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City of Eagle of Lake
Findings of Fact, and

Record of Decision
In the Matter of the Decision of Need

Conclusion of Law,

an Environmental Impact Statement for Mankato

and Resolution

Motorsports Park, City of Eagle Lake, Minnesota

Findings of Fact
1. Bradford Development plans to construct Mankato Motorsports Park on a parcel of land currently in
agricultural use in the City of Eagle Lake. The site is approximately 230 acres in size. A 3-mile highperformance driving track and other park amenities will be constructed at the site. The updated
improvements are depicted in Appendix A.
2. Bradford Development is the proposer and the City of Eagle Lake is the Responsible Governmental
Unit (RGU) for this project. An Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) has been prepared for
this project in accordance with Minnesota Rules Chapter 4410. The EAW was developed to assess
the impacts of the project and other circumstances in order to determine if an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) is needed.
3. Project Description: The improvements studied in this EAW include the construction of Mankato
Motorsports Park. The development includes several elements, including the driving track that will
be approximately 3-miles in length. Along with the track, a track clubhouse, 11 multi-unit car condo
buildings, and potential commercial development are to be constructed. The 11 car condo buildings
are multi-unit condos containing individual units, including a garage unit and storage areas. The
garage condo buildings will range in length from 160’ to 300’ and will range in width from 50’ to 80’.
The car condo buildings are located south of the clubhouse, which will be 140’ by 70’, and west of
the potential commercial development, which potentially could include commercial uses such as a
hotel and entertainment center (19,200 square feet total). All structures, other than car condo
buildings, have associated parking lots. The total square footage of commercial buildings will be
approximately 189,700 ft2. Access to the site will be facilitated from a connection to 216th
Street/CSAH 27. The complex entrance will require the construction of an entrance road, continuing
along 216th Street which currently extends for approximately 580 feet west from the intersection
with CSAH 27/CR 17. Refer to Figure 1 in Appendix A for a depiction of the improvements studied in
the EAW.
4. Purpose: The purpose of this project is to provide owners of high-performance cars and sports cars
the opportunity to drive their cars on an enclosed track. The Mankato Motorsports Park will offer
performance driving programs, commonly known as a high-performance driving experience, or highperformance driving school. The track can also accommodate charity or private events. The
clubhouse will provide classroom training space and a restaurant and bar.
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5. As the RGU, the City of Eagle Lake prepared a mandatory Environmental Assessment Worksheet
(EAW) under Minnesota Rules 4410.4300, subp. 36 (Land Use Conversion) to determine if the
project had the potential for significant environmental effects.
6. The EAW was filed with the Environmental Quality Board (EQB) and a notice of its availability was
published in the EQB Monitor on March 2, 2020. A copy of the EAW was sent to all persons on the
EQB Distribution List. Press releases announcing the availability of the EAW were sent to
newspapers in the area. The EAW was made available for public review at the Blue Earth County
Library and Minneapolis Public Library.
7. The 30-day public review and comment period began on March 2, 2020 and ended April 1, 2020,
pursuant Minnesota Rules part 4410.1600.
8. During the 30-day public review and comment period, the City of Eagle Lake received written
response from 17 parties, including:
• Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR)
• Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA)
• Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT)
• Blue Earth County (Public Works and Property and Environmental Services)
• Ryan Thilges
• Becky Sorenson
• Mike Guentzel
• Erin Guentzel
• Colleen Walters
• Ronald L. Sniff
• Nicole Davros
• Jake Witt
• Leon & Wanda Wacholz
• Dan Larson
• Jerri Anderson
• Dan Peterson
• Kelly Baden
9. Written comments received, and City of Eagle Lake responses are included in numbered items 14.
through 83 of this Record of Decision on the Determination of Need for an EIS. Refer to Appendix B
for agency and public comment letters in their entirety.
10. There are 13 comments of support for the proposed motorsports track.
11. There were approximately 350 comments requesting clarification and/or additional information
pertaining to the contents of the EAW. Refer to following numbered items 14 through 83 for
response to comments (condensed and summarized).
12. On April 30, 2020, the City of Eagle Lake extended the EIS need decision to May 28th, 2020 to
provide additional time to address comments obtained during the 30-day public review and
comment period.
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13. Corrections to the EAW or Changes to the Project since the EAW was Published on March 2, 2020
• Project Layout: The project layout (Figure 4) has been updated to accurately depict the
locations and number of buildings. The EAW outlined a total of 96 to 105 car condos to be
constructed. The updated layout depicts 104 car condo units, in eleven (11) buildings. While
the number of car condo buildings has changed slightly, the amount of impervious surface
considered in this EAW does not change; the car condo buildings take up the same amount
of physical space. The car condo buildings have been shifted slightly northeast, away from
Hwy 14. The layout has also been updated to depict the additional noise walls discussed
below.
• Noise Walls & Mitigation: The developer will close the gaps in the noise abatement
structures surrounding the project to minimize sound across Eagle Lake and provide a visual
barrier. See updated Figure 4 in Appendix A, which provides a representative depiction of
the additional noise abatement structures around the complex.
• Sound monitoring systems will be installed in susceptible and/or high-risk locations around
the track that may produce concern for MPCA noise violations. The sound monitoring
systems will allow track operators to conduct daily monitoring of vehicles, since any noise
violations will not be known until the vehicle is driven on the track. The track development
is self-monitoring prior to the involvement of the Sound Committee. Cars that are identified
as outliers and are not in compliance with noise will be asked to add noise mufflers.
• A Sound Committee will be established by the City Council to enforce MPCA noise
standards. The Sound Committee will be composed of three residents of Eagle Lake,
selected by the City Council, one City Staff Member or City Councilmember, and one
representative of the developer, selected by the developer. The Sound Committee will
monitor noise generating activities at the track to ensure MPCA noise standards are not
being violated, investigate each reasonable complaint that MPCA standards have been or
are being violated, report to the Council its findings of any investigation conducted by the
Sound Committee of MPCA noise standard violations, and make recommendations to the
City Council for reasonable corrective action of any MPCA noise standard violations. The
Sound Committee Resolution is included in Appendix D.
• Permits and Approvals Required

