unprocessed stockpiles or heights of stockpiles in the IUP.

PP

9

Joni Smith

3/17/2021

PP

10

Joni Smith

3/17/2021

Page 20, Item 16, 1st bullet: Incomplete sentence – “Access road improvements to
159th to comply with ____________.”

"Thank you for your comment. The rest of this sentence was inadvertently omitted and should read:
•
Access road improvements to 159th to comply with requirements to be determined by the Town Board.

3/17/2021

Page 28, Item 18c: States: “The operation will utilize a water truck and/or calcium
chloride to control dust from hauling operations on any gravel portions of internal
haul roads within the mine limits.” Calcium Chloride is known to pollute water tables
and wetlands. Should a mitigation plan be included elsewhere in the EAW to
describe the impacts of using Calcium Chloride on these roads?

Calcium Chloride will only be used if authorized by the MPCA and in the event that it would be needed to
control fugitive dust on internal gravel haul roads. The initial proposal for mine operations is to use water for
dust control.

I believe neither Joyce Road nor 159th Street are constructed to a standard to
carry mining traffic. A traffic study, as well as an infrastructure study, must be
completed before the permits are approved (and should really be expanded upon
in the EAW so those impacts can also be evaluated).

The specific roadway improvements that will be required for operations of the mine will be detailed as
conditions within the IUP. Mining cannot begin until the identified roadway improvements have been
completed.

If the field is to be mined, drainage needs to be contained and treated. The existing
system cannot be left to spew a bunch of sediment and discharge into our
neighborhood.

The mine will be required to obtain permits to manage stormwater from both the MPCA and the CCWMO. This
permits will list specific stormwater management actions and best management practices that must be followed
to be protective of surface waters. Noncompliance with these permits can result in a suspension of mine
activities or revocation of the permits.

PP
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Thank you for your comments. Setbacks are not dimensioned on C2, however, the mine limits shown on the
plan are based on 1,000 foot setbacks from the edge of homes, not the center of the homes. Sometimes when
a pdf is printed, the default setting scales the print by a few percent and the print is reduced to about 97%. If
you use a ruler to scale the distances on this reduced print they will be off. C1 illustrates the residence at 7575
but the viewport is different on C2. The viewport will be adjusted on these plans to include the residences to
the north in the IUP application submittal. The residential dwelling is located just over 1,000 feet from the
proposed site access. The mining and stockpiling that occurred under the administrative permit will be located
in the field and added to sheet C1 as part of the revised plan set submitted for the IUP application. By
submitting the permit application after the environmental review process is complete, information and
comments gathered during the process can be used to direct permit submittals as well as identify permit
conditions. Interpretation of the Ordinance regarding the residences that the proposer owns on the project
parcels will be completed by the Township Board as part of the IUP process.

3/17/2021

Concerns with Graphic C2
-1,000’ setbacks from homes are measured from the center of the home. The intent
of the ordinance is 1,000 from the home to the operation. So, adjust the arcs to be
1,000 from the closest point onthe home to the mine. This is standard government
practice for all setback measurements (you do not measure from the center). The
EAW must be adjusted to adhere to the ordinances.
According to the Ordinances, berming and screening is to be placed beyond the
1,000-foot setback. The drawings such as the one above is utilizing the area within
the 1,000-foot setback for this. The EAW must be adjusted to adhere to the
ordinances.
- The Site access road is in complete violation of the setbacks. A new way to
access the mine must be found that does not violate the Ordinance. The EAW must
be adjusted to adhere to the ordinances.
- Please adjust mapping to include more properties to the north. For instance, 7575
County Road 50 home is within 1,000’ pf the site access road. The current EAW
ignores these close neighbors to the north.
- 7510 159th Street setback is missing from the graphics. Either the proposer
needs to demo that home or respect the setbacks. Ordinance allows the setbacks
to be reduced upon agreement or if the owner lives in the residence. We have
neither. With this being a rental property, the 1,000 setbacks cannot be reduced to
protect the long-term rights or the folks who live there – just like is done for all
residences in San Francisco Township. It is irrelevant that the project proposer
owns this site.
- This graphic completely ignores the stockpile and cleanup that needs to happen
at the illegal mining site that remains open.
San Francisco Township took over the administration of mineral extraction from
Carver County so the Township can be more restrictive and better manage the
process. According to the ordnance there should be zero activity in these buffer
periods EVER. Screening and berming need to occur outside of these buffer areas
according to the ordinance. As it stands, I do not even see where a haul road could
be located as every option is in violation of the ordinance.

Interpretation of the Ordinance regarding the residences that the proposer owns on the project parcels will be
completed by the Township Board as part of the IUP process.

QQ

4

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

The entire EAW leaves out the home at 7510 159th Street. This property is owned
by the proposer and rented out. This property is not lived in by the applicant. While
he owns it, he does not occupy it. So, if it is to remain a standing residential
structure the 1,000’ setback must be respected. If it is to be torn down that should
be covered in the EAW.
- The plan also ignores the home at 7725 Joyce Road also owned by the project
proposer. This property is in a state of disrepair and should be torn down. If it is
going to remain a single-family home, then the 1,000-foot setback should be
respected and incorporated into this document. There is mention that the operator
may utilize this site to acquire water for the dust coating operations. This site
should be fully included and discussed in the EAW.

QQ

5

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

Page 3, Item 6b, second paragraph “Olson proposes to establish ultimate mine
limits, mining and phasing plans, and reclamation plans” The intent of the EAW is
not to “establish limits and plans”. This needs to be rewritten.

This section is written to provide a complete description of the project. Establishment of mine limits and
development of mining and phasing plans are part of the proposed project. This section is not describing the
intent of the EAW.

QQ

6

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

Please define what a “local redevelopment project” is. There is not much
redevelopment occurring in the region.

A local redevelopment projects could include project such as the removal and replacement of streets,
sidewalks, parking lots, and buildings. Street resurfacing or reconstruction projects are common in areas of
Carver County.
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QQ

7

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

Page 3, Item 6b, fourth paragraph
Please elaborate on how a perimeter screen berm “mitigates potential dust”. A fivefoot mound of dirt removes airborne dust? Please support and source this
statement.

QQ

8

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

Page 3, Item 6b, fifth paragraph
Define Specialty equipment. What may the neighbors expect?

Specialty equipment may be any type of equipment needed to perform a special function. For example, hydro
seeding equipment if a certain area of the site were to be stabilized in this manner, a mower to mow the
vegetation on the berms, a drill rig to drill a soil boring, a four-wheeler to conduct a gps survey, etc.

Page 4, Item 6b, top paragraph
Can the township place a firm end date to the operations? Can the proposer
commit on an end date that will not be changed in the future if this property
changes hands?

The Township can consider placing a limit of the mine life or duration of mining activities as part of the IUP
process.

The statement of 6am -6pm violates commitments made in the noise section.
Please review document for conflicting statements.

Hours of operation will be determined in the IUP process. The Township Ordinance allows mining facilities to
operate from 6 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Friday. The facility may operate one hour before the hours of
operation to allow for staging. However, any activity conducted on the Site before 7 am is subject to the more
restrictive nighttime noise standard. Desktop modelling indicates that the Site may not meet the nighttime
standard at the mine entrance. The applicant is proposing to request hours of operation from 6 am – 6 pm
Monday-Friday but initially restricting processing, loading, unloading, or hauling until 7 am. Once the Site is
operating, the proposer may choose to conduct noise monitoring and submit the results to the Township. If the
noise monitoring demonstrates that Site operations meet nighttime standards, then the 6 am – 7 am restriction
of certain activities could be lifted. No mining operations will be conducted on Saturdays or Sundays, or
federally observed holidays unless extended hours are granted by the Township as a result of an emergency
situation or temporary approval in accordance with the process outlined in the Township Ordinance. The mine
will be required to operate in compliance with all applicable noise standards as detailed within the Township
Ordinance.

Page 4, Item 6c
Stockpiles up to 45’ high. Document does not compare to heights of nearby
buildings as required by the EAW.

Height of existing nearby structures include residentials structures typically 12-20 feet from grade. Structures
over two stories in height would be more than 25 ft from grade. Other structures such as silos and agricultural
outbuildings are somewhat higher (up to 50 ft or more from grade) than nearby residential structures.
Stockpiles could be 30-45 from the mine floor, however this height would be from the base of the new grade in
the mine floor. The allowable heights of the stockpiles compared to the perimeter berms can be detailed as
permit conditions in the IUP process.

Page 4, Item 6d
- The purpose of the project is to “provide” construction aggregates – isn’t the
purpose to mine aggregates for profit?
- The purpose of the project is to “create reclamation grades on site that better
facilitate the current agricultural use”. So, if the goal is to mine and then leave the
site in a better condition for farming, why isn’t the mining seeking to flatten the
parcel versus creation of a 50’ deep hole in the ground with steep side slopes that
will prove very low value for farming in the end. Please confirm that the purpose is
to grade this site, so it is an ideal farm field. If this is the case, the planned mining
does not achieve this purpose.
- The purpose of the project as stated is not supported by the proposed plan as has
been conveyed elsewhere in the EAW. This is misleading to reviewers.

The main purpose of the project is to produce construction aggregates. The main purpose of reclamation is to
return the land to an agricultural use. A
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Eric Johnson
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Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

3/17/2021

3/17/20221

3/17/2021

Measure to control dust are listed on page 20 of the EAW. The project proposer will be required to submit a
Fugitive Dust Control Plan as part of the application for the IUP from the Township. Dust control measures will
be further detailed within the Plan.
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Page 4, Item 6d
- In addition to a poorly stated purpose of the project, the need is greatly lacking.
The EAW is discussing statewide need. It is not cost effective for this mine to serve
statewide needs. Please adjust to a reasonable scale that can be supported by
relying on trucking only - within X miles of the property.
- The EAW must also recognize the many other area mines and discuss why those
mines cannot support the localized need in the region over the next 20 years and
therefore the region needs more aggregate and therefore this site is needed. Is this
mine needed because the numerous mines within 10+ miles will run out of
resources soon?

QQ
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Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

Response
The 2017 Aggregate resources Task Force was established by the Minnesota State Legislature to study issues
related to identifying and preserving aggregate resources, and prepared a final report to the legislature
The Aggregate Resources Task Force recommended that the Legislature fund the Department of Natural
Resources Aggregate Mapping Program proposal to better understand the location of aggregate reserves
across the state. Mapping information is to be used by the DNR and local units of government in making sound
land use decisions that preserve the availability of aggregate resources.
The report indicates that aggregate deposits vary greatly from one region to another. Some regions of the state
have aggregate with a wide discrepancy in quality. Quality aggregate is needed to complete infrastructure
projects across the state. According to the Minnesota Geologic Survey, seventy percent of aggregate reserves
in the Twin Cities area covered by development and are no longer available for use. By better understanding
where aggregate reserves are located, counties and municipalities will be able better plan for development
without restricting access to aggregate reserves.
Expanding population drives an increase in demand for aggregate materials. Aggregate is vital to the state’s
infrastructure. Industry estimates that about 25% of the total aggregate consumed in a year is used for
construction or maintenance of the state’s 133,000 miles of public roads. About 25% is used for public works
projects like dams, airports, and public buildings. About 25% is used for private residential construction. About
25% is used for commercial building projects and industrial applications like concrete, asphalt, railroad ballast,
and agricultural lime among many others. Aggregate consumption is tied to a high standard of living and quality
of life.
Aggregate materials are a finite natural resource. Although once plentiful, aggregate sources are diminishing
around the state from resource depletion as well as land uses that prohibit mining. Aggregate shortages are
already occurring in some locations. Aggregate inventories are lacking in critical areas of the state. The
importance of identifying aggregate resources before development occurs that precludes mining, to conserve
known aggregate deposits, and to mine aggregate prior to development whenever possible is recognized state
policy.

Page 4, Item 6e
The mine will never expand beyond 37 acres. Please explain.
QQ

14

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

Future stages of this development including development on any other property are not currently planned by
the Proposer or likely to occur. The area outside the currently proposed mine limits on the project site is not
allowed to be mined when the Township Ordinance's setback requirements are applied to the site. The
proposed 37 acre mine area includes four phases which are all part of the proposed project described and
analyzed in the EAW. This item of the EAW is often used to evaluate other types of developments that are
planned to be staged and expanded over time. For example, a residential development that includes a certain
number of homes in the initial phase and then additional homes planned in future phases of the development.
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3/17/2021

Page 4, Item 6f.
The wrong box is checked. The proposer has mined this site before. In fact, he
stands in violation of the last permit on this site with a huge stockpile sitting in
violation today. That permit expired in November 2020. Proposer was fully aware of
the rules as he was well underway getting documentation and special studies
prepared for this EAW.
The pictures here show what the site looked like on 2/27/2021. This area is on the
north eastern part of the parcel. In fact, this area is in complete violation of San
Francisco Townships ordinances. This area is not covered for mining clearance in
this EAW. But this site needs to be restored.
The EAW should discuss the history of this site and property owner – and the
continued disregard for the law. Please include the expired permit and include how
that will be resolved in this EAW. The owner should be working with the Township
and neighborhood to immediately restore this area.

When considering the total mining area of both the proposed Project (37 acres) and the area mined as part of
the 2020 administrative permit (the minded areas was between 0.7 and 1.3 acres) in accordance with phased
actions and the 3 yr. look back rule, the combined areas do not meet the mandatory EAW Threshold. An EAW
is mandatory if it the Project exceeds 40 acres that are mined to a mean depth of ten feet or more. The 6.5
acres authorized in the administrative permit included operational and stockpiling area, but the actual area
mined to a mean depth of ten feet or more was between 0.7 and 1.3 acres. The threshold is based on the
actual mining area and would include the area mined under the administrative permit under the 3 year look
back rule. The Township will require the owner to complete appropriate restorations on the project site. The
mining activity that occurred under the administrative permit has been completed. The volume of material
removed was less than 10,000 cy. The area is no longer active and has been returned to agricultural activity.
The activity was short term and cumulative effects are not considered to be significant.

The mine limits of the proposed mine are 37 acres. Of this area, 35 acres may be active at any given time
including 10 acres of mine area, 15 acres of operational area, and 10 acres of active reclamation. The area
mined under the administrative permit at that allowed removal of up to 10,000 cy was less than 2 acres. The
threshold for mandatory EAW is based on the area mined to a mean depth of ten feet or more and does not
include operational areas that are not mined. The EAW and the Environmental Review process is the same
regardless of whether the EAW was discretionary or mandatory.

QQ

16

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

Page 5, Item 7
States the maximum area is 35 acres. First paragraph on page 3 states a 37 acre
mine. Which is it?
The acreage noted above plus consideration of the current area that is being mined
far exceeds 40 acres. This must be incorporated. The 40-acre threshold for an
EAW is exceeded. This is not a discretional EAW. The minimization of the area is
misleading to reviewers.

QQ

17

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

Page 5-6, Item 9ai
The directions called out for the park are off – please review your map and adjust
the language.

Thank you for your comment. Language in item 6.i. is revised as part of the official response to comments to:
"An undeveloped 2.2 acre park is located to the northeast of the Site, fully encompassed by 159th Street."

Page 11, Item 11ai
Carver County cannot approve wetland boundaries until the growing season
resumes. Seems premature to submit this document until all required special
studies have concluded.

The current mine proposal states that mining will not take place within wetlands and impacts to wetland will be
avoided. The project proposer will be required to submit a permit application and the required documentation to
the Carver County MWO for a no-loss wetland permit. The LGU issued a notice of decision in December 2020.
See Attachment 3 of the supplemental information. The approval of wetland delineations and types does not
constitute a permit and is used in project planning. The County may require field delineation as part of this
permit.
As indicated in the EAW the water table elevations were from existing geologic data and the elevations of
adjacent wetlands and subject to verification in the field. Since the publication of the EAW, five soil borings
were drilled. Soil borings were extended to the water table or to at least ten feet into the under lying clay layer.
Water levels were measured and the soil borings locations were surveyed in by a registered surveyor. This
data was used to develop a water table map included as Attachment 1 of the supplemental information.
Reclamation grades illustrated on Sheet C3 of the EAW attachments will be adjusted to reflect ten feet above
the verified water table elevations in the IUP application.
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Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

3/17/2021

Page 12, Item 11aii
- How were water table elevations found? Please add the boring logs to the EAW
so this can be reviewed. Also include a map with boring locations.
- Please clarify the above and provide proper studies backing up the mining extents
proposed.
- I assume no dewatering will ever be conducted at this site. Please state this in the
EAW document.
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Letter
No.

Comment
No.

Entity

Date of
Comment

Comment

Response
Based on information from the Proposer, an agreement has been made to remove the draintile from your
property.

QQ

20

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

Page 14, Item 11 bii
- The 25% of the drainage that is conveyed to the north to 159th street and then
east is a major concern. I have written above about the tile network that is
trespassing on my property. The plans should include how site drainage will be
handled that does not flow into the mine. The pipe network must be modified in
2021 and removed from my property.
- Second paragraph “No new impervious surfaces will be created” is false.
o The mine introduces significant new impervious. From mine entrance to the
County Highway is 2,220’. With a new paved 28’ roadway this would introduce 1.43
acres of new impervious.
o There is a stated commitment to paving the mining access road to 159th Street in
the EAW as well. So, this project will add at least 1.5 acres of new impervious. A
map calls out that this paved entrance will be removed in 20+ years when mining
concludes. That is not good enough to get out of providing collection and treatment
for this new impervious.
o The water truck route was also ignored. If 7725 Joyce Road is used for water,
this would likely require another 1,000 feet of new roadway (.64 acres of new
impervious) to be constructed.
o So, the EAW should be updated to cover the environmental impacts beyond the
mine and explain how this new impervious runoff is being treated?
o This comment, if addressed properly, affects all sections of this EAW as the
project footprint was not properly identified for this action. The roadway
improvement will impact bluff area on Joyce Road just south of County Highway
50. This would mean an EIS should be completed according to Township rules.

QQ

21

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

Page 14, Item 11 bii, Paragraph 5
- “All storm water runoff generated within the active mining area will be handled
internally”. Please define “handled”.

Stormwater will be "handled" or "managed" to drain internally by using perimeter diversions and grading.
The floor of the mine will be sand and gravel which will allow water to infiltrate.
The proposer has agreed to not use water from the on-site well at 7725 Joyce Road for dust control.

3/17/2021

Page 15, Item 11 biii
- If the well from the home at 7725 Joyce Road is to be used to supply 5,000
gallons per day, this should be discussed in far greater detail in the EAW. This will
mean multiple trips per day on a roadway and to an area not included in this
document. Can this well support this daily draw?
- Call out the address and cover any improvements needed to facilitate support to
mining operations.
- Add this information to the project maps.
- Discuss the haul route.
- This is an internal mining operation which is being spilled out onto the public
street system.
- What improvements need to be completed at the existing home to facility these
trips, filling area, etc.?
- What improvements need to be included on Joyce Road south of 159th Street?

3/17/2021

Page 15, Item 11 iv a
Can you state there are no wetlands if Carver County has yet to approve the
delineations? Seems premature to publish this EAW.

Wetland delineation location and type was approved by the County. See Attachment 3 of the supplemental
information.

3/17/2021

Page 16, Item 12c
How can we reasonably assume the proposer would report spillages when he
illegally mines and trespasses with drain tile / pipe construction / mining activity and
violates road weight restrictions? Who provides the oversight?

The project proposer will be required to operate in compliance with all permits that regulate mine operations as
well as all local and State rules. If there are violations mining can be suspended or revoked by the Township.

QQ

QQ

QQ

22

23

24

Eric Johnson

Eric Johnson

Eric Johnson

The access road from the mining area to the public roadway will create approximately 0.4 acres of impervious.
The EAW assumed that the paved portion of the access would be removed after mining. It is possible that it
may remain.
Both gravel surfaced roads and paved roads are considered impervious. Both are given a curve number of 98
in accordance with standard engineering practice when performing hydrologic analysis of the watershed.

Page 58 of 62

Letter
No.

QQ

QQ

QQ

Comment
No.

25

26

27

Entity

Eric Johnson

Eric Johnson

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

3/17/2021

3/17/2021

QQ

28

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

QQ

29

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

QQ

30

Eric Johnson

Comment

Date of
Comment

3/17/2021

Page 18, Item 13d
This section contains the first mention of using erosion control. All responses to this
point were to use slopes that are stable and protection to the site. So, when and
where will erosion control be needed?

Response
Practices including perimeter berms, diversion swales, silt fence, biorolls, off site tracking reduction measures,
temporary revegetation, and stabilization of slopes are all potential erosion and sedimentation control measures
that may be used during site operations. These measures will be developed in accordance with the stormwater
pollution prevention plan required by the MPCA's NPDES permit and the CCMO permit.

Page 18, Item 14
The attached letter from SHPO has nothing tying it to this project. Please provide
correspondence that indeed indicates this site was reviewed and cleared. Perhaps
the entire email string contains this information. But what was published is
completely generic.

The SHPO Office requested a Phase 1 cultural resources study in their review and comments of the EAW. In
response to comments study was conducted. Please see Attachment 5 of the supplemental information.

Page 19, Item 15
There is already a stockpile that is here illegally. Discuss how this will be remedied.

The County and the Township have requested that the sand stockpile remain in place until a decision is made
on the IUP. In the interim, they have required erosion control measures to be put into place around the base of
the stockpile.

Define “The Project will not produce any visible plumes.” What is a plume? What
invisible plumes will be produced? Plumes of what?

A typical example of a plume would be a visible cloud of emissions (such as steam) from a stack at a facility.
According to EQB guidance, an example of “visual nuisances” include lights on tall communication towers
intruding on the visual integrity of a scenic vista, or a large water vapor plume from an exhaust stack or cooling
tower.
Portable lighting may be used at the site during the early spring and late fall when daylight hours become short.
All lighting will be downcast and only during the permitted hours of operation of the site.

is lighting to be installed on site? Please describe the extent and hours the lights
may be on. lights should only be on during agreed upon hours of operation.
Perimeter berm – the timing, design, location, height, vegetation should include the
neighbors most affected. Please commit to that process in this section.

Berm locations and heights will be determined in the IUP process. In accordance with the ordinance, berm
heights will be negotiated with surrounding property owners, and the Township Board, or designee. The
Township Board, or designee will be the final decision maker of berm heights. The IUP can include conditions
to list the timing of when berms are to be installed.

6-8’ embankment high is too short to block 45’ high stockpiles. We need to
engineer the embankment so the community does not ever see stockpiles after
year one.

QQ

31

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

QQ

32

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

Setbacks miscalculated as I noted above. Please adjust and fixed project graphics
so we can be assured the proposer is following all the laws.

Comment noted. The max height of the stockpiles stated in the EAW of 45 feet would be during future mining
phases where the height is measure from the mine floor at that time. The stockpiles would not be 45 feet high
from the existing sight grade. The heights of the berms and the stockpiles are conditions of the IUP. The IUP
could allow temporary stockpiles during initial mining while berms are being established.
Setbacks are from the edge of dwellings as previously noted. See sheet C1 provided as supplemental
information.

QQ

33

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

Page 19 item 16A
Why use generators? Why not hook into the power grid?

Processing equipment for an operation this small is portable and is operated periodically. The portable
equipment runs on diesel generators. This is standard practice in the sand and gravel mining industry.

What is the dust control protocol? When do you water? Need a repeatable process
that is highly managed.

The operator must control fugitive dust under the terms of the Air Permit and the IUP. The schedule for
watering depends upon weather, rainfall, temperature, wind, and site activity. The site will be operated under a
Fugitive Dust Control Plan that will identify site practices.

What is paved?

The mine entrance/access road will be paved. The remainder of the internal mine area will not be paved.

What about the road from the site to the highway?

The township ordinance required the access road from the mine the public road to be paved and the haul route
from the mine to the County road to be paved. Specific requirements for roadway improvements and paving will
be detailed within the IUP.

QQ

34

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

QQ

35

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

QQ

36

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021
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Comment
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Date of
Comment

Comment
Last sentence “not likely to produce any significant changes to air quality” – so that
sounds inconclusive. Another way to state this is the project may produce
significant changes to air quality. so, What are you going to do or provide so you
can change this statement to read this project will not produce significant changes
to air quality?

Response
The Site will operate under a Fugitive Dust Control Plan. Dust emission are regulated by both the Township
through the Interim Use Permit and the state through an MPCA Air emissions permit . Specific mitigation
measures including perimeter berms and recessing operations on the floor of the mine, paving routes from the
haul road to the mine area, watering internal haul roads, imposing speed limits on internal haul roads, and
limiting the number of haul trucks per hour. These practices are all effective fugitive dust mitigation measures
that will be implemented at the Site. Fugitive dust emission at the Site are subject to on-going regulatory
authority. The Township has the authority under the San Francisco Township Mining Ordinance to require
additional remedies.
The Project qualifies for the State’s Nonmetallic Mineral Processing Air Emission General Permit (General Air
Permit). The permit covers both emissions from processing equipment (such as crushers, screens, transfer
operations including belt conveyors, stackers, ladders, chutes, feeders, pneumatic systems, internal
combustion engines, bulldozers, loaders, and other related equipment) and fugitive dust emissions (such as
storage piles, paved and unpaved roads and operations areas). Air emissions generated at the mine will be
subject to on-going public regulatory authority under the General Air Permit. Conditions within the General Air
Permit include proven effective mitigation measures such as standard pollution control equipment, sufficient
moisture content of feed materials, minimizing drop heights along conveyers and other transfer points, and
control of non-process dust emissions by water applications to unpaved roads and handling areas. The MPCA
has several levels of air permits. Only certain levels of permits, specifically those associated with a high
potential to emit air pollutants, are subject to air modelling as part of the air emissions permit process. The fact
that the site qualifies for the general permit, is categorized as a small operator, and will implement air emission
control measures for both fugitive and stationary source emissions, means that the project does not have the
potential to create a significant environmental effect to air quality
Dust control measures for crushing concrete and bituminous are the same as for crushing natural aggregates.

QQ

37

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

QQ

38

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

How are the dust from the crushing of concrete and bituminous being handled? this
dust is far more toxic than just mining. so, What are the BMP’s for this part of the
operation?

3/17/2021

Crushing should have great limitations on when it can occur, time of day and year.
the community should get some input on this. Does noise analysis include
crushing? or just equipment sounds?

The hours for crushing at the site will be defined within the IUP. The noise analysis provided in the EAW
includes the crushing operations.

3/17/2021

Page 20 item 16c
- We are going to have a large hole in the ground for decades. Wind will
continuously be whipping up the fines and suspending them. Dust greatly
increased last year noticeably to all neighbors when the illegal mining was taking
place. The scale of this is much larger. Why did the proposer not use any of the
Fugitive Dust Control Plan methods last year when he was mining here?

The Site will operate under a Fugitive Dust Control Plan. Dust emission are regulated by both the Township
through the Interim Use Permit and the state through an MPCA Air emissions permit. Site reclamation is
required under both the Township and County permits.

According to the township ordinances the mine will NOT operate on unpaved
roadways. Any roadways from the site to the water or to the County highway
system need to be upgraded to a commercial standard to support the weight of the
loaded vehicles safely.

Comment noted.

What speed limits will There be within the site? Public roadways? how are they
enforced? What is the penalty for violation?

The speed limits in the mine are established by the operator. In accordance with Mine Safety and Health
Administration (MSHA) regulations (which have been established to direct safe and responsible mine site
operations), the mine site must impose safe speed limits. Typically, these are 10-15 mph within the mine.

Page 21+ item 17
- The noise analysis section seems like a very basic approach was taken. Please
provide the technical memorandum that fully details the analysis. If this cannot be
contained in the EAW please send it to me separately. The community needs to be
assured this analysis was completed by a trained professional that considered the
complexities of how this site will evolve over time. The write up in the EAW seems
far too simple.

The entire analysis is included in the EAW under the noise section. This level of analysis is consistent with
industry standards for a project of this type. The site will be required to operate in compliance with state noise
standards as required by the Township Ordinance and the MPCA rules.

QQ

QQ

39

40

Eric Johnson

Eric Johnson

QQ

41

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

QQ

42

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

QQ

43

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021
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44

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

Page 26-27, Item 18a
- Pg. 26 states 25,000 tons of fill coming in annually. How is contaminated fill being
managed (making sure it is not being dumped here and infiltrating the water table?

There are no plans to allow contaminated fill for reclamation. The fill will be managed in accordance with the
terms of the IUP. Conditions including documentation of the source of clean reclamation fill soil may be placed
on the operation in the IUP.
There will typically be one to two employees on site each day. Some days the site may not be active and there
will be no employees and on these days there would also be no vender or support vehicles. Some days there
may be a portable processing spreader and additional employees. The average trips included in the EAW is an
estimate based on the production levels anticipated at this site.

Response

QQ

45

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

The number of employees and suppliers seems very underestimated. EAW in
Table 18-1 says 6 trips per day. A trip is each way. That means there will be 3
employees coming per day – or perhaps 2 employees and a garbage truck or a fuel
truck. How about the water truck? How about going out to lunch? How about
servicing the portable toilets? Every time someone comes, they also leave. That is
2 trips per item I noted above. Seems way underestimated. Analysis seems flawed.

QQ

46

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

Page 28, Item 18c
San Francisco Township’s Ordinance call for haul routes to be located 1,000 feet
from all residencies. Why is this not addressed in this section?

The discussion of the Ordinance and the haul road will be completed as part of the review of the application for
the IUP.

Page 28, Item 19a
Cumulative potential effects are intended for the project to consider the magnitude
of the proposed project at a wider view. This section must include
acknowledgement of all area mines within the service area, which I would think
include the neighboring counties.

Cumulative effects are limited to the environmental footprint of the item under consideration. Cumulative
effects of the existing mines are considered in aggregate, or sum total, as existing conditions as these sites
have already be approved and are in operation. There are no other known proposed mine sites that have been
proposed in the surrounding area that could be considered under cumulative effects.

This project will likely eliminate 2 homes and displacement of a renter

There are no current plans to remove homes or displace renters as part of the mine project.

The illegal mining is still an open site. Please write about how that site will be
restored here and about the impacts that has.

The mining in 2020 was completed as part of an Administrative Permit granted by the County. This permit has
since expired. The County required the proposer submit a reclamation plan. The work was then completed,
the area graded, topsoil applied and will be planted this spring. The sand stockpile was ordered to remain in
place with appropriate erosion control until decision has been made on the IUP.
The specific roadway improvements that will be required for operations of the mine will be detailed as
conditions within the IUP. Specific design will be evaluated during the IUP process. Roadway improvements will
be completed within the existing Township right of way.

QQ

47

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

QQ

48

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

QQ

49

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

QQ

50

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

This EAW completely ignores the improvements from the site to the Highway.
There will be numerous impacts with expansion of the roadway – including:
o Private property impacts
o Property acquisition
o Significant grading and filling
o Bluff impacts
o Bluff and stream impacts
o Native habitat disturbance
o Air and Noise beyond site
o Utility relocation
o Construction staging

QQ

51

Eric Johnson

3/17/2021

Page 28-29, Items 19b & c
The proposer can commit that this site will NEVER expand and that those
conditions are tied to this site in the event of a sale?

The proposed project being evaluated within the EAW is the current mine proposal. The project proposer has
stated that there are no current plans for further mining at this site. With the required setbacks applied to the
site, expansion of mining operations would not be possible at the current site.

3/17/2021

Page 29, Item 20
“The EAW describes the complete Project; there are no other projects, stages or
components other than those described…….”
This statement does not seem true considering the road to site is directly tied to the
site becoming operable and therefore its exclusion from this document provides the
reviewers with half of the picture.

The EAW describes the need to pave a hard surface on the roads for the route from the mine to the County
Road. The specific roadway improvements required to be completed by the project proposer prior to beginning
mining activities at the site will be detailed within the IUP.

QQ

52

Eric Johnson
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1

Entity

Sherry Walsh

Date of
Comment

3/17/2021

Comment
Please address the basic concerns:
General health and well-being of residents
Air Pollution
Noise Pollution
Environmental damages (water, soil, wildlife)
What “reasonable measures” will be taken to protect and ensure our safety?
How is this monitored?
How often will the site be tested?
If in violation, will the residence be made aware?

Response
These topics are all part of the requirements of an EAW. An evaluation of each of these items is provided within
the appropriate section of the EAW. The Township has established Ordinance No. 8, Mineral Extraction
Ordinance, with the purpose to protect public health, safety, and welfare for the Township. The Township has
authority under the ordinance to include conditions with the IUP to regulate mine activities and has the authority
to inspect the mine site for compliance with Ordinance No.8. The Township has the authority to suspend mining
activity or revoke the IUP permit if mine operations are not in compliance with the IUP or Ordinance No. 8.

Please address how mining will affect the wildlife in the area.

The mining activities will take place on land that is currently used for agricultural production. There will be no
removal of native habitats such as forests, grasslands, or wetland as part of the mine operations. Impacts to
wildlife are discussed within Section 13 of the EAW.

3/18/2021

With increasing commuter traffic passing through the roads are getting busier, but
the cars are relatively quiet and clean, I fear adding more heavy trucks to the mix
will make it louder and dustier.

The Township Mining Ordinance establishes the maximum number of trucks that can access the mine per hour.
The current mine proposal is less than the allowable amount of traffic. Site operations will be required to control
dust.

3/18/2021

Petition: Strict Adherence to Township Mining Ordinance Olson Gravel Mine
Proposed Project

Comment Noted.

SS

1

Sherry Walsh

3/17/2021

TT

1

Donley
Johnson

UU

1

Change.org
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Mindy L. Erickson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Saturday, March 20, 2021 2:06 PM
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: "Muhic, P Cameron (DOT)" <cameron.muhic@state.mn.us>
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Date: February 15, 2021 at 10:11:20 PM CST
To: "HeidiSFT@gmail.com" <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Cc: "Sherman, Tod (DOT)" <tod.sherman@state.mn.us>, "Kratz, David (DOT)"
<David.Kratz@state.mn.us>, "Goff, William (DOT)" <william.goff@state.mn.us>

Dear Ms. Schmidt,
Thank you for the opportunity to review the plans for the Olson Gravel Mine Draft
EAW.
The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) has reviewed the plans and has
no comments, as the proposed project should have little or no impact on MnDOT’s
highway system.
Cordially,

Cameron Muhic
Senior Planner
MnDOT Metro District
651-234-7797
Cameron.Muhic@state.mn.us

1

Mindy L. Erickson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Saturday, March 20, 2021 2:05 PM
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine EAW

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Jeff
Did you get this response from the MN Dept of Ag?
Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: "Balk, Becky (MDA)" <becky.balk@state.mn.us>
Subject: RE: Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine EAW
Date: February 16, 2021 at 10:58:34 AM CST
To: "HeidiSFT@gmail.com" <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Cc: "Roos, Stephan (MDA)" <stephan.roos@state.mn.us>, "Patton, Bob (MDA)"
<bob.patton@state.mn.us>, "Balk, Becky (MDA)" <becky.balk@state.mn.us>
San Francisco Township
C/O Heidi Schmidt
18980 Cty. Rd. 40
Belle Plaine, MN 56011
RE: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Dear Ms. Schmidt:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW. The Minnesota
Department of Agriculture has the following comment:


The EAW is not clear the reclamation plan to revert the land back to agriculture will be done in
consultation with a qualified soil scientist or soil technician. The University of Minnesota may be
of assistance.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
Thank you.

Becky Balk
Land Use Program Manager
1

Agricultural Marketing & Development Division
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 N. Robert St., St. Paul, MN 55155
651‐201‐6369 Becky.balk@state.mn.us

From: Mindy L. Erickson <merickson@wenck.com>
Sent: Friday, February 12, 2021 1:17 PM
To: Balk, Becky (MDA) <becky.balk@state.mn.us>; Kirsch, Raymond (COMM)
<raymond.kirsch@state.mn.us>; MN_MDH_Review <Health.Review@state.mn.us>; Townley, Jill (DNR)
<jill.townley@state.mn.us>; Card, Dan (MPCA) <dan.card@state.mn.us>; Felix‐Gerth, Annie (BWSR)
<annie.felix‐gerth@state.mn.us>; Moynihan, Debra (DOT) <debra.moynihan@state.mn.us>; OSA, MN
(ADM) <mn.osa@state.mn.us>; Cerda, Melissa (MIAC) <melissa.cerda@state.mn.us>; MN_ADM_ENV
Review SHPO <ENReviewSHPO@state.mn.us>; govdoc@hclib.org; peter_fasbender@fws.gov; mvp‐reg‐
inquiry@usace.army.mil; westlake.kenneth@epa.gov; reviewscoordinator@metc.state.mn.us; jmielke@
co.carver.mn.us; pmoline@co.carver.mn.us
Cc: jmadejczyk@wenck.com; Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>; carverweber@gmail.com; Gilchrist,
Troy J. <TGilchrist@Kennedy‐Graven.com>
Subject: Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine EAW
This message may be from an external email source.
Do not select links or open attachments unless verified. Report all suspicious emails to Minnesota IT Services Security Operations Center.

Good Afternoon,
Attached please find the Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine EAW for
public notice.
Ron Olson Construction (Olson) is proposing to establish a sand and gravel mining operation
on 184 acres of property located in San Francisco Township, Carver County, MN. The Site is
currently used for agricultural production. Mining is proposed on 37 acres within the Site.
Reclamation will return the land to agricultural production. The proposed operations include
stripping, mining of sand and gravel, crushing, screening, recycling asphalt and concrete,
hauling, and reclamation activities. The Project is anticipated to operate 10-20 years, with
the actual life of the operation dependent upon market demand for the materials. There is
an estimated 1.5-2 million cubic yards of material to be extracted during the life of the
mine.
The proposed gravel mine does not require a mandatory Environmental Assessment
Worksheet (EAW) under Minnesota Rules 4410.4300. However, San Francisco Township
Ordinance requires completion of an EAW for new proposed mineral extraction mines and as
such an EAW has been prepared for this proposed project. The Draft EAW will be available
for public comment starting Tuesday, February 16th, 2021. The Township will accept written
comments (via mail or email) on the Draft EAW during the public review and comment
period, which concludes Wednesday, March 17th, 2021 at 4:30 p.m.