Table 1. Required Permits & Approvals
Government Agency

Type and/or Name of Document

Status

Federal
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Section 404 Permit

To be submitted

Wetland Application

To be submitted

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Construction Storm Water Permit

Pending

Section 401 Certification

Pending

State
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
(MPCA)
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Minnesota Board of Water and Soil
Resources (BWSR)

Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act (WCA)
Notification and Permitting

To be submitted

Minnesota Department of Health
(MDH)
City of Eagle Lake, Blue Earth County

Well Sealing Permit

To be submitted

MN Department of Labor and Industry
(DLI)

Building Service and Storm Drainage System
Review

To be submitted

Utility Connection Permit

To be submitted

Grading Permit

To be submitted

Building Permit

To be submitted

Conditional Use Permit

To be submitted

Rezoning of 230-acre project property

To be rezoned

Public Works Approval for Access Revision

To be submitted

Permit for Work in Public ROW

To be submitted

Water Conservation Act (WCA) Permit

To be submitted

Regional/Local

City of Eagle Lake

Blue Earth County

EAW 30-Day Comments and Responses
General
14. City Enforcement: There were comments ranging from failure to comply with hours of operation,
the City’s ability to enforce failure to comply with the track facilities hours of operation, future
track lighting, noise regulation, and cost to the City (Response follows).
• Sound monitoring systems will be installed in susceptible and/or high-risk locations around
the track that may produce concern for MPCA noise violations. The sound monitoring
systems will allow track operators to conduct daily monitoring of vehicles, since any noise
violations will not be known until the vehicle is driven on the track. The track development
is self-monitoring prior to the involvement of the Sound Committee. Cars that are identified
as outliers and are not in compliance with noise will be asked to add noise mufflers.
• The Sound Committee established by the City Council will enforce MPCA noise standards.
Members of the Sound Committee will include City Councilmembers, city staff, and
residents of Eagle Lake. The Sound Committee will monitor noise generating activities at the
track to ensure MPCA noise standards are not being violated, investigate each reasonable
complaint that MPCA standards have been or are being violated, report to the City Council
its findings of any investigation conducted by the Sound Committee of MPCA noise standard
violations, and make recommendations to the City Council for reasonable corrective action
of any MPCA noise standard violations. The Sound Committee Resolution is included in
Appendix D.
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•