Written comments should be submitted to:

2

San Francisco Township
C/O Heidi Schmidt
18980 Cty. Rd. 40
Belle Plaine, MN 56011
Electronic/email comments may be submitted to Heidi Schmidt at HeidiSFT@gmail.com with Olson
Gravel Mine Draft EAW in the subject line. If submitting comments electronically, please include name
and mailing address.
Thank you,

Mindy Erickson
Marketing Specialist
Phone: 763-479-5122
Cell: 763-274-4565
1800 Pioneer Creek Center
Maple Plain MN 55359

The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose except with Stantec's
written authorization. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

3

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Jeff C. Madejczyk
Mindy L. Erickson
FW: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW - PRE (2020-02194-SSC)
Monday, March 22, 2021 10:42:52 AM
2020-02194-SSC 20210217 PRE.pdf
image001.png

Hi Mindy –
Please add this comment to the mix. Thanks!
Jeff Madejczyk
Phone: (763) 479-4263
Cell: (952) 239-9464

1800 Pioneer Creek Center
Maple Plain MN 55359

The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose except with
Stantec's written authorization. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 10:41 AM
To: Jeff C. Madejczyk <jmadejczyk@wenck.com>
Subject: Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW - PRE (2020-02194-SSC)
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: "Coungeris, Samantha S CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA)"
<Samantha.S.Coungeris@usace.army.mil>
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW - PRE (2020-02194-SSC)
Date: February 17, 2021 at 10:12:18 AM CST
To: "heidiSFT@gmail.com" <heidiSFT@gmail.com>
Cc: "kpauly@sundecivil.com" <kpauly@sundecivil.com>
Good Morning,

Please see the attached comment/response letter for the project referenced above.
Thank you and have a nice day.
Samantha Coungeris
Project Manager
Army Corps of Engineers
180 East 5th Street
St. Paul, MN 55101
651-290-5268
Information on Corps of Engineers Regulatory Program status during the COVID-19
pandemic can be found at: https://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/missions/regulatory
We are pleased to introduce our new paperless communication procedures in
Minnesota & Wisconsin. Requests for action (pre-application consultations, permit
applications, requests for delineation concurrences, requests for jurisdictional
determinations, and mitigation bank proposals) should be sent directly to the following
email: (in MN) usace_requests_mn@usace.army.mil (in
WI)usace_requests_wi@usace.army.mil. Please include the county name in the subject
line of the email (e.g. Washington County). These changes will improve efficiency,
reduce costs and reduce the environmental footprint. Additional information can be
found in our public notice located
here: http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory.aspx

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, ST. PAUL DISTRICT
180 FIFTH STREET EAST, SUITE 700
ST. PAUL, MN 55101-1678

FEBRUARY 17, 2021

Regulatory File No. MVP-2020-02194-SSC

San Francisco Township
c/o Heidi Schmidt
18980 County Road 40
Belle Plaine, Minnesota 56011
Dear Ms. Schmidt:
This letter is in response to correspondence we received from Ron Olson Construction
regarding the Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine. This letter contains our
initial comments on this project for your consideration. The purpose of this letter is to inform you
that based on the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) for the project referenced
above a Department of the Army (DA) permit would not be required for your proposed activity.
In lieu of a specific response, please consider the following general information concerning our
regulatory program that may apply to the proposed project.
If the proposal involves activity in navigable waters of the United States, it may be subject to
the Corps of Engineers’ jurisdiction under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899
(Section 10). Section 10 prohibits the construction, excavation, or deposition of materials in,
over, or under navigable waters of the United States, or any work that would affect the course,
location, condition, or capacity of those waters, unless the work has been authorized by a
Department of the Army permit.
If the proposal involves discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States,
it may be subject to the Corps of Engineers’ jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (CWA Section 404). Waters of the United States include navigable waters, their tributaries,
and adjacent wetlands (33 CFR § 328.3). CWA Section 301(a) prohibits discharges of dredged
or fill material into waters of the United States, unless the work has been authorized by a
Department of the Army permit under Section 404. Information about the Corps permitting
process can be obtained online at http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/regulatory.
The Corps evaluation of a Section 10 and/or a Section 404 permit application involves
multiple analyses, including (1) evaluating the proposal’s impacts in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (33 CFR part 325), (2) determining whether the
proposal is contrary to the public interest (33 CFR § 320.4), and (3) in the case of a Section 404
permit, determining whether the proposal complies with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines
(Guidelines) (40 CFR part 230).
If the proposal requires a Section 404 permit application, the Guidelines specifically require
that “no discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if there is a practicable
alternative to the proposed discharge which would have less adverse impact on the aquatic
ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other significant adverse environmental
consequences” (40 CFR § 230.10(a)). Time and money spent on the proposal prior to applying

Regulatory Branch (File No. MVP-2020-02194-SSC)
for a Section 404 permit cannot be factored into the Corps’ decision whether there is a less
damaging practicable alternative to the proposal.
If an application for a Corps permit has not yet been submitted, the project proposer may
request a pre-application consultation meeting with the Corps to obtain information regarding
the data, studies or other information that will be necessary for the permit evaluation process. A
pre-application consultation meeting is strongly recommended if the proposal has substantial
impacts to waters of the United States, or if it is a large or controversial project.
If you have any questions, please contact me in our St. Paul office at
(651) 290-5268 or Samantha.S.Coungeris@usace.army.mil. In any correspondence or
inquiries, please refer to the Regulatory file number shown above.
Sincerely,

Samantha Coungeris
Project Manager

cc:
Ron Olson Construction
c/o Kirsten Pauly (Sunde Engineering)
10830 Nesbitt Avenue South
Bloomington, Minnesota 55437
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Mindy L. Erickson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeff C. Madejczyk
Wednesday, February 24, 2021 1:50 PM
Mindy L. Erickson
FW: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

Number Four.
Jeff Madejczyk
Phone: (763) 479-4263
Cell: (952) 239-9464

1800 Pioneer Creek Center
Maple Plain MN 55359

The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose except with Stantec's written authorization. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2021 9:41 AM
To: Larry Schmidt <larry@robbselectricinc.com>; Doug Weber <Carverweber@gmail.com>; Jeff C. Madejczyk
<jmadejczyk@wenck.com>; Scott Selken <scottselken73@gmail.com>
Subject: Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: Sherry Walsh <Sherry.Walsh@entegris.com>
Subject: FW: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Date: February 19, 2021 at 11:18:39 AM CST
To: "HeidiSFT@gmail.com" <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>

ENTEGRIS PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL – INTERNAL

Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
1

To: San Francisco Township
C/O Heidi Schmidt
18980 Cty. Rd. 40
Belle Plaine, MN 56011
Ref: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
As residents of San Francisco Township and living in near proximity of the proposed mining we want our
concerns to be heard and responded to.
To formally voice our concerns from last summer’s mining project (summer of 2020) and all future mining
on 159th Street. From the onset of the 2020 mining operation our voiced concerns have been
disregarded. We were told there was nothing we could do about it in several conversations with the
residents of 159th street. In conversation with Ron Olson, he made it sound like the project was to install
erosion control around a body of water bordering his property. It’s hard to decipher the full truth in
conversations with Ron. When it became evident the erosion control was in preparation of mining, the
property owner assured us it was short term. Unfortunately, we trusted this conversation(s) with the
property owner. Not the case, we feel we were misinformed intentionally. Not positive of Ron’s intent,
but it’s becoming clear that it was intentional to downplay his future mining plans.
This mining has caused undue hardship and concern for our health and well-being. From the inception
we were told there was nothing we could do. Our rights were overlooked and violated! To highlight
some of our concerns:
~ Airborne dust: Our house is downwind of the mining site and we lived with the constant dust particles in
and outside of our house. We may be able to escape the outdoors, but this airborne dust ends up in our
house and in our bodies.
~ Air pollution: our house being downwind of the site we were forced to endure the noxious fumes from
the idling/running machinery for hours on end, every day.
~ Noise pollution: the noise from the equipment, specifically the grinder was unbearable.
~ Traffic: during the time when dump trucks and side loaders were removing dirt it was unsafe to be on
both 159th Street and Joyce Road. Many residents from this community use this section of road for
outdoor exercise (running, walking, biking, etc.). Last year’s mining made it unsafe to be out there due to
all these hazards.
What are our rights in SFT? Do we have rights to enjoy our property without these hazards?
This mining issue has caused much stress and sleepless nights. Three years ago, we thought we
found our little piece of paradise out here in SFT and built our dream home. . Last year’s mining turned
our paradise into an absolute nightmare.
To be clear, this is not an attack on Ron Olson. We have developed a friendship over the past couple of
years, but we also need to protect our rights and well-being.

Sincerely,
Roger and Sherry Walsh
2

159th Street
Carver, MN 55318
612-875-4370 (Cell-Sherry)

ENTEGRIS PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL – INTERNAL
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To: San Francisco Township
C/0 Heidi Schmidt
18980 Cty . Rd . 40
Belle Plaine. MN 56011
Ref:

Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

Date : February 19, 2021
As residents of San Francisco Township and living in near proximity of the proposed mining we want our
concerns to be heard and responded to.
To formally voice our concerns from last summer's mining project (summer of 2020) and all future mining
on 159m Street. From the onset of the 2020 m ining operation our voiced concerns have been
disregarded . We were told there was nothing we could do about it in several conversations with the
residents of 15911 street. In conversation with Ron Olson , he made it sound like the project was to install
erosion control around a body of water bordering his property . It's hard to decipher the full truth in
conversations w ith Ron . When it became evident the erosion control was in preparation of mining, the
property owner assured us it was short term . Unfortunately, we trusted th is conversation(s) with the
property owner. Not the case, we feel we were misinformed intentionally Not positive of Ron 's intent,
but it's becoming clear that it was intentional to downplay his future mining plans.
This mining has caused undue hardship ard concern for our hea!th and well-being. From the inception
we were told the re was nothing we cou id do Our rig ,,ts were overlooked and violated' To highligh t
some o f ouc ccnr.;ern5
- Airborne dust: Our house is downwind of the m ining site and we lived with the constant dust particles in
and outside of our house. We may be able to escape the outdoors, but this airborne dust ends up in our
nouse and in ou r bodies.

1

~ Air pollution: our house being downwind of the site we were forced to endure the noxious fumes from
the idiing/ru nning machinery for hours on end. every day .

2

- Noise pollution : the noise from the equ ip ment, specifically the grinder was unbearable.

3

- Traffic during the time when dump trucks and side loaders were removing d irt it was unsafe to be on
both 1591~ Street and Joyce Road Many residents from this community use this section of road for
outdoor exercise (runn ing , walki ng_ biking. etc.) . Last year's m :ning made it unsafe to be out there due to
ali these hazards.
What are our rights in SFT? Do we have rights to enjoy our property without these hazards?
This _mini~g issue has ~aused much stress and sleepless nights . Jhree years ago, we thought we found
our little ~1ece of paradise out here in SFT and built our dream home. Last year's mining turned our
paradise into an absolute nightmare.
To be clear. th is is not an attack o n Ron Olson . We have developed a friendsh ip over the past couple of
years . however we also need to protect ou r rights and we ll-being .

4
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Mindy L. Erickson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeff C. Madejczyk
Wednesday, February 24, 2021 1:49 PM
Mindy L. Erickson
FW: Update - Mining Ordinance, Petitions

Number Three.
Jeff Madejczyk
Phone: (763) 479-4263
Cell: (952) 239-9464

1800 Pioneer Creek Center
Maple Plain MN 55359

The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose except with Stantec's written authorization. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2021 9:40 AM
To: Doug Weber <Carverweber@gmail.com>; Scott Selken <scottselken73@gmail.com>; Larry Schmidt
<larry@robbselectricinc.com>; Jeff C. Madejczyk <jmadejczyk@wenck.com>
Subject: Fwd: Update ‐ Mining Ordinance, Petitions

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: Philip Solseng <PSolseng@barr.com>
Subject: RE: Update ‐ Mining Ordinance, Petitions
Date: February 23, 2021 at 11:49:07 PM CST
To: 'Toni Dauwalter' <tdemulli@yahoo.com>
Cc: 'ken.linda' <ken.linda@embarqmail.com>, Philip & Claudine Solseng <psolseng@embarqmail.com>,
"pivy@co.carver.mn.us" <pivy@co.carver.mn.us>, 'Heidi Schmidt' <heidisft@gmail.com>,
"lclonghenry@gmail.com" <lclonghenry@gmail.com>, Maddy Wegner <maddy@maddywegner.org>,
George Pruchnofski <cgp2@dishup.us>
Toni,
1

Thank you for inviting Ken Turnquist and me to your meeting. I appreciate what you are doing and I
think you are on the right track with getting petitions and organizing a campaign to require an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) before this gravel mine is developed.
Proposing to develop a gravel pit within your residential area seems unfair to the local homeowners,
especially with the safety issue having trucks so close to your houses and the use of inadequate roads
for hauling that will require significant upgrading before they can be used for truck traffic. I am sure
when the residents built their houses on their 2 ½ acre lots (or larger) with some pretty expensive
houses, they did not contemplate a gravel pit across the road from them hauling 60 trucks an hour (both
ways). Undoubtedly the roads and safety are big issues, as well as the nearby streams, wetlands and
woods that may be impacted. As mentioned at the meeting some type of zoning should be
implemented in San Francisco Township to avoid the situation that the residents are in.
I have not completed the reading of the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) but I have one
question that I think needs an expert opinion.
The copy of the EAW is already signed by Doug Weber as the Chairperson, indicating it is a final EAW
and apparently approved as meeting the requirements for an EAW. I had thought it was a draft EAW,
since Wenk was only hired at the January meeting. This seems to be a short time to: (1) have Wenk
prepare and document the findings in the draft EAW, (2) Prepare the Final EAW, (3) have all the
Supervisors review the final EAW and then (4) approve the EAW with essentially no comments at the
February meeting. And of course, there were no comments or input by any of the residents in San
Francisco Township, which are apparently not required.
I am wondering if this Final EAW was actually prepared and signed by the Wenk as a responsible party
for the EAW because of apparent conflicts (possible errors) in the document?
As I stated I have not completed the review of the EAW, but I am questioning the accuracy of the
EAW. One example is the actual depth to near surface groundwater at this mine location. I did not see
any documentation verifying the near surface groundwater depth at the mine site using
shallow monitoring well data? I did see in Attachment 2 that the observed hydrology indicators include
high water table and that drain tile is being used (usually used to lower the water table). Further,
Drawing C‐1 delineates a wetland at elevation 870 on the west side and Drawing C‐3 shows the bottom
of the mine at 852 to 858. Clearly, the mine bottom will be at a lower elevation than the water table
and possibly drain the delineated wetland (and other wetlands) shown on Drawing C‐3. This is only one
example of a conflict in the information presented in the EAW and calls into question the accuracy of
the EAW for the actual mine site.
In my opinion, it seems to be the responsibility of the Township’s engineer, Wenk to document and
develop an accurate EAW at the specific property being mined rather than us, before it is signed. I really
think the Townships’ Engineer should have prepared the final EAW and verified and documented the
accuracy of the EAW, or at least call into question the accuracy or conflicts in the information.
That’s my initial comment, and I was hoping you could check and find out the normal practice for
preparing the final EAW.
Thanks and keep it up.
By the way, I am copying others on this email for informational purposes. For those copied on this
email, please let me know if this is inappropriate.
Best Regards,
Philip
2

Philip Solseng, PE
Vice President
Minneapolis, MN office: 952.832.2778
cell: 612.723.9539
psolseng@barr.com
www.barr.com

If you no longer wish to receive marketing e-mails from Barr, respond to communications@barr.com and we will be
happy to honor your request.

From: Toni Dauwalter <tdemulli@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2021 5:54 PM
Subject: Update ‐ Mining Ordinance, Petitions

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening
attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.
Neighbors Thank you to those that were able to attend the meeting last night. I think it was good to be together and
all get on the same page. Thanks to Kevin & Deana for hosting.
We have a few critical, time sensitive initiatives:
1.

2.
3.

Everyone needs to send in comments about the EAW before March 17th. See link to EAW
and where to send comments on SFT website.
1. Link: https://sanfranciscotownship.com/olson-construction-proposed-gravel-mine/
2. Reach out if you need help, please - we need EVERYONE to send a comment. You can
end your comments with, "I would like an EIS because of Cumulative Potential Effects"
Attend the Town Annual Meeting on 3/9. Consider running for open Board seat or reach out to
others that may be interested. It is a great way to serve your community! The approval of this
permit will boil down to 3 votes.
Get signatures on the 2 Petitions that we have created. I am hoping we can get 500 signatures
within our group. I will personally not stop until I have 100. Please help out by reaching out to
those in your circle. It can be any resident in MN that is 18 or older. The information has to be
written clearly and be complete to be counted.
1. Petition for an EIS - quick explanation for residents: An EIS is a broader review of the
impact of the project to the environment (an EAW is a 'baby' EIS). It is needed since the
EAW lacked information about roadway improvements and also the Cumulative Potential
Effects regarding the close proximity of other mines. It is stated in the SFT Ordinance:
1. § N. Unless the Town Board determines, based on the information developed
and comments submitted as part of the EAW process, that the proposed project
does not have the potential for significant environmental effects, a proposal to
establish a Mineral Extraction Facility within the Minnesota River Bluff and
Ravine Areas shall require the preparation of an environmental impact
statement (EIS). The applicant shall be required to pay for the EIS, but the
Township will hire the firm to prepare the EIS.
2. Petition for 'Strict Adherence to San Francisco Township Mineral Extraction
Ordinance - quick explanation to others: The Ordinance was only adopted 10 years
ago. It has a sole purpose for protecting residents in SFT. Why would we break the
rules established in it for the first new mining permit that is brought to the Board? In
3

4.

order for this project to be approved there will have to be variances to the permit given
since the project proposer cannot show how he will comply with set-backs or the use of a
hard surface road. A variance is not supposed to be approved unless there is a
hardship, and unless the reason for the hardship is one that doesn’t adversely affect
others. In other words Variances are not to be handed out lightly. If they approve this
mining operation, adding all that traffic on to those two neighborhood roads, they are truly
approving against the General Welfare of the residents. That goes against Section 2 –
Criteria for Granting Permits in the SFT MO.
Attend the next Town Board meeting on 3/15 and future Public Hearings (not yet scheduled)

The Petitions are attached for you to print if you want. There is a description page, and then a signature
page for each. The signature page has a header at the top so you know which Petition it is for. I would
highly encourage those concerned to sign both Petitions. I will collect the signed sheets after you fill
them up and get them counted. Goal - 500+...I really think we can do it! I am also happy to print the
pages and drop them off with you or you are welcome to stop over and get them. Please be sure to
educate folks as you get signatures that mining is a permissible activity with an Interim Use Permit on
'Agriculturally Zoned Land' - this means that if you have a farm field next to you...it could become a gravel
pit as the code is written (if rules can be met). It is important for everyone in our County to know that new
gravel mines will be taken seriously and the rules and regulations followed (they can refer to §
152.082 https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/carvercounty/latest/carverco_mn/0-0-015308#JD_152.082). I also would like to stress the importance of staying on the topic of the 'Project' and
not the individual involved. It's just best to stick to the facts. We would like to get signatures collected
before March 17th - so that gives us a couple of weeks. Please drop off completed signature
pages at my house (text me, 651-246-6075).
A few jobs we could use help with:
 Reaching out to the Township to get the future meetings held at a site that can
accommodate more than 5 people.
 Create a google doc to share what areas you are hitting up with the petitions so we aren't all
going to the same place - or figure out another way share this.
 Reach out to the media. Write a letter to the editor. Reach out to MPR, local TV, newspapers. I
did talk with Kati today about social media (she offered last night to help with this) - we are a little
nervous to go there at this point since it can be filled with uneducated comments, misinformation,
and inappropriate-ness. It would be a bummer for the other side to have a platform based on
bias or misinformation. If anyone has ideas on this - reach out.
 Housing value impact study? If someone is interested in this - I have an example from another
group that fought a similar issue, I can share with you.
 Fugitive Dust and Silica Dust - related to health. I also have articles I can forward about this. If
someone wants to dive into this topic to be the 'expert' to help with our fight.
 Crushing of Asphalt and Concrete - I have not had time to research the noise associated with
this. I think this could be something to research to share with the group.
 Threatened & Endangered Species (MN
List: https://files.dnr.state.mn.us/natural_resources/ets/endlist.pdf) - Lisa Lind offered to research
this, but more can help
 Reach out to possible lawyers that could support us - we might only need someone to write
letters (or help with strategy), so if you know someone that could help - reach out to them. Tim is
already work hard on this.
 Look into MERA cases...I haven't researched this at all, but was told by a lawyer this could be an
interesting angle.(https://www.leventhalpllc.com/boundary-waters-cell-tower-decision-powermera-citizen-suit/)
 Look into starting a nonprofit to help us gather funds to pay for legal help if needed.
 Eagles - (Eagles ‐ if they are nesting in the area within 660 feet then you may have a

biotic concern)
Let me know if you are interested in doing any of the above and I can let the group know. Thank you,
thank you! Thank you for caring about your neighbors. Thank you for putting time and energy into
something that benefits all of us. Please reach out to me (email or phone) if you have any questions or
need something. I tried to keep this email brief, but I guess it got long - thanks for reading! Have a great
night!
4

Toni Dauwalter 651-246-6075

5

Mindy L. Erickson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeff C. Madejczyk
Wednesday, February 24, 2021 1:49 PM
Mindy L. Erickson
FW: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

Number Two
Jeff Madejczyk
Phone: (763) 479-4263
Cell: (952) 239-9464

1800 Pioneer Creek Center
Maple Plain MN 55359

The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose except with Stantec's written authorization. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2021 9:38 AM
To: Larry Schmidt <larry@robbselectricinc.com>; Doug Weber <Carverweber@gmail.com>; Scott Selken
<scottselken73@gmail.com>; Jeff C. Madejczyk <jmadejczyk@wenck.com>
Subject: Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: Sherry Walsh <Sherry.Walsh@entegris.com>
Subject: FW: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Date: February 23, 2021 at 12:09:09 PM CST
To: "HeidiSFT@gmail.com" <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>

Ref: Public Hearing on Olson Gravel Mine sometime after March 17, 2021
Upon conclusion of the public review and comment period please explain the Board’s next
required steps to acknowledge and respond to each letter and email received on this mining
project. Also, please provide the time and date of this public hearing, I’m not able to find the
actual details on the SFT website.
1

How will the “Public Hearing” be conducted? ZOOM is a poor alternative to a live meeting with
interested parties in attendance. It’s been proven groups can gather safely when adhering to
the Covid restriction mandates. ZOOM meetings have proven ineffective for audience
participation with the poor audio transmission
Please respond via email or mail: Sherry.Walsh@Entegris.com
Sincerely,
Sherry Walsh
7250 159th Street
Carver, MN 55315

ENTEGRIS PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL – INTERNAL
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Mindy L. Erickson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeff C. Madejczyk
Wednesday, February 24, 2021 1:49 PM
Mindy L. Erickson
FW: Olson Gravel Mine

First of four messages sent by Township so far.
Jeff Madejczyk
Phone: (763) 479-4263
Cell: (952) 239-9464

1800 Pioneer Creek Center
Maple Plain MN 55359

The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose except with Stantec's written authorization. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2021 9:38 AM
To: Larry Schmidt <larry@robbselectricinc.com>; Doug Weber <Carverweber@gmail.com>; Scott Selken
<scottselken73@gmail.com>; Jeff C. Madejczyk <jmadejczyk@wenck.com>
Subject: Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: <kevin.lebens@us.tel.com>
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine
Date: February 24, 2021 at 8:20:59 AM CST
To: <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Good morning,
I would like to comment on the future/past mine that Olson Construction has opened up in our
neighborhood.
I believe an EIS is essential as the environmental impact on a project like this is substantial and will affect
our neighborhood.
1

I have also discussed certain species of vegetation and plants in the exact (Mine )location that will be
affected (DNR) regulates.
I have also read the EAW that has been submitted by Ron Olson.
This EAW does not directly show Joyce road and the impact of a road that is not sufficient for this type
of heavy truck traffic. (Width/old Culvert etc.)
I also have issues with Safety of children /residents that use this road for walking/biking/exercising etc.
San Francisco Township has the authority on issuing any work of this nature in our township (Not Carver
County).
Thank you for your time and let’s make the correct decisions for the future of this township.
Kevin

2

Mindy L. Erickson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeff C. Madejczyk
Monday, March 1, 2021 11:42 AM
Mindy L. Erickson
FW: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Hi Mindy –
I think add this one to the list and we just we state “comments noted”
Jeff Madejczyk
Phone: (763) 479-4263
Cell: (952) 239-9464

1800 Pioneer Creek Center
Maple Plain MN 55359

The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose except with Stantec's written authorization. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, March 1, 2021 11:33 AM
To: Doug Weber <Carverweber@gmail.com>; Larry Schmidt <larry@robbselectricinc.com>; Scott Selken
<scottselken73@gmail.com>; Jeff C. Madejczyk <jmadejczyk@wenck.com>
Subject: Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Letter in favor of the mine. No EAW issued addressed ‐ just FYI for you.
Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: gproulx1@cs.com
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Date: February 27, 2021 at 11:57:23 PM CST
To: "HeidiSFT@gmail.com" <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Reply-To: gproulx1@cs.com
2-27-2021
1

Dear San Francisco Township Board members,
As a Waconia resident, the proposed Olson Gravel Mine and reclamation site will have little effect on my
daily travels. I empathize with some of the concerns of those unfavorable towards the venture. However, I
am in support of the project going forward!
With that in mind, I'd like us all to consider that the natural beauty of our landscape and the Minnesota
River Valley are some of the very attractions that drew many of us to Carver County, not to mention being
able to put distance between the Metro and our new homes.
With our arrivals, we all created demands on that beautiful natural system. We want good roads, public
and private facilities, and conveniences of many types. Many of the same conveniences that we had
before arriving in Carver County are often expected now.
The efficiency of the new Highway 212 opened the gateway to a lot the Metro commuter population of the
county. That project took a lot of sand and gravel and one day will be in need of repair and/or
reclamation.
In a sense we could say that our presence brought the demand for our version of progress along with
quick safe travel. All of that requires resources!
The demand for "materials" is growing since many of us arrived in the area and it won't slow down
anytime soon. There may be many benefits to having this project in Carver County. Consider that having
earth materials and road recycling capabilities locally should provide better pricing to contractors and
state and local governments purchasing those materials.
Accordingly, I expect that tax impacts will be mitigated since we would now have another local resource
and competition. I do expect that! If this is to be a project in the county of Carver I ask all the stake
holders to be good stewards of the resources and not take unfair financial advantage of it in the free
market or of the county residents who will be "experiencing" the project and its use.
Environmentally, I would ask that the Township and Olson Co. work together to keep the site as
aesthetically pleasing as reasonably possible. Watershed impacts must be controlled and I'm hopeful that
they will be. The river and the Basin must not be impacted! No one wants that!
Finally, a future return to a natural agricultural or green space will benefit everyone. That too must be
done correctly.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Greg Proulx
Waconia, MN
gproulx1@cs.com
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Mindy L. Erickson
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jeff C. Madejczyk
Tuesday, March 2, 2021 4:59 PM
Heidi Schmidt; Larry Schmidt; Doug Weber; Scott Selken
Mindy L. Erickson
RE: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

Thank you Heidi.
We will get this letter added to the master summary table of submitted comments.
Have a nice evening!
Jeff Madejczyk
Phone: (763) 479-4263
Cell: (952) 239-9464

1800 Pioneer Creek Center
Maple Plain MN 55359

The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose except with Stantec's written authorization. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 2, 2021 4:56 PM
To: Larry Schmidt <larry@robbselectricinc.com>; Doug Weber <Carverweber@gmail.com>; Scott Selken
<scottselken73@gmail.com>; Jeff C. Madejczyk <jmadejczyk@wenck.com>
Subject: Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Letter #6 on gravel mine.
Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: Kevin L <iglehart83@gmail.com>
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Date: March 2, 2021 at 12:28:45 PM CST
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com
1

I am writing in regards to the Olson Gravel Mine proposal. In my opinion, there has not been a complete
enough study on how this mine will impact the local environment, neighborhoods, local roads or
Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Areas. While I am not a resident of San Francisco Township, I believe
the opening of this gravel mine will have an impact on the greater area including Dahlgren Township.
I am asking the township to do its complete due diligence and require an EIS because of Cumulative
Potential Effects prior to moving forward.
Thank you,
Kevin Lenzen
15222 Co Rd 41
952-215-2737
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Mindy L. Erickson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeff C. Madejczyk
Friday, March 5, 2021 11:06 AM
Mindy L. Erickson
FW: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

Here is the other one that was submitted today. I do not think it is a specific comment on the EAW document. More of a
question on the process.
Let me know your thoughts. Thanks!
Jeff Madejczyk
Phone: (763) 479-4263
Cell: (952) 239-9464

1800 Pioneer Creek Center
Maple Plain MN 55359

The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose except with Stantec's written authorization. If
you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 5, 2021 10:10 AM
To: Doug Weber <Carverweber@gmail.com>; Jeff C. Madejczyk <jmadejczyk@wenck.com>
Subject: Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

I have not acknowledged receipt of any letters or emails. See below.
Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: Sherry Walsh <Sherry.Walsh@entegris.com>
Date: Wed, Mar 3, 2021 at 11:20 AM
Subject: RE: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>

Hello SFT Board members:

1

In last month’s ZOOM meeting, Doug stated that all letters & emails would be
addressed/presented/responded to. Just looking for confirmation that you have received my emails & letters.

The Olson mining proposal has caused all of us directly affected with undue emotional distress. Mandating
that an EIS be required seems the best and only way to protect all of us. As I’ve mentioned in past
communication, last year’s project was so unhealthy & dangerous for the residents in the surrounding
area. Seems the community’s health & well‐being should be a major sticking point in determining if this
project moves forward or not. Thank you for your time!

Sincerely,

Sherry Walsh
7250 159th Street
Carver MN 55315
612‐875‐4370 (cell)

ENTEGRIS PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL – INTERNAL

From: Sherry Walsh
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2021 12:09 PM
To: 'HeidiSFT@gmail.com' <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Subject: FW: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

Ref: Public Hearing on Olson Gravel Mine sometime after March 17, 2021

Upon conclusion of the public review and comment period please explain the Board’s next required steps to
acknowledge and respond to each letter and email received on this mining project. Also, please provide the
time and date of this public hearing, I’m not able to find the actual details on the SFT website.

2

How will the “Public Hearing” be conducted? ZOOM is a poor alternative to a live meeting with interested
parties in attendance. It’s been proven groups can gather safely when adhering to the Covid restriction
mandates. ZOOM meetings have proven ineffective for audience participation with the poor audio
transmission
Please respond via email or mail: Sherry.Walsh@Entegris.com

Sincerely,

Sherry Walsh
7250 159th Street
Carver, MN 55315

ENTEGRIS PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL – INTERNAL
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Mindy L. Erickson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 7:52 PM
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
March 8.docx

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: rita poppitz <ritapoppitz@hotmail.com>
Date: Tue, Mar 9, 2021 at 9:01 PM
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>

Dear Heidi and Board, we have attached a letter for your consideration. Thank you, Rita and Rick Poppitz

1

March 8, 2021
San Francisco Township
C/0 Heidi Schmidt
18980 Cty. Rd. 40
Belle Plaine, MN 56011
Dear Board, I appreciate you giving my concerns your consideration in regards to the application by Ron Olson to operate a mineral extraction
operation on 159 St in carver. Upon reading the Environmental Assessment Worlcsheet, I have the following that causes us great concern.
Article 11 a I - mentions that Bevens Creek and Silver Creek are within the allowed 1 mile from the proposed site. Under the Township
Ordinancc,, Chapter 3 Definition<.-Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Are:as of S:in �rancisro Township reads: The Minnesota River Bluff is defined
as one mile from the 100 year flood level of the Minnesota River. The Ravine area is defined as one mile from the Bevens Creek and the Silver
Creek Area, as defined In the •June 2000 carver County Planning Study of Ravine and Bluff Areas along the Minnesota River". We must help
protect these creeks as they are on the "Impaired Waterway" list. There should NOT be any exceptions ever for financial gain.
Next concern addresses Article 17 Noise, #4. Speaking from our experience of working for the Aggregate Industry for 35 years, you can not
draw any comparison to Agricultural noise levels. Agricultural noise is limited to one or two pieces of equipment running at one time, in
continuous motion near and far from neighborhoods, and seasonal in the spring and fall. Never do multiple trucks, crushers, dozers and
loaders oporato simultaneously on Agricultur.:il land. Thore is just no comparison. Agricultural oquipment does not impact air quality making it
unpleasant, unhealthy and unsafe to enjoy the surrounding neighborhood. It will be impossible to utilize yards and sravel roads to walk, bike,
run, walk dogs or ride horseback. All activities are currently occurring on the surrounding roadways. Ordinance, Chapter 4, Sections 2 8 & F
address the use and enjoyment of adjacent residents' property. Placed there is protect residences without exception.
#5 under same Article 17, states that operating equipment will be lCJO()' from residences. Under San Francisco Ordinance, Chapter 7, Section 2
G and Section 3 G address the mandatory 1000 ft. setback: •A Mandatory 1000' setback from any residence. The Setback applies to All area�
of operation including the area to be mined, all internal haul routes and the entrance/exit onto the roadway.• The entrance and exit must
conform to that standard set for real reason in the ordinance, to protect adjacent homeowners. We just had the Cty Rd. 50 bridge work
completed in 2020 in front of our property. The early morning wake-up noise was difficult, but at least it only going to be 4 months. It caused
medical visits to try and control dust allergies, and their complications to everyday life.

1

2

3

In regards to hours of operation, there should NOT be allowances to deviate from the nighttime standards. Strict adherence to the 7 am
operating hours. Consideration to the close neighbors that surround the site, should over ride the monetary gain of operating at earlier hours
at the expense of nei3hborhood peace and quiet.

4

Article 18 a 1 St:ates th:at there are NO existing parking spaces in the proposal for trucks that will be hauling. They will undoubtable have to park
along 159'", which is not even wide enough for 2 trucks to pass each other, and now there will be parked vehicles allowed

5

Article 18 b c addresses the condition of the road to haul on. In San Francisco Ordinance, Chapter 7, Section D Access: "all mineral extraction
fllcilities shall have direct access to a 9 ton or greater capacity, hard surfaco road.· Applicate speaks of paving tho ontrance to the mine. That
does NOT fulfill the hard surface road requirements. Not only is there almost 1 mile of 159th• but also Joyce Road, which are both gravel. The
road gets many ruts and has winding terrain, which add to the traffic hazard. Put large trucks on that road and it will be destructive to car and
pedestrian traffic. Dust will make it impossible to walk, bike or ride. There the recreational value of the roads will be cut off totally.
Article 18 C states that operator will control dust with water trucks /or calcium chloride. It is will known fact that calcium chloride damages the
undercarriage of motor vehicles, not to mention the effect on feet of people, pets and horses alike. Another reason that the hard surface road
is required for hauling.
We put our future in the hands of you, as Boards Members making health and lifestyle decisions of the residences. All will be affected
adversely from any mineral extraction and aggregate that is hauled into site to be reclaimed. Saddened to read in Worksheet that outside
material wilt be hauled in to crush and sort. This all adds to the noise and dust affecting all. I would like an EIS because of Cumulative Potential
Effects.
Thank you for representing all Residence of San Francisco and doing the hard work.
Sincererly, Rita and Rick Poppitz, 7425 Cty. Rd. 50, Carver MN SS315
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Mindy L. Erickson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 7:48 PM
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: Christine Weyandt <fireflyblue@outlook.com>
Date: Wed, Mar 10, 2021 at 6:36 PM
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
To: heidisft@gmail.com <heidisft@gmail.com>

Hello, I have a few concerns about this possible Olson pit

1. The additional truck traffic on top of the trucks from the new cty road 40 pit and the Mueller pit, which is
already annoying,
2. I enjoy the quiet of the country. I am afraid of the noise pollution that will come with the machinery and trucks
involved.
3. Is the additional dust in the air from the mining and the truck traffic on top of the gravel dust I already
encounter.
4. I fear the trend of these pits growing in the area and I came to enjoy the peace and quiet.

Christine Weyandt
17680 Kelly Lake Road
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Mindy L. Erickson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 7:51 PM
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: Josh Gramenz <jgramenz@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Mar 10, 2021 at 10:38 AM
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>

Dear San Francisco Township Board,

I am writing regarding the proposed Olson Gravel Mine located on the 37‐acre site just south of CR 50. My family
resides at 6535 Nathan Road. This is less than a mile east of the proposed site as the crow flies. I am strongly opposed
to this mining site as my family and immediate neighbors will most certainly hear the constant crushing of concrete and
the increased dump truck traffic on CR 50.

I would like the Board to require Ron Olson Construction to submit an Environmental Impact Study prior to approving
any mining activity. We need to understand what impact 10 ‐20 years of mining could have on the immediate and
surrounding areas. For example, could it affect underground streams that private wells pull potable water from? I
would also like the Board to require that all related mining activity (if approved) be strictly adhered to the Township
ordinances exactly as they are written.

If this site is approved, my property will be in between two mining sites (Lundquist and Olson’s site). Both are within a
mile. The dump truck traffic on CR 40 has increased significantly since expanded mining activities at Lundquist were
approved. It has brought muddy roads which are hazardous to both motorcyclists and cyclists. The street sweeper does
not completely clear the road of caked on mud and gravel. The increased dump truck traffic is also a concern for the
safety of small children that attend both East Union and Carver Elementary schools.
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Please understand that the rapid development of the large neighborhoods in Carver and surrounding areas is changing
the dynamics of our community. Suburbia is creeping West. There is going to be less and less tolerance for these mining
sites springing up everywhere and the constant dump truck traffic that accompanies.

Thank you taking the time to read my comments and I hope the Board will take mine and the others who have written
including petitions under serious consideration while making your final decision.

Best regards,

Josh and Becky Gramenz
6535 Nathan Road
Carver, MN 55315
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Mindy L. Erickson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 7:50 PM
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: R. Olson mining site San Francisco Township

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: McCracken‐Holm, Chandi (MPCA) <chandi.mccracken‐holm@state.mn.us>
Date: Wed, Mar 10, 2021 at 1:52 PM
Subject: R. Olson mining site San Francisco Township
To: rolsonconst@aol.com <rolsonconst@aol.com>
Cc: pmoline@co.carver.mn.us <pmoline@co.carver.mn.us>, West, Mary (MPCA) <mary.west@state.mn.us>,
heidisft@gmail.com <heidisft@gmail.com>

Hello Ron & Elisse,

I just wanted to touch base and let you know what needs to occur on behalf of the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s
(MPCA) water program.

Based on the work that was laid out in the EAW it looks like you will need an Industrial Stormwater (ISW) General Permit
or a Nonmetallic Mining (MNG490000) General permit. Determining which type of permit is dependent on the activities
that will occur on site. If activities like washing of aggregate happen, then a MNG49 permit is required. If you have (or
will have in the future) multiple sites, then an MNG49 permit would be more appropriate as well. You cannot apply for
either of these permits however, until a decision on the EAW is made by the township.

No work can occur until the state water permit is issued except some soil stabilization in preparation.

In the interim, it is strongly suggested you develop and finalize a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the
site; a SWPPP must be completed prior to applying for either the ISW permit or the MNG49 permit.
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You must also ensure that there are not runoff issues on the site from activities that have already occurred. Ensure that
all Best Management Practices (BMPs) are effective to control erosion and potential runoff. No runoff is to leave the site
or reach any surface water.

Finally, please note that completing these actions does not preclude the MPCA from pursuing enforcement as
appropriate.

Let me know if you have any questions.
Thank you,
Chandi

Chandi McCracken‐Holm | Environmental Specialist
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
Industrial Division
520 Lafayette Road | St. Paul, MN | 55155
Voice 651‐757‐2232
Chandi.McCracken‐Holm@state.mn.us | www.pca.state.mn.us

Our mission is to protect and improve the environment and enhance human health.

NOTICE: This email (including attachments) is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. 2510‐2521. This email may be confidential and may be legally
privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any retention, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.
Please reply back to the sender that you have received this message in error, then delete it. Thank you
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: SHPO No. 2021-0956 - Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 7:49:28 PM
image001.png
2020-0956.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

---------- Forwarded message --------From: GraggJohnson, Kelly (ADM) <kelly.graggjohnson@state.mn.us>
Date: Wed, Mar 10, 2021 at 5:28 PM
Subject: SHPO No. 2021-0956 - Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>

Good Afternoon,

Here is the MN SHPO comment letter for this proposed project. Please let me know if you
have any questions.

Best Regards,

Kelly

Kelly Gragg-Johnson (she/her) | Environmental Review Specialist
State Historic Preservation Office
(651) 201-3285
kelly.graggjohnson@state.mn.us

The SHPO office is closed to visitors and unable to accommodate in-person research and deliveries. Mail is being
delivered to the office via USPS, FedEx and UPS. Our office will continue to take file search requests via
DataRequestSHPO@state.mn.us. Check SHPO's webpage for the latest updates and we thank you for your
continued patience.

Facebook | Instagram | Twitter

March 10, 2021

Ms. Heidi Schmidt
Township Clerk
San Francisco Township
18980 County Rd 40
Belle Plaine, MN 56011
RE:

EAW – Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine
T114 R24 S4, San Francisco Township, Carver County
SHPO Number: 2021-0956

Dear Heidi Schmidt:
Thank you for providing this office with a copy of the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) for the abovereferenced project.
Due to the nature and location of the proposed project, we recommend that a Phase I archaeological survey be
completed. The survey must meet the requirements of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Identification
and Evaluation and should include an evaluation of National Register eligibility for any properties that are
identified. For a list of consultants who have expressed an interest in undertaking such surveys, please visit the
website preservationdirectory.mnhs.org, and select “Archaeologists” in the “Search by Specialties” box.
We will reconsider the need for survey if the project area can be documented as previously surveyed or disturbed.
Any previous survey work must meet contemporary standards. Note: plowed areas and right-of-way are not
automatically considered disturbed. Archaeological sites can remain intact beneath the plow zone and in
undisturbed portions of the right-of-way.
Please note that this comment letter does not address the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 and 36 CFR § 800. If this project is considered for federal financial assistance, or requires
a federal permit or license, then review and consultation with our office will need to be initiated by the lead
federal agency. Be advised that comments and recommendations provided by our office for this state-level review
may differ from findings and determinations made by the federal agency as part of review and consultation under
Section 106.
If you have any questions regarding our review of this project, please contact Kelly Gragg-Johnson in our
Environmental Review Program at kelly.graggjohnson@state.mn.us.
Sincerely,

Sarah J. Beimers
Environmental Review Program Manager

MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
50 Sherburne Avenue

Building 203 Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155 651-201-3287
▪ Administration
▪
▪
mn.gov/admin/shpo mnshpo@state.mn.us
▪
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AND SERVICE PROVIDER

1

2

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: San Francisco Twp 2021 Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine EAW 22536-1
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 7:47:06 PM
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San Francisco Twp 2021 Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine EAW 22536-1.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Dingle, Sandi <sandi.dingle@metc.state.mn.us>
Date: Thu, Mar 11, 2021 at 3:38 PM
Subject: San Francisco Twp 2021 Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine
EAW 22536-1
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Cc: Tod Sherman <tod.sherman@dot.state.mn.us>, Barber, Deb
<Deb.Barber@metc.state.mn.us>, Bailey, Cameran <Cameran.Bailey@metc.state.mn.us>,
Esmaeili, Raya <Raya.Esmaeili@metc.state.mn.us>, ReviewsCoordinator
<ReviewsCoordinator@metc.state.mn.us>

The attached letter is being sent electronically on 3/11/21.

EMAILLOGO.png

Sandi Dingle
Program Technical Specialist | Regional Planning
sandi.dingle@metc.state.mn.us
P. 651.602.1312 | C. 651.329.0373
390 North Robert Street | St. Paul, MN | 55101 | metrocouncil.org

    

March 11, 2021
Heidi Schmidt, Township Clerk
San Francisco Township
18980 County Road 40
Belle Plaine, MN 56011
RE:

San Francisco Township – Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) – Ron Olson
Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine
Metropolitan Council Review No. 22536-1
Metropolitan Council District No. 4

Dear Ms. Schmidt:
The Metropolitan Council received the EAW for the Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel
Mine project in San Francisco Township on February 12, 2021. The proposed project is located in
northern San Francisco Township. The proposed development would establish a sand and gravel
mining operation on approximately 37 acres of a 184-acre property currently used for agricultural
production.
The staff review finds that the EAW is complete and accurate with respect to regional concerns and
does not raise major issues of consistency with Council policies. An EIS is not necessary for regional
purposes.
We offer the following comments for your consideration.
Item 9 – Land Use & Parks (Colin Kelly, 651-602-1361)
There are no existing or planned Regional Park System units in the vicinity (i.e., within 1/2 mile)
of the proposed sand and gravel mining operation. The nearest planned unit of the Regional
Park System – Minnesota River Bluffs Connection Regional Trail – is approximately 4.2 miles to
the northeast, in the City of Carver.
The proposed project will not adversely impact existing or planned units of the Regional Parks
System.
The Lake Waconia-Carver Regional Trail Search Corridor and the Minnesota River Bluffs and
Ravines Regional Park Search Area are within 1/2 mile of the proposed facility expansion
project. However, as a regional trail search corridor and a regional park search area, neither of
these proposed units has a specified location or a Council-adopted master plan.
Council staff urge the Proposer (Ron Olson) and the RGU (San Francisco Township) to
coordinate with Carver County, the Regional Parks Implementing Agency that will operate and
maintain the Lake Waconia-Carver Regional Trail and the Minnesota River Bluffs and Ravines
Regional Park in the future, prior to any mining activities that could impact these proposed units
of the Regional Parks System.

Item 11 – Water Resources & Water Supply (John D. Clark, 651-602-1452)
The EAW states that mining of the aggregate materials will not be done within 10 feet of the
water table. This seems like it may be a difficult achievement without dewatering particularly as
the mining phases evolve over the next 10-15 years. The water table elevation is estimated in
the site assessment by interpolating between two nearby wetlands. A MN DNR statewide
assessment (Adams, 2014) estimated depth to the water table for the site ranging from 0 - >50
feet. With most of the primary aggregate area falling in the 10-50 feet range. Since the Adams
study was completed in 2014 shallow groundwater levels have been rising due to several years
of consistent, above average precipitation. However, given the relatively well-drained nature of
the aggregate materials and the overlying soils the proposed site may not require dewatering. If
dewatering is necessary, a permit would need to be provided by the MN DNR.
Nearby drinking water wells are unlikely to be impacted by the operation due to their distance
from the proposed mining site and depth. However significant dewatering activities could have
impacts on local recharge potential and should be considered when making decisions about any
transfers of water from the area. Well 427452 is near the site and likely provides a reasonable
picture of the local stratigraphy. Approximately 85 feet of aggregate material is underlain by
clay-rich layers that protect the sand aquifer used for drinking water. Disturbing the clay-rich
layers beneath the mined aggregate material could make local drinking water wells more
susceptible to contamination. Care should be taken when mining activities near the lower limits
of the aggregate material to preserve the clay-rich materials beneath.
Any water removed from the mining site due to dewatering should be conserved for efficient
uses. For example, this water could be made available for irrigation to surrounding agricultural
lands, stored for future irrigation use, or used as dust control.
It is difficult to accurately estimate how much the removal of the aggregate material and
subsequent filling and grading of the site during restoration phases will alter shallow
groundwater hydrology, but undoubtedly there will be some change to flow rates and direction.
Council staff recommend that the nearby wetlands, which are likely fed (in-part) by shallow
groundwater from the area of the proposed mine, be preserved and protected during the mining
and restoration process.

Item 13 ‐ Fish, wildlife, plant communities, and sensitive ecological resources (John D. Clark,
651-602-1452)
The stability of the bluff buffering Silver Creek from the farm and mining site, as well as the role
it plays in feeding the water to the floodplain of Silver Creek and subsequently Bevins Creek,
should also be considered and maintained to equal its condition prior to mining activities
beginning on the site. Any degradation of the bluff during mining, restoration, or post restoration
phases could have negative impacts on the aquatic life and vegetation to Silver Creek and
potentially downstream impacts to Bevins Creek. The proposed location for infiltration basins on
the South and Southeast edges of the mining site should be evaluated further to understand any
potential impacts to the stability of the bluff and maximize potential benefits of aligning their
locales with current water storage and drainage patterns. The North or East sides of the site
could be considered, where stored water could better feed nearby wetlands and areas where
soils exhibit hydric characteristics, particularly during wet years.
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This concludes the Council’s review of the EAW. The Council will not take formal action on the EAW. If
you have any questions or need further information, please contact Cameran Bailey, Principal
Reviewer, at 651-602-1212.
Sincerely,

Angela R. Torres, AICP, Manager
Local Planning Assistance
CC:

Tod Sherman, Development Reviews Coordinator, MnDOT - Metro Division
Deb Barber, Metropolitan Council District 4
Raya Esmaeili, Sector Representative
Cameran J. Bailey, Principal Reviewer
Reviews Coordinator
N:\CommDev\LPA\Communities\San Fransisco Township\Letters\San Francisco Twp 2021 Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and
Gravel Mine EAW 22536-1.docx
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Ron Olson gravel EAW
Saturday, March 20, 2021 1:40:47 PM
image001.png

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: Sherry Walsh <Sherry.Walsh@entegris.com>
Subject: Ron Olson gravel EAW
Date: March 12, 2021 at 12:46:22 PM CST
To: "HeidiSFT@gmail.com" <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Cc: Sherry Walsh <Sherry.Walsh@entegris.com>, "Roger Walsh
(roger@sharktoothnet.net)" <roger@sharktoothnet.net>
Please address this health topic and how residents living in near proximity to the
proposed mining site will be protected.
Crystalline Silica in Air & Water and Health Effects
I’ve researched many articles which are alarming and concur exposure to
Crystalline Silica is unhealthy and linked to long-term health effects.  
Please see below article from: MN Department of Health
Source:
https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/environment/hazardous/topics/sili
ca.html

Thank you ~
Sherry & Roger Walsh
7250 159th Street
Carver MN 55315
ENTEGRIS PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL – INTERNAL

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 7:44:13 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Joshua Sterner Sterner <sterner.joshua@gmail.com>
Date: Fri, Mar 12, 2021 at 12:54 PM
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>

Hello,

I recently became aware of a proposal to establish a sand and gravel mining operation near my
residence: Ron Olson Construction in the San Francisco Township of Carver County.

I am writing today to request that the town board requires the proposed mine operator to
submit an Environmental Impact Study and that this would be available for public review
before they can operate.

I also respectively ask that all township ordinances are followed as written. These ordinances
have been put in place for the common good and violation of them would allow a few to
prosper at the expense of many.

We are so lucky to live in this beautiful area and it is in everyone's best interest to keep it that
way for generations to come.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
Josh

My information:
Josh Sterner
13655 County Road 41
Cologne MN 55322

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 7:45:40 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Megan Levis <mlevis09@gmail.com>
Date: Fri, Mar 12, 2021 at 12:23 PM
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
To: <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Hello,
I recently became aware of a proposal to establish a sand and gravel mining operation near my
residence: Ron Olson Construction in the San Francisco Township of Carver County.
I am writing today to request that the town board requires the proposed mine operator to
submit an Environmental Impact Study and that this would be available for public review
before they can operate.
I also respectively ask that all township ordinances are followed as written. These ordinances
have been put in place for the common good and violation of them would allow a few to
prosper at the expense of many.
We are so lucky to live in this beautiful area and it is in everyone's best interest to keep it that
way for generations to come.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,
Megan Levis
13655 County Road 41
Cologne MN 55322

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Saturday, March 20, 2021 1:43:23 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: KELLI STERNER <sam.kelli.sterner@gmail.com>
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Date: March 13, 2021 at 9:57:47 AM CST
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com
Hello,
We recently became aware of a proposal to establish a sand and gravel mining
operation in our county: Ron Olson Construction in the San Francisco Township
of Carver County.
We are writing today to request that the town board requires the proposed mine
operator to submit an Environmental Impact Study and that this would be
available for public review before they can operate.
We also respectively ask that all township ordinances are followed as written.
These ordinances have been put in place for the common good and violation of
them would allow a few to prosper at the expense of many.
We are so lucky to live in this beautiful area and it is in everyone's best interest to
keep it that way for generations to come.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,
Sam & Kelli Sterner
My information:
Sam & Kelli Sterner
112001 Faber Ln
Chaska, MN 55318

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 7:43:40 PM
EAW response 2.pages

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Claudine Solseng <psolseng@embarqmail.com>
Date: Sat, Mar 13, 2021 at 11:33 PM
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
To: Heidi Schmidt <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Cc: Toni Dauwalter <tdemulli@yahoo.com>, Philip Solseng <psolseng@barr.com>
Attached are our comments on the EAW for the proposed Olson Gravel Mine

March 13, 2021
EAW Comments:
The proposed gravel mine per description in the EAW does not meet current ordinance for San Francisco
Township because the existing infrastructure is not in-place as stipulated by the ordinance for a mine
development. This is in particular reference to both 159th Street and Joyce Road, both township roads,
wherein they are not able to handle the number of trucks proposed for hauling from the gravel mine.
However, the existing infrastructure of the County Roads, especially County Road 50, may also be
inadequate to handle truck traffic from the proposed gravel mine with upgrades.
The following discusses the requirements for the EAW with potential road improvement:
1. Minnesota Rule 4410.2000 Subp 4. Connected and Phased Actions - requires that multiple
projects and phased projects that are connected actions must be considered in total …when
preparing the EAW. The proposed mining operation and public road upgrade project are
connected actions because the road improvements would not even be considered but for the
mining operation. Thus, per the rule the total impacts of both projects are to be considered in
the EAW.
a. San Francisco Township Ordinance requires access to a paved road from the proposed
mine. The road upgrade will require land acquisition and an improved road base. The
EAW would need to address the road project in conjunction with the mine project
as a connected and phased action
Therefore, the EAW requires that 159th Street and Joyce Road projects be considered as part of the
EAW and the EAW, as presented, is not complete. It is also likely that other roads may need upgrades
as a result of the proposed project with the additional truck traffic from the proposed mine and these
upgrades should be considered.
The proposed gravel mine will generate noise and dust and impact visibility for the local residences.
1. There are several private residences in the vicinity of the proposed mining operation, which
is an industrial activity, above and beyond the current agricultural and residential use. The
proposed industrial activity will expose the residents to increased noise, air quality, dust and
visibility impacts as well as create other impacts. The EAW either does not address the
impacts of these activities or only includes simplified screening analysis of the individual
activities. No comprehensive impact analysis of the combined mining activities and no
cumulative impact analysis have been performed, as required by the EAW rules. The
following three examples on Air, Noise and Visibility are provided:
a.

First, Item 16, Air: The EAW discusses the sources of air emissions and emissions
controls from the mining operation and does not model air emissions. As such the EAW
does not evaluate the impact of other activities which is typically done as part of
modeling of air dispersion modeling. The air modeling exercise is a cumulative impact
analysis involving modeling of all the emissions activities simultaneously and adding in
background air quality. The modeling results report the offsite concentrations of the
substance. The modeling exercise identifies both the impacts from the new activity (an
EAW objective) and also the cumulative impacts of all activities and background
conditions for comparison to the state and federal air quality standards. Therefore, the
air modeling should be performed as a part of the EAW.

b. Second, Item 17, Noise: The EAW discusses the sources of noise generated at the
mining location and anticipated noise levels from the individual activities and completes
a screening analysis of the noise impacts from each activity group individually to assess
control needs such as berms. However, there is no full noise impact analysis of all
activities and background conditions or other proposed projects such as the public road
upgrade allowing increased vehicle traffic.
For comparison, recent EAWs for wind turbine projects in rural agricultural areas require
a comprehensive noise impact analysis with all sources included and with background
noise added to the modeled impacts. The background concentrations measured for
agricultural areas is typically in the 30’s (dBA) nighttime and 40’s (dBA) daytime range.
(as used in the wind farm EAWs). It should be noted that the wind farm EAWs compare
the total impacts against the MPCA noise standards and not just to the discrete noise
generating sources. This comparison (with the wind farms example) shows the
discrepancy of what is to be addressed in an EAW vs what was done for the proposed
gravel mining project.
Most importantly, if the agricultural background values were added to the values used
in the gravel mining EAW, it suggest that the MPCA noise standards could be exceeded
even after the proposed berms.
Also, a significant noise impact to residents from dump trucks is the slamming of the
dump gates and this is not addressed in the EAW.
Jake breaking and road noise from trucks hauling on County Road 50 as well as 159th St.
and Joyce Road, are not addressed in the EAW. Road noise can be significant
background noise in addition to the noise generated from the mine and other
background noise.
Therefore the noise from the proposed gravel mining operations are not properly
addressed in the EAW.
c. Third, Item 15, Visual: The EAW does not discuss the visual change impacts to nearby
residents resulting from the agricultural field conversion to an industrial site. In many
cases, rapid growing vegetation buffers (such as trees) are incorporated in mine designs
to address this impact. The visual impact and mitigative measures need to be identified
in the EAW.
Therefore, the EAW as presented, does not evaluate the cumulative of all air emissions in meeting
State and Federal air quality standards and the cumulative noise may exceed MPCA noise standards.
As such the EAW, as presented, is not adequate. Further the visibility impacts and mitigation are not
addressed in the EAW and the EAW is not adequate as presented.
Item 11. Water Resources:
1. The EAW requires an evaluation of groundwater levels and their impact on wetlands. A
delineated wetland on the west side of the proposed mine (Wetland 3) is listed as a dry-season
water table and is at an elevation above the proposed mine bottom. The groundwater levels

will decrease with the proposed mine and dewater the delineated wetland (Wetland 3) on the
west side of the property shown on Drawing C1. The groundwater contours shown on Drawing
C3 are incorrect if Note 5, on Drawing C3, and the assessment by Anderson Engineering of
Minnesota (wetland subconsultant for proposed project) are correct.
Therefore, the EAW as presented is not correct in that the groundwater table and wetlands will be
impacted by the proposed mine and adversely impact the wetland on the west side of the property.
Further, assuming Note 5 on Drawing C3 and the findings by Anderson Engineering of Minnesota for
Wetland 3 are correct, the depth of mining will be below water table. Mining below groundwater
table is not allowed by the San Francisco Township ordinance.
2. The EAW requires an evaluation of the surface water drainage impacts. The local surface
drainage of the property will be changed. Although reportedly 75 percent of the water will
reach Silver Creek (actually via the ravine systems), 25 percent of this water also recharges the
local ponds and drainage ways. The proposed project will drain 100 percent of the water into
the proposed mine (rather than the ravine system) for storage and infiltration on the south side
of the mine in infiltration basins adjacent to the bluffs of Silver Creek. The ponds surrounding
the proposed mine to the north and east will not receive any runoff or infiltrating water from
the mine area and will likely lower these pond levels.
Therefore, the EAW will need to address the impact of the proposed mine on the adjacent wetlands
and pond, and as presented is not adequate.
3. Because of the change in surface water drainage, it is likely the bottom of the proposed mine
will become a wet area where the infiltration ponds are shown on the drawing C-3. In time,
these infiltration ponds will tend to silt-in and will pond water during high rainfall events.
Although the infiltration ponds are a fair distance away from the Silver Creek bluff, over time, it
is expected that the infiltration basins will eventually produce seepage toward the Silver Creek
bluff. The area directly south of the infiltration basins along the bluff, likely does not currently
receive seepage from the field to the north (the proposed mine pit area)
It is known that where seepage emerges, the bluff slope will flatten and possibly slough. The
amount of sloughing caused by seepage emerging on the bluff is not known but the potential for
ponding within the gravel mine over the long term and during flood conditions, should be
determined. Along with this, the impact of seepage emerging along the bluff from the
infiltration basins and the potential for sloughing of the bluff along Silver Creek should be
addressed.
Therefore, the EAW should address the long-term ponding in the infiltration ponds (as the infiltration
ponds silt-in) and if additional seepage from the gravel mine will occur along the adjacent Silver Creek
bluff. If additional seepage occurs, the change in stability with the seepage along the bluff should be
evaluated as part of the EAW.
Summary:
The EAW, as presented, does not address the issues discussed above and, in some cases, the EAW
appears to have incorrect information. There may be other issues in the EAW that are not identified or

that are incorrect. Therefore, it is suggested that the EAW, as presented, be considered as inadequate
until the issues (both those identified herein and others) are addressed.
Further: An EIS for the proposed gravel mine should be a consideration for the RGU, as discussed
subsequently:
Traffic and roads (and safety) are the major impacts to San Francisco Township with the proposed gravel
mine and the two other existing gravel mines in the area (Lundquist mine and Hanson mine). The traffic
from the two existing mines and the proposed mine will likely increase the truck traffic to over 60 trucks
per hour on many of our roads (30 trucks per hour each way per mine)—along with other local traffic by
residents. Our existing zoning and infrastructure are not in-place to accommodate this amount of
traffic and will likely need significant upgrading and additional maintenance.
Further, the cumulative road noise from truck traffic of the multiple gravel mines should be considered
in the evaluation. The cumulative road noise from truck traffic of the multiple gravel mines along with
other traffic should also be considered as ambient background noise in “Item 17, Noise” above.
The economic impact (revenues and costs) and traffic safety on local residence in San Francisco
Township caused by the disruption from gravel mining operations, with the proposed gravel mine and in
consideration of the other two existing gravel mines, should be determined. This may be done by
requesting an EIS as a cumulative impact in accordance with provision 4410.2000 subp 5, Related
Action.
In summary, it is suggested that RGU (San Francisco Township Supervisors) consider an EIS for the
proposed gravel mine, based on Minnesota Administrative Rules, 4410.2000, Projects Requiring an EIS,
Subp3, Subp4 and Subp5:
Rule 4410.2000 Projects Requiring EIS: (an EIS may be requested by the RGU if:)
Subp3. Discretionary EI
a. Based on comments or additional information having potential for significant environmental
effects, as demonstrated by petition for an EIS by local residents and above comments.
Subp4. Connected Actions or Phased Actions
a. Based on above comments regarding connected actions with 159th St., Joyce Road and other
roads impacted by the proposed gravel mine.
Subp5. Related actions EIS
a. Based on cumulative environmental impacts on the same geographical area, especially with
the other existing gravel mines in the same geographical area. The cumulative
environmental issues include impact of roads and safety, economical impacts, including
taxes for road upgrades, revenues for extraction (but not recycling), and cumulative impacts
on noise, air and visual impacts from agriculture and nearby gravel mines.
Respectively submitted
Philip and Claudine Solseng
16330 Carver Highlands Drive
Carver, MN 55315
Telephone : 952-448-5790: email: psolseng@embarqmail.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 8:03:06 PM
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[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Philip Solseng <PSolseng@barr.com>
Date: Sun, Mar 14, 2021 at 9:55 AM
Subject: RE: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
To: Heidi Schmidt <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Cc: Toni Dauwalter <tdemulli@yahoo.com>, Claudine Solseng
<psolseng@embarqmail.com>

Attached are our comments on the EAW for the proposed Olson Mine. It appears that the pdf
version sent last night could not be opened. Therefore, the attached comments are sent.
Thank you
Philip

   Philip Solseng, PE
   Vice President
   Minneapolis, MN office: 952.832.2778
   cell: 612.723.9539
   psolseng@barr.com
   www.barr.com

If you no longer wish to receive marketing e-mails from Barr, respond to communications@barr.com and we will
be happy to honor your request.

From: Claudine Solseng <psolseng@embarqmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, March 13, 2021 11:33 PM
To: Heidi Schmidt <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>

Cc: Toni Dauwalter <tdemulli@yahoo.com>; Philip Solseng <PSolseng@barr.com>
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.
Attached are our comments on the EAW for the proposed Olson Gravel Mine

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW - full email
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 7:41:07 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Amy Gestach <AGCarver5@aol.com>
Date: Sun, Mar 14, 2021 at 3:47 PM
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW - full email
To: <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Hello,
I’m sorry to see this happening again in San Francisco township.
3 Gravel Pits w/in a 5 mile radius?! Hanson, Mueller and now Olson. It’s time to elect new
County Commissioners.
I experienced first hand the Hanson/Sever Peterson mine at the bottom of JC Parkway. What
a nightmare. We fought hard against this, spoke at the Carver County Public Meetings,
begging them to save our peaceful neighborhoods from what we knew would be a nightmare.
We lost.
We lost the use of our back yards to the noise and dust of constant dump trucks 7 days a
week, 7a-9p. It was noisy inside our homes as well. No one could enforce the rules set in
place.
Driving on JC Parkway became much more dangerous with the blind entrance/exit of the
gravel pit/horse ranch.
If this gravel pit could be reached from hwy 212, or 169 so as not to reduce the value of
properties in its path, that would be ideal. JC Parkway was not built to withstand constant
overweight dump trucks.
No rules will be followed because no one enforces them.
We lost the first round with the Hanson Gravel Pit, do not subject us to another Gravel Pit.
Sincerely,
Amy Gestach

1552 Sumac Circle
Carver, MN 55315
Formerly 16150 Dutoit Rd, Carver, MN 55315

Mindy L. Erickson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 7:39 PM
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW Comments, Katie Werner, 03-14-2021
Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW Comments, Katie Werner, 03-14-2021.pdf; Environmental-Impacts-ofAggregate-and-Stone-Mining.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: Werner, Katie <Katherine.Werner@thermoking.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 15, 2021 at 10:15 AM
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW Comments, Katie Werner, 03‐14‐2021
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>

Hi Heidi,

Please fine my comments regarding the Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW attached, as well as an attachment that is
referenced in my comments.

Note that I am a direct neighbor to the mine: 7855 Joyce Road, Carver 55315.

Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns. Thank you!

Kind Regards,

1

Katie Werner
Sales Operations & Excellence Manager
Thermo King Corporation
Trane Technologies
314 West 90th Street
Minneapolis, MN 55420
USA

+1.952.887.2282 Office
+1.952.923.0206 Cell
Katherine.Werner@thermoking.com
www.thermoking.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email and any attachments are for the exclusive and confidential use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, please do not read, distribute or take action in reliance upon this message. If you have
received this in error, please notify the sender immediately by return email and promptly delete this message and its attachments from your computer
system.

2

March 14, 2021
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
To:

San Francisco Township
C/O Heidi Schmidt
18980 Cty. Rd. 40
Belle Plaine, MN 56011
HeidiSFT@gmail.com

From: Katie Werner
7855 Joyce Road
Carver, MN 55315

To Our Township Board,
Below are my comments that pertain to the “Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW”. If there are any comments
or questions, please feel free to reach out.
Please find the referenced document attached: Environmental-Impacts-of-Aggregate-and-StoneMining.pdf
Thank you for your consideration of our concerns and questions!

Sincerely,
Katie Werner

Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

K. Werner

Page |1

Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW Comments (Katie Werner)
Topic: Water accumulation
Referenced Pages:
10.b, page 10: “The average depth of mining will be approximately 25-30 feet.”
11.ii.stormwater, Page 14: “An infiltration basin will be constructed within the reclaimed mine area…
Reclaimed areas will return to agricultural production and post reclamation rates of and volumes of
runoff will be essentially the same as the existing condition.”
Comment/Question(s): With the calculated volumes and the “infiltration basin”, it seems impossible
that post-mining the land could be returned effectively and purely to agricultural land. Related
questions:
1.
2.
3.
4.

What is the expected location and size of the infiltration basin?
What is the probability that the area will contain a water mass after the project is complete?
What would be the approximated size of that water mass?
What are the pollution risks associated with this new water mass for the local environment as
well as wildlife and other populations?

Topic: Fuel contamination
Referenced Page: 12.c, Page 16: “Fuel storage and fueling operations have the potential to contaminate
stormwater and/or groundwater through leaks, drips, and spills. Identification of spill prevention
practices is required as a component of the SWPPP. Spill prevention will address fuel handling, storage,
inspection, spill prevention measures, and employee training. Spill prevention practices will be followed
at the Site including employee training, no topping off of tanks during fueling operations, availability of
spill cleanup materials, and use of portable drip pans and other containment devices.”
Comment/Question(s):
1. What are the processes in place to ensure that fuel spill prevention training is complete and
practices are followed?
2. What level of incident triggers notification of local residents?

Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

K. Werner

Page |2

Topic: Returning to agricultural use
Referenced Page:
9.ii, page 6: “Land Use: The Future Land Use Category of the Site is designated as agricultural. The
agricultural land use designation encompasses land used for agricultural purposes, including farming,
dairying, pasture, horticulture, floriculture, viticulture, and animal and poultry husbandry. Agricultural
areas have a residential density of one dwelling per 40 acres.”
11.ii.stormwater, Page 14: “Post reclamation conditions will reduce runoff from the reclaimed mine
area. An infiltration basin will be constructed within the reclaimed mine area. No new impervious
surfaces will be created. Reclaimed areas will return to agricultural production and post reclamation
rates of and volumes of runoff will be essentially the same as the existing condition. No change in
existing and post reclamation water quality is anticipated.”
Comment/Question(s):
1. We've been informed by the proposer that he plans to use the land for subdivisions / housing
post-mining. In this report, it shows he plans to restore to agriculture. Why the discrepancy?
2. If the proposer wishes to turn the property in a subdivisions post-mining, what will the process
be for approvals?
3. Would post-mining property be safe for future residents? Will their wells be safe? How long
after mining is it typically allowed to let people live on that mined property safely?

Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

K. Werner

Page |3

Topic: Truck traffic / safety concerns
Referenced Page:
18.2, page 27: “123 trips/per day average” “152 trips/per day high” “94 trips/day low”
18.c, page 28: “In order to meet the standard of the Ordinance, the Proposer will be responsible for
upgrades to 159th Street.”
Comment/Question(s): Regarding the road access to the mine, there are blind spots on each entry way
that bring grave concern. Last summer, I went on a golf cart ride with my two children around the
neighborhood. When we were driving westward from the proposed mining entrance and approaching
one of these blind spots, one of the mining trucks tending to the proposer’s existing mine project came
speeding around the corner. We were in the right "lane", but due to the size of the truck and road, we
had to quickly veer off the road to avoid being hit. The driver did not adjust speed or position. This nearmiss haunts me today.
Each day we will see an average of 123 trucks on that road, and the probability of an accident or death
at these blind spot locations is high (this is one example). Other potential blind spots:
-

By the Anderson's property due to the bend and hill in the road.
At 159th and Joyce Road.

These have kids nearby, including my own.
1. What specific upgrades will be done to ensure the safety of this community and our children as
we use the roads for everyday mobility?
2. When will the “upgrades” need to be completed by the proposer?
3. What will be the process /result if someone is injured or killed by one of these trucks? And will
this impact the mining operation--how?

Topic: Peak hour of operation / safety concerns
Referenced Page:
18.2, page 27: “123 trips/per day average” “152 trips/per day high” “94 trips/day low” “Peak hour is
expected to occur from 7:00-8:00 am.”
Comment/Question(s):
Our community travels to and from work / school during the peak hour of operation for the mine (78:00 am). This increases safety risks significantly, and all precautions must be taken to ensure the
roadways are properly improved, per the letter from Eric Johnson (2-6-21).

Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

K. Werner

Page |4

Topic: Road quality
Referenced Page:
16.c, page 20: “Application of water to unpaved portion of haul roads using a front-end loader bucket or
water truck”
Comment/Question(s):
In the current condition, our roads are subpar for this kind of truck traffic. With the addition of “water”
on the gravel roads, per the reference above, it seems the situation will be further exacerbated.
1. Please reference the letter from Eric Johnson (2-6-21). How will each of the points in that letter
be met?
2. How quickly will the proposer need to modify the roads to accommodate this traffic and what
happens if he exceeds this time limit?
3. How much will roadway expansion / paving impact our properties, environment and otherwise?
4. Is it a conflict of interest that the proposer maintains our roads--and will also heavily impact
them with the mining operation?
5. Who will be monitoring the condition of the roads over time and how often? What is the
response if the roads degrade without action, and what's our leverage to ensure the proposer
takes appropriate action?

Topic: Berm
Referenced Page:
6.b, page 3: “The sand and gravel deposit is up to 40-50 feet thick, with an average of two feet of topsoil
and overburden across the Site. As a phase is opened, the area will stripped. Topsoil and overburden will
be placed into screening berms or redistributed over a completed phase as part of on-going
reclamation. Perimeter screening berms will be seeded and mulched upon the completion of
construction to establish vegetation and provide stabilization and erosion control as well as mitigate
potential dust, noise, and visual impacts. Perimeter screening berms will be installed and remain in place
throughout active mining. The screening berms will be removed, and material used in final reclamation
activities. The Project does not propose to mine within ten feet of the water table.”
11.iii, page 14: On the berm, “Reclamation and the establishment of vegetation through seeding and
mulching will be conducted as soon as reclaimed areas have been final graded.”
Comment/Question(s):
1. When must a berm be installed by to meet the conditions of the permit?
2. Who will enforce this timing and what happens if that is violated?
3. Will the erosion control measures be monitored to ensure that the ground covers / vegetation
used are native or non-invasive species?

Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

K. Werner

Page |5

Topic: Crushing of materials / air quality
Referenced Page: 16.c, page 20: “…processing operations from crushing rocks creating a component of
finer particles that may become airborne…”
Comment/Question(s): The referenced section does not seem to reference silt, an airborne
contaminant that is commonly found in these types of crushing operations. While researching the
environmental impacts of this type of mining, I found the attached PDF: “Environmental-Impacts-ofAggregate-and-Stone-Mining.pdf”, produced by Steve Blodgett, MS. It states that the primary impacts to
humans are "respiratory problems caused by chronic irritation of the lungs and mucus membranes." It
also references Silicosis, read more here: https://www.lung.org/lung-health-diseases/lung-diseaselookup/silicosis. The health impacts to mining are real. Many of us live within range of impact and spend
significant time outside tending to our properties and recreationally. For our local community and
particularly for young children, like my 5 and 7 year old, a decision to move forward without proper
investigation and mitigation of this health hazard could be serious.
Additionally, Mr. Blodgett describes: "Many air quality permits require that sampling be done only once
every 7 days for one 24-hour period, which means that the air quality at a given mine or mill is sampled
only 14% of the time. Thus, the mine is allowed to choose when these samples will be collected, which
means that sampling can be avoided on extremely windy days and can usually be done under calm
conditions. This selective sampling allows the permittee (the mine and/or mill) to remain in compliance
with the air quality permit even though its operation may be violating terms of the permit the majority
of the time. Although the mine must meet TSP standards for 24-hour, 7-day, and 30-day averages, these
measurements are taken from a stack and do not include TSPs from pits, haul roads, and disturbed areas
on the property."
1. What are the predicted levels of silt or other similar harmful substances from the crushing
operations?
2. We experience a great amount of wind in our local community, particularly at our property.
What are the terms of required sampling for the mine, considering the challenges outlined
above, to ensure that the samplings represent the majority of his operations?
3. At what locations will air samplings be required? Will the proposer’s company be required to
find sampling on surrounding properties?
4. How will we (the community) be able to see the results of these tests, and any other tests
performed to assess his operations, over time? Will there be transparency?
5. What will be the recourse if air samplings are found to be in violations of limits? How quickly
must be respond? What will happen if he does not take action promptly to protect us (or his
own employees for that matter)? What would trigger the mine to be shut down temporarily to
mitigate the issues?
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Topic: Waterways / Wildlife
Referenced Page:
11.a, page 11: “Streams: There are two DNR protected waterways located within one mile of the Site.
Silver Creek and Bevens Creek. Silver Creek runs through the southern portion of the Site flowing to the
east into Bevens Creek located east of the Site. Both Bevens Creek and Silver Creek are on the MPCA’s
Draft 2020 Impaired Waters List. Both waterways discharge to the Minnesota River in San Francisco
Township. The Minnesota River is located over one mile south of the Site”
13.a, page 17, “The area of proposed mining is currently under agricultural production and has no fish,
wildlife, plant communities, or sensitive ecological resources. Silver Creek runs through the southern
portion of the Site, outside of the proposed mine limits. The creek and the bluff along the creek are
relatively undisturbed and provide habitat for wildlife and plant communities.”
13.c, pg 18, “The Project is not anticipated to impact any fish, wildlife, plant communities, rare features
or ecosystems. Reclamation will return the Site to its existing agricultural use. Mining is a temporary
activity and it is anticipated that any species that have the potential to be displaced during mining
activities would be expected to return to the area once mining and reclamation activities are complete.”
Comment/Question(s):
The concerns listed in these segments of the document seem to be focused only on the immediate
(local) impacts of the project. The increases in noise, dust pollution (particularly due to crushing
operations) and other environmental factors are sure to have lasting impacts on our wildlife and plant
species in the area. Additionally, the document states that these local waterways that feed the
Minnesota River are impaired and require improvement. Additional contamination from this project are
sure to increase the efforts needed to repair these waterways.
1. What is the impact of these types of projects, including the effects of the particulate residue, on
bee populations, which are critical for food production / human longevity?
2. What will the proposer’s ongoing responsibilities be to monitor waterway pollution and adjust if
indicators of further pollution arise?
3. If issues are found, what are the avenues to repair the damage? What would trigger the mine to
be temporarily shut-down while repairs are in progress?
4. What are the actions, fines or otherwise if pollution without urgent repair ensues?
5. Personal question: What is the township/county doing to improve these waterways?
6. I have seen at least one bald eagle per week swoop across our neighboring property. Has a
proper study been done to ensure that no eagle nests exist on the bluff / in the valley that
would be negatively impacted by the project? Has a proper study bee conducted to investigate if
the area is home to other rare features, wildlife, etc.?
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Topic: Noise
Referenced Page:
17.1, pg 21: “Background noise levels are consistent with agricultural and rural residential areas”
17.4, page 24: “Quality of life: Noise levels associated with the Site are expected to be similar to other
agricultural equipment operating in the immediate area. Noise levels will be below state standards and
are not expected to impact the quality of life for surrounding receptors. The Township does not allow
Saturday or Sunday operations.”
18.2, page 27: “123 trips/per day average” “152 trips/per day high” “94 trips/day low”
Comment/Question(s): The document claims that the levels of noise will be similar for mining as for
agricultural use. This is absolutely not the case. 2x per year the fields have tractors. Yes, the individual
tractors may be loud, but the frequency of activity is significantly different. With mining, we will not only
have the ongoing drone of the mining vehicles every week day from dawn to dusk, but we will also have
the truck noise and traffic on roads that today have less than 5 standard vehicles per day. With the
average of 123 trucks per day, this is substantially more than 5 cars or pickups.
1. How will the noise estimations be accurately measured and verified?
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Topic: Hours of operation
Referenced Page:
17.3, page 22: “The Township Ordinance allows mine sites to operate between the hours of 6:00 a.m. to
6:00 p.m.”
17.4, Page 25: “The facility may operate one hour before the hours of operation to allow for staging.
However, any activity conducted on the Site before 7 am is subject to the more restrictive nighttime
noise standard. Desktop modelling indicates that the Site may not meet the nighttime standard at the
mine entrance. The applicant is proposing to request hours of operation from 6 am – 6 pm MondayFriday but initially restricting processing, loading, unloading, or hauling until 7 am. Once the Site is
operating, the proposer may choose to conduct noise monitoring and submit the results to the
Township. If the noise monitoring demonstrates that Site operations meet nighttime standards, then the
6 am – 7 am restriction of certain activities could be lifted.”
17.4, page 24: “Quality of life: Noise levels associated with the Site are expected to be similar to other
agricultural equipment operating in the immediate area. Noise levels will be below state standards and
are not expected to impact the quality of life for surrounding receptors. The Township does not allow
Saturday or Sunday operations.”
17.4, page 25: “No mining operations will be conducted on Saturdays or Sundays, or federally observed
holidays unless extended hours are granted by the Township as a result of an emergency situation or
temporary approval in accordance with the process outlined in the Township Ordinance.”
Comment/Question(s):
Mining 6a to 6p 5 days per week puts parameters on the operation that mean the local community will
wake to the noise, garden to the noise, play outside to the noise and have dinner to the noise. If the
proposer’s employees follow the rules, we will be blessed to put the kids to bed without this noise.
1. How will the hours of operation be monitored? What is the recourse if these hours are violated?
2. If a Noise Monitoring study is submitted by the proposer, as mentioned above, how will the
local community be involved in the approval process?
We’re aware that other mines in the area extended hours to include weekends due to business need.
3. What would the specific conditions be that would allow for such an expansion?
4. If the Township is considering such an expansion, how will the community be involved? What is
our (the community's) path to offer feedback on those changes and who makes the final
decisions about changing hours?
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Topic: Wells
Referenced Page: 11.ii..3, page 11: “Private Wells: The area is not served by municipal sewer. Private
wells are used to provide water supply for the area. According to the well logs available for surrounding
water supply wells, area wells are finished in a buried sand and gravel aquifer or the underlying Tunnel
City-Wonewoc Aquifer. The buried sand and gravel aquifer is confined, separated from the surficial
water table aquifer by a thick deposit of clay. Based on data from area well logs, the potentiometric
surface of the buried sand and gravel aquifer in the vicinity of the Site ranges in elevation from
approximately 735-745 feet above msl, approximately 100 feet below the elevation of the water table
aquifer.”
11.b.3.iii, Page 15: There is also an on-site well associated with the house located on the western
portion of the Site. This well may also be used as a source of water for dust control. The volume of water
to be used for dust control as the Site is estimated to be up to 5,000 gallons per day and 750,000 gallons
per year. The proposed water usage does not require a water appropriations permit.
Comment/Question(s): We are concerned about both the water quality in our well being impacted over
time as well the potential introduction of a water mass in the mined areas. The study says there is a
thick deposit of clay, but the analysis seems inadequate to bolster community confidence.
1. How will we ensure that the wells will not be impacted further than what is in this study?
2. Over the 20 years, who will be responsible for testing the wells and how often? If we see
degradation of well water quality, what will be the result?
3. Who will be responsible to restore the well health / install mitigation systems, if issues occur?
Will this halt mining production temporarily until mitigations are in place? Will reparations be
made as needed?
4. Over the life of the mine, what expected effect will depletion of this well have on the
neighborhood well systems; will they be depleted over time or will this impact the life of the
wells? How will this depletion impact the water table, neighboring water bodies or environment
in general?