•

•
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The hours of operation will not be extended for the track use. The nighttime L10/L50 noise
thresholds are lower than daytime and would be unachievable from a noise standpoint.
However, this does not preclude a restaurant use from remaining open inside the Club
House or members from accessing their condos.
The MPCA maintains that enforcement of noise management falls under the jurisdiction of
the City of Eagle Lake as the RGU. The developer and City Council have worked together to
establish a Sound Committee.
An increase in taxes is not proposed specifically related to this project. The track owner will
be responsible for extending utilities and constructing any infrastructure within the confines
of his property. The existing township road is about 600 feet that runs by the cemetery,
which will be the access to the project site.
Per Le Ray Township resolution addressing township road and maintenance (2019-25): The
track facility is accessed through a road owned by the Township. The City agrees to maintain
the Township road described in Exhibit C as long as the property described in Exhibits A and
B remain in the City. Should the property revert to the Township the road will be the
responsibility of the Township. The City will return the road in the same condition that it is
currently in.

15. General (Public): General comments ranged from drainage tile impacts (and tile inlets being
plugged), how this project will benefit the community, urban sprawl, land use (location),
transportation, transit, EAW content and consistency, public participation (Response follows).
• In response to drainage tile impacts, the locations of existing drain tiles in the vicinity of
the proposed project area will be identified and will be maintained or relocated
depending on their observed effectiveness. All proposed development runoff will be
routed through a stormwater management system before being released to the
adjacent lake, streams or wetlands. These designs will be in accordance with the MPCA
standards.
• In response to how the Mankato Motorsports park will benefit the community; the
Mankato Motorsports facility is anticipated to generate employment opportunities
including grounds maintenance staff, driver training staff, club house services staff, etc.
Construction of the development will also employ numerous local contractors for a
period of time.
The Mankato Motorsports Park (MMP) will also offer an array of membership levels
which will allow for more medium- to lower-income drivers to patronize the tracks.
Mankato Motorsports Park driving schools, private track rentals, corporate and
charitable events will open the track and clubhouse to a broad spectrum of motorsports
enthusiasts at varying income and demographic profiles.
• In response to the claim that this is contributing to urban sprawl; the City of Eagle Lake
has annexed this property into City limits zoned industrial, recognizing this location is
within the growth area for the City. Its proximity to the highway makes this land
attractive for many commercial/industrial uses such as distribution centers, truck stops,
manufacturing facilities, and many other similar type facilities.
• In response to concerns about Bolton & Menk, Inc. serving as LGU on behalf of the City
of Eagle Lake, (Statement from Bolton & Menk, Inc.) “Bolton & Menk reserves the right
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•
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•

to act as LGU on behalf of its clients and this does not pose a conflict of interest. Bolton
& Menk is the LGU for over 20 client cities. They review outside applications as well as
their own. These applications are not only vetted through us, but the Technical
Evaluation Panel (BWSR, MNDNR and local SWCD) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE). The City denied Bolton & Menk’s request to act as their LGU. The current LGU
for the City is the Blue Earth County Environmental staff.”
In response to concerns about school bus stops being located on CSAH 27 and Millie
Lane; the developer is prepared to work with the City to ensure appropriate signage
identifying bus stop locations are used. The developer will also provide information to
its patrons identifying this circumstance so that all are aware that children may be
present in these locations.
Project figures and references have been updated.
In response to who is paying for the entrance to the road in the Park; the developer will
incur the costs of an entrance road to the park.
In response to “what will construction hours be?”; the developer will adhere to
construction hours dictated by City of Eagle Lake Code and/or guidance from City staff.
In response to “who will complaints go to about noise and other infractions?”; a Sound
Committee will be established by the City Council to enforce MPCA noise standards. The
Sound Committee will be composed of three residents of Eagle Lake, selected by the
City Council, one City Staff Member or City Councilmember, and one representative of
the developer, selected by the developer. The Sound Committee will monitor noise
generating activities at the track to ensure MPCA noise standards are not being violated,
investigate each reasonable complaint that MPCA standards have been or are being
violated, report to the Council its findings of any investigation conducted by the Sound
Committee of MPCA noise standard violations, and make recommendations to the City
Council for reasonable corrective action of any MPCA noise standard violations. The
Sound Committee Resolution is included in Appendix D.
The City of Eagle Lake will be address other comments related to track construction
and/or infractions.
In response to public participation; the developer worked with the City to determine the
appropriate amount of public engagement and the City has kept this process entirely
transparent throughout. The public has had ample time to comment during Planning
Commission and City Council meetings and during the response period for the EAW.