Topic: Field verifications
Referenced Page: 17.3, Page 23, “Field verification would require that the berm be in place.”
Comment/Question(s): Many of my concerns seem to relate to this concept of “field verifications.”
1. Is there a document that addresses the processes / requirements for field verifications? If not,
could you please specify in more details.
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Topic: Existing mining
Referenced Page: N/A
Comment/Question(s): We have received no communication regarding the mining in process on the
property. Multiple rules have been violated that are meant to protect the neighborhood, and we have
seen no evidence that efforts are being made to enforce the rules or adjust the operations.
1. If this permit is approved, which governing body will be monitoring the operation to ensure
adherence to the rules and how often?
2. What are the proposer’s responsibilities of the operation further violates the rules? How quickly
must action be taken and at what cost to the operation? What actions would result in fines or
punitive demands?

Topic: Sale of the operation
Referenced Page: N/A
Comment/Question(s): We've been informed that operations like this are often sold partway through
execution of the permit.
1. Would the permit transfer to the next property owner without further approval? Or what
process would take place?
2. What steps would ensue to ensure the next permit holder followed these rules and ordinances
as well?

Topic: Closing of the mine
Referenced Page: N/A
Comment/Question(s): A history of mining says that often mines are not reclaimed once the value of
the mine is extracted.
1. What is the requirement for the proposer that the operation returns the land to similar
conditions?
2. Who will monitor this process to ensure compliance, and what voice will the community have in
the satisfaction assessment?
3. What is the process if the land is not repaired? What are the fines or other implications for the
proposer if this is not carried out?

Topic: Land value
Referenced Page: N/A
Comment/Question(s): With the guaranteed negative impact on home values due to this project as
well as the real human factors, at what point in the process will we be able to discuss the personal
financial and mental impacts of this project for our community? We absolutely must get a chance to
discuss before final decisions are made to approve this life changing permit.
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Topic: Cumulative effects
Referenced Page: N/A
Comment/Question(s): It's clear that with all these points above, there is still much to learn about how
this would impact us and our communities. Also, this assessment doesn't include the cumulative effects
of mining operations in our area. With multiple operations nearby now, we believe a full EIS is required
to understand and plan for the operation appropriately. Please support us in this ask.
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Mindy L. Erickson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 7:38 PM
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: Glenn Cozine <gcozine@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 15, 2021 at 11:16 AM
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
To: <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Here are some of my concerns regarding the permit to mine gavel and crush cement in our neighborhood.
Traffic
No one wants truck traffic by their house. iI’s annoying it’s dirty, it’s unsightly and potentially unsafe. This is especially
true given that there is adequate infrastructure to support it.
Noise
No one wants the piece of country interrupted by heavy machinery, beeping, crushing rock slamming gates and all the other
noise created with such environment. Noise alone should require environmental impact statement. EIS
Infrastructure
No one wants the unending road improvements that would need to happen in order for this to be a Save Conforming project.
Affect on the property values
No one wants to live by mine. Property values could be affected by 20 to 30%. I am retired I can’t recover that much
loss. With the number of homes affected would would seriously affect tax revenue for the county. In addition it will
probably precipitate a group action lawsuit.

Right to enjoy property
Everyone wants the right to enjoy their property, this project would destroy the peace and quiet that we currently have.

Local water
Everyone needs clean water . A EIS should be required in order to prove but there is no effect on our wells and water supply.
1

Safety of residence
No one wants to walk their dog down the road like a mini of us do with heavy dump trucks running back-and-forth. This is a
stupid idea and should never of been considered.
Someone’s gonna get hurt and a lot of people are going to be very upset if this is allowed.

Thank you
Glenn Cozine
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 7:37:53 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Glenn Cozine <gcozine@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 15, 2021 at 11:16 AM
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
To: <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Here are some of my concerns regarding the permit to mine gavel and crush cement in our neighborhood.
Traffic
No one wants truck traffic by their house. iI’s annoying it’s dirty, it’s unsightly and potentially unsafe. This is
especially true given that there is adequate infrastructure to support it.
Noise
No one wants the piece of country interrupted by heavy machinery, beeping, crushing rock slamming gates and
all the other noise created with such environment. Noise alone should require environmental impact
statement. EIS
Infrastructure
No one wants the unending road improvements that would need to happen in order for this to be a Save
Conforming project.
Affect on the property values
No one wants to live by mine. Property values could be affected by 20 to 30%. I am retired I can’t recover that
much loss. With the number of homes affected would would seriously affect tax revenue for the county. In
addition it will probably precipitate a group action lawsuit.
Right to enjoy property
Everyone wants the right to enjoy their property, this project would destroy the peace and quiet that we
currently have.
Local water
Everyone needs clean water . A EIS should be required in order to prove but there is no effect on our wells
and water supply.
Safety of residence
No one wants to walk their dog down the road like a mini of us do with heavy dump trucks running back-and-

forth. This is a stupid idea and should never of been considered.
Someone’s gonna get hurt and a lot of people are going to be very upset if this is allowed.
Thank you
Glenn Cozine

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine EAW Comments - Tim Werner
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 7:40:30 PM
Olson Gravel Mine EAW Comments, Timothy Werner, 3-14-2021.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Werner, Tim <twerner@powersystems-mn.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 15, 2021 at 9:00 AM
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine EAW Comments - Tim Werner
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>

Hi,

Please see the attached document for my questions/comments regarding the Olson Gravel
Mine EAW.

1.       How will the questions be responded to?
2.       Is there somewhere online where the comments will be posted?

Also, please respond to this e-mail confirming receipt.

Thank you,

Tim Werner
7855 Joyce Rd, Carver, MN 55315
Cell: 952-393-4375

March 14, 2021
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
To:

San Francisco Township
C/O Heidi Schmidt
18980 Cty. Rd. 40
Belle Plaine, MN 56011
HeidiSFT@gmail.com

From: Timothy Werner
7855 Joyce Road
Carver, MN 55315

To Our Township Board,

Below are my comments that pertain to the “Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW”. If there are any comments
or questions, please feel free to reach out.

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns and questions!

Sincerely,
Timothy Werner
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Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW Comments (Timothy Werner)
(1) Topic: Existing Land Use / Previous Use
(1) Referenced Pages:
6.b, Page 2: “Give a complete description of the proposed project and related new construction, including
infrastructure. If the project is an expansion include a description of the Existing Facility. Emphasize: 1)
construction, operation methods and features that will cause physical manipulation of the environment
or will produce wastes, 2) modifications to existing equipment or industrial processes, 3) significant
demolition, removal or remodeling of existing structures, and 4) timing and duration of construction
activities.”
6.f., Page 4: “Is this project a subsequent stage of an earlier project?  Yes  No
If yes, briefly describe the past development, timeline and any past environmental review.”
9.a. Page 5:
“Land use:
a. Describe:
i. Existing land use of the site as well as areas adjacent to and near the site, including parks, trails, prime or
unique farmlands.
Figure 3 Existing Land Use illustrates the existing land use of the Site and surrounding area. The existing land use of
the Site is agricultural and rural residential. The proposed mine area is designated Aggregate
Resource on the San Francisco Township Existing Land Use Map2. Existing land use surrounding the Site
includes agricultural and rural residential. An undeveloped 2.2 acre park is located to the northwest of the
Site, fully encompassed by 159th Street. An area immediately to the northeast of the site was previously
mined for sand and gravel in the 1960’s and a small area of about one acre in size was mined within the
property itself.
According to the Natural Resource Convention Service (NRCS), the area within the proposed mine limits
contains 12.1 acres of farmland of statewide importance and 0.3 acres of Prime Farmland.”

(1) Comments/Question(s):
1. There was mining done at the site in 2020 by the proposer. Why was that not included in this
document?
2. Why was section 6.f marked as “no” if there was previous work done?
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(2) Topic: Agricultural use
(2) Referenced Pages:
6.b, Page 3: “Olson proposes to establish ultimate mine limits, mining and phasing plans, and reclamation plans. The goal of the
proposed project is to extract sand and gravel resources and create final reclamation grades
that better facilitate the current agricultural uses.”
6.b, Page 4: “Reclamation will consist of backfilling, sloping, and reestablishment of agricultural land.”
7. Page 5: “Reclamation will return mined areas to agricultural use on a phased sequence. Setback areas adjacent to an active
phase may be converted from agricultural use to berming and screening, and then back to agricultural use as part of
reclamation activity.”
10.b, Page 10: “The total estimated volume of soil excavation is approximately 1.5-2 million cubic yards. The proposed
mine area is 37 Acres. The average depth of mining will be approximately 25-30 feet. The depth of mining
will vary due to the variable topography across the mine area.”
17., Page 23: “Processing equipment will be operating on the floor of the mine. Topographic shielding resulting from the
adjacent mine face reduces sound levels at nearby receptors both by absorbing and deflecting sound energy. The figure below
illustrates the concept of topographic shielding. The path to the receptor is diffracted which effectively increases the distance
the sound travels. Absorption also acts to further attenuate sound levels. It was assumed that the active face was at least 20
feet high and that processing equipment was running within 150 feet of the active face.”

(2) Referenced Figures:
Sheet C3, Page 33:
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(2) Comments/Question(s): I am concerned the mining area will not be put back to agricultural use like
this EAW states.
1. With a mining depth of 25-30ft and a mine face of 20ft, it is unlikely that grades can be
established for agricultural uses. I am assuming crop farming such as soybeans or corn which is
the current use.
2. In section 6.b, page 3, how specifically does this “better facilitate the current agricultural uses”?
3. Is there another example of a mine in the area, in the past 20-30 years that has converted the
mine back to agriculture as this describes?
4. Is there or will there be a computer rendered image of the mine in the different stages?

(3) Topic: Future use
(3) Referenced Pages: 6.e, Page 4: “Are future stages of this development including development on any other property
planned or likely to happen?
 Yes  No
If yes, briefly describe future stages, relationship to present project, timeline and plans for environmental review.”

(3) Comments/Question(s):
1. Does this “development” include residential or rural housing development?
2. Are there any plans for residential or rural housing development?
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(4) Topic: Permits and Approvals
(4) Referenced Pages:
4, Page 1: “This EAW is discretionary as the RGU, San Francisco Township, requires all new mineral extraction facilities
to prepare an Environmental Assessment Worksheet regardless of size. The Project does not meet the
threshold for mandatory environmental review under Minnesota Rule part. 4410.4300 Subpart 12, item
B: Non Metallic Mineral Mining.”
18.c, Page 28: “The Site access road is proposed to be located off of 159th Street as illustrated on sheet C2 Mine Plan. The
proposed Site access is to be located at the current field road entrance. The proposed access road is located
over 300 feet any intersection or other residential driveway in accordance with the Township Ordinance.”
“The Township Ordinance also requires the mine to access a 9 ton or greater capacity hard surface road. In
order to meet the standard of the Ordinance, the Proposer will be responsible for upgrades to 159th Street.
The Proposer will work with the Township to develop a road improvement agreement including roadway
maintenance obligations as part of the Interim Use Permit process.”
8, Page 5:

(4) Township Ordinance:
Chapter 4, Section 3,
G. A mandatory 1000-foot setback is required from any residence, except the residence of the mine owner or permittee. The
setback applies to all areas of the operation including the area to be mined, all internal haul routes, and the entrance/exit onto
the roadway.
Section 2, Article F: The use must not cause a traffic hazard, congestion or require infrastructure modifications. The existing
infrastructure must be deemed adequate.
Chapter 7, Section 1
D. Access. All mineral extraction facilities shall have direct access to a 9-ton, or greater capacity, hard surface, road. The Town
Board, or designee, shall set minimum roadway maintenance obligations as a condition of the permit. The point of the mining
site access shall be at least 300 feet from any intersection or residential driveway, or as determined by the Town Board under
special circumstances. Circumstances will include, but not be limited to, topography, safety, traffic, and existing land use.
E. Haul Routes. All trucks traveling to or from the mineral extraction facility shall utilize 9-ton or greater capacity, hard surface
roads within the Township. Operators may be granted a special permit to utilize roadways temporarily posted under 9-tons,
provided adequate surety is provided to cover the costs of repairing any damage to roadways. The Township reserves the right
to require road maintenance paid by the Operator on any haul route within the Township or those bordering the Township.

C. Fencing. Fencing in good repair is required around the entire permitted area of operation. The Town Board or designee may
require specific fencing requirements at its discretion in the interim use permit or as part of the Operations Agreement.

(4) Referenced Websites:
Submitting your draft EAW
If it’s determined environmental review is required, gather information about the project’s potential environmental effects and
ways to avoid or minimize them. No permits or approvals may be issued until environmental review is complete. MPCA's
environmental review and permitting staff work together to ensure consistency and coordinate public notices. Permit
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applications must be submitted at the same time as the draft EAW. (An exception is the construction stormwater general
permit since its issuance is automated.)

https://www.pca.state.mn.us/regulations/does-your-project-need-environmental-review

“4410.4300 MANDATORY EAW CATEGORIES. Subp. 12.
If the proposed project is an expansion or additional stage of an existing project, the cumulative total of the proposed project
and any existing stages or components of the existing project must be included when determining if a threshold is met or
exceeded if construction was begun within three years before the date of application for a permit or approval from a
governmental unit for the expansion or additional stage but after April 21, 1997, except that any existing stage or component
that was reviewed under a previously completed EAW or EIS need not be included.
Multiple projects and multiple stages of a single project that are connected actions or phased actions must be considered in
total when comparing the project or projects to the thresholds of this part and part 4410.4400.”
“Nonmetallic mineral mining.
Items A to D designate the RGU for the type of project listed:
A. For development of a facility for the extraction or mining of peat which will result in the excavation of 160 or more acres of
land during its existence, the DNR is the RGU.
B. For development of a facility for the extraction or mining of sand, gravel, stone, or other nonmetallic minerals, other than
peat, which will excavate 40 or more acres of land to a mean depth of ten feet or more during its existence, the local
governmental unit is the RGU.”
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/4410.4300/

“4410.4400 MANDATORY EIS CATEGORIES. Subpart 1.
Threshold test.
An EIS must be prepared for projects that meet or exceed the threshold of any of subparts 2 to 25. Multiple projects and
multiple stages of a single project that are connected actions or phased actions must be considered in total when comparing
the project or projects to the thresholds of this part.
Subp. 9. Nonmetallic mineral mining.
Items A to C designate the RGU for the type of project listed:
A.For development of a facility for the extraction or mining of peat which will utilize 320 acres of land or more during its
existence, the DNR is the RGU.
B.For development of a facility for the extraction or mining of sand, gravel, stone, or other nonmetallic minerals, other than
peat, which will excavate 160 acres of land or more to a mean depth of ten feet or more during its existence, the local
governmental unit is the RGU.
C.For development of a facility for the extraction or mining of sand, gravel, stone, or other nonmetallic minerals, other than
peat, which will excavate 40 or more acres of forested or other naturally vegetated land in a sensitive shoreland area or 80 or
more acres of forested or other naturally vegetated land in a nonsensitive shoreland area, the local governmental unit is the
RGU.”
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/4410.4400/

(4) Comments/Question(s):
1. The referenced township ordinance calls for a 1,000-foot setback from the entrance/exit onto
the roadway which contradicts 18.c, Page 28 of the EAW.
2. The referenced township ordinance requires that the existing road infrastructure must be
deemed adequate, should not require modifications and shall have direct access to a 9-ton, or
greater capacity, hard surface road. The 159th street and Joyce rd are narrow gravel roads that
have multiple blind corners and pass over a narrow ravine on Joyce rd. How would the
township board enforce this ordinance?
3. I did not see fencing mentioned anywhere, is that planned? If so, what type of fencing will be
used? Will the fencing blend into the landscape?
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4. The referenced state website above states “the permit application must be submitted at the
same time as the draft EAW”. Section 8 of the EAW above indicates the MPCA permits have not
been submitted. Have those been submitted yet?
5. On page 1 of the EAW and then also in the February (2021) township board meeting and the
Annual (2021) township meeting it has been stated by the board that the EAW was mandatory
because of the township ordinance and would be discretionary in neighboring townships. There
is an existing permit for Carver County (certificate #: A20190121/WP20190018) for mining 6.5
acres on the property and this EAW is for mining another 37 acres which totals more than the 40
acres stated under 4410.4300 Mandatory EAW categories where it indicates the cumulative
total should be considered. This is been misleading and I believe should be corrected.
6. I believe an EIS should be done because the cumulative mining area is greater than 40 acres and
the mine is being proposed in the Ravine Areas of San Francisco Township. If this does not fall
under MN Rules 4410.4400 Mandatory EIS Categories Subp 9.C. (referenced above) I hope it is
seriously considered in the decision making process.
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(5) Topic: Water
(5) Referenced Pages:
11.b.3.iii, Page 15: There is also an on-site well associated with the house located on the western portion of the Site. This well
may also be used as a source of water for dust control. The volume of water to be used for dust control as the Site is estimated
to be up to 5,000 gallons per day and 750,000
gallons per year. The proposed water usage does not require a water appropriations permit.

(5) Comments/Question(s):
1. Is there a chance the onsite well would deplete the same water vein any neighboring well
pumps from? What would the mining companies responsibility be if that happened?
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(6) Topic: Wildlife
(6) Referenced Pages:
13.a., Page 17: “Describe fish and wildlife resources as well as habitats and vegetation on or in near the site.
The area of proposed mining is currently under agricultural production and has no fish, wildlife, plant
communities, or sensitive ecological resources. Silver Creek runs through the southern portion of the Site,
outside of the proposed mine limits. The creek and the bluff along the creek are relatively undisturbed
and provide habitat for wildlife and plant communities.”

Picture of turkey’s on the property, 2-21-2021:

(6) Comments/Question(s):
1. As a neighbor we observe numerous animals on the site, such as deer, turkey’s, swans, geese,
raccoons, coyotes.
2. We see Eagles almost on a daily basis. Has their habitat been considered?
3. With the noise and dust from the mining operation I feel the existing wildlife will choose to
avoid the area including Silver Creek which would be 100ft away from the mine according to
Sheet C2, Page 32. This is a major reason why we moved to this area.
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(7) Topic: Visual Effects
(7) Referenced Pages: 15, Page 19: “The Project will not produce any visible plumes.”
15, Page19: “Perimeter berms will be 6-8feet high and shaped
with 3:1 outside slopes and 2:1 inside slopes.”

(7) Referenced Figures:
Sheet C2, Page 32:

(7) Township Ordinance:
“Chapter 4, Section 2:
The use must not adversely impact the unique and scenic area of the Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Areas of San Francisco
Township.
Chapter 3 Definitions: Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Area of San Francisco Township
The Minnesota River Bluff is defined as one mile from the 100-year flood level of the Minnesota River. The Ravine area is
defined as one mile from the Bevens Creek or the Silver Creek area, as defined in the “June, 2000 Carver County Planning Study
of Ravine and Bluff Areas Along the Minnesota River”.”
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7855 Joyce Rd, Looking east towards mining area.

(7) Comments/Question(s):
1. Do visible plumes include dust, smoke and water/steam?
2. How high would the berms be to the west of the mine? Section 15 indicates 6-8ft and Sheet C2
shows 3-5ft.
3. Do stockpiles need to be lower than all berms?
a. EAW, Page 4 stockpiles 30-45ft.
b. EAW, Page 10 Mining depth of 25-30ft.
4. Our bedroom window faces the designated mining area which currently is a scenic view of the
Ravine Areas of San Francisco Township as shown in the image above. The township ordinance
states, “The use must not adversely impact the unique and scenic area of the Minnesota River
Bluff and Ravine Areas of San Francisco Township.”. This was one of the main reasons we
moved into this area. Why is the mine being proposed here if the ordinance states it should not
be in this area?
5. The unconventional shape of the mine on Sheet C2 is a clear indicator that it is too close to
houses in the neighborhood.
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(8) Topic: Air Quality
(8) Referenced Page:
“16.c, Page 20:
The Site will operate under a Fugitive Dust Control Plan. The Fugitive Dust Control Plan outlines a number
of proven effective Best Management Practices, (BMPs) that will be adopted at the Site to minimize the
generation of fugitive dust from these sources. These fugitive dust control measures include:
• Access road improvements to 159th to comply with
• Paved entrance to the Site and the use of track out control grates for all exiting trucks.
• Application of water to unpaved portion of haul roads using a front end loader bucket or water truck;
• Limiting speed of trucks on unpaved internal haul roads;
• Shaping topsoil into screening berms to later be used in reclamation and establishing vegetation over
the berm to reduce exposure to wind and minimize erosion and sedimentation potential;
• Stripping future mining areas in phases to limit the size of exposed soils; and
• Locate material stockpiles and conduct processing operations on the recessed floor of the mine to
use topography to minimize off-site travel of fugitive dust.”

(8) Comments/Question(s):
1. What are the predicted levels of silt or other similar harmful substances from the crushing
operations?
2. Would the mine have a Fugitive Dust Control Plan it operates under?
3. How would the Fugitive Dust Control Plan be regulated? Would this done by a 3rd party?
4. Is what is listed in section 16.c the extent of the fugitive dust control measures? What about the
following?:
a. Material handling and transfer
b. Backhoe and Bulldozing Operations
c. Crushers
d. Screeners
e. Conveyor
5. I do not feel this EAW has a comprehensive plan for air quality because of the limited amount of
information on the Fugitive Dust Control Plan and acknowledging other airborne particles such
as silt. I am concerned about the health and safety of my family and the surrounding
community. I believe an EIS should be completed for an assessment of impacts to human
health.

Olson Gravel Mine EAW Comments 12 | P a g e

(9) Topic: Noise
(9) Referenced Page:
17.1, pg 21: “Background noise levels are consistent with agricultural and rural residential areas”
“Loading operations and back up alarms will also produce noise at the Site.”
17.3, page 22: “A desktop assessment of the noise levels at the nearest receptors was performed to determine if the project
can operate in compliance with state noise standards.”
17.4, page 24: “Quality of life: Noise levels associated with the Site are expected to be similar to other agricultural equipment
operating in the immediate area. Noise levels will be below state standards and are not expected to impact the quality of life
for surrounding receptors. The Township does not allow Saturday or Sunday operations.”
18.2, page 26: “Average daily traffic generation is based on 150,000 to 225,000
tons of material sold per year, an average of 19 tons per load, and hauling occurring on 180 days per year.”
18.2, page 27: “123 trips/per day average” “152 trips/per day high” “94 trips/day low”

(9) Comment/Question(s): We are very concerned about noise levels as this is a quiet and peaceful
area. Currently we can easily hear traffic on County Road 50 which is 2,000ft away.
Comparing a mining operation that operates 180 days per year to agricultural use that operates 4 to 5
days out of the year is not a fair comparison. With this mining operation there will be equipment
operating in the mine including crushers, screeners and conveyors as well as trucks hauling to and from
the mine. Currently there is very little traffic on these roads, mainly just the local residents going to and
from work. Compare that to 123 trips made by gravel hauling trucks; that is very different.
1. There is no study shown for the processing equipment (crushers, screeners and conveyors). I
would like a comparison study to be completed with another mine.
2. I feel a desktop assessment is not sufficient and real world tests should be completed. The
assumptions in this EAW describes the equipment at the bottom of the mine. It will take a long
period of time for the earth to be removed for that to help with noise.
3. Table 7-3 does not include crushers, screeners and conveyors. From my experience those would
be some of the loudest machines in the mine.
4. End gates slamming on dump trucks is currently an issue at other mines in the area. That was
not considered in this EAW and from my experience one of the loudest noises.
5. Why are the distances to nearby residences measured to their homes and not the edges of their
properties? Please take into consideration our entire properties and not just outside our front
doors.
6. How high will the berms be on the east and west sides of the mine to help with noise
mitigation?
7. Back up alarms were mentioned but the decibel level was not included. Most back up alarms
are greater than 100 decibels so they can be heard over ambient background noise.
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(10) Topic: Roadway
(10) Referenced Page:
6.b, Page 3: “Recycling of concrete and asphalt will be conducted at the Site. Concrete and asphalt will be hauled to the Site and
stockpiled. Once a sufficient quantity accumulates to economically process, typically 40,000 to 45,000 tons, it will be crushed
and blended with other native materials to produce a recycled aggregate product.”
18.2, Page 27: “123 trips/per day average” “152 trips/per day high” “94 trips/day low” “Peak hour is expected to occur from
7:00-8:00 am.”
18.3, Page 27: The “worst case” peak hourly traffic generated is 30 loads or 60 trips per hour, the maximum allowed by the
Township.

(10) Comment/Question(s):
1. Why were the vehicles hauling recycled materials to the site in section 6.b, page 3 not included
in estimated traffic volumes?
2. Joyce rd and 159th st are used for walking, bicycling and horseback riding almost every day in the
spring/summer/fall seasons. Having 30 trucks per hour one way (60 trips) on the same roads
causes a major safety concern. I do not see any mitigation measures in the EAW concerning
this.
3. Our community travels to and from work / school during the peak hour of operation for the
mine (7-8:00 am). This increases safety risks significantly.

(11) Topic: Cumulative effects
(11) Referenced Page: N/A
(11) Comment/Question(s): It's clear that with all these points above, there is still much to learn about
how this would impact us and our communities. Also, this assessment doesn't include the cumulative
effects of mining operations in our area. With multiple operations nearby now, we believe a full EIS is
required to understand and plan for the operation appropriately.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Comments on Proposed Gravel Mine
Saturday, March 20, 2021 12:28:10 PM
SF Township letter RE Olson Mine.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

This is one of the hard copy letters I received.
Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: Kathy Dempsey <kathykay16@yahoo.com>
Subject: Comments on Proposed Gravel Mine
Date: March 15, 2021 at 8:49:41 PM CDT
To: "HeidiSFT@gmail.com" <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Dear Heidi,
Please see attached. I am also send a hard copy in the mail.
Thank you for your service!
Kathy Noll

March 16, 2021
San Francisco Township
Attn: Heidi Schmidt
18980 County Road 40
Belle Plaine, MN 56011
To whom it may concern,
I am writing to you today regarding the proposed gravel mine that would be located near my home at
7606 County Road 50 in Carver. After reading the Environmental Assessment Worksheet, I would like
to humbly implore the Township Board to require a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). If the
proposed project moves ahead, this something that we are all going to have to live with for at least the
next 20 years or more. Would it not be prudent to make sure that all aspects of the proposed project have
been reviewed and studied in depth? It would be very unfortunate to make a decision in haste without
verifying all of the facts and details.
My biggest concern is the traffic coming in and out of the mine and the safety of residents. In our San
Francisco Ordinance, Chapter 7, Section 1 - D Access: “all mineral extraction facilities shall have direct
access to a 9 ton or greater capacity, hard surface road.” The EAW states; "In order to meet the standard
of the Ordinance, the Proposer will be responsible for upgrades to 159th Street. The Proposer will work
with the Township to develop a road improvement agreement including roadway maintenance obligations
as part of the Interim Use Permit process." It is very important to make sure that improvements to the
road include sidewalks and crosswalks for pedestrians to safely navigate the area. I walk, run my dog,
bike, cross country ski or ride horses in this area on a daily basis. How would I be able to continue to do
these things with 60 trips per hour in and out of the area? I am also concerned with the trucks pulling on
and off County Road 50. Traffic flies by very fast and the connection is at the top of a hill. Trucks will
need time to speed up and slow down which could lead to many accidents on the road. This is the same
connection where my neighbors and I have to access County Road 50 as well from the opposite side.
How will we be able to get in and out? Will there be a traffic light installed? Significant thought and
study must be give to all of these concerns, and requiring a full EIS will help address them.
I also ask that you strictly adhere to the current Mineral Extraction Ordinance that is in effect. This
project will set a precedent. Therefore any variances that may be allowed, will open our township up to
additional mine requests in the future with less control if we don't strictly adhere to the ordinance now. In
Ordinance #8, Chapter 2, Section 1 - B reads: "Establish permitting requirements, environmental review
procedures and performance standards to regulate mineral extraction. As stated above, it is very
important to require a full EIS to ensure we are protecting our environment on all aspects that will be
affected. Also, in Ordinance #8, Chapter 2, Section 1 - C says: "Establish standards that prevent or
minimize environmental and aesthetic impacts on extracted properties, adjacent properties and the
community as a whole." If we as neighbors can't connect and interact because of safety with truck traffic,
noise, dust, etc.; that is a very negative impact on our community and adversely affects our ability to
enjoy or use our properties located near the proposed site.
Thank you for your service as I am sure this is a very difficult decision to make and I greatly appreciate
your efforts. However, please keep in mind the health, safety and enjoyment that we all get from living in
this great area. Please require the full EIS and strictly adhere to Ordinance #8 as this process moves
forward.
Sincerely,

Kathy Noll

7606 County Road 50, Carver, MN 55315

Mindy L. Erickson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Saturday, March 20, 2021 12:27 PM
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: New message from Lisa Lind

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: San Fransisco Township Website <no-reply@sanfranciscotownship.com>
Subject: New message from Lisa Lind
Date: March 15, 2021 at 7:03:03 PM CDT
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com
Reply-To: LLind@BizzyLisLLC.com
Name
Lisa Lind
Email
LLind@BizzyLisLLC.com
Phone
(952) 212-7762
Message
We are against the Ron Olson mining operation. Our roads are too narrow, not hard-surfaced and already congested with truck
traffic; we do not need more. The additional air pollution, noise pollution, traffic congestion, pedestrian safety concerns and silica
dust created by this mining operation in a residential area should not even be considered if San Francisco Township is following
the established county code and state ordinances. This mine will have a Cumulative Environmental Effect on our beloved home
area. We want an EIS done by an uninvolved 3rd party environmental engineering firm.
Sent From Page
Contact - https://sanfranciscotownship.com/contact/

1

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Saturday, March 20, 2021 11:34:41 AM
EAW Comments.docx

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: Toni Dauwalter <tdemulli@yahoo.com>
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Date: March 16, 2021 at 10:59:53 PM CDT
To: Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Heidi Attached are my comments for the Olson Gravel Mine EAW.
Please confirm a receipt of this email.
Thank you.
Toni Dauwalter
7575 Co Rd 50
Carver, MN 55315
651-246-6075

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Saturday, March 20, 2021 12:04:46 PM
EAW Comments to SFT - Attachment - John Dauwalter.pdf
EAW Comments to SFT - John Dauwalter.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: john dauwalter <jdauwalter@yahoo.com>
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Date: March 16, 2021 at 10:11:11 AM CDT
To: Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Heidi It is my understanding that the Township is accepting written comments (via mail or email) on the
Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW during the public review and comment period, which concludes
Wednesday, March 17th, 2021 at 4:30 p.m.  
Please find my comments on the Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW attached.  
Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments.
John Dauwalter
7575 County Road 50
Carver, MN 55315
952-994-8873

To :

San Francisco Township Board

From:

John Dauwalter
By Mail:
Electronic method:
Telephonic:

7575 County Road 50
Carver, MN 55315
jdauwalter@yahoo.com
952-994-8873

Date:

March 16, 2021

SUBJECT:

Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments in regards to the Draft Environmental Assessment
Worksheet for the Olson Gravel Mine (“Proposed Project”) in San Francisco Township, Carver County,
Minnesota (“EAW”), which was made available for public review. I have a high level of appreciation and
respect to the Township Board of Supervisors (“Town Board”) for the significant time and effort expended
on this proposed project.
I am submitting these comments addressing three areas: (1) the need for public input and transparency,
(2) the incompleteness of the information detailed in the EAW, and (3) the demonstrated need for an
Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) analyzing the environmental impacts of the proposed project,
particularly the cumulative potential effects, connected actions and consideration of the San Francisco
Township Mining Ordinance (“the Ordinance”).
Please pardon any lack of completeness or clarity in the below comments, as I do not have professional
experience in environmental assessments, mineral extraction or non metallic mining, nor experience with
EAW reviews or drafting of such comments to EAWs. To the extent possible, I have referenced specific
regulations or areas of the EAW that are relevant to my comments. In addition, while drafting my
comments, I have referenced various Minnesota Environmental Quality Review Board Resources,
including A Citizens’s Guide: Commenting on Environmental Review Projects, noting the following:
It is simple and valuable for citizens to comment on proposed projects in their community.
Comments can provide the Responsible Governmental Unit (RGU) with missing/inaccurate
information on the proposal and /or provide input on possible solutions or alternatives that would
reduce environmental impacts.
TO THE EXTENT THAT ANY OF MY BELOW COMMENTS ARE TOO VAGUE, APPEAR INCOMPLETE,
OR ARE UNCLEAR, PLEASE CONTACT ME DIRECTLY FOR FURTHER UNDERSTANDING OF THE
NATURE AND INTENT OF THE COMMENT; AS SIGNIFICANT TIME AND EFFORT WAS EXPENDED
ON MY OWN REVIEW OF THE EAW, UNDERSTANDING THE PROPOSED PROJECT, DRAFTING MY
COMMENTS AND PROVIDING REFERENCES TO RELEVANT AUTHORITATIVE GUIDANCE
REGARDING THE MATTER.

The following are comments based on a review of that EAW:
1. Overall EAW Scope
a. Please comment regarding the how the conclusion on the certification of the EAW as
complete and accurate was formed based on the need for usage of haul routes that
would not be able to utilize hard surface roads with adequate width, sightlines and
subbase for the proposed level of haul traffic, or comment on if the roads will be part of
the project scope when making make a positive declaration regarding an EIS. When
responding to the completeness of the scope of the EAW regarding the roads, please
consider the Ordinance in the following areas:
1. Ordinance Section 2, Article F: The use must not cause a traffic hazard,
congestion or require infrastructure modifications. The existing
infrastructure must be deemed adequate.
2. Ordinance, Chapter 7, Section 1
D. Access. All mineral extraction facilities shall have direct access to a 9ton, or greater capacity, hard surface, road. The Town Board, or
designee, shall set minimum roadway maintenance obligations as a
condition of the permit.
E. Haul Routes. All trucks traveling to or from the mineral extraction
facility shall utilize 9-ton or greater capacity, hard surface roads within
the Township.
b. Please also note the above references to the Ordinance are selective, and not ALL
relevant provisions of the Ordinance (see further specific omissions in following
comments)
2. EAW Question 4 Reason for an EAW
a. Please describe why the box was not checked for a “Mandatory EAW”.
i. Please consider the following in Minnesota Rules 4410.4300, Mandatory EAW
Categories, subpart 12, Nonmetallic Mining, item B:
For development of a facility for the extraction or mining of sand, gravel, stone, or
other nonmetallic minerals, other than peat, which will excavate 40 or more acres
of land to a mean depth of ten feet or more during its existence, the local
governmental unit is the RGU.
ii. Please consider that a more appropriate calculation of the total project area is
43.5 acres, determined from the following two phased actions:
1. “approximate 6.5-acre operational area in the easterly portion of the
subject property” as noted in the “Purpose of Certificate” of the June 16,
2020 County of Carver Certificate of Zoning Compliance for Land
Preparation Certificate # A20190121/WP20190018
a. See certificate and related items attached to these comments
2. “Mining is proposed on 37 acres within the Site” as noted in the EAW
Project Description Question 6
iii. Minnesota Rule 4410.4300 Subpart 1 Threshold Test:
Multiple projects and multiple stages of a single project that are connected
actions or phased actions must be considered in total when comparing the
project or projects to the thresholds of this part

3. EAW Question 6 Project Description, Item a
a. Please consider revising the EAW, including Plan Sheets attached to the EAW, to reflect
the maximum acres allowable under the Ordinance, Section 3 Interim Use Permits, Item
F:
…and said Mineral Extraction Operation may not exceed a total of 35 acres.
4. EAW Question 6 Project Description, Item b
a. The project description appears incomplete. Please consider revising the project
description, or comment if a more extensive project description will be included in an EIS
when making a positive EIS declaration:
i. Specifically, the EAW states in question 18, item c that the Proposer will be
responsible for upgrades to 159th Street. However, 159th Street or the nature,
extent and environmental impacts of the upgrades are not included in the project
description or elsewhere in the EAW
ii. In addition to 159th Street, it appears infrastructure of Joyce Road is currently
incompatible with the project needs, specifically the road width, road load
capacity, existing culvert and/or bridge load capacity and road surface type
iii. In addition to 159th, and the addition of Joyce Road, please also include the
truck route to Olson’s Shop, and also Olson’s shop in the project description,
based on the need to obtain water from Olson’s shop as noted in EAW Question
11, item b(iii)
iv. Please also discuss the duration of the proposed project
v. Please reference the following excerpt from the Minnesota Environmental Quality
Board EAW Guidelines when considering the project description
NOTE: Any infrastructure constructed to serve the project and not independent of
project must be treated in the EAW as part of the project. For example, a road
built to serve a specific project must be treated as part of the project and
its impacts should be included in the EAW. According to Minn. Rules 4410, all
“connected actions” are to be reviewed as one project. Connected actions are
defined as projects related in any of the three following ways: (1) one project
would induce the other; (2) one project is a prerequisite for another and the
prerequisite project is not justified by itself; or (3) neither project is justified by
itself (4410.0200, subpart 9c).
5. EAW Question 6 Project Description, Item c
a. Please describe how stockpiles 30-45 feet meet the requirements for stockpiles to be a
minimum of 8 feet below the adjacent berms.
i. Specifically, refer to berm height discussions of 6-8 feet discussed in Section 15
of the EAW
ii. Consider providing the percentage of time that the stockpiles will be in
conformance with this statement. Please consider that the proposed project will
require time and effort to allow for a mine depth to reach an allowable adherence
to this statement, including the various phases noted for the mining activity.
iii. Also note the Ordinance requirements Chapter 7, Section 1 Performance
Standards, Item Q:
Heights. The maximum height of any excavation, temporary stock piles located
less than one thousand (1000) feet from the property line shall be a minimum of
eight (8) feet below the average height of the adjacent berms within the
mandatory setback.

b. Structure heights – Please add heights of nearby buildings based on 30-45 foot
stockpiles exceeding 2 stories, and in particular if stockpiling is expected to occur prior to
reaching the 20-40’ below surface depth of the ultimate mine floor at the beginning of the
project, because the operation will need to gradually excavate materials to reach the
ultimate mine floor.
6. EAW Question 6 Project Description, Item d
a. Please consider revising the comment regarding the Aggregate Resource Task Force to
consider the relevance of the proposed project for local aggregate needs, given the
significant cost of transporting aggregate, and the unlikely possibility of transporting
aggregate from the proposed project to all boundaries of the state. It does not seem
feasible for the project to support the needs for aggregate throughout the entire state.
i. Please consider other local aggregate resources and existing aggregate
operations when considering the revisions, including
ii. Please consider the proximity and aggregate resources and existing aggregate
operations within close proximity, including but not limited to: Lundquist Mine
(Parcel ID: 040350410), Mueller Mine (Parcel ID: 040240440), Hanson Mine
(Parcel ID: 080120500) and Ron Olson 2020 Mining Activity (Parcel ID:
080041400)
iii. Please also consider 116B.04 subdivision b regarding economic considerations
alone as not sufficient for a burden of proof
b. Please consider revising the township’s EAW to consider all aspects of the project and
the Ordinance, specifically aligning the purpose of the project with the purpose of the
Ordinance, as noted in the Ordinance Chapter 2, Section 1 Purpose:
The purpose of this Ordinance is to protect the public health, safety and welfare through
the following:
A. Identify areas in the community where mineral extraction is most appropriate and
minimizes conflicts with other land uses.
B. Establish permitting requirements, environmental review procedures and
performance standards to regulate mineral extraction.
C. Establish standards that prevent or minimize environmental and aesthetic impacts on
extracted properties, adjacent properties and the community as a whole.
D. Establish standards and financial guaranties that restore extracted land to a condition
compatible with adjacent properties and suitable for future uses that are compatible
with the San Francisco Township Comprehensive Plan.
7. EAW Question 6 Project Description, Item e
a. Please consider adding and describing the need for hard-surface roadways as part of
planned or likely development needed for the proposed project. Please consider the
Ordinance, Chapter 7, Section 1:
D. Access. All mineral extraction facilities shall have direct access to a 9-ton, or
greater capacity, hard surface, road. The Town Board, or designee, shall set
minimum roadway maintenance obligations as a condition of the permit.
E. Haul Routes. All trucks traveling to or from the mineral extraction facility shall
utilize 9-ton or greater capacity, hard surface roads within the Township.

8. Please consider revising the comment regarding EAW Question 6 Project Description, Item f
a. Please consider revising the EAW to include the 2020 Mining Activity that occurred, or
include such activity as part of the project scope when making make a positive
declaration regarding an EIS.
i. Please contemplate the June 16, 2020 County of Carver Certificate of Zoning
Compliance for Land Preparation Certificate # A20190121/WP20190018 when
making that consideration as part of the required “three-year look-back rule”. If
revisions to the EAW are not made, please describe the basis for that
determination
ii. Please refer to Minnesota Rule 4410.4300 subpart 1, Threshold Test
Multiple projects and multiple stages of a single project that are connected
actions or phased actions must be considered in total when comparing the
project or projects to the thresholds of this part
iii. Please refer to Minnesota Rule 4410.1700 subpart 9, Connected actions and
phased actions.
Connected actions and phased actions shall be considered a single project for
purposes of the determination of need for an EIS
b. Please describe how the 2020 Mining Activity that occurred was considered. Specifically
describe if it is reasonable to consider the 2020 Mining Activity as an implied issuance of
a Mineral Extraction Interim Use Permit under the Ordinance, or a direct violation of the
Ordinance, specifically with regard to allowing for mining of more than 400 cubic yards
without an Interim Use Permit, nor any action taken by the township for such violation of
the Ordinance:
i.
Where the conditions imposed by any provision of this Ordinance are either
more restrictive or less restrictive than comparable conditions imposed by any
other law, statute, rule, ordinance, resolution, or regulation of any kind, the
regulations which are more restrictive or which impose higher standards or
requirements shall prevail.
ii.
Chapter 4: Permit Required Section 1 - PERMIT REQUIRED Except as
provided in any CUP issued, or amended by Carver County prior to June 1st,
2006, it is unlawful for any person, firm, company or corporation to extract or
process minerals in the Township without first obtaining an interim use permit
from the Township as required in this Ordinance. Penalties for operating
without a permit shall be as provided in this Ordinance.
iii.
Chapter 4, Section 3, F. No more than one Mineral Extraction Interim Use
Permit may be issued per parcel. If a Mineral Extraction Conditional Use, or
Mineral Extraction Interim Use Permit exists for a parcel, an Interim Use Permit
may not be issued for that parcel unless the existing Mineral Extraction
Conditional Use, or Mineral Extraction Interim Use Permit is first extinguished
or revoked.
iv.
Chapter 4, Section 5 – EXCEPTIONS Mineral Extraction Interim Use Permit
under the San Francisco Township Mining Ordinance Chapter 4, Section 3,
specifically: A mineral extraction permit will not be required for any of the
following:
a. Excavation for a foundation, cellar or basement of a structure or
for residential landscaping if a building permit has been issued.
b. Excavation conducted directly by state, county, city, or township
authorities in connection with construction or maintenance of

roads, highways, or utilities, conducted solely within easement
areas or rights-of-way.
c. Excavation or grading for agricultural purposes.
d. Excavation or grading where all materials stay on site.
e. Excavation of less than 400 cubic yards and the excavated
material is not sold or offered for sale
9. EAW Question 7 Cover types
a. Please consider revising the EAW to include the 2020 Mining Activity in the estimated
acreage of cover types before development, or include the 2020 Mining Activity as part of
the project scope when making make a positive declaration regarding an EIS. .
i. Please contemplate the June 16, 2020 County of Carver Certificate of Zoning
Compliance for Land Preparation Certificate # A20190121/WP20190018 when
making that consideration
ii. Please refer to Minnesota Rules 4410.1700 subpart 9 in determining your
response
10. EAW Question 8 Permits and Approvals required
a. Please consider revising the EAW to include the compliance of the 2020 Mining Activity
that occurred, or include the such activity as part of the project scope when making make
a positive declaration regarding an EIS.
i. Please contemplate the June 16, 2020 County of Carver Certificate of Zoning
Compliance for Land Preparation Certificate # A20190121/WP20190018 when
making that consideration as part of the required “three-year look-back rule”. If
revisions to the EAW are not made, please describe the basis for that
determination.
ii. Please refer to Minnesota Rules 4410.1700 subpart 9
b. Please describe how the listing of permits considered the 2020 Mining Activity and if
allowance of that mining activity is considered an implied issuance of a Mineral Extraction
Interim Use Permit under the San Francisco Township Mining Ordinance specifically:
i. Where the conditions imposed by any provision of this Ordinance are either more
restrictive or less restrictive than comparable conditions imposed by any other
law, statute, rule, ordinance, resolution, or regulation of any kind, the regulations
which are more restrictive or which impose higher standards or requirements
shall prevail.
ii. Chapter 4: Permit Required Section 1 - PERMIT REQUIRED Except as provided
in any CUP issued, or amended by Carver County prior to June 1st, 2006, it is
unlawful for any person, firm, company or corporation to extract or process
minerals in the Township without first obtaining an interim use permit from the
Township as required in this Ordinance. Penalties for operating without a permit
shall be as provided in this Ordinance.
iii. Chapter 4, Section 3, F. No more than one Mineral Extraction Interim Use Permit
may be issued per parcel. If a Mineral Extraction Conditional Use, or Mineral
Extraction Interim Use Permit exists for a parcel, an Interim Use Permit may not
be issued for that parcel unless the existing Mineral Extraction Conditional Use,
or Mineral Extraction Interim Use Permit is first extinguished or revoked.
iv. Chapter 4, Section 5 – EXCEPTIONS Mineral Extraction Interim Use Permit
under the San Francisco Township Mining Ordinance Chapter 4, Section 3,
specifically: A mineral extraction permit will not be required for any of the
following:
a. Excavation for a foundation, cellar or basement of a structure or
for residential landscaping if a building permit has been issued.

b. Excavation conducted directly by state, county, city, or township
authorities in connection with construction or maintenance of
roads, highways, or utilities, conducted solely within easement
areas or rights-of-way.
c. Excavation or grading for agricultural purposes.
d. Excavation or grading where all materials stay on site.
e. Excavation of less than 400 cubic yards and the excavated
material is not sold or offered for sale
c.

Please update the permitting requirements to include permits necessary for any roadway
and infrastructure upgrades needed to support the project, including those related to
159th Street and Joyce Road upgrades to conform with the necessary standards to
support the proposed project
d. Please describe if a driveway permit is required for this project
11. EAW Question 8 Permits and Approvals
a. Please describe why the MPCA permits status is ‘to be applied for’ when, based on the
MPCA’s environmental review regulations indicate MPCA permit applications must be
filed with the EAW when a EAW is required. Please note the following from the MCPA
website for regulations regarding environmental review:
Permit applications must be submitted at the same time as the draft EAW.
b. Please note that as discussed previously in these comments, the total project area is
more appropriately represented as 43.5 acres when considering phased actions, and that
nonmetallic mining activities requires an EAW for projects greater than 40 acres. Please
consider the following in Minnesota Rules 4410.4300, subpart 12, Nonmetallic Mining,
item B:
For development of a facility for the extraction or mining of sand, gravel, stone, or
other nonmetallic minerals, other than peat, which will excavate 40 or more acres
of land to a mean depth of ten feet or more during its existence, the local
governmental unit is the RGU.
i. Please consider that a more appropriate calculation of the total project area is
43.5 acres, determined from the two following phased actions:
1. “approximate 6.5-acre operational area in the easterly portion of the
subject property” as noted in the “Purpose of Certificate” of the June 16,
2020 County of Carver Certificate of Zoning Compliance for Land
Preparation Certificate # A20190121/WP20190018
2. “Mining is proposed on 37 acres within the Site” as noted in the EAW
Project Description Question 6
3. Minnesota Rule 4410.4300 Subpart 1 Threshold Test:
Multiple projects and multiple stages of a single project that are
connected actions or phased actions must be considered in total when
comparing the project or projects to the thresholds of this part
12. EAW Question 9 Land Use, Item a (i)
a. Please revise the description to include surrounding residential areas and other sensitive
receptors surrounding the site as indicated in the EAW Guidelines prepared by the staff
of the Minnesota Environmental Quality Review Board, or provide basis for exclusion of
such consideration.

i. Existing land use………Indicate the distance and direction to all residential areas
or other sensitive receptors surrounding the site. A typical example would be a
gravel operation proposed next to a residential area: dust and noise could cause
significant conflicts with the residential land use and this conflict should be
discussed under EAW Items 16 Air and 17 Noise.
b. Please consider the residential classification of the following parcels:
i. 080041310, 080041300, 080041100, 080041500, 087500010, 087500020,
087500050, 080031410, 088x750040, 088750030, 088750010, 080040600
13. EAW Question 9 Land Use, Item a (i)
a. Please elaborate on the small area of about one acre in size that was mined within the
property itself regarding the nature of the activity, the regulations on that activity and the
approval process and permitting obtained for that activity and if it is considered a
connected action
i. Please refer to Minnesota Rules parts 4410.1000 and 4410.2000, subparts 4
14. EAW Question 9 Land Use, Item a (ii)
a. Please consider adding other goals relevant to the proposed project regarding the Carver
County 2040 Comprehensive Plan, including COUNTY POLICY LU21 A: CRITERIA FOR
LARGE-SCALE ACTIVITIES WITH UNIQUE LAND OR LOCATION NEEDS:
The following criteria shall be used to evaluate uses proposed under this
provision. An affirmative answer to several of the criteria may indicate if the use
is not appropriate in the Agricultural Policy Area.
 A mandatory Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) shall be
required;
 Effect on a gravel road– average daily traffic exceeds 200 or heavy
equipment use exceeds the road design;
 Relationship to traffic generated to road capacity (i.e. substantial
percentage of the road capacity will be used by the proposed activity);
 Substantial conflicts with existing land and water uses.
b. Please consider adding “other applicable plan for land use” of neighboring residential
properties, as there is no mention of the existing residential properties surrounding the
proposed site, in consideration of the San Francisco Township Mining Ordinance Chapter
4, Section 2:
In reviewing an application for an interim use permit, the Town Board shall consider
the effect of the proposed use upon the health, safety and general welfare of
occupants and owners of surrounding lands. In order to issue a permit, the Town
Board must find that the following criteria have been met:
A. The use must not create an excessive burden or cause adverse
impacts on existing parks, schools, streets and other public facilities and
utilities that serve or are proposed to serve the area.
15. EAW Question 9 Land Use, Item a (iii)
a. Provide the basis for excluding neighboring residential properties within the zoning
description.
b. Please provide the basis for excluding the Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Area, as
defined in the Ordinance, Chapter 3 Definitions:

The Minnesota River Bluff is defined as one mile from the 100-year flood level of
the Minnesota River. The Ravine area is defined as one mile from the Bevens
Creek or the Silver Creek area, as defined in the “June, 2000 Carver County
Planning Study of Ravine and Bluff Areas Along the Minnesota River”
16. EAW Question 9 Land Use, Item b
a. Please consider including of the Ravine Area, as defined in the Ordinance Chapter 3
Definitions, or provide a basis for its exclusion:
The Minnesota River Bluff is defined as one mile from the 100-year flood level of
the Minnesota River. The Ravine area is defined as one mile from the Bevens
Creek or the Silver Creek area, as defined in the “June, 2000 Carver County
Planning Study of Ravine and Bluff Areas Along the Minnesota River”.
b. Please consider including land and road uses of the surrounding residential properties,
including number and proximity of residences within the setback area, or provide basis
for exclusion
i. Please consider that nearly all neighboring properties are residential, including
the following residential parcel IDs:
1. 080041310, 080041300, 080041100, 080041500, 087500010,
087500020, 087500050, 080031410, 088750040, 088750030,
088750010, 080040600
ii. Ordinance, Chapter 3 Definitions:
The area of property surrounding a mineral extraction facility intended as
a buffer zone. Setbacks are calculated at the top of the mine.
c.

Please consider revising the response to the question to address the compatibility of
unique and scenic area of the Ravine Areas of San Francisco Township, as outline in the
Ordinance Chapter 4, Section 2:
The use must not adversely impact the unique and scenic area of the Minnesota
River Bluff and Ravine Areas of San Francisco Township.

17. EAW Question 9 Land Use, Item c
a. Please consider inclusion and compatibility of impact of the project on the environment
regarding haul routes using local roadways, including 159th Street and Joyce Road, or
include it as part of the project scope when making make a positive declaration regarding
an EIS. Please include how the project will comply with the Ordinance in the following
areas:
1. Ordinance Section 2, Article F: The use must not cause a traffic hazard,
congestion or require infrastructure modifications. The existing
infrastructure must be deemed adequate.
2. Ordinance, Chapter 7, Section 1
D. Access. All mineral extraction facilities shall have direct access to a 9ton, or greater capacity, hard surface, road. The Town Board, or
designee, shall set minimum roadway maintenance obligations as a
condition of the permit.
E. Haul Routes. All trucks traveling to or from the mineral extraction
facility shall utilize 9-ton or greater capacity, hard surface roads within
the Township.

3. Ordinance Chapter 4, Section 2: The use must not adversely impact the
unique and scenic area of the Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Areas of
San Francisco Township.
b. Please describe how other uses of 159th Street and Joyce Road were considered in this
description, including for purposes of leisure, exercise, walking, jogging, biking,
horseback riding, dog walking, recreational vehicle usage, and local residential traffic.
c. It appears the response does not consider that nearly all of the neighboring properties to
the proposed project are residential uses. Please provide the basis for excluding these
land uses when considering the compatibility of the project.
d. It appears the response does not consider the Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Area, as
defined in the Ordinance Chapter 3 Definitions. Please provide the basis for excluding
these land uses when considering the compatibility of the project:
The Minnesota River Bluff is defined as one mile from the 100-year flood level of
the Minnesota River. The Ravine area is defined as one mile from the Bevens
Creek or the Silver Creek area, as defined in the “June, 2000 Carver County
Planning Study of Ravine and Bluff Areas Along the Minnesota River”.
18. EAW Question 10 Geology, Item b
a. Please consider inclusion and compatibility of the proposed traffic routes, including 159th
Street and Joyce Road, and the impact on the environment regarding traffic routes using
those roads. Please include how the project will comply with the Ordinance, or include
this as part of the project scope when making make a positive declaration regarding an
EIS, specifically in the following areas:
i. Ordinance Section 2, Article F:
The use must not cause a traffic hazard, congestion or require infrastructure
modifications. The existing infrastructure must be deemed adequate.
ii. Ordinance, Chapter 7, Section 1
D. Access. All mineral extraction facilities shall have direct access to a 9-ton, or
greater capacity, hard surface, road. The Town Board, or designee, shall set
minimum roadway maintenance obligations as a condition of the permit.
E. Haul Routes. All trucks traveling to or from the mineral extraction facility shall
utilize 9-ton or greater capacity, hard surface roads within the Township.
iii. Ordinance Chapter 4, Section 2:
The use must not adversely impact the unique and scenic area of the Minnesota
River Bluff and Ravine Areas of San Francisco Township.
19. EAW Question 11 Water resources, Item a
a. Please specifically consider including the “Ravine Area” as a feature on the site, or
provide a basis for exclusion
i. Specifically note the statement
“There are no trout streams, trout lakes, designated wildlife lakes, migratory
waterfowl feeding/resting lakes, or outstanding resource value waters on, or
within one mile of the Site”
ii. Consider the Ravine Area as defined in the San Francisco Township Mining
Ordinance Chapter 3 Definitions:

The Minnesota River Bluff is defined as one mile from the 100-year flood level of
the Minnesota River. The Ravine area is defined as one mile from the Bevens
Creek or the Silver Creek area, as defined in the “June, 2000 Carver County
Planning Study of Ravine and Bluff Areas Along the Minnesota River”.
b. Please consider explicitly stating that dewatering is not allowed or expected for the
proposed project
c. Please consider describing the nearby lakes, ponds or flowage, including proximity to
each, and specifically, Silver Creek. Please consider the Ordinance, Chapter 4, Section
3, Item J:
A mandatory one thousand (1000) foot setback is required from the ordinary high water
level of any lake, pond, or flowage.
d. Please consider compatibility of unique and scenic area of the Ravine Areas of San
Francisco Township, as outline in the San Francisco Township Mining Ordinance
Chapter 4, Section 2, or provide a basis for exclusion:
The use must not adversely impact the unique and scenic area of the Minnesota River
Bluff and Ravine Areas of San Francisco Township.
20. EAW Question 11 Water resources, Item b(ii)
a. Please consider revising the EAW to include effects of roadway improvements necessary
for the proposed project, specifically for 159th Street and Joyce Road, or include as part
of the project scope when making make a positive declaration regarding an EIS
b. Please consider revising the EAW to include the portion of the project that will
accommodate transportation of water in a water truck from Olson’s shop. Because of the
significance of the dust control for the proposed project, and the required use of soft
surface roads, please include the truck route and the location of Olson’s shop in the
project description and EAW consideration, or include as part of the project scope when
making make a positive declaration regarding an EIS
21. Question 11 Water resources, b (iii) a Wetlands
a. Please describe what specific vegetated buffers are required, what the related standards
entail and how the project will implement these standards
i. Please reference the following in the conclusion of Attachment 2: Wetland
Delineation Report
County may require vegetated buffers around all regulated wetland areas.
Wetland buffers must meet the standards specified by the county for any project
that is regulated under the Wetland Conservation Act.
22. EAW Question 13 Ecology, Item a
a. Please describe how to reconcile the contradictory nature of the statement regarding the
“creek and bluff along the creek are relatively undisturbed and provide habitat” when the
project suggests the addition of noise and dust to the area.
i. Specifically refer to EAW written statements regarding added dust and noise in
questions 16, part a and 17
b. Please revise the comments to include roadway impacts, including water hauling routes
and truck hauling use of township roads in this area

23. EAW Question 14 Historic Properties
a. Attachment 6 does not reference the specific property in question, please obtain a more
explicit positive evidence for historic clearance
24. EAW Question 15 Visual
a. Please consider inclusion of the Ravine Area, as defined in the San Francisco Township
Mining Ordinance Chapter 3 Definitions or provide the basis for excluding it as a scenic
view:
The Minnesota River Bluff is defined as one mile from the 100-year flood level of
the Minnesota River. The Ravine area is defined as one mile from the Bevens
Creek or the Silver Creek area, as defined in the “June, 2000 Carver County
Planning Study of Ravine and Bluff Areas Along the Minnesota River”.
b. Please consider compatibility of the proposed project to the unique and scenic area of the
Ravine Areas, as outline in the Ordinance Chapter 4, Section 2 or include as part of the
project scope when making make a positive declaration regarding an EIS:
The use must not adversely impact the unique and scenic area of the Minnesota
River Bluff and Ravine Areas of San Francisco Township.
c.

Please describe how visibility of berms were considered in the project plan, including how
berm setbacks of 200 feet from property lines meets the Ordinance requirements of
Chapter 4, Section 3 Interim Use Permits, Item H:
A mandatory 200-foot setback is required from the property line, and berm or
screening will be required beyond the 200-foot setback, if visible from
surrounding residences, public roadway, or public view.

d. Please describe if the 2020 Mining Activity was contemplated in this question, and how
current visual impacts of an existing stockpile and failure to reclamation the property
upon the conclusion of that mining activity meet the relevant requirements
25. EAW Question 16 Air
a. Item a
i. Please describe why permanent electrical service from the power grid is not used
instead of diesel generators as a source of power
b. Item b
i. Please describe how the conclusion was reached that the “volume of anticipated
average trucks per day generated is small”. Please elaborate on what would be
considered a medium or large number of trucks per day. 60 trips per hour at 12
hours of operation per day is equivalent to 720 vehicle trips, which at a good faith
approximation (due to the lack of a study performed on traffic on 159th Street and
Joyce road as part of the EAW) is equivalent to a 25 times increase over current
traffic on 159th Street through road usage by the existing five residences that are
located east of the proposed project access road location
1. Please note the specific EAW response in question 18, item c was as
follows:
The number of haul trucks is limited by the Township to 30 trucks per
hour one way (60 trips). The operation will utilize a water truck and/or

calcium chloride to control dust from hauling operations on any gravel
portions of internal haul roads within the mine limits.

c.

Item c
i. Please explicitly include a description regarding how the Fugitive Dust Control
Plan will control fugitive dust created from use of soft surfaced township roads
within the EAW. It appears no details of the plan were included in the EAW.
Alternatively include this as part of the project scope when making make a
positive declaration regarding an EIS
ii. Please provide the Fugitive Dust Control Plan, possibly as an exhibit to the EAW,
for further consideration, or state if such plan has not yet been developed

26. EAW Question 17 Noise
a. Please respond regarding how the introduction of noise outside of a typical agricultural
planting and harvest season produced from “periodic operation of processing equipment,
loading operations, and back up alarms” is consistent with current and existing
agricultural noise and rural residential areas noise, and if any background or study was
performed on current and existing agricultural noise at the location. General observation
is that there is no man made noise currently generated at the proposed site for a
significant majority of the days throughout the year,
b. Desktop Assessment of Site Access Sound Levels (table 7-2)
i. Please describe how Distances from Site Entrance were measured
1. If measurements were taken from the resident, please describe why
measurements were not from taken the property boundaries and why the
use and outdoor enjoyment of the property and impact of the noise was
not considered
a. For instance, the measurement for 7575 Co Rd 50 was reported
as 1045 ft. However, the property boundary for that location
comes within 565 +/- feet from the site entrance.
b. Please refer to Minnesota Rule 7030.0060, subpart 1
Measurement location. Measurement of sound must be made at
or within the applicable NAC at the point of human activity which
is nearest to the noise source. All measurements shall be made
outdoors
ii. Please describe the time that “Processing equipment will be operating on the
floor of the mine” in comparison to the time that the ultimate mine floor depth will
not be available for those operations. It appears that at the beginning of the
operation, processing equipment will not be able to operate 20-40 below surface
at the mine floor because the operation will need to gradually excavate materials
to reach the ultimate mine floor. Please revise the table to consider the duration
at which operations will occur at the ultimate mine floor, and also the sound level
of operations when not occurring at the mine floor. Please note the following
reference with the assumption of operations relative to the active face as noted in
the EAW:
It was assumed that the active face was at least 20 feet high and that
processing equipment was running within 150 feet of the active face.

i.

ii.

Describe what reasonable means will be taken to monitor noise levels of the
proposed project on a continuous basis to ensure compliance with standards
established in Minnesota Rule 7030.0040.
1. Please consider requiring regular and scheduled testing of noise
compliance with the expected results as shown in the desktop
assessment by an independent third party, if the proposed project
proceeds into operations.
Please consider revising the assessment and table 7-2 to consider primary and
secondary crusher and screen operating noise levels of 85.5 dBA and
bulldozer operating noise levels of 98, instead of haul truck noise level of 79
dBA.
Backfilling for reclamation will require the use of bulldozers and other
equipment to final grade the Site

iii.

Please consider revising the assessment and table 7-2 to consider noise
generated from other equipment referenced in the EAW with higher dBA levels
than haul trucks, as noted in table 7-3. The following other types of equipment
are noted in the EAW, and some have higher dBA levels, but excluded from
table 7-2:
Sand and gravel are typically removed using front end loaders from the
bank. Other equipment operated at the Site may include backhoes,
scrapers, bulldozers, portable crushers, haul trucks, and skid steers.

iv.

v.

vi.

Please provide noise levels generated from haul truck tailgate slamming that is
reasonably expected to occur, and more particularly with hauling of materials
for concrete and asphalt materials. Provide how those noise levels comply
with Minnesota Noise Standards and related noise control and mitigations
plans.
Please provide noise levels generated from haul truck Jake breaking that is
reasonably expected to occur, and how those noise levels comply with
Minnesota Noise Standards and related noise control and mitigations plans.
Consider the following when evaluated the results of an revised desktop
assessment of site access sound levels:
Any municipality having authority to regulate land use shall take all
reasonable measures within its jurisdiction to prevent the establishment
of land use activities listed in noise area classification (NAC) 1, 2, or 3 in
any location where the standards established in part 7030.0040 will be
violated immediately upon establishment of the land use.

c.

Describe why a 6 dBA reduction was taken for the “intermittent nature of haul trucks”
when the EAW response in question 18, item c notes “The number of haul trucks is
limited by the Township to 30 trucks per hour one way (60 trips). The operation will utilize
a water truck and/or calcium chloride to control dust from hauling operations on any
gravel portions of internal haul roads within the mine limits.”
i. 60 trips per hour appears to provide nearly continuous activity at the site
entrance and along the external haul route along township soft-surface roads
ii. Please also consider adding the noise level on the township roadways to be used
as a haul route and access to County Road 50. When considering including
township roadways, please consider Minnesota Rule 4410.4300 Subpart 1:

Multiple projects and multiple stages of a single project that are
connected actions or phased actions must be considered in total when
comparing the project or projects to the thresholds of this part
d. Please also consider the number of trucks that will be at grade level and related sound
levels for traffic at grade at any given point along the at grade access road, 159th Street
and Joyce Road given the significant amount of traffic generated from the operation
i. Please consider the relative increase in sound levels compared to current traffic
activity along those roadways
e. Please also provide how the introduction of noise outside of a typical agricultural planting
and harvest season produced from “periodic operation of processing equipment, loading
operations, and back up alarms” complies with the following aspects of the San Francisco
Township Mining Ordinance:
i. Chapter 2, Section 1:The purpose of this Ordinance is to protect the public
health, safety and welfare through the following:
C. Establish standards that prevent or minimize environmental and
aesthetic impacts on extracted properties, adjacent properties and the
community as a whole.
ii. Chapter 4, Section 2:
1. In reviewing an application for an interim use permit, the Town Board
shall consider the effect of the proposed use upon the health, safety and
general welfare of occupants and owners of surrounding lands. In order
to issue a permit, the Town Board must find that the following criteria
have been met:
A. The use must not create an excessive burden or cause
adverse impacts on existing parks, schools, streets and other
public facilities and utilities that serve or are proposed to serve
the area.
B. The use must be sufficiently compatible or separated by
distance or screening from adjacent property so that existing
uses will not be adversely impacted and there will be no
deterrence to use, development or enjoyment by the property
owner.
C. The structure and site must have an appearance that will not
unreasonably create an adverse effect upon adjacent
residentially zoned or used properties.
D. The use must not adversely impact the unique and scenic
area of the Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Areas of San
Francisco Township.
F. The use must not cause a traffic hazard, congestion or require
infrastructure modifications. The existing infrastructure must be
deemed adequate.

27. EAW Question 17 Noise
a. Please consider revising and addressing the operational plan and haul road to comply
with the setback requirements of all residences of the San Francisco Township Mining
Ordinance, Chapter 4, Section 3, Item G:
A mandatory 1000-foot setback is required from any residence, except the
residence of the mine owner or permittee. The setback applies to all areas of the
operation including the area to be mined, all internal haul routes, and the
entrance/exit onto the roadway.
b. Please describe why the residences located at 7510 159th Street and 7725 Joyce Road
were not included in the mine limits (Parcel IDs: 080041500 and 080041300)
i. Please consider the reason for exclusion, please note that the residence of the
Proposer is 6970 Inwood Road Cologne, Minnesota and that the following
provision is from the Ordinance Chapter 4 Section 3:
A mandatory 1000-foot setback is required from any residence, except the
residence of the mine owner or permittee.
c.

The addition of the proposed project is showing as a 58.6 dBA daily impact at 7575
County Road 50. Current noise at the project site is limited to less than 10 days of
farming activity. The 6-8’ berm in front of 7350 159th Street does not appear to have
significant technical analysis or merit. A decrease of 2 dBA as a result of adding a 6-8’
berm appears minimal (a 3% reduction) when compared to the current noise level of
nearly nil. Please revise the plan to better address overall noise impact on the
neighboring residential properties, including use of a higher and longer berm not to be
limited to the area across 159th Street from proposed site access.
i. Please also clarify the actual and specific berm height instead of providing a
range of the berm height of 6-8’

28. EAW Question 18 Transportation, item b
a. Inclusion of external roads - Please consider revisions for the environmental impact to
external roads, ravines and culverts, including township maintained roads, or include
these as part of the project scope when making make a positive declaration regarding an
EIS. Please also describe the weight capacity of the proposed haul route township roads
to gain access by haul trucks to CSAH 50. Please consider the Ordinance in the
following areas:
i. Ordinance Section 2, Article F: The use must not cause a traffic hazard,
congestion or require infrastructure modifications. The existing infrastructure
must be deemed adequate.
ii. Ordinance, Chapter 7, Section 1
D. Access. All mineral extraction facilities shall have direct access to a 9ton, or greater capacity, hard surface, road. The Town Board, or
designee, shall set minimum roadway maintenance obligations as a
condition of the permit.
E. Haul Routes. All trucks traveling to or from the mineral extraction
facility shall utilize 9-ton or greater capacity, hard surface roads within
the Township.
iii. Ordinance Chapter 4, Section 2: The use must not adversely impact the unique
and scenic area of the Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Areas of San Francisco
Township.

b. Exclusion of 159th Street and Joyce Road - Please specifically revise the response to
include 159th Street and Joyce Road, or include them as part of the project scope when
making make a positive declaration regarding an EIS. Please address the following:
i. Existing roadway width (currently +/- 14 feet in certain locations)
ii. Expectation of rutting, sloughing and mixing of aggregate with subbase
iii. Culvert strength, specifically infrastructure south of CSAH 50 on Joyce Road.
iv. Ditch slope to ravine, specifically south of County Road 50 on Joyce Road.
v. Horizontal and vertical sight distance, including usage of existing yield signage
and landing area at Joyce Road and County Road 50
vi. Soft surface road type
vii. Need for temporary or permanent road easements for adequate and standard
roadway improvements to commercial standards
viii. Please prepare a traffic study on Joyce Road and 159th Street
1. Please consider the Carver County Code of Ordinances, 152.082,
Section C Activities, item (x)
A mandatory traffic study shall be prepared by a licensed
engineer.
c.

Current Infrastructure – Please describe how suggesting the “Proposer will be
responsible for upgrades to 159th Street” complies with Ordinance, specifically when
existing infrastructure appears inadequate
i. Ordinance Section 2, Article F: The use must not cause a traffic hazard,
congestion or require infrastructure modifications. The existing infrastructure
must be deemed adequate.
ii. Ordinance, Chapter 7, Section 1
D. Access. All mineral extraction facilities shall have direct access to a 9ton, or greater capacity, hard surface, road. The Town Board, or
designee, shall set minimum roadway maintenance obligations as a
condition of the permit.
E. Haul Routes. All trucks traveling to or from the mineral extraction
facility shall utilize 9-ton or greater capacity, hard surface roads within
the Township.
iii. Ordinance Chapter 4, Section 2: The use must not adversely impact the unique
and scenic area of the Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Areas of San Francisco
Township.
d. Omission of Joyce Road - Please describe why Joyce Road was excluded from the
following statement “Proposer will be responsible for upgrades to 159th Street” when the
EAW notes the “traffic route will be from the Site to 159th Street west to Joyce Road,
North”.
e. Incomplete nature of Item b – Please describe how the statement that “Joyce Road and
159th Street Southwest are both gravel township routes” addresses the EAW question
regarding the description of traffic congestion and improvements necessary on those
township routes.
f. Traffic Route - Please describe why a site access directly to Joyce Road was not
considered and why a traffic route from Joyce Road southwest and west to County Road
41 was not considered a more viable traffic route with less roadway, culvert and Ravine
Area disruption.
g. Truck Hauling - Please describe how the conclusion was reached regarding “truck
hauling is the only transit option available” and why it was the only transportation option
included in the EAW, when existing infrastructure appears inadequate to support

operations based on the requirements of the Ordinance. Specifically, the EAW notes that
the “Proposer will be responsible for upgrades to 159th Street.”
i. Based on necessary upgrades to current infrastructure, also describe why other
transit options were not considered in the EAW, including rail. If cost/ benefit
was the basis for the EAW conclusion on transportation, please provide the
reference to such analysis when concluding truck hauling as the only option
included.
h. Connected Actions - Please consider revising the response to the question to address
affected roads and traffic improvements necessary, including improvements necessary to
create hard surface township roads of adequate width include them as part of the project
scope when making make a positive declaration regarding an EIS. Also, describe the
cost of the improvements and who will bear the cost of the improvements.
i. Please discusses how necessary infrastructure improvements were considered
in regards to connected actions as a single project, including induced
development of roadway upgrades
1. Please refer to Minnesota Rules parts 4410.1000 and 4410.2000,
subparts 4
2. Please refer to the following excerpt from the Minnesota Environmental
Quality Board EAW Guidelines when considering the project description
NOTE: Any infrastructure constructed to serve the project and not
independent of project must be treated in the EAW as part of the project. For
example, a road built to serve a specific project must be treated as part
of the project and its impacts should be included in the EAW. According
to Minn. Rules 4410, all “connected actions” are to be reviewed as one
project. Connected actions are defined as projects related in any of the three
following ways: (1) one project would induce the other; (2) one project is a
prerequisite for another and the prerequisite project is not justified by itself; or
(3) neither project is justified by itself (4410.0200, subpart 9c).
i.

Understatement of Trips – The number of trips estimated at 6 per day seems
understated, based on activities reasonably expected to occur at the proposed project,
including the arrival and departure of employees working at operations, water trucks,
vendor servicing, customer activities, equipment maintenance, fuel delivery,
environmental and governmental monitoring, trips to verify violations and/ or complaints
by the Town Board, and other items as may occur from time to time. Please consider
updating the EAW to more appropriately reflect thoughtful consideration of the number
and nature of trips. Additionally, consider traffic impacts of administrative duties related
to customers, including in-person handling of payment for purchase of aggregate, inperson inquiries and bids for aggregate purchase or delivery, and other customer
relations reasonably expected to be conducted in-person. If these activities will not be
conducted at the proposed site, please explain how these reasonably expected
administrative activities will impact traffic trips and patterns in other areas where the
activities will be handled, and if they are considered connected actions to this proposed
project
i. Please refer to Minnesota Rules parts 4410.1000 and 4410.2000, subparts 4

29. EAW Question 19 Cumulative potential effects
a. Other Area Sand and Gravel Mines - Please describe where the other existing sand and
gravel mines operating within the County are included in the existing conditions analysis,

specifically in consideration of the Minnesota Supreme Court May 11, 2006 decision
regarding Citizens Advocating Responsible Development vs. Kandiyohi County.
i. Please consider the proximity and aggregate resources of other sand and / or
gravel mines within close proximity: Lundquist Mine (Parcel ID: 040350410),
Mueller Mine (Parcel ID: 040240440), Hanson Mine (Parcel ID: 080120500) and
Ron Olson 2020 Mining Activity (Parcel ID: 080041400)
b. Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Area - Please comment regarding the cumulative
potential impacts of this project when considering other sand and/or gravel mining
operations within the Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Area as defined within the San
Francisco Township Mining Ordinance
i. Consider the need to revise the EAW to include the cumulative potential effects
of all operations within the Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Area in
consideration with Minnesota Rules 4410.0200, Subpart 11a:
“Cumulative potential effects” means the effect on the environment that
results from the incremental effects of a project in addition to other projects in
the environmentally relevant area that might reasonably be expected to affect
the same environmental resources, including future projects actually planned
or for which a basis of expectation has been laid, regardless of what person
undertakes the other projects or what jurisdictions have authority over the
projects.”
ii. Please consider the proximity and aggregate resources of other sand and / or
gravel mines within close proximity: Hanson Mine (Parcel ID: 080120500) and
Ron Olson 2020 Mining Activity (Parcel ID: 080041400)
30. Plan Sheets C1: Existing Conditions
a. Please consider revising the EAW to include the 2020 Mining Activity on the plan sheets
C1: Existing Conditions. Please contemplate the June 16, 2020 County of Carver
Certificate of Zoning Compliance for Land Preparation Certificate #
A20190121/WP20190018 when making that consideration or describe why the 2020
Mining Activity is not relevant or included.
b. Please update the plan sheet to show distance from shoreland, and specifically Silver
Creek, as defined the Ordinance, Chapter 3, Definitions, Shoreland:
Land located within the following distances from public waters: one thousand (1000) feet
from the ordinary high water level of any lake, pond or flowage, and three hundred (300)
feet from rivers and streams as designated on the Carver County Zoning Map, or the
landward extent of a floodplain ordinance on a river or stream, whichever is greater.
c.

Please describe why the residences located at 7510 159th Street and 7725 Joyce Road
were not included in the mine limits
i. Please consider the following from the San Francisco Township Mining
Ordinance Chapter 4 Section 3 when considering exclusion as it is understood
that the residence of the Proposer is 6970 Inwood Road Cologne, Minnesota:
A mandatory 1000-foot setback is required from any residence, except the
residence of the mine owner or permittee.