16. General (MnDOT): Comments from MnDOT provided direction and clarification on access to US 14,
allowed (or not allowed) land uses adjacent to US 14, review of rezoning application, plats
engineering plan review process and time required for review. There was a comment noting that
while transit service will serve the proposed motorsports facility, the route currently only operates
on the south side of US 14. Will there be coordination with the transit agency to discuss direct
service to the proposed facility? (Response follows)
• The rezoning application, plats, and site engineering plans will be forwarded to MnDOT
District 7 for review and comment. All State Statues will be followed regarding
submission and timing.
• Location of car condos will meet City of Eagle Lake setback requirements.
6

DRAFT
•

The local transit agency will be consulted as the proposed motorsports park progresses
to explore the possibility of bus service to/from the proposed motorsports facility.

17. Light Pollution (Public, BEC): It was noted the EAW should address night sky light pollution for this
development. What requirements or mitigation efforts will be utilized to reduce night time light
pollution onto the adjacent rural properties? (Response follows)
• There will be no operation of vehicles outside of the established hours of operation for
the proposed motorsports park. Lighting will be in accordance with the City of Eagle
Lake Ordinance Section 6.240 Landscaping and Screening, Subd. 6. Exterior Lighting:
“…outdoor lighting will provide for nighttime safety, security, and utility while reducing
light pollution, light trespass, and conserving energy. The intent is to require appropriate
lighting levels, efficient (watts to lumens) lighting sources, full cut-off lighting, and to
minimize/discourage lighting glare, lighting pollution and lighting trespass.” Following
ordinance standards for lighting, there will be no flashing lights, lights will not be
projected into the sky, light sources or luminaires shall not be located within transitional
areas except along pedestrian walkways.

Proposed Motorsports Park Specifics
18. Proposed Motorsports Park Specifics (Public): Specific to Hours of operation and seasonal
operation what has or will be developed to ensure the track owners are held accountable to enforce
hours of operation and seasonal operation? (Response follows)
• The hours of operation could not be extended for the proposed motorsports park. The
nighttime L10/L50 noise thresholds are lower than daytime and would be unachievable
from a noise standpoint However, this doesn't preclude a restaurant use from remaining
open inside the Club House or members from accessing their condos, providing noise
isn't being generated. The track is unable to be used in the winter months due to snow
and ice accumulation during that time.
19. Proposed Motorsports Park Specifics (Public): This comment noted the following questions: 1.)
What is the need of a hotel if there are no large events or activities after 5pm? 2.) Who will be the
users? 3.) What will make this hotel appealing to anyone visiting the area versus just going to
Mankato where other amenities are closer? 4.) There was also a comment inquiring as to the need
for a proposed golf/entertainment center, and with no large events, what will keep a restaurant
viable? (Response follows)
• The hotel is no longer being considered as part of this project. The concept of a hotel at
that location was primarily a placeholder for potential commercial development that
may occupy the site in the future. As a placeholder, it provides indication of what a
potential use could be and associated impermeable surfaces, traffic generation, and
building structures among other items, so that access and other functions fully
accommodate any future uses along with the initial track buildout.
• The developer would rely on a comprehensive market study to determine the optimum
and most complementary type of entertainment facility adjacent to the track and
clubhouse. It is believed that the anticipated demographic of the garage condo
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purchasers and track users are an overlap demographic with that of the golfing
community. However, an alternative entertainment type venue may be offered.
During the operational months of the track (mid-April through the end of October) it is
anticipated that the daily and weekly visitation to the track and clubhouse will easily
support a restaurant. During the track off season, the restaurant and clubhouse will be
used on a limited basis for special events, fundraising, and member-specific gatherings.