31. Plan Sheets, C1 Existing Conditions
a. Please describe why some residences within the Ordinance setbacks for the haul road
entrance are excluded from this document, including 7575 County Road 50 and 7510
159th Street

32. Plan Sheets, C2 Mining and Phasing Plan
a. Please describe why some residences within the Ordinance setbacks for the haul road
are excluded from this document, including 7575 County Road 50 and 7510 159th Street
b. Please adjust the setbacks to measure from the closest portion of each residence to the
proposed project, instead of the center of each residence
c. Please consider that removal of the proposed 2 million cubic yards of material within the
37 acre footprint will reduce the ground elevation by 33 feet with 100% slope, or even
greater with a more tapered slope. Given a tapered slope at the perimeter would
increase the maximum depth, it seems likely that the delineated wetland to the west of
the site, at the head of the ravine, may be prone to impact. Please consider how the
phased mine plan complies with the Ordinance, Chapter 4, Section 2, Item G:
The use must not cause adverse impact to surface or ground water resources.
33. Plan Sheets, C3 Reclamation Plan
a. Please describe the elevation of wetland 3 to the west side of the property and how the
elevation compares to the ultimate mine depth of approximately 852 feet. Please
describe how the related elevations adhere to the Ordinance, Chapter 4:
Section 2, Item G. The use must not cause adverse impact to surface or ground water
resources.
Section 3, Item L. No mining will be allowed within 10 feet of the normal water table.
34. Figures
a. Please describe why residential parcel 040331510 was omitted from figure 3
35. Appendix C
a. Please consider revising the site photographs to be more complete and accurate,
including visibility from the site of neighboring residences, site photographs of 2020
Mining Activity, the neighboring Ravine Area including Silver Creek, and site photographs
of other connected activity, including Joyce Road and 159th Street
36. In consideration of the above questions and the Ordinance considerations below, please make a
positive declaration regarding the need for an EIS for this project, or provide the basis for which
Town Board has concluded that the proposed project does not have the potential for “significant
environmental effects” as required in the Ordinance based on the proximity of the :
o Chapter 4, Section 3
 M. Given the nature of Mineral Extraction Facilities, the Town Board determines
they may have the potential for significant environmental effects and, therefore,
the establishment of such a facility shall require the preparation of an
Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW). The applicant will pay for the
EAW, but the Township will hire the firm that prepares the EAW. The Township
will be the Responsible Governmental Unit (RGU).
 N. Unless the Town Board determines, based on the information developed and
comments submitted as part of the EAW process, that the proposed project does
not have the potential for significant environmental effects, a proposal to
establish a Mineral Extraction Facility within the Minnesota River Bluff and
Ravine Areas shall require the preparation of an environmental impact statement
(EIS). The applicant shall be required to pay for the EIS, but the Township will
hire the firm to prepare the EIS.

o

o

Chapter 5, Section 1
 K. A scoping EAW will be required and used to set the requirements for an EIS.
An EIS will be mandatory if the proposed mineral extraction is within the
Minnesota River Bluff or Ravine areas of San Francisco Township, unless the
Town Board determines, based on the information developed and comments
submitted as part of the EAW process, that the proposed project does not have
the potential for significant environmental effects. The applicant will pay for the
EAW and EIS, but the township will hire the firm that prepares the EAW and EIS.
The township will be the Responsible Governmental Unit. A traffic study will be
required as part of the EIS.
Please also note Minnesota Rule 4100.1700 subpart 7(B)
 A “cumulative potential effects” inquiry requires a responsible governmental unit
(RGU) making a project-specific environmental impact statement (EIS)
determination to inquire whether a proposed project, which may not individually
have the potential to cause significant environmental effects, could have a
significant effect when considered along with other projects that (1) are already in
existence or planned for the future; (2) are located in the surrounding area; and
(3) might reasonably be expected to affect the same natural resources.

37. In the event that the Town Board has concluded that the proposed project does not have the
potential for “significant environmental effects”, please describe the basis for that decision,
including the ability for the Town Board to conclude on the completeness and accuracy of the
information within the EAW considering the significance and quantity of the items that were
excluded from the EAW as noted previously in these comments; which suggest the EAW is
incomplete. Please consider the mandatory and presumptive nature of an EIS in the Ravine Area
in accordance with Ordinance Chapter 5, Section 1, Item K and the ability for the Town Board to
affirmatively conclude that the EAW provided sufficient information so that the proposed project
does not have the potential for significant environmental effects.
A scoping EAW will be required and used to set the requirements for an EIS. An EIS will
be mandatory if the proposed mineral extraction is within the Minnesota River Bluff or
Ravine areas of San Francisco Township, unless the Town Board determines, based on
the information developed and comments submitted as part of the EAW process, that the
proposed project does not have the potential for significant environmental effects.
38. In lieu of the above mentioned items, specifically completeness of the EAW regarding cumulative
potential effect of other operations within the Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Area, the lack of
inclusion of environmental impacts on 159th Street and Joyce Road, truck route to Olson’s Shop,
lack of including supporting infrastructure and roadway considerations for the project, and lack of
consideration of prior mining operations at the site and same parcel, including connected actions
as a single project, please comment on if the Town Board intends to address the incomplete
nature of the EAW through a positive EIS declaration or through a postponement of a decision
regarding the need for an EIS necessary under Minnesota Rule 4410.1700, subpart 2a:
If the RGU determines that information necessary to a reasoned decision about the potential
for, or significance of, one or more possible environmental impacts is lacking, but could be
reasonably obtained, the RGU shall either:
a. make a positive declaration and include within the scope of the EIS appropriate studies to
obtain the lacking information; or
b. postpone the decision on the need for an EIS, for not more than 30 days or such other
period of time as agreed upon by the RGU and proposer, in order to obtain the lacking

information. If the RGU postpones the decision, it shall provide written notice of its action,
including a brief description of the lacking information, within five days to the project
proposer, the EQB staff, and any person who submitted substantive comments on the
EAW.
Kindly provide written responses to the above comments by way of email or mail. Thank you for the
opportunity to provide comments on the EAW and for your attention to the items listed herein.
Respectfully,
John Dauwalter
7575 County Road 50
Carver, MN 55315
jdauwalter@yahoo.com
952.994.8873

Attachment:
June 16, 2020 County of Carver Certificate of Zoning Compliance for Land Preparation Certificate #
A20190121/WP20190018 and related documents (2020 Mining Activity)
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COUNTY OF CARVER
CERTIFICATE OF ZONING COMPLIANCE
FOR LAND PREPARATION
(Grading, Excavating and/or Filling Permit)
REVISED DATE ISSUED – June 16, 2020
CERTIFICATE #: A20190121/WP20190018

ORIGINAL DATE ISSUED: May 8, 2019
File #: A20190121/WP20190018
Certificate Holder/Owner: Ronald Olson
Site Address: 7XXX 159th Street Carver, MN 55315
Pursuant To: County Code, Chapter 152, Section 152.074 B4
Parcel #: 08-004-1400

This certificate(permit) is issued for use of the 65-acre subject property located along 159th Street in Section 4, San Francisco
Township. It is issued to Ronald Olson and also allows Valley Paving to utilize the site for grading, excavating, or filling
activities. A change in operations or operator shall be cause for the permit to be reviewed by the Carver County Land
Management and Carver County Water Management Organization (CCWMO) for a determination as to whether an application
for an amendment or similar consideration is necessary. Mr. Olson is encouraged to contact Land Management as early in the
timeline of the proposed change as possible. This is a one-time permit and is not transferable to any other owner and/or to
another parcel of property.
Purpose of Certificate: To certify that a cumulative total of approximately 9,999 cubic yards of material may be stockpiled,
excavated, and/or used for restoration within the approximate 6.5-acre operational area in the easterly portion of the subject
property. Activities taking place on the property would include grading, excavating (mining), and filling. As part of the
approval of this permit the certificate holder would also need to comply with Carver County Water Resource Management
Code, Chapter 153 and San Francisco Township road standards.
THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS ARE ATTACHED, AND MUST BE COMPLIED WITH:
General Requirements:
1. The project shall be implemented in accordance with the submitted application (dated: 4/13/19) as well as updated
revisions (dated: June 16, 2020). These documents as submitted and approved shall be attached to and become part of
this permit. If there are any inconsistencies between previously submitted versions, the terms of the most recent shall
prevail and shall be considered requirements of this permit, as well as the CCWMO approval referenced in General
Requirements #4.
2.

Site work shall be implemented according to the Carver County Zoning Code, Carver County Water Management
Organization (CCWMO) Rules, Carver Soil & Water Conservation District (SWCD), and San Francisco Township
recommendations/comments, if any.

3.

The project is subject to periodic monitoring by Carver SWCD and the County Land Management Department and
County Planning & Water Department. (The SWCD will be monitoring the site and the County will be enforcing
Zoning Code standards and the implementation of the erosion and sediment control measures.)

4.

The project shall comply and be implemented in accordance with the CCWMO approval memo (dated: June 16,
2020), (WP20190018).

Operation Requirements:
1. The disturbed area shall be limited to approximately 6.5 acres, pursuant to the submitted application. Note: that your
CCWMO Permit dated June 16, 2020 is for a maximum of 5 acres. Per County ordinance, a disturbed area greater
than 5 acres will require an additional CCWMO stormwater permit and additional review.

Certificate #A20190121/WP20190018
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2. The hours of operation shall be from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday. No operations shall occur on
Sundays and/or any of the major holidays.
3. The certificate holder shall comply with all road authority access requirements; including township road maintenance
and dust control measures in order to minimize safety concerns/issues.
4. Existing drainage patterns shall not be altered if possible except that runoff containment is mandatory, unless a new plan
has been approved for the County Water Rules.
5. Temporary stockpiling of soil on-site must be done accordingly, so the sediment does not migrate into wetland areas,
and/or neighboring properties. Stockpiling of topsoil must be covered with temporary seed and/or mulch if it is to
remain longer than two (2) weeks on the property.
6. Silt fencing/construction perimeter site fencing will not be required as part of the land preparation project. However,
the certificate holder has constructed a dike with additional BMP’s to prohibit possible wetland impacts. If future
problems occur the Carver County Land Management Department and/or Carver SWCD may require you to install
additional BMP’s within the problem area(s).
7. It is the certificate holder’s responsibility to ensure that there is no erosion from filling and grading entering the
Township right-of-way, neighboring properties, wetlands and/or any natural drainage ways located on the property.
8. Deadlines for completion of the subject project shall be as follows:
A. All activities (e.g. grading, excavating, filling, and exporting of materials) shall be completed by November 8, 2020,
unless an extension is approved by the Land Management Department and Planning & Water Department. If
additional time is needed the certificate holder shall contact the Carver County Land Management Department to
inform staff as to what still needs to be completed. The certificate holder is responsible for contacting the Carver
County Land Management Department when all work has been completed and to schedule a final site inspection.
B. Failure to comply with any/all of the above conditions will result is the permit becoming Null & Void.
Restoration Requirements:
1. The design of the restored areas must be in accordance to the Zoning Code and the Water Management Rules. To the
extent possible, restoration shall be staged such that the exhausted areas are stabilized as soon as possible. Said design
may be subject to revisions and modifications by the Land Management Department and Carver SWCD. Prior to the
final inspection, all restoration shall be completed and be in accordance to Carver County Zoning Code & Water
Management Rules. In addition, the following need to be completed:
A. All disturbed areas and upland areas shall be restored at the completion of the project. The restoration shall include
the application of a minimum of 6 inches of topsoil or similar material that will support plant growth (seeding after
project completion).
B. Final grades shall be in conformity with the topography of the surrounding land.
C. After completion of the project, the certificate holder shall contact the Carver County Land Management Department
(Jason Mielke @ 952-361-1817) and the Carver SWCD for a final inspection (prior to any equipment leaving the site)
to determine whether or not the project has been completed to satisfaction.
D. All areas disturbed as part of any grading/filling activities will need to be reviewed prior to Administrative Permit
being considered completed.

6/16/2020 | 8:42:56 AM PDT

_________________________________
Jason Mielke
Land Use Manager

Certificate #A20190121/WP20190018

____________________
Date
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THIS CERTIFACTE IS NOT EFFECTIVE UNTIL SIGNED BY THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER.
I HAVE READ THE ABOVE CONDITIONS AND AGREE TO FOLLOW THEM. I REALIZE THAT FAILURE TO ABIDE BY THE
CONDITIONS IS A VIOLATION OF THE COUNTY CODE. I AGREE THAT THE ZONING OFFICIAL OR A DESIGNATED
REPRESENTATIVE MAY ENTER UPON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY TO CHECK FOR COMPLIANCE. I AGREE TO DEFEND,
INDEMNIFY AND HOLD HARMLESS THE COUNTY, ITS OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES AGAINST ANY AND ALL
LIABILITY, LOSS, COSTS, DAMAGES AND EXPENSES WHICH THE COUNTY, ITS OFFICERS OR EMPLOYEES MAY
HEREAFTER SUSTAIN, INCUR, OR BE ASKED TO PAY ARISING OUT OF MY PERFORMANCE OR FAILURE TO
ADEQUATELY PERFORM OBLIGATIONS PURSUANT TO THIS CERTIFICATE. I ALSO UNDERSTAND THAT THIS IS NOT
A BUILDING PERMIT AND THAT OTHER PERMITS MAY BE REQUIRED.

___________________________________

6/16/2020 | 11:35:34 AM EDT

____________________________________________
Signature of Valley Paving Representative/Lessee

6/16/2020 | 8:41:20 AM PDT

Signature of Ron Olson/Certificate Holder

Certificate #A20190121/WP20190018

_________________________
Date

_______________________________
Date
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Carver County Water Management Organization
Planning and Water Mgmt Dept
Government Center – Administration Building
600 East 4th Street
Chaska, Minnesota 55318
Phone: (952)361·1820
Fax: (952)361·1828
www.co.carver.mn.us/water

Memo
To:
From:
Date:
Re:
File:

Ron Olson
Paul Moline, Carver County Water Management Organization
June 16, 2020
Grading
WP20190018 – Re-approval

cc:

Jason Mielke, Carver County Land Management
Kristen Larson, Carver County Water Management Organization
Mike Wanous, Carver SWCD

Enclosures:

revised site plan dated 06/16/2020

Carver County Water Management Organization (CCWMO) received an application and site plan
for a grading project in San Francisco Township on April 24, 2019. Approval was issued for the
project on May 8, 2019. Since that time the scope of work has been changed and it was
determined that a re-approval is necessary. Additional language as part of this re-approval is
highlighted in blue and underlined.
Construction shall commence prior to November 8, 2020 (18 months from the date of the
original approval). If the authorized work does not commence within the above time period, or
the project specifications have changed, our office must be contacted to determine the need for
further approval or re-verification.
General Permit Information
Please keep in mind the following prior to and during construction:
1. Authorized Work. This permit authorizes the activities as described below:
a. Survey. The east property line will be surveyed and marked to determine if
existing stockpiles have been placed on the neighboring property.
b. Grading. Sand and gravel material will be removed from the eroded areas shown
on the site plan with restrictions noted in 1d. Stockpiled clay and topsoil will be
removed from along the east property line mixed into the area shown on the site
plan. The area of grading and sand/gravel extraction allowed under this permit
will not exceed 5 acres. Per County ordinance, a disturbed area greater than 5
acres will require a CCWMO stormwater permit and additional review.
c. Seeding. Disturbed areas (including any disturbed areas on the neighboring
property) that will not be used for agricultural production will be seeded with

DocuSign Envelope ID: EC47E809-79E3-435B-B447-B9A45DF81101

perennial vegetative cover upon completion of the project. The existing stockpile
will be seeded and stabilized immediately per County ordinance.
d. Mining. A portion of the sand and gravel material described in item 1b. will be
exported off the site. Based on the Carver County Land Management Dept.
Administrative permit requirement for this site, this exported amount plus the
amount previously imported to the site and stockpiled will be less than 10,000
cubic yards. The area mined will be stabilized to prevent erosion and sediment
loss and will be returned to agricultural production. This will be completed in a
phased manner to limit total disturbed areas to under 5 acres.
2. Monitoring. The Carver SWCD and Carver County Public Services Division staff will monitor
the site to ensure compliance with permit requirements and the County’s Water Resource
Management Ordinance. Additional erosion and sediment control best management
practices may be needed as field conditions change.
3. Stop Work Orders. The CCWMO has the authority to issue Stop Work Orders if it feels that a
site is not being properly managed for stormwater protection. Prior to a stop work order, all
involved parties will meet to try to resolve the issue. If further violations continue, a Stop
Work Order will be enforced until a time that Carver County Water Management feels all
stormwater issues have been resolved.
4. Soil Export. Any additional soil import or the planned material export, haul routes and
disposal areas should be discussed with the Carver SWCD 48 hours prior to material being
exported offsite. Material being exported to another site with an approved WMO permit will
not require an additional permit. If material is exported to another site within the Carver
County Water Management area, additional permit approvals from the CCWMO may be
required.
Permit Requirements
Failure to meet these requirements could result in stop work orders.
1. Notification of Construction. The general contractor for the project should contact the
Carver SWCD prior to beginning construction.
2. Site Restoration. All disturbed areas shall be restored at the completion of the project.
Restoration as described in 1c. shall include application of 6 inches of topsoil able to support
plant growth and seeding with perennial vegetative cover.
3. Satisfactory Compliance Inspection. Upon completion of the project, the CCWMO will
conduct an inspection of the site to ensure that material stockpiled on the neighboring
property has been removed, the site has been stabilized, and all erosion and sediment control
measures have been removed, and no stockpiles remain on site. This includes a 90%
vegetation coverage rate for all areas and 100% vegetation coverage rate in areas of
concentrated flows.

⚫ Page 2
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If you have any questions, please feel free to get in touch with me.

Paul Moline
952.361.1825
pmoline@co.carver.mn.us

Responsible Party Authorization & Signature
I hereby certify that I understand that this project must be conducted in accordance with the
permit application, the approved plans, this permit approval and description of work therein,
and the Water Management Rules. I further certify that I am aware that failure to abide by the
provisions of the permit approval and/or the Water Management Rules may be cause for
enforcement action by the County including stop work orders.
Name:

Ronald Olson

Affiliation:

Property Owner

Signature:

______________________________________

Date:

______________________________________

⚫ Page 3

6/16/2020 | 11:36:46 AM EDT

Land Management Department
Public Services Division
Carver County Government Center
600 East Fourth Street | Chaska, MN 55318
Office (952) 361-1820 | Fax (952) 361-1828| www.co.carver.mn.us

March 1, 2021
Ron Olson
6970 Inwood Road
Cologne, MN 55322-9167
RE: Administrative Permit #A20190121(Grading, Excavating & Filling Activity)
PID #08-004-1400 (7XXX 159th St. Carver 55315)
Dear Mr. Olson,
This letter is being sent with regard to County Administrative Permit #A20190121 (dated: June 16, 2020) and Water
Project #WP20190018 (dated: June 16, 2020), for grading, excavating and filling activity on property located in Section
4 of San Francisco Township (159th St.).
The permit was issued to you (Ron Olson) and also allowed Valley Paving to utilize the site for grading, excavating and
filling activity. The approved permit detailed a maximum of 9,999 cu. yds. to be stockpiled, excavated, and/or used for
restoration within the approximate 6.5-acre operational area in the easterly portion of the subject property. The project
also required restoration prior to the Administrative permit being considered completed. The deadline for completion
of all activities (i.e. grading, excavating, filling, exporting of materials and restoration) was to be completed by
November 8, 2020, unless an extension is approved by the Land Management Department and reviewed by the Planning
& Water Department.
On February 17, 2021, you submitted an email requesting an extension to the November 8, 2020, deadline. The
following reasons were referenced:
1. The Covid-19 Pandemic has limited some of the work we perform in regard to fill needed for projects which
results in us not having completed the removal of the screened sand stockpile and the additional removal of
approximate another 2,000 CY.
2. Some of the grading and shaping of the area where fill has been removed will take place the spring of 2021.
3. If our current plans to develop a mine on the property receives approval some of stripping of the approved area
could be placed on the current excavated area.
4. Please keep in mind that the wetland area downslope is far more protected than the last 40-50 years with our
dike berm at bottom of the slope and also the current excavated area is absorbing runoff that would otherwise
concentrate towards wetland.
Based on your failure to comply with all of the referenced conditions in the Administrative Permit (see attached),
including the project completion deadline, it has been determined the existing Permit (#A20190121) is expired and
therefore null & void. At this time, you will be required to submit a new Administrative Permit application and provide
a description of the activities still needed to be completed. A complete application, fee, site plan, narrative and San
Francisco Township approval for the use of the local road(s) are required as part of the submittal, review and approval
process. Reapproval of WP20190018 would also need to take place. If the San Francisco Town Board denies the use of
the township road(s), restoration of the project area will need to be completed within the next 30-days.
1

I would like to resolve this matter as soon as possible and would appreciate a telephone call within 5 business days of
your receipt of this letter. Please contact me at (952) 361-1817 or jmielke@co.carver.mn.us with any questions and/or
concerns.
Sincerely,

Jason Mielke
Land Use Manager
Carver County Land Management
cc

Heidi Schmidt, San Francisco Township Clerk
Paul Moline, Planning & Water Management Manager
Laura Jaunich, Carver County Attorney’s Office
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 7:25:22 PM
EAW Final Edition.odt

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Tim Thomas <tjthomasmfd1050@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Mar 16, 2021 at 6:23 PM
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
To: <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Tim Thomas
7150 159th St.
Carver, MN 55315

Questions about the EAW on the proposed Olson Sand Mine
from Tim Thomas
scoopdawg523@gmail.com
Based on the fact that this proposed mining operation does not meet the ordinances of San
Francisco Township (SFT), this project should be halted.
Due to lack of zoning restrictions on NEW MINES, every mailbox on a country road in SFT
could represent an independent mining operation. A moratorium should go into effect here
and now on NEW MINING operations in order to establish clear zoning declarations.
If allowed to continue, everything done sets a precedence for NEW MINES.
Because this is a NEW MINE, an EIS should be completed regardless of its location.
At a minimum, I propose that an EIS should be completed as this proposes a NEW MINE in
direct proximity to a residential neighborhood, and not an “agricultural area” as the EAW
states. (Page 6, Item #9, Land Use: sub paragraph ii)

1) The EAW states July 2013 version. Is this the current EAW questionnaire for this
particular kind of project? Are all addendums, words, phrases, that add specifics and
help clarity included? Has anything in the questionnaire been left out?
2) My home,7150 159th St. has been left off all Tables and maps. ie: existing conditions
map c-1, mining and phasing plan map c-2, site access sound levels table 7-2, Why is
this? Using the distance graphs included in the EAW my home falls within distance
used for calculation at 1200'.
3) The project states the mine sits on 35 acres within the mine boundaries. Will the mine
boundaries move around on the 184 acres the project sits on? Given the phases
projected, and the location of the target resource is it likely that more phases than
those stated will occur? By mining in phases, does that avoid a need to submit and
environmental impact statement?
4) What is the maximum allowable depth of the mine?
5) What is the maximum allowable depth of the mine in each stage?
6) What point is used to determine mine depth?
7) Who is responsible for compliance concerning mine ordinances? Does zoning play a
role in the operation before mining begins? Once mining has begun do different zoning
and ordinances rules apply?
8) Who has the final “say” on conflicts with zoning and ordinance issues?

9) How is recycling considered to be part of mining when it brings in material not found on
the mine site? In crushing, does the material crushed contain silica?
10) The EAW states the mine is not a silica mine. Doesn't all sand contain silica? What %
of the mined sand is silica?
11) Under item 8 Permits and Approvals: Mining started at this site in the spring of
2020 without a permit. This was brought to the attention of both the Township
and the County. A complaint was filed. Nothing was done to hold the operator
accountable. Both the county and the Township were negligent in enforcement of
ordinances and or zoning regulations. Who is ultimately responsible for enforcement
and if in fact both government units ignore enforcement? Who has jurisdiction over The
county and the Township? What action can be taken against all 3 entities? Operator,
Township and County?
12) EAW Item 9 Land Use: Figure 3 page 6 mentions an undeveloped 2.2 acre park. This
park as well as the bluff area described in item 13 B bottom of page 17 is private
property belonging to the Junction Creek group. Am I correct that the set back for
private property as it applies to the bluff area is 200', not 100' as stated?
13) Land Use. Page 7- Discuss the project's compatibility with nearby land uses. The
proposed project is not compatible with nearby land use as the proposed site is
situated next to a residential neighborhood of 10 homes directly affected, 26 homes
within a mile and 80 within 2 miles. The mine violates most ordinances set by the
Township and shouldn't be allowed to proceed. The roads leading to the mine are
incapable of withstanding the use stated in the operators assessment of traffic flow.
The traffic, noise, air pollution, environmental injury to a unique geographic area
of Carver County is anything but compatible. The loss of home value just within the
immediate area could be as high as 30%. An Environmental Impact Statement should
be done in all fairness to the residents of the area.
14) Water Appropriation: the EAW states the volume of water used is 5,000 gallons a day
or 750,000 gallons annually. This seems excessive. What is the size of the aquifer this
water is drawn from? An EIS should be done to ensure the aquifer could support that
without endangering water quality or abundance to the existing community.
15) Item 13B, Page17 mentions fish, wildlife, and plant communities. In my yard alone I
have seen and photographed Luna Moths and Hummingbird Moths. These I believe
would fall under the category of special concern. A neighbor has also reported seeing
rusty patch bumble bees. Photos have been requested. These species should at least
be considered if allowing this project.
16) Under item A page 15. What are the minor changes?
17) The following table includes an expansion of information using data found in the EAW.
I added truck weights. I myself had a tri axle dump truck for 10 years and have a
knowledge of their impact on roads, sounds, and emissions.

TABLE 1 TRAFFIC RATES
LOADS PER YEAR FROM EAW PAGE 27
*******EXPANDED TO INCLUDE WEIGHT*******
****ASSUMING VEHICLE WEIGHTS FROM BOYER FORD HEAVY TRUCKS
THIS DOSENT INCLUDE QUINTS OR 5TH WHEEL SIDE DUMPS WHICH WEIGH AND
CARRY HIGHER PAYLOADS
QUAD AVG. WEIGHT /EMPTY
25,000 LBS.
'
'
'
LOADED
68,000
EACH LOAD IS 1 TRIP IN EMPTY AND 1 TRIP OUT LOADED*******
LOADS PER YEAR- LOW
7895 X 25,000 LBS. EMPTY WEIGHT = 197,375,000 LBS
7895 X 68,000 LBS. LOADED WEIGHT = 536,860,000 LBS
LOADS PER YEAR – HIGH
11,842 X 25,000 LBS = 296,050,000 LBS
11842 X 68,000 LBS = 805,256,000 LBS.
IT BECOMES APPARENT THAT JOYCE ROAD AND 159TH ST. WOULD SOON BE
DESTROYED FROM THE VEHICLE WEIGHT ON AN UNPAVED ROAD.
RUTTING WOULD OCCUR AND A CREST WOULD DEVELOP IN THE MIDDLE OF THE
ROAD. COMPLICATING THIS IS THE SINGLE LANE OVER THE RAVINE ON JOYCE.
THE ROAD ALREADY SLANTS OUTWARD FROM THE CENTER LINE. IN WINTER THE
ROAD BECOMES ICY, TRAFFIC WOULD LIKELY SLIDE OFF THE ROAD INTO THE
RAVINE AS TRUCKS AND WEAR AND TEAR CONTINUE TO GRIND DOWN THE SAME
PATH.
IF THE ROAD WAS PAVED (WHICH IS REQUIRED BY THE TOWNSHIP) WHO WOULD
PAY THE PRICE? THE PROJECT OPERATOR SHOULD SO THE RESIDENTS WOULDN'T
BE TAXED OR ASSESED. JOYCE SHOULD ALSO BE WIDENED TO ALLOW A SAFE
DISTANCE BETWEEN ARRIVING AND DEPARTING TRUCKS, WHICH SHOULD ALSO BE
PAID FOR BY THE OPERATOR.

Tim Thomas- EAW Conclusion:

In conclusion, I believe, as stated in question 13, the project as it stands does not meet the
ordinances set by the Township. Cumulatively, the noise created by trucks staging at 5AM,
ongoing noise of truck traffic, mining operations,crushing operations, sound spikes from tail
gate slams, jake brakes, air brake noises, dust, visual pollution of trucks, piled debris, and the
land ripped open where there once was a green, serene crop field are just the immediate
psychological impacts.
The emotional impact of not being able to walk or ride horses by the field in the summertime
evenings, the noise created when people are still sleeping with windows open as business
ramps up, all plays on the well being of the NEIGHBORHOOD where you are attempting to
open a NEW MINE. If you ignored all the ordinances and opened up a NEW MINE, it sets a
precedence where you could have mines popping up like mail boxes on a country road. No
neighborhood would be safe if it had a mineral or anything that the county wanted. Who would
choose to build or move into an area where this could occur? Those that do move into areas
with EXISTING MINES do so with their eyes open.
I've spoken with realtors about my property. They reasoned I could expect a loss of up to
30% which on a fair market value would be around $225,000 and it is unlikely tax breaks
would follow. On the contrary, special assessments for new roads may be incurred.
Understandably, the neighborhood feels betrayed by Olson. At the very least. I believe an
Environmental Impact Statement should be completed.
It may clear the Township Board of what could be perceived as favoritism and may influence
potential litigation in this matter.

Tim Thomas
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[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Jenny Hansen Thomas <jhansenthomas@mihomes.com>
Date: Tue, Mar 16, 2021 at 6:53 PM
Subject: FW: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>

Hi Heidi,
I am sending this in to you as a back up to make sure you receive.
My husband, Tim Thomas, sent it to you previously from his email address,
tjthomasmfd1050@gmail.com.
Thank you.

Tim and Jenny Thomas
7150 159th St.
Carver, MN 55315

Jenny Hansen Thomas

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message is intended only for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain
confidential and/or privileged material. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not
the intended recipient of this message, please contact the sender by reply email or phone and delete/destroy all copies of
this message.

From: Tim Thomas <tjthomasmfd1050@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2021 6:41 PM
To: Jenny Hansen Thomas <jhansenthomas@MIHOMES.com>
Subject: EAW

EXTERNAL EMAIL: Do not click any links or open any attachments unless you trust the
sender and know the content is safe.
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[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Tegdesch, Elizabeth (MPCA) <elizabeth.tegdesch@state.mn.us>
Date: Tue, Mar 16, 2021 at 7:54 AM
Subject: MPCA Comment Letter - Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Cc: Kromar, Karen (MPCA) <karen.kromar@state.mn.us>, Card, Dan (MPCA)
<dan.card@state.mn.us>, Char, Fawkes (MPCA) <Fawkes.Char@state.mn.us>

Attached are the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s comments on the Ron Olson
Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine Project Environmental Assessment Worksheet.

Please acknowledge receipt of this comment letter to Karen Kromar at
Karen.kromar@state.mn.us

Thank you.

Elizabeth Tegdesch
Environmental Review
651-757-2100
Elizabeth.tegdesch@state.mn.us

NOTICE: This email (including attachments) is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C.
2510-2521. This email may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any retention, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited. Please reply back to the sender that you have received this message in error, then delete it. Thank you

March 16, 2021
Heidi Schmidt
Township Clerk
San Francisco Township
18980 County Road 40
Belle Plaine, MN 56011
Re:

Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine Environmental Assessment Worksheet

Dear Heidi Schmidt:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Environmental Assessment Worksheet
(EAW) for the Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine project (Project) in San Francisco
Township, Carver County, Minnesota. The Project consists of a new sand and gravel mining operation.
Regarding matters for which the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) has regulatory
responsibility or other interests, the MPCA staff has the following comments for your consideration.
Noise (Item 17)
The MPCA appreciates the Project proposer’s attention to noise regarding this mine. Overall, based on
the information provided in the EAW, the MPCA believes that the Project can meet the state noise
standards as presented. That said, the MPCA has some comments regarding information provided in the
EAW.
Many of the assumptions made about noise coming from mining operations were made for work done
below-grade. Although the noise impacts to surrounding residences would be lessened for equipment
operating down 20 to 40 feet, the EAW gives less attention to the work that has to be done to create the
pit itself (at or just below grade).
Further, any assumptions made in the noise modeling exercises, as well as other suggestions made as
ways to reduce noise impacts as part of the EAW, should be utilized if the Project moves forward. This
includes specifications for hours of operation, the construction of earthen berms 6 to 8 feet in height,
the use of haul trucks with mufflers and reduced dependence on jack brakes, and the other identified
measures on EAW pp. 25 and 26. Many of these tactics are specified in the San Francisco Township
mineral extraction ordinances (Ordinance 8), as amended.
It is also our understanding that the two properties nearest the proposed mine site are currently under
the ownership of the Project proposer. These residences are still subject to the state noise standards
(under NAC 1); any transfer or sale of the property, or leasing or renting of the property, should involve
disclosures of potential exposure to mining noise to the new owners or legal inhabitants.
Lastly, the MPCA recommends that periodic noise monitoring be conducted by the Project proposer,
once operations are underway, in order to ensure that the state standards are being met at the
residences identified. For noise related questions, please contact Fawkes Char at 651-757-2327 or
Fawkes.Char@state.mn.us.

Heidi Schmidt
Page 2
March 16, 2021

Air (Item 16)
There are currently several haul roads in the area that are unpaved. The San Francisco Township mining
ordinances requires that any haul roads used within the Township be paved and at a nine-ton or greater
capacity [Ordinance 8, Ch. 7, Section 1(E)]. The Project proposer is also expected to clean and control for
dust on all roads used by the haul trucks. The MPCA is highlighting this as a means of suggesting these
requirements be added to those listed on pp. 20 and 21, which, in turn, will be included in the Fugitive
Dust Control Plan.
We appreciate the opportunity to review this Project. Please provide your specific responses to our
comments and notice of decision on the need for an Environmental Impact Statement. Please be aware
that this letter does not constitute approval by the MPCA of any or all elements of the Project for the
purpose of pending or future permit action(s) by the MPCA. Ultimately, it is the responsibility of the
Project proposer to secure any required permits and to comply with any requisite permit conditions. If
you have any questions concerning our review of this EAW, please contact me by email at
Karen.kromar@state.mn.us or by telephone at 651-757-2508.
Sincerely,
Karen Kromar

This document has been electronically signed.

Karen Kromar
Project Manager
Environmental Review Unit
Resource Management and Assistance Division
KK:bt
cc: Dan Card, MPCA, St. Paul
Fawkes Char, MPCA, St. Paul
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Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Claudine Solseng <psolseng@embarqmail.com>
Date: Tue, Mar 16, 2021 at 4:49 PM
Subject: Olson Mine Daft EAW
To: Heidi Schmidt <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Attached are my comments.
Claudine

Claudine Solseng
March 15, 2021
Few comments on EAW:
• I noticed that the EAW is signed by Doug Weber. Does a draft EAW need be signed? It does makes it look like it
is already approved. Will final EAW need a new signature of approval?
• How will the final EAW be posted for the public to see if there are changes made to the EAW?
• Is the EAW only for the 37 acres that Olson Construction currently wants to mine or does the the property
owned by Ron Olson surrounding it have to be taken into consideration as possible expansion? Total
acreage that he owns is over 160 acres and it could possibly turn into a large mine over time. How do we consider
expansion in small increments of 30 - 40 acres at a time into a mine that could be over 160 acres which would
require an EIS.
• Does the EAW taken into consideration that the noise from the mine for the first phases will be at a higher
elevation than what is indicated in the EAW? That would mean more noise during the beginning phases until
the pit is deep enough to deflect some of the noise.
• Is the increased truck traffic road noise considered in the EAW in addition to the mine noise? Why or why
not? How would that me mitigated?
• According to Mining Ordinance 8, “The use must not cause a traffic hazard, congestion or require infrastructure
modifications. The existing infrastructure must be deemed adequate.” The roads (159th street and Joyce
Road) are inadequate for gravel truck traffic and not paved as required by our ordinance. Has this been
taken into consideration in the EAW? What needs to be done in order for the roads to be up to standard?
Who is going to pay?
• The cumulative effects of traffic on County roads are not mentioned in the EAW. There is traffic from the
Hanson Mine, Lundquist mine, Mueller Mine and, now, Olson Mine. This has potential long term effects for the
residents of San Francisco Township for traffic congestions, noise, and safety. Should this be considered as a
long term environmental problem? Why or why not?
• Mining Ordinance 8 REQUIRES an EIS for “a proposal to establish a Mineral Extraction within the Minnesota
River Bluff and Ravine (defined in ordinance “as one mile from the Bevens Creek or Silver Creek Area”)
unless the board decides otherwise. This mine is well inside that limit.
1. Normally, an EAW is used to determine if an EIS IS required. Our ordinance says that an EIS IS required
unless the EAW indicates it is NOT required. How will the Board make a determination that EIS in not
required as stated in the ordinance?
2. What are the criteria used to determine if an EIS is NOT required since the default is
that an EIS IS required?
The citizens should have a documented list of what was considered for evaluating why an EIS would NOT
be required and how the determination was made. The ordinance was made to protect our bluff areas and
should be seriously considered. This is a new mine, not grandfathered in by previous mining (such as
the Hanson Mine).
CAREFUL CONSIDERATION SHOULD BE MADE IN ANALYZING THE EAW. The potential for more mines in
San Francisco Township is in the the Carver County Plan. We need to protect our Township from the
proverbial “camel’s nose sneaking under the tent”. Any precedents established now will be difficult to deal
with in the future. Our ordinance was set up for sustainable, responsible mining. We need to make sure that
is happening.
Respectfully submitted,
Claudine Solseng

PS. How will we know that our questions have been answered? Email? List of Q & A on website? Thanks!
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[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Collins, Melissa (DNR) <Melissa.Collins@state.mn.us>
Date: Tue, Mar 16, 2021 at 4:16 PM
Subject: Ron Olson Construction EAW - DNR Comments
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Cc: kpauly@sundecivil.com <kpauly@sundecivil.com>

Dear Ms. Schmidt,
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Ron Olson Construction EAW. Please see the
attached comment letter. A confirmation of receipt would be most appreciated.

Thank you,

Melissa Collins
Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist | Ecological and Water Resources
Pronouns: She/her
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
1200 Warner Road
St. Paul, MN 55106
Phone: 651-259-5755
Email: melissa.collins@state.mn.us

mndnr.gov

Division of Ecological and Water Resources
Region 3 Headquarters
1200 Warner Road
Saint Paul, MN 55106

Transmitted by Email

March 16, 2021

Heidi Schmidt
Township Clerk
San Francisco Township
18980 Cty Rd 40
Belle Plaine, MN 56011
Dear Ms. Schmidt,
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine
EAW. The DNR appreciates that San Francisco Township requires environmental review for projects of
this nature, and we respectfully submit the following comments for your consideration:
1. Page 3, Project Description. The DNR appreciates that the topsoil and subsoil will be stored
separately and preserved for reclamation. It is worth noting that some of this area is considered
to be prime farmland, and that soil disturbance of this scale permanently destroys soil structure
and function. Soil structure is irreplaceable and cannot be restored except through geologic
processes that take hundreds if not thousands of years. Separating and preserving as much of
the original subsoil and topsoil as possible will help preserve this soil resource, but no amount
of regrading will make this project beneficial to future agricultural purposes.
2. Page 4, Project Description 6.b. Do the hours of operation also mean that lighting of the site
will be limited to those same hours in order to prevent light pollution for neighbors and local
wildlife? It is still unclear in Section 15 if the lights will be off after 6pm.
3. Page 5, Permits Required. If there is a need to dewater the mine site, or use water to wash
product, or process reclaimed material, in volumes that exceed 10,000 gallons per day, or one
million gallons per year, then a DNR Water Appropriation Permit is required for the water
use. The DNR permit is required regardless of whether the water is obtained from the quarry
or a well or is stormwater. A DNR Water Appropriation Permit Application may be submitted
to the DNR using the Minnesota Permitting and Reporting System
at: https://webapps11.dnr.state.mn.us/mpars/public/authentication/login

4. Page 10, Soil. Hydric soil is present within the northwest portion of the mining area. If the
drainage tile currently installed for agriculture is removed, this portion of the site could become
wetter and increase the need for dewatering.
5. Page 12, Groundwater. If an unknown well is found on the site, then the well should be sealed
in accordance with the requirements of the Minnesota Department of Health.
6. Page 13, Wastewater. If the product is washed at a site where there is a well, or a pond used as
a water source, and the volume of water that is pumped (not used) exceeds 10,000 gallons per
day, or one million gallons per year, then a DNR Water Appropriation Permit will be required
for washing the product.
7. Page 20, Dust Control. The DNR is pleased that calcium chloride will not be used for dust
control within the mining area, and requests that it not be applied to roads outside of the
mining area (as described on page 28, Transportation). Chloride released into local lakes and
streams does not break down, and instead accumulates in the environment, potentially
reaching levels that are toxic to aquatic wildlife and plants. Any reduction in the amount of
chloride applied to roads is appreciated.
8. Page 23, Noise. Will the hours of operation for mine-associated hauling also be limited to
prevent noise pollution? How will the project mitigate the impact of the truck noise from up to
60 trips per hour on neighbors once the trucks leave the mining area and pass directly by their
homes?
9. Page 23, Noise. This section states that “processing equipment is run continuously.” Does this
mean that some equipment will run outside of the hours of operation? If so, any noise pollution
at night could be disruptive to both neighbors and wildlife and impact quality of life in the
vicinity of the project.
Thank you again for the opportunity to review the EAW. Please let me know if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Melissa Collins
Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist | Ecological and Water Resources
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
1200 Warner Road
St. Paul, MN 55106
Phone: 651-259-5755
Email: melissa.collins@state.mn.us
CC: Kirsten Pauly, Sunde Engineering
Equal Opportunity Employer
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Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Adriana Atcheson <aatcheson@co.carver.mn.us>
Date: Tue, Mar 16, 2021 at 3:41 PM
Subject: Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine EAW - Carver County
Comments
To: Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Cc: Paul Moline <PMoline@co.carver.mn.us>, Mike Wanous <mwanous@co.carver.mn.us>,
Jason Mielke <jmielke@co.carver.mn.us>, Angie Stenson <astenson@co.carver.mn.us>, Joe
Enfield <JEnfield@co.carver.mn.us>

Good Afternoon,

Attached is Carver County’s comment letter regarding the Ron Olson Construction Proposed
Sand and Gravel Mine EAW. Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

Thank you,

Adriana Atcheson
Planner | Planning & Water Management | Carver County
612.875.6152| aatcheson@co.carver.mn.us

Public Services
Planning and Water Management Dept
Government Center – Administration Building
600 East 4th Street
Chaska, Minnesota 55318
Phone: (952)361·1820
www.co.carver.mn.us

March 16, 2021
Heidi Schmidt, Township Clerk
San Francisco Township
18980 County Road 40
Belle Plaine, MN 56011
RE: Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine
Dear Ms. Schmidt:
Carver County appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the Ron Olson
Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine Environmental Assessment Worksheet
(EAW). Please consider the following comments.
Land Management
1. The Carver County Land Management Department is the land use authority (i.e.
administration & enforcement) in the unincorporated areas of the county.
However, San Francisco Township has enacted their own Mineral Extraction
Ordinance.
2. Pursuant to the Carver County Zoning Code - Section 152.191 CERTIFICATION OF
ZONING COMPLIANCE, (F) Township land use permits, which were authorized
and issued pursuant to ordinances and/or regulations adopted in
accordance with M.S. Chapter 462, may be recognized as permitted land uses
pursuant to this chapter if approved by the County Board.
(Ord. 47, passed 7-23-02; Am. Ord. 80-2015, passed 6-16-15)
3. Mn Chapter 462 is the enabling legislation for cities and towns. Based on this
State Statute, San Francisco Township adopted their own Mineral Extraction
Ordinance; therefore, legally giving them administrative and enforcement land
use authority (i.e. standards, permitting, public hearing, compliance, etc.). The
purpose of Section 152.191 of the County Zoning Code was to allow the County
to recognize a township land use permit as a Certificate of Zoning Compliance
(or a permitted use), and not as a Conditional Use Permit separately. These
standards are only pertinent to San Francisco Township because of their morestrict mining ordinance adopted under State Statute.
4. Section 152.082 Interim Use Permit – AG DISTRICT of the County Zoning Code
references the maximum permitted operational area for mining shall be 35
acres. Pursuant to the Project Description #6 (Pages 2 & 3), the mining is

proposed on 37 acres within the site. The EAW Mining and Phasing Plan (C2)
references phases, but the narrative provides a different image.
5. Permits and approvals required #8 (Page 5) lists Carver County and an Interim
Use Permit to be applied for. Based on the above-mentioned County Zoning
Code Section (152.191 F) a Certificate of Zoning Compliance would need be
authorized and issued by the County Board.
Soil and Water Conservation District
1. The Wetland Delineation report identifies wetland 1 and wetland 2 which are
separated by a recently constructed earthen berm. This may be a violation of
the Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act. Additional information is needed to
determine if it is a violation and if any exemptions apply.
2. It is not clear if the screening berms will be constructed in the locations identified
on Sheet C2, or if they will be constructed around the perimeter of each phase
as the site develops over time. Depending on the placement of the screening
berms, additional erosion and sediment control measures may be needed. This
can be addressed in the SWPPP.
3. Historical aerial photography shows previous mining activities on this site from the
1950’s through the early 1980’s. The applicant should address how previous
mining activities may impact this proposal (if aggregate has been exhausted in
certain areas, if garbage dumps are encountered, etc.)
4. Portions of the site currently lack an adequate amount of topsoil. How will
restoration activities occur with the lack of topsoil. This will need to be addressed
with the WMO permit application.
5. The land use change from agriculture to non-agriculture may impact the USDA
classification of the fields from non-highly erodible to highly erodible. If
approved, the applicant will need to get a determination from USDA if the
remaining ag portions of the field need any additional conservation plans.
6. Note 6 on page C2 regarding setbacks does not seem consistent with the
township mineral extraction ordinance, this should be clarified with the township
and adjusted accordingly.
Carver County Water Management Organization
1. Full site impacts should be included in site area proposed. Total disturbed area
should include the haul entrance road (est. 0.5 acre) and the berming areas
(est. 0.75 to 1 acre). All figures, tables and text references should be updated to
reflect this revised number.

2. Any disturbed areas will need to be restored with a minimum of 6” of qualifying
topsoil per CCWMO ordinance language. A topsoil mgmt. plan will be required
as part of any CCWMO permit which should include quantities and stockpile
locations during phasing. Page 3 indicates that an average of 2 ft of topsoil on
the site. Past information from the landowner has indicated limited topsoil for
decent ag production on the site. Estimates will need to be documented further
during the CCWMO permit process.
3. CCWMO permit review will require a de-watering plan if water table is
encountered. EAW should describe the mitigation efforts if the water table is
encountered during mining activity.
4. Page 4 (f) – some removal of sand and gravel has occurred on the site in the
past and a small quantity recently. CCWMO review and permitting was required
for 2020 activity.
5. Page 14 states that no impervious surfaces will be created, yet page 20 states
that a paved site entrance will be used. Please clarify and show the paved
surface on sheet C-2 or other graphic.
6. All stormwater BMP’s installed (infiltration areas) will need to be designed and
maintained per CCWMO standards and guidelines.
7. Improvements to 159th st will need to meet CCWMO standards. This should be
noted in the EAW.
8. A sediment tracking plan will be required as part of the CCWMO permit and will
include any tracking along 159th St.
9. Sheet c-3 and figure 7 appear to show different water table elevations. Please
clarify.
10. The EAW indicates that existing wetlands will not be impacted by the proposed
gravel mine. Additional documentation is required to demonstrate that wetlands
will not be impacted. A No Loss wetland permit will be required from the
CCWMO. The permit should include sufficient information to demonstrate that
wetlands will not be impacted (e.g. additional information regarding on site soils,
existing and proposed drainage areas for each wetland, documentation of
potential lateral effect impacts from the proposed mine, etc.).
Environmental Services
1. SSTS. They are going to be utilizing a portable bathroom service. This would be
appropriate for this type of operation.
2. Emergency response clean up kit. They have identified that they will have a
cleanup kit for incidents of hazardous material (fuel, oil, etc.) spills/leaks. Does
anyone inspect that to verify that there in fact will be an appropriate kit?

Public Works
See attached memo for Public Works’ comments.

Thank you for considering these comments in the final revisions of the Ron Olson
Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine EAW. Please contact us with any
questions of clarification.
Sincerely,

Carver County Planning & Water Management

Carver County
Public Works
11360 Highway 212, Suite 1
Cologne, MN 55322

March 15, 2021
San Francisco Township
c/o Heidi Schmidt, Township Clerk
18980 County Road 40
Belle Plaine, MN 56011
HeidiSFT@gmail.com
Re:

Development / Access Review Comments: Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand
and Gravel Mine (PID 080041400) near County State Aid Highway (CSAH) 50 in
San Francisco Township

Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) in
San Francisco Township. Consistent with the County Comprehensive Plan and County Codes, and
other official controls of the County, the following are comments and recommended conditions of
approval and as potential requirements for any proposed permits to be issued for the project.
Please reference the Public Works Development Review Process document on the County’s website for
more detailed information and instructions.
1.

Per the document titled Ron Olson Construction EAW dated February 9, 2021, Traffic
impacts (Table 18-1, page 27) from the proposed development are estimated at an
average of 123 trips per day with an average of 110 aggregate trips per day. It is noted on
page 28 that: “The traffic route will be from the site to 159th St. west to Joyce Road, north
to County Road 50.” This traffic route indicates that all trips will access to and from CSAH
50 at the Joyce Road intersection. The average AM peak hourly rate is estimated at 12 trips
per hour with the average PM peak hourly rate estimated at 9 trips per hour.

2.

The County is planning a pavement rehabilitation project on CSAH 50 from CSAH 41 to
CSAH 40 with construction in 2021. The design plans for the County’s planned
construction project on CSAH 50 on the segment by the subject development were
reviewed for compatibility with the estimated traffic impacts from the proposed
development. This included review of the CSAH 50/Joyce Rd. intersection for safety and
sight distance needs and pavement considerations to accommodate the estimated increase
in heavy commercial vehicles directly accessing the County highway per proposed traffic
plan.
a. The County is incorporating additional considerations into the design and construction
plans including added pavement thickness to the project and sight distance
adjustments for improved safety at the CSAH 50/Joyce Rd. intersection.

3.

Per technical review, consideration of best practices, and in accordance with County policy,
the County requires the following conditions for approval of the proposed development per
direct traffic impacts to the County highway system from the proposed use:
a. The addition of 8 foot wide paved shoulders is required on CSAH 50 to increase safety

CARVER COUNTY
Office (952) 466-5200

|
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conditions at the intersection due to the increase in heavy commercial vehicles turning
on and off the County highway. Applicant shall add 8 foot wide paved shoulders
(approx. 6 ft. additional to construction plans) on CSAH 50 from 1/8 mile of west of
Joyce Rd. to the CSAH 50/Joyce Rd. intersection. The County plans already include a 8
foot wide paved shoulder east of the intersection for erosion needs. It is preferred that
the additional paving work be incorporated with the upcoming construction project and
that the applicant reimburses the County for additional costs incurred.
b. Traffic operations and safety at the CSAH 50/Joyce Road access will be monitored, and
the applicant will be required to work with County Public Works should future access or
safety improvements be needed. The applicant shall erect temporary trucks hauling
warning signage on CSAH 50 in both directions of traffic in advance of the Joyce Rd.
intersection during hauling activities that exceed 30 trucks per hour. Applicant shall
make actual traffic information available to County per request.
c. Dust and debris from the proposed use onto CSAH 50 are required to be monitored and
controlled. Prompt removal of tracked material onto CSAH 50 at the intersection of
Joyce Road is required during hauling operations.
d. Best management practices to minimize tracking should be utilized as applicable such
as the installation of rubble strips at the property entrance onto 159th St.
e. Traffic control at the intersection of CSAH 50 and Joyce Rd. may be required by the
County during high volume times due to the increased truck traffic entering and exiting
the County highway.
f.

The details of the traffic control operations plan and dust control plan will need to be
reviewed and approved by the County Engineer.

4.

Prior to any work affecting or on County highways or in County right of way, the applicant
shall coordinate plans with the County Engineer and obtain a Utility or
Excavating/Filling/Grading Permit(s) from Carver County Public Works:
http://www.co.carver.mn.us/how-do-i/apply-for/a-permit). Final details of locations,
grades, and profiles affecting County roads as well as any utility connections will need to
be reviewed and approved prior to any permits.

5.

Any damages, modifications, or changes incurred on County highways from current or
approved conditions will need to be remedied or updated at applicant expense, including
costs incurred by the County.

These are the County’s comments at this time. If you have any questions or need further
assistance, please do not hesitate to contact those noted below:
Dan McCormick, P.E. PTOE
Transportation Manager
Carver County Public Works
dmccormick@co.carver.mn.us

Angie Stenson AICP
Sr. Transportation Planner
Carver County Public Works
astenson@co.carver.mn.us

Joan Guthmiller
Administrative Technician
Carver County Public Works
jguthmiller@co.carver.mn.us

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Saturday, March 20, 2021 12:04:43 PM
Olson Mining Draft EAW response 2021.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: Lori Cox <fadetg@yahoo.com>
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Date: March 16, 2021 at 9:40:52 AM CDT
To: "HeidiSFT@gmail.com" <heidisft@gmail.com>
Please see attachment for responses to DRAFT EAW for Ron Olson Gravel Mine.
A response as receipt would be appreciated.
Thank you,
Lori Cox

3/16/21
Good day to San Francisco Township Board, Clerk, reviewers:
Please accept this document in response to the 30-day public comment period for EAW prepared
on behalf of Ron Olson Construction Mining permit project request.
During the January 11, 2021 township meeting where applicant Ron Olson initially presented his mining
project request for reportedly over an hour with Kirsten Pauly, representative for PE/PG Sunde
Engineering PLLC the attending public listening online were unable to hear that meeting, nor have they
been given access to its recording. Public access to public meetings is pursuant to Ch 13D, Open
Meeting Law.
1. This is a net-new Mining Operation request. Excavation activities were already started with Carver
county permit (WP2019-0018) during 2019 for earth moving, digging, hauling The current permit should
be in compliance with all mitigations achieved prior to ANY mining permit activities starting should the
mining request be approved. This includes any materials, supplies or equipment delivered to the site. No
mining activity of any kind should be allowed prior to Carver county's permit being fully closed, in full
compliance per county staff approvals.
The neighboring parcel to the east owned by Sandra Olinger still has mitigation work to complete as earth
moving downslope had no BMPs, resulting in filling in of the neighboring marsh and wetland and
environmentally sensitive areas. Until that area is reclaimated to better than it was found, no mining work
should commence.
1., 2., 5. Applicant Ron Olson does not appear to be the owner of record for Carver county parcel ID:
080041300 in this request. The parcel is listed to Catherine and Keric Seck, December 1, 2006. As parcel
owners their names should appear on the permit request documentation and accompanying paperwork.
Is Ron Olson Construction the mining operator for the entire intended timeframe of the permit, as sole
permit holder? Valley Paving has been reported to be working on this site currently, and mine. Therefore
should they be placed on permit request documentation, representative contact information? The
township and surrounding land owners have a right to know who will be following all requirements of the
permit, if accepted.
6a,6b, 6c. The EAW states the project requests 35 acres for operations, 37 acres, and 36.78 acres for
operations. Documentation needs to reflect specific legal descriptions to areas, phases, volumes and
sizes of project areas which are limited to 35 acres per San Francisco Townships Mining Ordinance 8, pg
3, Active Mining Area limitations.
6. There are several areas where current, intermediate, and final land use is NOT best suited to
agricultural uses. There are 12-40% slopes and soil types (sandy loam, loamy sand) not able to be
farmed regularly, displayed plainly by Carver county’s GIS site pictures from 2013 to 2020 showing
continual rills, wash-outs, and no mitigations. Exacerbated erosion and sediment pollution problems to
waterways, and a neighbor’s marsh and wetland next door are not good uses of agriculture, and many
areas are not agricultural land, hence the mining permit request.
Documentation should instead have both interim and final uses as un-tilled agricultural areas, mitigated to
natural prairie or special perennial planted habitats to ensure erosion and pollution reduction near
waterways which already have Impaired status: Silver Creek, Bevens Creek, Minnesota River.
6b. Due to close proximity to valuable rural residential properties nearby, and use by said residents of
area roads for non-motorized (pedestrian) traffic, proposed hours of operation should be changed to 7am
- 6pm M-F. No weekends or holidays allowed, regardless of construction on main roads or any other
roads mine traffic may use to share with residential and commuter traffic.
6c. There is no reason for any stockpiles of fill or earth to be more than 15' tall from grade as the EAW
requests to compare to heights of nearby buildings. These are 1 and 2-story homes within the
surrounding topography.

The taller the material, the more erosion created due to stockpiles not being mitigated for erosion by the
lack BMPs being suggested by this document. This area slopes downhill towards both Silver Creek and
Bevens Creek by 12-40% slopes. Both creeks are on the Impaired Waterways map according to MPCA.
They lead directly into the Minnesota River, which also shares Impaired status. Turbidity is an identified
pollutant (among others), caused by soil, erosion of sediment and solids mixing with moving water. Soil
erosion and sediment is the contributor to further turbidity pollution for oxygen sources, aquatic life,
increased algae, and directly effects human use of said waterways. We should not provide a permit to
any activity that will further impair any at-risk or currently impaired waters nearby, at the end of a slope, or
anywhere downstream. Those who approve otherwise have to live with their decisions pushed onto future
generations.

Impaired waters viewer (IWAV) | Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (state.mn.us)
6d. The market demand for this aggregate product is already supplied by 3 different existing gravel, sand,
and recycling mine sites all within 10,000-20,000' of this proposed site. They exist in San Francisco
Township (Hansen/Chard mine site) and Dahlgren Township (Mueller's Carver and Lundquist mine sites).
They all operate 5 days/week during normal business hours. None of them operate 7 days/week, 24
hours/day, 365 days/year. The reason they work within normal working hours is meeting demand. Other
sites exist to the north and west in Carver county, as well as surrounding counties. There is no unmet
market demand existing mining sites don't provide. If not, we would around the clock servicing. This netnew gravel, sand, and recycling mine is not needed.
The Carver county transition overlay area to the north is being served by 3 existing mines in Carver
county. Hanson/Chard mine in San Francisco Township recently expanded as of July 2020. There are no
other transition overlay areas nearby this newly requested mining site.
6e, 6f. Should any change to subsequent land use be different than agricultural, applicant and/or operator
should be compelled to provide a full plan to the township and any other regulatory authority for which a
new land use may be granted.
Additionally, this project request is a subsequent stage of a currently opened permitted project (above),
which is excavation and earth moving. The EAW should be corrected, and further information provided.
9aii. Aggregate resources are being supplied to Carver county and beyond already via the 3 existing
Mining operations in San Francisco Township (Hanson/Chard) and Dahlgren Township (Mueller’s Carver
and Lundquist pits). Stated under #4: “Ensuring that aggregate mining does not adversely impact high
value natural resources; and” includes the fact that a peaceful right to residential living currently, and
forever existed due to the fact no Mine was ever established. Reducing the ability for area creeks to try to
recover from Impaired status also fits into this definition of high value natural resources.
9b. 11. The current Carver county permit supplied to Ron Olson Construction for earth moving has not
achieved mitigations or BMPs for environmentally sensitive areas such as the neighboring parcel that has
had continual damage via bare slopes to endanger existing marsh and wetland. How would this proposed
Mining Permit achieve better results to ensure the marsh and wetland were never further endangered by
the 12-40% slopes (35-50’ drop in elevation) running into Impaired Silver Creek, which hits Impaired
Bevens Creek, which feeds into Impaired MN River? The neighboring sensitive environmental areas that
received this run-off have not been taken into account in this document. Please see picture below; the
same view of erosion can be seen from 2013-2020 satellite pictures.

11b. The proposed site must have regular access to water at all times during processing and reclamation
due to the dangerous effects of silica dust and fugitive dust to surrounding residents during all times of
the year. There needs to be a specific water, spray, and discharge plan supplied which ensures no
damage to area residents. No current dangers of this type exist today.

Silica, Crystalline - Overview | Occupational Safety and Health Administration (osha.gov)
CDC - Mining Project - Silica and Respirable Dust in Metal/Nonmental Mining - NIOSH
11bii. A fully vetted safe Stormwater Plan needs to be addressed not only via Carver County Water
Management Organization, MPCA, but also via an EIS to ensure all impacts are being addressed which
affect decision making for this requst.
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Process | Minnesota Environmental Quality Board.
Hydrologic Group A soils are lighter and rockier compared to other soil types, shown in the Carver county
GIS pictures revealing constant erosion moving down 12-40% slopes (pictured above), especially in times
of freeze/thaw, rains, and heavy rains which have been become commonplace throughout Minnesota.
This is why this area was chosen for aggregate mining proposal and are NOT good candidates for
agriculture. However, when these soils and moved and placed on a slope, gravity spells disaster eroding
areas quickly. These soil types do not band together with native materials by their very nature.

OpenNonWebContent.aspx (usda.gov)

Grates or other BMPs to hold and keep mining materials in the mine and off roads is recommended (16c).
This would allow materials to possibly be shaken from trucks, from tracking onto roads, adding to
dangerous and slippery road conditions, and depositing back into Impaired waterways. However, we
already have a problem with slippery and dangerous road conditions from trucks tracking material for
thousands of feet in every direction of mining entrances/exists at all 3 existing mines in Carver county and
they are reported to be using the same grates recommended as a BMP. This has not been successful for
sediment and mining material control, and should be re-addressed with stricture measures.
14a. See above for wetland and marsh issues already occurring to neighboring property to the east of this
proposed site, and via the current earth moving permit.

12a., 12b., 12c., 12d. Applicant should provide a contingency plan for all outlined mitigations, should they
fail.
16a. Stationary source emission - the surrounding community should be provided an idea of what level of
emissions (zero today) they will be counting on in the future. An EIS will help determine the level of diesel
emissions estimated for their future country air which today has none other than normal seasonal
temporary agricultural operations.
16c. Fugitive dust dangers https://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdfo to
human health are many. The Fugitive Dust Control Plan should ensure risks to human health are
mitigated and eliminated for both current and future residents. Dust issues keeping roads gravel are too
many, and do not follow best practices or Ordinances. Trucks should travel no more than 10 mph into and
out of 159th and Joyce Road for safety.
All piles should have continual watering and spray plans to reduce any risks from fugitive dust travel
outside of the immediate mining area.
Only a paved road along 159th should be allowed for all traffic, both purchased and maintained to county
standards by the applicant for the life of the mining permit. The current road cannot handle a width of 2
trucks to even pass one another, let alone in winter time, in slippery conditions, or if paved. The current
159th roadway would have to be widened and neighboring resident easements purchased.
Runoff in ditches will have to be addressed to slow down rainfall and stormwater and filter from mining
activities in order to not further imperil Impaired Silver Creek. Residents use these roads for nonmotorized traffic and enjoyment.
No additional traffic lane changes have been suggested for turn lanes onto or off of County Road 50 and
Joyce Road, nor have acceleration lanes been proposed as recommended and approved on the same
type of road on County 40 at Mueller’s Lundquist pit. The permit was approved subject to turn lanes being
installed, which will be in 2021.
The Carver Bluffs development within the city of Carver has over several years registered several cases
of cancer, and cancer-related deaths. Strange for an area so new over the last 15 years, full of young
families. Cancer diagnoses occurred in both adults and children. The Bluffs area neighborhood happens
to be in a seasonally determined path of airflow which is directly east and south (prevailing winds from
north and west) from Mueller’s pit located on County Rd 11/JCP in Carver. Older areas of Carver are also
in this path, as is Carver Creek, and the MN River. Fugitive dust can travel up to 2 miles. R110344-02

(wrapair.org)
17 1)., 17 4). Noise for residents and surrounding areas will be constant, hour after hour, and day after
day for years. There is no comparison with agricultural or residential uses which do not operate with
multiple pieces of equipment processing, truck and dump truck traffic, hour and hour, day after day and
will affect human health and welfare. Those are seasonal and temporary activities. The document should
be updated to reflect facts.
Time allowed for operations should be changed from 7:00am – 6:00pm M-F to reflect there will be no way
to reduce noises supplied by the same sources from 6am-7am each day of operation to meet “nighttime
requirements”.
No acceleration or deceleration noises of trucks were put into consideration. The gunning of engines and
braking all have repetitive and louder decibel ranges each and every trip and trucks take. Measurements
are much closer to residences than implied in this document.
17 5). Remove wording such as “*Discourage the use of jake brakes” and instead determine the applicant
will not allow truckers the use of jake brakes approaching, leaving, or while at the site. It should read “The
use of jake brakes will not be allowed” if this permit is approved. Otherwise you will need to provide the

decibel reading for such devices, and at speed so residents around this site will know factual noise
expectations.
18a2). If the proposer is providing numbers based upon 180 working days per year, ensure the document
reads a beginning/start time to this seasonal use, and an ending/stop time operations cease for the
wintertime. The document is too vague to and reads as an open-ended noise, dust, and traffic issue in
this rural residential and agricultural area.
18b., 18c. County Road 50 has topography, slope, reduced sight distance, is icy and slippery in inclement
weather conditions, needs a turn lane onto County Road 50 for acceleration, and a turn lane onto Joyce
all at applicant expense. County Road 50 is a 55mph road and precedent was set for Mueller’s Lundquist
pit on County Road 40.
Only a paved road purchased and maintained by applicant should be allowed on 159 th and up to Joyce to
join County Road 50 (no gravel). Continual truck traffic will only degrade a gravel road, cause excessive
dangerous fugitive dust to the surrounding community, and cause delays all around to traffic over time
due to constant maintenance needs. All 3 other mining operations in Carver county are sited directly off of
paved county roads.
19a., 19b., 19c., 20. All items listed above are cumulative environmental effects for and air, soil, and
water and will only be exacerbated by this activity. Per Carver county, applicant has a long history of not
following ordinances, rules, and guidelines to the best of their ability. That this large change in land use
will be somehow better for the community in the long run is not a valid statement, and all short- and longterm effects should be considered in more detail for this application to continue.
AN EIS would help guide this project further, in order to approve or reject the project request. Moves to
accept the application for a net-new Mining Permit within township borders requires more direct
investigations, and to maintain the integrity of the township decision making process. There is no current
or future need for a net-new mining operation when 3 others already exist and are in operation from
10,000-20,000 feet away.
Thank you.
Lori D. Cox
14525 County Road 40
Carver, MN 55315
(also land owner along Kelly Lk Road, San Francisco Township)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: SF Township-Gravel Mine 03162021
Saturday, March 20, 2021 11:35:48 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: anne kastner <akastner4@gmail.com>
Subject: SF Township-Gravel Mine 03162021
Date: March 16, 2021 at 5:48:42 PM CDT
To: Heidi Schmidt <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>

SF Township-Gravel Mine 03162021
San Francisco Township Board,
If approved, the gravel mining request made by Mr. Olson will have a long term
negative effect on all of us who live in the area. The obvious will be increased
traffic, regular runs of heavy trucks causing road damage, decreased property
values (who wants to live next to a gravel pit) and potential ground water
contamination due to this mining operation. The township and it’s residents will
most likely encounter other negative effects as time passes.
The proposal includes mining in a residential/agricultural area, using roads not
designed for this type of traffic, with large gravel trucks traveling on a regular
basis with passenger cars and school buses, for years, on country roads. And if the
operation continues for 20 years, would effect the next generation of families
living in the area.
Is this equitable to all involved? Do we believe this is in the best interest of the
township? Who will compensate the township and it’s residents for the costs as a
result of the decision to allow the gravel mining? Will this set a precedent for
others to jump on the mining bandwagon?
Respectfully,
Sam Niskanen and Anne Kastner

16760 Langley Ave
Cologne MN 55322

Sent from my iPad

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olsen Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Saturday, March 20, 2021 11:17:54 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: Darin Berg <darinsberg@gmail.com>
Subject: Olsen Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Date: March 17, 2021 at 3:54:23 PM CDT
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com
·        In response to Chapter 4, Section 2 of the San Francisco Township Mineral
Extraction Ordinance, there is an elementary school approx. 1.5 miles from the
proposed mine. I am concerned about the impact of the trucking traffic to the
school area for these children. I would like to better understand how the safety
impact to the elementary school will be affected by the increased traffic. Is this
safety concern something that would be covered in an EIS?
·        In response to Chapter 4, Section 2 of the San Francisco Township Mineral
Extraction Ordinance, the proposed mine is located directly within a residential
neighborhood. It seems to me there will be significant negative effects to these
residents. I know when a large truck dumps product the gates slam after a dump
and they are incredibly loud. I don’t clearly understand how the noise levels are
measured. Are large noise spikes considered (slamming of truck dump beds) or is it
simply time weighted averages? With the residential neighborhood so close to the
proposed site, this would seem to be a very big negative impact to those residents.
I would like to better understand how noise would impact the residents at various
distances from the proposed mining area.
·        In response to Chapter 4, Section 2 of the San Francisco Township Mineral
Extraction Ordinance, it states that “The use must not cause a traffic hazard,
congestion or require infrastructure modifications. The existing infrastructure
must be deemed adequate”. The existing roads with the only entrance to the
proposed mine on Joyce and 159th do not seem to meet this requirement. The
roads are not paved, and I believe they do not meet the minimum size and
infrastructure requirements to support equipment of this magnitude. Is the
existing road infrastructure, specifically within Joyce road and 159th, considered
adequate for an operation of this magnitude? Should this be further evaluated in
an EIS?

·        Regarding traffic in the neighborhood of Joyce and 159th, our San Francisco
ordinance states “the use must not cause a traffic hazard congestion or require
infrastructure modifications.”   With the size of the roads and the size of hauling
trucks, it would seem nearly impossible to have traffic both ways on the roads
within Joyce and 159th. This seems like a huge safety risk for everyone, specifically
those within the neighborhood of the proposed mine. Has safety been properly
evaluated, or should this safety risk be evaluated in an EIS?
·        I believe Silver Creek is located < 500 feet from the proposed mine. I am
concerned about the adverse effects the mine will have on this creek. I believe this
should be properly evaluated in an EIS.
·        Is groundwater contamination a concern? I live < 1 mile from the proposed
mine and have a private well. How can I be assured there will be no negative
impact of the mine to my ground water?
·        A mine of this magnitude will most certainly give off a high amount of dust that
cannot be contained. As a nearby resident of the proposed mine, I would not be
able to open my windows without pollution to my family within my home. This will
change the current way I currently live. Is there evidence that dust will not pollute
my home and the health of my family if I live in close proximity to the proposed
mine? I believe this pollution concern should be further evaluated in an EIS.
·        The site currently has a current permit (Certificate #:
A20190121/WP20190018) of 6.5 acres. The proposed mine is for an additional 37
acres. Since the total combines acreage is greater than 40 acres, shouldn’t an EIS
should be mandatory and not discretionary?
·        There are many residential homes that border within proximity of the
proposed mining operation. What are the setback requirements and do they
comply with the San Francisco ordinance?
·        In the EAW it states that noise will be reduced via installed berms. Within the
San Francisco Township Ordinance, berms will be negotiated with the surrounding
property owners. Do these negotiations happen before or after an approval of the
permit?

Darin Berg
6755 Palomino Point
Carver, MN 55315

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Saturday, March 20, 2021 11:00:45 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: Jeanne Aufderheide <jeanne.aufderheide@gmail.com>
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Date: March 17, 2021 at 11:22:53 AM CDT
To: Heidi Schmidt <heidisft@gmail.com>
Cc: Joey Aufderheide Jacobs <joeyajacobs@gmail.com>,
daniborak@yahoo.com, Ryan Jacobs <R.jacobs1985@gmail.com>
Hello, Heidi.
Will you please confirm receipt of this letter today.
Thanks!
Jeanne
---------------------------------------------------------------------Dear San Francisco Township Board:
Re: Proposed Olson Sand & Gravel Mine – 7630 Joyce
Road, San Francisco Township.
We are writing this letter to voice our opposition to the
Olson mining permit application on Joyce Road. The
proposed location is right in the middle of our rural
community which, along with its peacefulness, is also the
home for many forms of wildlife. It is for these specific
reasons that we chose this area in the country to build and
invest in our homes (for the nature, abundance of different
types of wildlife, the serenity and to escape the noise and
busyness of the town and city). This is likely the case with
the rest of the township’s 800+ inhabitants as well.

A gravel and sand pit in this small township would be
devastating and ruin the quality of life that we and our
neighbors enjoy so much. As representatives of this
township and all of its residents who make their homes in it,
PLEASE hear our concerns and take into careful
consideration the enormous negative impact such an
operation would have on the community and the
environment in which we live - for years to come. As an
example, there is already a large and growing gravel pit only
a couple of miles from this newly proposed site (across from
East Union Church). The noise pollution from that operation
alone can be heard for miles when wind conditions are right.
We live off of Homestead Road and can attest to this first
hand. This stands to reason since sand and gravel excavating
requires a lot of heavy equipment (such as front end loaders,
backhoes, scrapers, bulldozers, portable crushers, haul
trucks, and skid steers). There can be no dispute that all of
the required pieces of equipment needed to operate a gravel
pit create a LOT of noise. Also, driving to Carver is
congested with one after another dump trucks, often leaving
the County Road 40 dirty and slippery. We could expect the
same negative scenario with this newly proposed mining
operation on Joyce Rd.
In reviewing the township ordinance, it does not appear that
this proposed mine could be in compliance with it in
multiple regards. As an example see Chapter 4, Section 2:
Section 2 - CRITERIA FOR GRANTING PERMITS
In reviewing an application for an interim use permit, the
Town Board shall consider the effect of the proposed use
upon the health, safety and general welfare of occupants and
owners of surrounding lands. In order to issue a permit, the
Town Board must find that the following criteria have been
met:
SA520\4\675429.v17

A. The use must not create an excessive burden or cause

adverse impacts on existing parks, schools, streets and
other public facilities and utilities that serve or are
proposed to serve the area. Road traffic would be
increased very significantly with large dump trucks
hauling sand and gravel frequently.

B. The use must be sufficiently compatible or separated

by distance or screening from adjacent property so
that existing uses will not be adversely impacted and
there will be no deterrence to use, development or
enjoyment by the property owner. The noise from the
equipment and hauling of the gravel alone would be a

significant deterrent for property owners in enjoying
their own property due to the extraordinarily loud and
disruptive noise levels, as is the case with nearby
existing mines..

C. The structure and site must have an appearance that

will not unreasonably create an adverse effect upon
adjacent residentially zoned or used properties. Using
other gravel pits as an example it would be unsightly,
especially right in the middle of a peaceful and rural
setting.

D. The use must not adversely impact the unique and

scenic area of the Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine
Areas of San Francisco Township. See above
comment, same applies. A gravel pit is anything but
“scenic”. It would be an eyesore right in the middle
of this beautiful country township.

E. The use must be in conformance with the San

Francisco Township Comprehensive Plan. A gravel
pit would not adhere to the plan in multiple aspects.
One example is that this gravel pit would not
"preserve Agriculture Land" but instead would
destroy it.

F. The use must not cause a traffic hazard, congestion or

require infrastructure modifications. The existing
infrastructure must be deemed adequate. Traffic would
be hazardous and cause congestion with a very
significant increase of large commercial vehicles
hauling material.

G. The use must not cause adverse impact to surface or

ground water resources. Two creeks and a watershed
are within ONE mile from the proposed gravel pit so
close enough to be impacted if this region continues to
have yearly torrential downfalls, as has been
increasingly the case over the past few years. One,
Bevens Creeks, flows directly to the Minnesota River
so the downstream effect could be very widespread.

Lastly, allowing this mine to open would most certainly ruin
the character of this small and unique township forever with
absolutely NO benefits to its residents.
We hope that you will take our concerns into careful
consideration when making your decision about this mine
and the profound impact on the future of our community and
our quality of life living in San Francisco Township going

forward.
Sincerely,
Jeanne Aufderheide
Joey Jacobs
Ryan Jacobs
Dani Jacobs

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Saturday, March 20, 2021 11:17:19 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: Shannon Berg <berg.shannonl@gmail.com>
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Date: March 17, 2021 at 4:25:07 PM CDT
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com
Name: Shannon Berg
Mailing address:  6755 Palomino Point, Carver, MN 55315

1.       It is my understanding that the project proposer has a current permit
(Certificate #: A20190121/WP20190018) to excavate 6.5 acres of this property.
Adding that into the proposed 37 adds up to 43.5 acres which puts it over the 40
acres that calls for a mandatory EIS vs. discretionary, correct?

2.       Can we require more information about the reclamation? What specific
materials will be used to backfill? How do we ensure that "All materials used for
back-filling in any area of the reclamation shall be tested to be free of all
contaminants, and shall be non-noxious, non-flammable and non-combustible."
Will there be any approval for what is used for back-filling?

3.       EAW 18. Transportation - 4 b talks about the proposed haul route of "Joyce
Road and 159th Street Southwest are both gravel township routes." According to
our San Francisco Township Mineral Extraction Ordinance, Chapter 7, Section 1, D
& E - both reference the fact that haul routes need to be on hard surface roads.
How will this be addressed?

4.       Is there any other option for a path for the trucks that does not go directly
through a residential area to get to the county road, even if that means a new road
needs to be created, potentially by the project proposer?

5.       The EAW states "The Project does not propose to mine within ten feet of the
water table." Is that a safe distance from the water table? There needs to be
absolute certainty that the water quality of residential wells close by will not be
harmed. Can the EAW alone provide that certainty? How is it ensured/enforced
that they do indeed stay that far away from the water table?

6.       The EAW asks the project proposer "Is this project a subsequent stage of an
earlier project?" He answered no. Is that a true statement as he currently has a
permit (Certificate #: A20190121/WP20190018) for excavation on the land and was
actively doing so this past summer/fall?

7.       The EAW states "The purpose of the Project is to provide construction
aggregates to surrounding communities". Is there a way to ensure this is truly used
in our community and not shipped out anywhere to the highest bidder? If we are
going to directly affect our environment and the residents in this large manner, it
should be to benefit our community and not to just make money for the proposer.
Perhaps a higher mining tax could be applied if it is determined the aggregates
mined will not be used in our township, cities, or county?

8.       Current proposal is to mine 37 acres within the site. Are there plans to
increase that amount in the future? What is the process if the owner would like to
increase that in the future?

9.       Do other facilities with similar potential environmental impacts exist or are
being proposed in the area?

10.   Have traffic impacts been discussed with the city/township, county, or the
Minnesota Department of Transportation and any required mitigation
documented?

11.   The proposed site is very close to two creeks (much less than a mile) as the
EAW mentions (11. Water resources). Both Silver Creek and Bevens creek are
listed on the impaired waters list and feed into the Minnesota River.
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/minnesotas-impaired-waters-list. The EAW
simply lists the creeks as impaired but what does that mean in relation to this
project? Will this project further "impair" those creeks that feed into the
Minnesota River?

12.   It is my understanding that it was the Township's desire to protect the MN
River Bluff Area as it is unique to Minnesota by creating the original Mineral
Extraction Ordinance in 2011. Is there concern by the township’s board that the
Bluff area could be "killed by a thousand cuts" wherein one individual mine would
lead to multiple mines along the Bluff area?