20. Proposed Motorsports Park Specifics (Public): The track is missing driving course elements such as
intersection interaction, real road experience, and winter weather driving, making it not a good
training course. The examples of the St. Cloud Highway Safety and Research Center and the Dakota
County Technical College in Rosemount are given. (Response follows)
• The proposed motorsports park is not proposed to be a Minnesota state driver's
licensing facility. Driver training courses are aimed at improving existing driving skills.
21. Proposed Motorsports Park Specifics (Public): The following comments were noted: 1.) Fuel and
additional fluids for track use (not clearly included in the EAW). 2.) What is the plan for fueling these
cars that drive on the track? 3.) Will they be allowed to store fuel onsite or should it be expected
that they patronize local gas station? 4.) How about totes/cans of fuel? 5.) Given that gasoline was
not clearly outlined in the EAW, it should be expected that NO fuel storage of any kind will be
allowed without complying with regulations. 6.) What is the plan for use or disposal of automotive
fluids? (Response follows)
• There may be fuel stored on site in the form of diesel fuel for operational equipment or
gasoline for motor vehicle use. .
• Any fuel that will be stored on site will be contained in above ground storage tanks.
Above ground storage tanks will be in compliance with MN Rule 7151.5300 and
7151.5400, including proper labeling, a secondary containment that will be able to
contain at least 100 percent of the capacity of the largest tank, constructed with
impermeable materials that are also compatible with the substance being stored, and
designed and constructed to provide the detection of a release of the substance.
• The use or disposal of automotive fluids will follow state and federal environmental
regulations. Tanks will be protected from corrosion following ways outlined in MN Rule
7151.5600, either elevated so the underside of the tank floor is not in contact with any
surface, or resting on a continuous concrete slab that prevents water from accumulating
underneath the tank floor.
• A third-party partner will be employed to provide and service itemized disposal
containers and for the disposal of automotive fluids, in compliance with MN Statute
115A.916.

6. Project Description
22. Project Description (Public-Parking Lots): This comment noted there is inconsistent/conflicting
descriptions of parking lot(s) and how many vehicles it/they will accommodate, which has
repercussions for the traffic study’s findings: 1.) EAW, page 2, section 6a: references multiple
bituminous parking lots 2.) Sept. 27th memo from Ross Tillman to Brad Bass, page 1 states that “the
parking lot is expected to accommodate approximately 90 vehicles.” This is a reference to a singular
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lot, not multiple lots. Notably, the traffic study was completed using this value of n=90 (page 5 of
same memo under “Build Analysis” section) 3.) Appendix A, unlabeled Figure (likely Figure 5): Scaled
map shows n=145 parking spaces surrounding the track clubhouse alone. This count does not
include hotel/entertainment center parking lot spaces or car condo units) shown on the same Figure
(and also Figure 4.) EAW, page 28, Transportation section states that there will be 139 spaces
around the track clubhouse. Total parking spaces proposed (clubhouse, hotel/entertainment center,
and 96 condos with 2 vehicle spaces each) is 667 vehicles. The traffic analysis does not model for
this number of vehicles. (Response follows)
• The September 27, 2019 memo was not included in the EAW as an attachment. The
January 8, 2020, Traffic Study Memo was included in the EAW and has an updated
description of the site. Determination of traffic generated by proposed changes the site
are based upon the size of the buildings, number of rooms, or number of students/staff
using the facilities not the number of parking spaces. These quantities are then applied
using values in the National Institute of Transportation Engineer's Trip Generation
manual to determine the number of new traffic trips generated by the proposed
development.
23. Project Description (Public - Track Description): It was noted the project proposer fails to state the
proposed track facility is a private track for club members. Rather, this section leads with stating
that “the track will be available for public participation for driving events…”. This is a misleading
statement for anyone unfamiliar with the other sources of information (e.g., city council meetings,
social media pages) who may be reviewing the EAW. Primarily, this is a private club for members.
(This is also evidenced by their call for members on their social media pages and their offer to send
people a private message to give them pricing.) This important piece of information about the
MMP’s business model and main purpose should be fully disclosed in this important section of this
EAW. (Response follows)
• The Mankato Motorsports Park will sell car condos to prospective members who will be
able store their vehicles in the car condos and utilize the condos for other track related
activities. Beyond condo owners, the public will be able to purchase membership as
non-condo owners.
• The track will offer a "try-it before you buy it" trial run of the track to prospective
members to ensure they have had a chance to experience the track prior to purchasing
membership.
• The track will also offer driver training to the public on select, potentially recurring,
timeframes that are undetermined at this time.
24. Project Description (Public – Phase Development): There were comments related to development
phases, future plans, and number of car condo units. The following is specific to inconsistent
references to how this development will occur and will ultimately look like throughout the
proposer’s documents: 1.) Number of car units to be built. 2.) EAW, page 3, Table 1: states “48
individual units (multi-unit residential buildings) in Phase I; total build-out of 96 unit. 3.) EAW, page
4, Table 1 (Project Magnitude section): states 96-105 car condos. 4.) City Council Meeting Minutes July 1, 2019, page 3: Developer himself stated that there would be 72 condos in the first phase, of
which 40 had been spoken for. Phase 2 would include 50 more condos = totals 122 car condos. 5.)
9