13.   EAW - 17. Noise.
·       4) Quality of Life - In talking with other San Francisco township
residents, the noise of a gravel mine is NOT similar to agricultural
equipment operating in the area. The noise far exceeds what they
expected from the mine and startles their horses and livestock creating an
unsafe environment. There are many horse and other farms very near to
the proposed site. Has this been taken into consideration? Has input from
township residents been received that live near existing mines in the
township?
·       The EAW states (9. Land use, ii.) "the deposits in Dahlgren and San
Francisco Township have been impacted by scattered home
development..."   Very important statement. Many have built homes on
top of or near these deposits. Countless studies have been done to show
the effects of noise pollution on health. This is a large environment
concern.
·       Supporting information
a.       https://www.nationalgeographic.org/encyclopedia/noisepollution/#:~:text=Noise%20pollution%20impacts%20millions%20of,all
%20age%20groups%2C%20especially%20children

"Noise pollution impacts millions of people on a daily basis. The most common
health problem it causes is Noise Induced Hearing Loss (NIHL). Exposure to
loud noise can also cause high blood pressure, heart disease, sleep

disturbances, and stress. These health problems can affect all age groups,
especially children. Many children who live near noisy airports or streets
have been found to suffer from stress and other problems, such as
impairments in memory, attention level, and reading skill."

b.       https://www.iberdrola.com/environment/what-is-noise-pollutioncauses-effectssolutions#:~:text=According%20to%20the%20National%20Park,the%20
extinction%20of%20some%20species.

Not only does noise hurt humans, it is bad for animals, too. According
to the National Park Service (NPS) in the United States, noise pollution has
an enormous environmental impact and does serious damage to wildlife.
Experts say noise pollution can interfere with breeding cycles and rearing
and is even hastening the extinction of some species.

c.       Evidence of the environmental impact of noise pollution on
biodiversity:
https://environmentalevidencejournal.biomedcentral.com/articl
es/10.1186/s13750-019-0146-6
·       Noise pollution is a large, multi-faceted environmental concern. Will
this be taken into consideration?
14.   San Francisco township mineral extraction ordinance, Chapter 4, Section 3,
N states:
§ N. Unless the Town Board determines, based on the information developed
and comments submitted as part of the EAW process, that the proposed
project does not have the potential for significant environmental effects, a
proposal to establish a Mineral Extraction Facility within the Minnesota River
Bluff and Ravine Areas shall require the preparation of an environmental
impact statement (EIS). The applicant shall be required to pay for the EIS, but
the Township will hire the firm to prepare the EIS.

I think there are significant environmental effects. Due to cumulative
potential effects, I request an EIS for this project. (Minn. R. 4410.1700)
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Shannon Berg

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Saturday, March 20, 2021 11:28:31 AM
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[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: jmarsmith@aol.com
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Date: March 17, 2021 at 10:27:22 AM CDT
To: "HeidiSFT@gmail.com" <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Reply-To: jmarsmith@aol.com
Hello,

My comments about the Olson Gravel Mine EAW are in the attached PDF. Please let me
know if additional information is needed.

Thank you,
Joni Smith
13690 County Road 41
Cologne, MN 55322
Email:jmarsmith@aol.com
Cell: (612) 720-5041

Joni Smith
13690 County Road 41
Cologne, MN 55322
Email:jmarsmith@aol.com
Cell: (612) 720-5041
03/12/2021
San Francisco Township
C/O Heidi Schmidt
Email: HeidiSFT@gmail.com
18980 County Road 40
Belle Plaine, MN 56011
Dear Heidi and San Francisco Township Board:
My questions / comments about the Ron Olson Construction EAW (Environmental Assessment
Worksheet) are summarized below:
1. Page 1, Item 5: Tax Parcel numbers listed do not correspond to the PID’s listed in Footnote #1 on
page 3. Both PID’s are listed as #080041400 and I believe the second PID listed on the page 3
footnote is incorrect – the one acquired through a contract for deed in 2020.
2. Page 2, Item 6a: States “Ron Olson Construction (Olson) is proposing to establish a sand and
gravel mine.” I understand there may have already been some mining at this location (?). If so,
should this be updated that some mining has already occurred at the site along with an
explanation about how much of the area was mined and why an EAW wasn’t developed earlier ?
3. Page 3, Item 6b: Footnote #1 indicates the Applicant purchased PID 080041400 (which I believe
should read “PID #080041300) in 2020 in a recorded contract for deed. What are the implications
if the Applicant defaults on the contract for deed and who is held liable if the terms of the EAW
agreement are not met or satisfied? Do the Land Contract Holders / Taxpayers for PID
#080041300 need to be included with the EAW or other agreements / discussions concerning the
mine operations now and over the next 10 to 20 years?
4. Page 3, Item 6b: States “The goal of the proposed project is to extract sand and gravel resources
and create final reclamation grades that better facilitate the current agricultural uses.” What
metrics / measures will be used to determine that the final reclamation grades better facilitate
the current agricultural uses? Based on Attachment 1: The NRCS Soil Report, the proposed site
consists of 21% Farmland of Statewide Importance and another 11% of prime farmland (10% if
drained). Is it expected that this farmland be returned to this condition after the mine ceases
operation in 10 to 20 years?
5. Page 3, Item 6b: States “Recycling concrete and asphalt involves hauling these materials to the
Site from local redevelopment projects, stockpiling the asphalt and concrete chunks, crushing,
and blending to produce a recycled aggregate product.” More information is needed regarding
what will happen to this recycled aggregate product. Is it used to re-fill the area where the sand
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6.

7.

8.

9.

10.
11.

12.

and gravel were removed? Are there any pollution concerns of re-filling the site with asphalt, a
petrochemical by-product?
Page 7, Item 9a iii & 9b: How does this description of Zoning reconcile with the San Francisco
Township Ordinance that a mining proposal to establish a Mineral Extraction Facility within the
Minnesota River Bluff and Ravine Areas shall require the preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS)? The Ordinance includes the following definition: The Ravine area is defined as
one mile from the Bevens Creek or the Silver Creek area, as defined in the “June, 2000 Carver
County Planning Study of Ravine and Bluff Areas Along the Minnesota River”. The proposed mine
is much less than one mile from these bluffs and both creeks.
Page 7, Item 9c: Should the level of noise (measured by decibels) and lighting (measured by
lumens and required for mining operation at dusk and at night) be included in operating
standards to minimize conflict and ensure compatibility and civility with surrounding residents’
expectations of operations? Or direct the reader to the section that covers lights, noise and
operating hours.
Pages 11 – 15, Item 11: Describes various aspects of water resources however I wasn’t able to
locate any discussion or mapping about residential septic and potential impacts to this
wastewater. Is this not considered important for this type of proposal in this particular location?
Pages 16 – 17, Item 12: Describes Contamination/Hazardous Materials/Waste. I wasn’t able to
locate any discussion about the recycled asphalt. Isn’t asphalt considered a petrochemical
product? Asphalt is not inert and we aren’t allowed to dump oil on properties. It might be helpful
to address the “Asphalt Recycling” process in more detail. What is the process, where will it end
up and how toxic chemical run-off will be avoided for nearby wetlands and private wells?
Page 20, Item 16, 1 st bullet: Incomplete sentence – “Access road improvements to 159th to
comply with ____________.”
Page 28, Item 18c: States: “The operation will utilize a water truck and/or calcium chloride to
control dust from hauling operations on any gravel portions of internal haul roads within the
mine limits.” Calcium Chloride is known to pollute water tables and wetlands. Should a mitigation
plan be included elsewhere in the EAW to describe the impacts of using Calcium Chloride on
these roads?
I would like an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) because of Cumulative Potential Impacts.
The mining impacts to the surrounding wetlands, soil, bluffs, creeks, community and residents are
not fully described in the submitted EAW.

Sincerely,

Joni Smith

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Saturday, March 20, 2021 11:31:25 AM
Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW Comments from Eric Johnson (3-17-21).pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: Eric Johnson <ericchristy1@gmail.com>
Subject: Olson Gravel Mine Draft EAW
Date: March 17, 2021 at 9:03:07 AM CDT
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com
Cc: Scott Selken <scottselken73@gmail.com>
Attached are my comments in regards to the Draft Environmental Assessment Worksheet
for the Olson Gravel Mine in San Francisco Township, Carver County, Minnesota which
was made available for public review. Please confirm receipt.

Eric Johnson
7220 159th Street
Carver, MN 55315
ericchristy1@gmail.com
952.448.2694

Eric A. Johnson, PE
7220 159th Street
Carver, MN 55315
ericchristy1@gmail.com

March 17, 2021
San Francisco Township
17380 Homestead Road
Carver, MN 55315
Re: Comments on the EAW for “Ron Olson Construction Proposed Sand and Gravel Mine”
I am very concerned about the drastic change in the land use that is under consideration and the many
negative effects a change will have. I do find many concerns and multiple elements that should be studied
that have been excluded from the EAW. Although a public hearing is not required, I think it would be in the
best interest of the community to have an opportunity to hear about the project and process specifically to
this site before the EAW is finalized. The process has been very frustrating with the community wondering
what is next. I do formally request a public hearing on the EAW prior to it moving forward. You will see
concerns on the area that was analyzed (and areas missing) in my letter below.
Existing Roadways – I would like to point out I am a licensed Civil Engineer in Minnesota. My specialized
area of expertise is Transportation. I believe neither Joyce Road nor 159th Street are constructed to a
standard to carry mining traffic. A traffic study, as well as an infrastructure study, must be completed before
the permits are approved (and should really be expanded upon in the EAW so those impacts can also be
evaluated). You cannot have the mine without the road improvements and therefore they are connected
actions. Here are some of my concerns with the existing infrastructure:
•

Roadway Section – The
widths of 159th Street and
Joyce Road are substandard in
width for any increases in
traffic. I measure existing
roadway widths of about 14’
plus or minus. This section is
greatly undersized by all
known standards for this use.
During normal mining
operations, trucks will be
meeting each other on the
road frequently. The
ordinance allows for up to 30 trucks each way per hour. Dump trucks are nearly 10’ wide when you
consider mirrors. Two approaching each other needs a roadway (in my professional opinion) no less
than 24’ wide but really should be 28’ wide. The access road at the Hanson Mine is 24’ wide (which
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is a private road). There will be off tracking around curves with belly dumps / side dumpers too. A
14’ wide roadway cannot serve this change in land use.
•

Roadway Structure – 159th St and Joyce Road were not constructed to a standard to carry mining
traffic (volume and loading). We should all be expecting severe rutting, sloughing, and mixing of
aggregate with the subbase to be constantly occurring. If you do not require the mining operator to
fund the upgrade to the roadways prior to commencement of mining, the costs will be bore on the
taxpayers (and those that live on these roads). A structural analysis of the roadway that likely
includes a series of soil borings is necessary.

•

Culverts/Slopes – I am very
concerned about the
condition of the
infrastructure just south of
CSAH 50. Joyce Road runs
over a ravine with two
culverts at the bottom that
are in poor condition. In
addition to the area needing
to be widened, this culvert
should be replaced (vs
extended). A structural
condition assessment of the
pipes should be conducted as part of the permitting process. The side slopes of Joyce Rd in this area
are extremely steep (and extremely substandard). Roadway stability should be a key focus in this
area. Once a wider, stable base is constructed, guardrail should be installed to protect the slopes
and safety of all users. There are many standards and ways to achieve an adequate design here but
doing nothing should not be considered an option.

•

Horizontal and Vertical Sight Distance – With increased traffic, a sight distance study should be
completed at the intersection of 159th St and Joyce Road. Evaluate if the yield sign is sufficient. Also,
the landing area at Joyce
Road at CSAH 50 is very
steep. We all will expect all
vehicles to abide by the
stop sign there before
turning onto CSAH 50. The
approach grade is steep
and will be difficult for
trucks to stop and then
start (I am sure many will
roll through it – creating a
safety issue). Mitigation
should include constructing
a 100’+ landing area that is relatively flat on the approach to CSAH 50.
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There are many curves on
159th Street that are
substandard (both
horizontally and vertically).
Any mining routes that run
on the local roadway should
provide proper sight distance.
A dangerous situation is the
“S-curve” just east of Joyce
Road. Trucks will be off
tracking around that curve
and the sightlines are greatly
lacking. During the review of
the infrastructure, Auto turn
should be used to model 2way traffic on these curves as
well as a sight distance review if this is a proposed mining route.
•

Roadway Surface – The added traffic from the mining operations will surely increase the demands
on the roadway to exceed the threshold for a gravel surfacing. The mining route that is on the public
roadway network should be paved to a commercial standard prior to allowing the operations to
commence.

•

Conclusion – A situation like we had last summer (when we had to get our cars halfway off the road
to let the dump trucks pass) is very unsafe. The improvements mentioned above should be
completed before any operations commence. The roadway design should be completed by a
licensed engineer. This is about safety for all. Build a safe road designed to withstand the extreme
loading this route requires.
The impacts and mitigation for the whole project should be covered in the EAW. These roadway
improvements need to be a part of that – it is part of the impact on the environment that needs to
be studied. You cannot have the mine without roadway improvements and therefore these are not
two separate items.
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Drainage Concerns – The fields
(proposed mining site) are extensively
tiled. A couple years ago, the project
proposer completed some work illegally
and constructed an outlet that is on my
(and my neighbor’s property). I have
checked the plat and there is no
drainage easement, and it is well
outside the 66’ roadway right-of-way
too.
The owner must compensate the
neighborhood and remove this pipe at
once, after a signed and authorized deal
is worked out for the infringement as
well as purchase of a temporary
easement to remove this pipe. We will
not allow this pipe to remain, nor do we
authorize any further work on our
property until this is resolved.
If the field is to be mined, drainage
needs to be contained and treated. The
existing system cannot be left to spew a
bunch of sediment and discharge into
our neighborhood.
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Tresspass Concerns – In addition to the ongoing drainage trespassing noted above, the project proposer
has been trespassing for several years into my and my neighbor’s property (Outlot A – Junction Creek
Plat. This trespass includes tree clearing, grading, filling, equipment storage, etc. This must cease at
once. The project proposer must get the property lines surveyed, marked, and then stay away from my
property. Below is some evidence from Carver County’s annual aerials that I found online (in addition to
witnessing it).
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Ordinance/Setback Concerns
I have read the ordinances and understand the following:
• A mandatory 1,000-foot setback is required from any residence which applies to all areas of the
operation including the area to be mined, all internal haul routes, and the entrance/exit onto the
roadway.
• A mandatory 200-foot setback is required from the property line, and berm or screening will be
required beyond the 200-foot setback, if visible from surrounding residences, public roadway, or
public view.
• Berm heights will be negotiated with surrounding property owners, and the Town Board, or
designee. The Town Board, or designee will be the final decision maker of berm heights.
• A mandatory 1,000-foot setback is required from the ordinary high-water level of any lake, pond, or
flowage.
• A mandatory 300-foot setback is required from rivers and streams as designated on the Carver
County Zoning Map, or the landward extent of the designated floodplain area of a river or stream,
whichever is greater.
• No mining will be allowed within 10 feet of the normal water table.
Concerns with Graphic C2
My concerns originate from this graphic but really carry thru the entire EAW.

-

1,000’ setbacks from homes are measured from the center of the home. The intent of the ordinance
is 1,000 from the home to the operation. So, adjust the arcs to be 1,000 from the closest point on
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-

-

-

-

the home to the mine. This is standard government practice for all setback measurements (you do
not measure from the center). The EAW must be adjusted to adhere to the ordinances.
According to the Ordinances, berming and screening is to be placed beyond the 1,000-foot setback.
The drawings such as the one above is utilizing the area within the 1,000-foot setback for this. The
EAW must be adjusted to adhere to the ordinances.
The Site access road is in complete violation of the setbacks. A new way to access the mine must be
found that does not violate the Ordinance. The EAW must be adjusted to adhere to the ordinances.
Please adjust mapping to include more properties to the north. For instance, 7575 County Road 50
home is within 1,000’ pf the site access road. The current EAW ignores these close neighbors to the
north.
7510 159th Street setback is missing from the graphics. Either the proposer needs to demo that
home or respect the setbacks. Ordinance allows the setbacks to be reduced upon agreement or if
the owner lives in the residence. We have neither. With this being a rental property, the 1,000
setbacks cannot be reduced to protect the long-term rights or the folks who live there – just like is
done for all residences in San Francisco Township. It is irrelevant that the project proposer owns this
site.
This graphic completely ignores the stockpile and cleanup that needs to happen at the illegal mining
site that remains open.

San Francisco Township took over the administration of mineral extraction from Carver County so the
Township can be more restrictive and better manage the process. According to the ordnance there should
be zero activity in these buffer periods EVER. Screening and berming need to occur outside of these buffer
areas according to the ordinance. As it stands, I do not even see where a haul road could be located as every
option is in violation of the ordinance.

8

Detailed EAW Comments
1. Page 3, Item 6b
- Superscript Note 1 on bottom of page – “Applicant purchased PID 080041400 in a recorded
contract for deed.” What if the applicant fails to fulfill the contract and the site is left partially
mined? Should the Township escrow funds for restoration to the site if the mine ceases to
operate? The applicant does not truly have a legal claim to the property until it is paid off in its
entirety. Is the true owner involved in the conversion of this land use?
- The entire EAW leaves out the home at 7510 159th Street. This property is owned by the
proposer and rented out. This property is not lived in by the applicant. While he owns it, he does
not occupy it. So, if it is to remain a standing residential structure the 1,000’ setback must be
respected. If it is to be torn down that should be covered in the EAW.
- The plan also ignores the home at 7725 Joyce Road also owned by the project proposer. This
property is in a state of disrepair and should be torn down. If it is going to remain a single-family
home, then the 1,000-foot setback should be respected and incorporated into this document.
There is mention that the operator may utilize this site to acquire water for the dust coating
operations. This site should be fully included and discussed in the EAW.

2. Page 3, Item 6b, second paragraph
- “Olson proposes to establish ultimate mine limits, mining and phasing plans, and reclamation
plans” The intent of the EAW is not to “establish limits and plans”. This needs to be rewritten.
- Please define what a “local redevelopment project” is. There is not much redevelopment
occurring in the region.

3. Page 3, Item 6b, fourth paragraph
Please elaborate on how a perimeter screen berm “mitigates potential dust”. A five-foot mound of dirt
removes airborne dust? Please support and source this statement.

4. Page 3, Item 6b, fifth paragraph
Define Specialty equipment. What may the neighbors expect?

5. Page 4, Item 6b, top paragraph
Can the township place a firm end date to the operations? Can the proposer commit on an end date
that will not be changed in the future if this property changes hands?

6. Page 4, Item 6b, second paragraph
- Hours of operation – since Variances are needed to the Ordinances regarding setbacks to
approve this mine, I would assume the community gets input in the hours of operation and
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-

berming. The variance places multiple homes in the proximity of the mining operations and in
areas where noise will regularly exceed state thresholds.
The statement of 6am -6pm violates commitments made in the noise section. Please review
document for conflicting statements.
I elaborate on the above in my noise section comments.

7. Page 4, Item 6c
Stockpiles up to 45’ high. Document does not compare to heights of nearby buildings as required by the
EAW.

8. Page 4, Item 6d
- The purpose of the project is to “provide” construction aggregates – isn’t the purpose to mine
aggregates for profit?
- The purpose of the project is to “create reclamation grades on site that better facilitate the
current agricultural use”. So, if the goal is to mine and then leave the site in a better condition
for farming, why isn’t the mining seeking to flatten the parcel versus creation of a 50’ deep hole
in the ground with steep side slopes that will prove very low value for farming in the end. Please
confirm that the purpose is to grade this site, so it is an ideal farm field. If this is the case, the
planned mining does not achieve this purpose.
- The purpose of the project as stated is not supported by the proposed plan as has been
conveyed elsewhere in the EAW. This is misleading to reviewers.
9. Page 4, Item 6d
- In addition to a poorly stated purpose of the project, the need is greatly lacking. The EAW is
discussing statewide need. It is not cost effective for this mine to serve statewide needs. Please
adjust to a reasonable scale that can be supported by relying on trucking only - within X miles of
the property.
- The EAW must also recognize the many other area mines and discuss why those mines cannot
support the localized need in the region over the next 20 years and therefore the region needs
more aggregate and therefore this site is needed. Is this mine needed because the numerous
mines within 10+ miles will run out of resources soon?

10. Page 4, Item 6e
The mine will never expand beyond 37 acres. Please explain.
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11. Page 4, Item 6f.
The wrong box is checked. The
proposer has mined this site
before. In fact, he stands in
violation of the last permit on
this site with a huge stockpile
sitting in violation today. That
permit expired in November
2020. Proposer was fully aware
of the rules as he was well
underway getting
documentation and special
studies prepared for this EAW.
The pictures here show what the
site looked like on 2/27/2021.
This area is on the north eastern
part of the parcel. In fact, this
area is in complete violation of
San Francisco Townships
ordinances. This area is not
covered for mining clearance in
this EAW. But this site needs to
be restored.
The EAW should discuss the
history of this site and property
owner – and the continued
disregard for the law. Please
include the expired permit and
include how that will be resolved in this EAW. The owner should be working with the Township and
neighborhood to immediately restore this area.

12. Page 5, Item 7
States the maximum area is 35 acres. First paragraph on page 3 states a 37 acre mine. Which is it?
The acreage noted above plus consideration of the current area that is being mined far exceeds 40
acres. This must be incorporated. The 40-acre threshold for an EAW is exceeded. This is not a
discretional EAW. The minimization of the area is misleading to reviewers.
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13. Page 5, Item 8
- EAW should discuss the expired permit (See my writeup and pictures in item 11 above) and how
that will be handled/closed moving forward.
- This section should discuss how the proposer is going to get from the mine to the highway
system on a 14’ wide gravel roadway. Many more permits needed for that.
- Proposer should discuss how they are going to remove drain tile from the neighbor’s property
that was illegally placed 3 years ago as I mentioned above.
- Many permits and agreements missed here. This section also missing bond guarantees / escrows
needed with Township.

14. Page 5-6, Item 9ai
- Elaborate on the setting of the project area, how it is surrounded by rural residential, number of
homes within the influence area of the project, etc.
- Discuss the numerous variances that will be needed to shoehorn this operation in.
- Describe the roadway network (or lack thereof with the ability to support the mining
operations).
- Describe the open mining operation that sits illegally in the project area.
- The directions called out for the park are off – please review your map and adjust the language.

15. Page 5, Item 9ii
The area surrounding the proposed site has already developed. The setbacks that the township
ordinance requires cannot be reasonably met. Therefore, the opportunities to protect this aggregate
resource, in this setting, was lost decades ago. The community is in this situation because of the lack of
foresight by the Township and County to protect this resource if it is truly an area of significance.

16. Page 7, Item 9b
- “Potential land use conflicts”? This project absolutely introduces clear land use conflicts to
numerous residential properties. The proposed mine site cannot meet San Francisco Township
ordinances and will require variances. It adversely affects all surrounding property owners. So
be honest and state that the project does indeed introduce land use conflicts. Then discuss
how you intend on working with the property owners in an open and constructive means to
see if a mutually agreed upon solution can be found.
- This section completely misses the mark for putting a mine on a dead-end gravel roadway that is
only 14’ wide. This is a roadway intended to serve 5 homes and a farm field. Now the mine is
adding hundreds of trips per day. Vehicles cannot meet on this roadway without going off the
road.
- Since the EAW states “the site will be operated to comply with all applicable local, state, and
federal permits, standards, and regulations” is great. That means the site cannot be approved
for mining as this does not comply. Continued work on obtaining approvals is pointless if the
proposer agrees to meet all the laws.
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17. Page 11, Item 11ai
Carver County cannot approve wetland boundaries until the growing season resumes. Seems premature
to submit this document until all required special studies have concluded.

18. Page 12, Item 11aii
- How were water table elevations found? Please add the boring logs to the EAW so this can be
reviewed. Also include a map with boring locations.
- Please clarify the above and provide proper studies backing up the mining extents proposed.
- I assume no dewatering will ever be conducted at this site. Please state this in the EAW
document.

19. Page 14, Item 11 bii
- The 25% of the drainage that is conveyed to the north to 159th street and then east is a major
concern. I have written above about the tile network that is trespassing on my property. The
plans should include how site drainage will be handled that does not flow into the mine. The
pipe network must be modified in 2021 and removed from my property.
-

Second paragraph “No new impervious surfaces will be created” is false.
o The mine introduces significant new impervious. From mine entrance to the County
Highway is 2,220’. With a new paved 28’ roadway this would introduce 1.43 acres of
new impervious.
o There is a stated commitment to paving the mining access road to 159th Street in the
EAW as well. So, this project will add at least 1.5 acres of new impervious. A map calls
out that this paved entrance will be removed in 20+ years when mining concludes. That
is not good enough to get out of providing collection and treatment for this new
impervious.
o The water truck route was also ignored. If 7725 Joyce Road is used for water, this would
likely require another 1,000 feet of new roadway (.64 acres of new impervious) to be
constructed.
o So, the EAW should be updated to cover the environmental impacts beyond the mine
and explain how this new impervious runoff is being treated?
o This comment, if addressed properly, affects all sections of this EAW as the project
footprint was not properly identified for this action. The roadway improvement will
impact bluff area on Joyce Road just south of County Highway 50. This would mean an
EIS should be completed according to Township rules.
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20. Page 14, Item 11 bii, Paragraph 5
- “All storm water runoff generated within the active mining area will be handled internally”.
Please define “handled”.

21. Page 15, Item 11 biii
- If the well from the home at 7725 Joyce Road is to be used to supply 5,000 gallons per day, this
should be discussed in far greater detail in the EAW. This will mean multiple trips per day on a
roadway and to an area not included in this document. Can this well support this daily draw?
- Call out the address and cover any improvements needed to facilitate support to mining
operations.
- Add this information to the project maps.
- Discuss the haul route.
- This is an internal mining operation which is being spilled out onto the public street system.
- What improvements need to be completed at the existing home to facility these trips, filling
area, etc.?
- What improvements need to be included on Joyce Road south of 159th Street?

22. Page 15, Item 11 iv a
Can you state there are no wetlands if Carver County has yet to approve the delineations? Seems
premature to publish this EAW.

23. Page 15, Item 11 iv b
Illegal pipe must be moved. So, what is the proposers plan to relocate that? That should be covered in
this section.

24. Page 16, Item 12c
How can we reasonably assume the proposer would report spillages when he illegally mines and
trespasses with drain tile / pipe construction / mining activity and violates road weight restrictions? Who
provides the oversight?

25. Page 17, Item 13
The roadway improvements needed to support this proposed mining operation will impact the natural
environment much more than the mine itself in my opinion. The letter from NHIS states that if plans
change and potential habitat will be impacted that a survey for habitat will be needed. Please complete
that survey for the areas of disturbance outside the proposed mining site. This includes the relocation of
drain tile, roadway expansion, home demolition, etc.
14

26. Page 18, Item 13d
This section contains the first mention of using erosion control. All responses to this point were to use
slopes that are stable and protection to the site. So, when and where will erosion control be needed?

27. Page 18, Item 14
The attached letter from SHPO has nothing tying it to this project. Please provide correspondence that
indeed indicates this site was reviewed and cleared. Perhaps the entire email string contains this
information. But what was published is completely generic.

28. Page 19, Item 15
- There is already a stockpile that is here illegally. Discuss how this will be remedied.
- Define “The Project will not produce any visible plumes.” What is a plume? What invisible
plumes will be produced? Plumes of what?
- Is lighting to be installed on site? Please describe the extent and hours the lights may be on.
Lights should only be on during agreed upon hours of operation.
- Perimeter berm – the timing, design, location, height, vegetation should include the neighbors
most affected. Please commit to that process in this section.
- 6-8’ embankment high is too short to block 45’ high stockpiles. We need to engineer the
embankment so the community does not ever see stockpiles after year one.
- Setbacks miscalculated as I noted above. Please adjust and fixed project graphics so we can be
assured the proposer is following all the laws.
29. Page 19 item 16A
- Why use generators? Why not hook into the power grid?
- What is the dust control protocol? When do you water? Need a repeatable process that is highly
managed.
- What is paved?
- What about the road from the site to the highway?
- Last sentence “not likely to produce any significant changes to air quality” – so that sounds
inconclusive. Another way to state this is the project may produce significant changes to air
quality. So, what are you going to do or provide so you can change this statement to read this
project will not produce significant changes to air quality?
- How are the dust from the crushing of concrete and bituminous being handled? This dust is far
more toxic than just mining. So, what are the BMP’s for this part of the operation?
- Crushing should have great limitations on when it can occur, time of day and year. The
community should get some input on this. Does noise analysis include crushing? Or just
equipment sounds?
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30. Page 20 16b
- Emissions also generated for the water truck to go from mine to watering station. Emissions from
vehicles from mine to the highway. All of this is concentrated in a small area. The impacts are not
contained within an imaginary bubble around the hole in the ground.

31. Page 20 item 16c
- We are going to have a large hole in the ground for decades. Wind will continuously be whipping up the
fines and suspending them. Dust greatly increased last year noticeably to all neighbors when the illegal
mining was taking place. The scale of this is much larger. Why did the proposer not use any of the
Fugitive Dust Control Plan methods last year when he was mining here?
- According to the township ordinances the mine will NOT operate on unpaved roadways. Any roadways
from the site to the water or to the County highway system need to be upgraded to a commercial
standard to support the weight of the loaded vehicles safely.
- What speed limits will there be within the site? Public roadways? How are they enforced? What is the
penalty for violation?

32. Page 21+ item 17
- The noise analysis section seems like a very basic approach was taken. Please provide the technical
memorandum that fully details the analysis. If this cannot be contained in the EAW please send it to me
separately. The community needs to be assured this analysis was completed by a trained professional
that considered the complexities of how this site will evolve over time. The write up in the EAW seems
far too simple.
- This section greatly diminishes the change in setting as it relates to noise. Farm fields are noisy for a few
days a year – planting, spraying, and harvest. Now we are going to have nonstop equipment running the
entire growing season and beyond. Be honest and discuss the changes to noise.
- The noise analysis is founded on far too many generalizations and assumptions that solely benefit the
project proposer with disregard for the actual process of how this site will evolve over time. Just one
condition littered with assumptions were used in favor of the proposer to clear the site. Things like the
berms were fully in place, equipment is operating at the lowest elevations of the mine, etc. The ideal
conditions were selected to complete the noise analysis with a very convenient 6 dBA lopped off the
top. Even with the above stated assumptions, somehow the noise levels at the adjacent receptors were
still very close to the maximum threshold. Since the number of years, the mine will be operating with
the ideal conditions is greatly limited, it is apparent that the project will regularly be exceeding state
noise thresholds.
- Model different stages of the mine. There will be many years where the equipment will not be on the
floor of the mine that is 10’ above the water table. Much of the operations will occur with that
equipment at a higher elevation. Please model multiple scenarios. You do not get to model the final
stages and say everything is fine.
- Below are some more specific thoughts on this analysis:
o Create a noise analysis map showing all the receptors with the different analysis for the
different times of day and the different noise levels. Show the modeled conditions as it
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relates to elevations too. Also include the graphics showing the expected conditions
without berms and then suggested mitigation.
Expand the analysis to show all the receptors in the project area. You need to go further
out to where it can be showing that receptors that exceed the nighttime are accounted
for. Also, traffic noise on the roadways, including Highway 50 should be accounted for.
Many of these homes you are modeling will have noise from the site and on the roads
including as the trucks are accelerating on CSAH 50 very near their homes.
Do not stop on the design of the berms until state noise levels can be realized in the
nighttime. If not, then the EAW should put to rest any notion that nighttime operations
can ever occur. This would include opening the site up early.
Create a noise analysis plan for different phases and subphases of the extraction. It will
take many years before the assumption that all equipment is 40’ below the surface.
Berms must be built before mining to protect the community from loud noise before the
mining is operating at the modeled condition which will take many years to realize.
Project proposer should escrow funds to complete annual noise assessments that they
are unaware of when they will occur. The funds should monitor at key receptors around
the mine. If noise levels are exceeded a plan should be immediately developed to
construct more berming or further restrictions on types of equipment or time of day
operations. Once the mitigation is put into place another noise analysis should be
completed to verify.
The mine will not be able to operate within the nighttime noise limits. Therefore, there
should be zero equipment operation or truck arrival before 7am.
A generic 6 dBA reduction for haul trucks seems suspect. Is this an industry standard?
Please source the reasoning / provide proof. It seems the reviewer is backing in some
calculations to meeting noise requirements.
Haul trucks will continuously be arriving and departing in peak times. Typically, trucks
run the entire day. They idle as they wait. Acceleration is the greatest noise generator.
Has the model considered starting and stopping or just trucks driving on the road
periodically?
Exiting trucks are going to be leaving the mine fully loaded going up a significant grade.
They are going to be giving the trucks a lot of gas to be getting moving up the hill,
shifting many gears. The noise analysis should be considering an accelerating and loaded
dump truck, not just a truck traveling on level ground. Is this condition included in the
noise modeling?
The 6-8’ berm in front of 7350 159th Street does not seem well thought out. The actual
elevation of where that berm is proposed is lower than the access route. So, I think the
actual height needs to be higher. I highly doubt you would realize any sound dampening
based on the current design as the length of it is minimal. Sound barriers are not
effective unless they are long. Look beyond your model. The receptor should be the
home and the recreational area around the home.
Seems like there is a lot of copy paste from past EAW’s the firm has completed in the
past. Please share the custom analysis that was completed for this site so we can
review.
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I want to see more analysis on the assumed equipment that is operating (number of
sources emitting sounds). Scrapers, loaders, backhoes, conveyors, generators, trucks,
crushers, etc. Much more transparency is needed in this study.
o Proposer needs to have conditions in place that there will not be any Jake braking – ever
– including on highway at 50 and Joyce
o Demo the proposer’s rental home prior to the commencement of operations or include
it in the noise analysis
o Why was noise monitoring not completed?
o Were the area roadways assumed to be paved?
o A condition of the site should be broad band back up alarms. There are numerous
homes less than ¼ mile from this site. Those alarms will be on often and heard by all.
Graphic on Page 24 not legible. Please remedy.
o

-

33. Page 26-27, Item 18a
- Pg. 26 states 25,000 tons of fill coming in annually. How is contaminated fill being managed
(making sure it is not being dumped here and infiltrating the water table?
- The number of employees and suppliers seems very underestimated. EAW in Table 18-1 says 6
trips per day. A trip is each way. That means there will be 3 employees coming per day – or
perhaps 2 employees and a garbage truck or a fuel truck. How about the water truck? How
about going out to lunch? How about servicing the portable toilets? Every time someone comes,
they also leave. That is 2 trips per item I noted above. Seems way underestimated. Analysis
seems flawed.

34. Pg. 27-8, Item 18b
- The EAW is completely missing Joyce and 159th Street write ups. This section should discuss the
lack of capacity and numerous safety concerns I mentioned early in this letter.

35. Page 28, Item 18c
- San Francisco Township’s Ordinance call for haul routes to be located 1,000 feet from all
residencies. Why is this not addressed in this section?
- Add more on existing roadway network to the proposed site. Note that a commercial roadway is
needed from Highway 50 to the mining entrance to support this level of traffic.

36. Page 28, Item 19a
- Cumulative potential effects are intended for the project to consider the magnitude of the
proposed project at a wider view. This section must include acknowledgement of all area mines
within the service area, which I would think include the neighboring counties.
- This project will likely eliminate 2 homes and displacement of a renter
- The illegal mining is still an open site. Please write about how that site will be restored here and
about the impacts that has.
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-

This EAW completely ignores the improvements from the site to the Highway. There will be
numerous impacts with expansion of the roadway – including:
o Private property impacts
o Property acquisition
o Significant grading and filling
o Bluff impacts
o Bluff and stream impacts
o Native habitat disturbance
o Air and Noise beyond site
o Utility relocation
o Construction staging

37. Page 28-29, Items 19b & c
The proposer can commit that this site will NEVER expand and that those conditions are tied to this site
in the event of a sale?

38. Page 29, Item 20
“The EAW describes the complete Project; there are no other projects, stages or components other than
those described…….”
This statement does not seem true considering the road to site is directly tied to the site becoming
operable and therefore its exclusion from this document provides the reviewers with half of the picture.
Conclusion
The EAW as shared seems like an incomplete draft that creates as many questions as answers. There are
significant items / topics missing from the document. I feel the partially completed document needs to be
updated and completed and shared again for another round of public and agency comments. I do believe
when the roadway is connected tot eh mine this will trigger the EIS and that could be the avenue to get all of
my concerns noted above addressed so an informed decision can be made on next steps which really is the
purpose of an environmental document.
I and my neighbors are strongly opposed to variances from the above noted ordinances. We have these
ordinances in place for a very important reason. The setting in this location is not one to shoehorn in a
gravel mine. I encourage you to strongly consider these points above as you are reviewing the approval for
this concept to proceed.
Sincerely,
Eric A. Johnson
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Ron Olson mining EAW
Saturday, March 20, 2021 11:32:50 AM
image001.png

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: Sherry Walsh <Sherry.Walsh@entegris.com>
Subject: FW: Ron Olson mining EAW
Date: March 17, 2021 at 7:16:52 AM CDT
To: "HeidiSFT@gmail.com" <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Regarding:    Ron Olson mining proposal on 159th Street, Carver MN 55315
How is it possible to allow mining in an established residential area with all the
negative risks?  
Please address the basic concerns:
General health and well-being of residents
Air Pollution
Noise Pollution
Environmental damages (water, soil, wildlife)
What “reasonable measures” will be taken to protect and ensure our safety?
How is this monitored?  
How often will the site be tested?
If in violation, will the residence be made aware?
This mining would limit any outside time for residents to one day a week (Sundays
when mining is not permitted).  
Mining will take away the freedom to enjoy our property.     
The area roads (159th and Joyce Road) are used by local residents for exercise
(walking, running, biking, etc).   This will also be taken away from us with the

pollution and mining traffic.
Ref: from PCA State of MN
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/p-gen6-01.pdf

Sincerely,
Sherry Walsh
7250 159th Street
Carver MN 55315

ENTEGRIS PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL – INTERNAL

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Ron Olson mining EAW
Saturday, March 20, 2021 11:33:14 AM
IMG_3165.jpeg

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: Sherry Walsh <Sherry.Walsh@entegris.com>
Subject: FW: Ron Olson mining EAW
Date: March 17, 2021 at 8:04:31 AM CDT
To: "HeidiSFT@gmail.com" <HeidiSFT@gmail.com>
Resending (hit send to early the first time)
Please address how mining will affect the wildlife in the area.   See attached photo
taken earlier this month from our property.    These are amazing beautiful
creatures.   It would be such a shame to lose such beauty.    
Besides the Barred owl there are fox, wood ducks nesting in our trees, deer,
eagles, birds, wild turkeys.   The list goes on.    
How are these beautiful creatures protected from environmental damages caused
by mining?
Sherry Walsh
7250 159th Street
Carver MN 55315

ENTEGRIS PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL - INTERNAL

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Heidi Schmidt
Jeff C. Madejczyk
Fwd: Gravel pit
Saturday, March 20, 2021 10:57:42 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

  
Heidi Schmidt
San Francisco Township Clerk
heidisft@gmail.com

Hi again. I just sent a comment on the Olson gravel mine, sorry I didn’t read the instructions
carefully, I forgot to include my address.
Donley Johnson
16725 County Rd 41
Cologne, MN 55322
Thanks again.

Begin forwarded message:
From: Donley Johnson <donleydj@gmail.com>
Subject: Gravel pit
Date: March 18, 2021 at 9:20:44 PM CDT
To: HeidiSFT@gmail.com
Thank you for putting out the nice newsletter, I really appreciate it.
I would like to comment on the proposed gravel pit I realize we are in an area that
contains gravel deposits and that we need gravel for roads and construction,
however this area is also special because it is relatively unspoiled rural land near
town. I think the farms and the sparse residential development make it a really
good neighborhood to live in. I am not in favor of more industrial development at
this time. With increasing commuter traffic passing through the roads are getting
busier, but the cars are relatively quiet and clean, I fear adding more heavy trucks
to the mix will make it louder and dustier.
Thanks for taking the opinions of residents into account on this issue, and making
it easier for more people to participate in the process of local government. Thank
you for operating our township and keep up the good work!