DRAFT
Note: These are also the numbers the commenter wrote down in my personal notes from this
council meeting.
The following additional comments related to phased development were noted: 1.) Three bullet
points above (see just above) all reference at least 2 phases. 2.) EAW, page 4, under “Timing &
Duration of Construction Activities”: states the “total duration of majority of project components
will be one construction season” – implies only 1 phase. 3.) EAW, page 5, under “Future
Development”: box is checked saying that there are NO future states of development planned –
indicates only 1 phase. 4.) Hotel and entertainment center are listed as major structures under Table
1 (EAW, page 3) but on page 4 it says that they won’t be constructed until a developer purchases or
leases the property, which contradicts the above statement that major construction activities will all
occur in one season – implies at least 2 phases. Fact Sheet provided by developer, top of 2nd page:
“The first phase of the Motorsports park will…” – implies multiple stages of development. EAW,
page 30: “The majority of the MMP components are to be constructed in a single construction
season…” 5.) Why are the hotel and entertainment center not considered a major component when
they offer up so many parking spaces and 70 hotel rooms? 6.) Additionally, additional car condos
will be built as sold. However, this leaves nearly half of the condos to be built at a later date. o
Simply put; we are not looking at one season of construction in consideration of the information
they provide.
This comment is specific to future Development. This box is checked "No" but there have been many
mentions of a Phase 1 and Phase 2. (Response follows)
• The project being proposed and evaluated through this EAW will be constructed in one
phase beginning in 2020 and ending in 2021. This includes construction of a 3-mile track, a
clubhouse, and 105 garage condos. The EAW does refer to phase II construction elements
pertaining to a potential hotel and golf entertainment center. However, though these
facilities were initially part of the development, the actual type and extent of uses that will
occupy the site are being reconsidered at this time. This future development is considered
independent of the proposed track facility, car condos, and club house and would require a
market study to understand which types of uses the location can support. This development
is also dependent on the success of this Mankato Motorsports Track development. The
developer understands that additional environmental review may be required if new
development is pursued in the future.
The hotel and the golf entertainment center are still considered prime examples for the type
of development that might occupy the sites and have served as placeholders. As
placeholders, the development provided a model for anticipated traffic demands accessing
the site and anticipated impervious surface, beyond elements included in the track
development. This has assisted the developer in working with Blue Earth County and the
City of Eagle Lake to appropriately plan for improvements at the intersection of Highway 27
and Highway 17.
25. Project Description (Public – Track operation & speed): This comment noted the developer has at
times insisted it's not a racetrack, high speeds are still expected. It is also expected that some of
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those who "need" a place to test their car will aggressively accelerate, skid the corners, and there
will be the squeal of tires.
This comment noted that the developer was planning the KTM Driving Experience, available for
"extreme driving adventure in the incredible X-Bow track car that outperforms nearly all the
competitors in the field" - Bradford Development website, under the Mankato Motorsports link
(now gone). If the developer's "facts" state that the cars on the track must be street legal (and it's
been said many times already), why was this vehicle even being considered? Did the developer not
do his research or was he hoping it would slip by?
This comment noted that the developer has misled people who believe the proposed facility will
supply the following: racing events, a drag strip, dirt track. The developer has done little to clear up
people's misunderstanding of the site. There is a worry that many of these people will come to this
road course and realize it's NOT what they thought it would be and therefore will not be likely to
come back. What will keep customers coming back? (Response follows)
•

•

•

The private driving course is not a racetrack and will not host racing events or allow
organized races to occur. While high speeds will occur on this private track and tires will,
at times, squeal from tight turns and other maneuvers, the noise study has concluded
with evidence that the activity at the track will not violate MPCA guidelines.
The X-Bow is one of many cars the developer is considering as a training vehicle on the
track. All vehicles will be compliant with MN State noise standards as dictated by the
MPCA.
The track and facility primary users will be those who own car condos at the
motorsports park and are aware of the amenities provided at the park.

26. Project Description (MnDOT): The EAW states the hotel and golf entertainment center will not be
constructed until a developer purchases or leases land. Is there an anticipated timeframe for the
hotel and golf entertainment center to move forward?
1.) Are the future hotel and golf entertainment uses “firm,” or is there potential for different uses to
be proposed? 2.) If different uses are proposed, will the city require that the traffic study be
updated to reflect the new uses?
•

The EAW does refer to phase II construction elements pertaining to a potential hotel
and golf entertainment center. However, though these facilities were initially part of
the development, the actual type and extent of uses that will occupy the site are being
reconsidered at this time. This future development is considered independent of the
proposed track facility, car condos, and club house and would require a market study
to understand which types of uses the location can support. This development is also
dependent on the success of this Mankato Motorsports Track development. The
developer understands that additional environmental review may be required If new
development is pursued in the future.
The hotel and the golf entertainment center are still considered prime examples for the
type of development that might occupy the sites and have served as placeholders. As
placeholders, the development provided a model for anticipated traffic demands
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accessing the site and anticipated impervious surface, beyond elements included in the
track development. This has assisted the developer in working with Blue Earth County
and the City of Eagle Lake to appropriately plan for improvements at the intersection of
Highway 27 and Highway 17.
Any future commercial development is not anticipated to exceed the extent of the
proposed hotel and golf entertainment center and a new traffic study is not
anticipated. However, the developer understands a new traffic study may be required
if proposed uses exceed those modeled in the existing traffic study.

27. Project Description (BEC-Property & Environmental Services-General Comments): It is difficult for
people who are unfamiliar with these types of facilities to understand the proposed project based
on the description in the EAW. 1.) The detailed description should be focused on aspects of the
project that may directly or indirectly manipulate, alter or impact the physical or natural
environment. 2.) Page 2 - b. Complete Description – The complete description does not address
requirements of the EAW, because infrastructure needs were not included. EAW Guidance states
that “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.” Environmental
impacts from extension of the City of Eagle Lake sanitary sewer are not mentioned until page 30,
where no additional information is provided other than wetlands may be impacted. Will there also
be an extension of water utilities from the City of Eagle Lake? 3.) Page 2 - b. Complete Description The detailed description should be focused on aspects of the project that may directly or indirectly
manipulate, alter or impact the physical or natural environment. EAW Guidance states that “The
EAW should include a grading and drainage plans and support facilities such as sewage lines,
stormwater management structures, roads and buildings.” The EAW does not contain nor does it
describe any grading plans. In later sections, the EAW states that wetlands will be filled and
describes the topography as nearly level. The topography is not nearly level. Grading plans are
needed in the EAW to evaluate potential environmental impacts from stormwater runoff and
drainage to wetlands and surface waters that were not included in this section. 4.) Page 2 - b.
Complete Description - The EAW states the driving track is “not a racetrack”, but is “intended for
individuals to drive at their desired pace in order to experience the optimal performance of their
automobiles…” What environmental impacts are related to this type of driving? A Noise Analysis
Report is in Appendix D.• At what speeds will the cars be driving? • What is the maximum and
average speed of vehicles using the track? • Will vehicles have current roadworthy licenses? • How
many vehicles will be operating (running or idling) at the same time? • Will rental cars be for use on
site only? Will rental cars be stored on site? Where is the showroom? Will there be vehicle sales?
(Response follows)
• Updated project description:
i. The project will construct the Mankato Motorsports Park in the City of Eagle
Lake. The location is north of Highway 14 and east of Eagle Lake South (Figures 1
and 2, Appendix A). The parcel to be developed is 230 acres in size (Figures 3
and 4). The driving track will be approximately 3-miles in length. Along with the
track, a track clubhouse, a hotel, an entertainment center, and 12 multi-unit car
condos are to be constructed. All building elements are located in the southern
12
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portion of the study area, with an associated parking lot. The 12 car condos are
multi-unit buildings containing eight individual units, including a garage unit and
seasonal living areas, approximately 240’ by 50’. The car condos are located
south of the clubhouse, which will be 140’ by 70’, and west of the 70-room hotel
and entertainment center (19,200 square feet total). The entertainment center
will be a golf entertainment complex with a restaurant. All structures, other
than car condos, have associated parking lots (Figure 4, Appendix A). The total
square footage of buildings will be approximately 189,700 ft 2. Access to the site
will be facilitated from a connection to 216th Street/CSAH 27. The complex
entrance will require the construction of an entrance road, continuing along
216th Street which currently extends for approximately 580 feet west from the
intersection with CSAH 27/CR 17 (Figures 3 and 4, Appendix A). Track
development will require pavement of three miles of track and the construction
of the facilities which will require grading, sanitary sewer connections, and site
stormwater drainage. Site locations not containing the track and associated
facilities will mostly be converted to natural prairie grass which will assist with
restoring a more natural habitat onsite where agricultural uses have inhibited
habitats for generations. Only some small locations near the clubhouse and car
condo facilities will contain grass lawns.
The proposed motorsports park is intended to provide a safe and controlled
environment for vehicle owners to experience the extended capabilities of their
automobiles. The potential speeds depend on the capabilities of both the
vehicle and the driver. Both the maximum and average speeds will typically
exceed the posted limits on US roadways, which is why this type of driving is
discouraged anywhere but a facility which is specifically designed and
designated for this type of activity. The vehicles will have "roadworthy licenses"
because the owners will use public roads to drive the vehicles to the facility. The
number of vehicles operating at one time will depend on the reservation
turnout of patrons on a given day. It is estimated that on a high-volume day you
may see about 20 patrons on track, but most days would demonstrate a lower
average number of users. If rental cars were to be offered, they would not be
permitted off site. The rental cars would be parked in either a parking lot or
storage building on site. There are no plans for "vehicle sales" in the context of a
traditional licensed car dealership.
The City of Eagle Lake will be providing sanitary sewer and watermain service to the
site. The developer will be designing and installing sanitary sewer and watermain
extensions in accordance with the City of Eagle Lake standards, Minnesota Pollution
Control. Agency (MPCA) Sewer Extension and Minnesota Department of Health (MDH)
for the watermain. These extensions will be routed through existing right-of-way or
within newly established right-of-way or easements within the Motorsports Property.
No final grading plan has been prepared at this stage of the project. It is not typical to
provide a final grading plan when we are in the investigation stages of the EAW. As the
project moves forward a detailed grading plan will be prepared. The City of Eagle Lake
and the MPCA will be able to review the Grading Plan before their permits are secured.
13
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28. Project Description (BEC-Property & Environmental Services-Track Operations): Blue Earth County
provided comments specific to track operations as follows: The EAW states that "Operations will
occur during daylight hours and most events will end by 5pm. The track will not be used at night and
the track will not be lit." 1.) What is the definition of “daylight hours?” In June and July, sunset time
is about 10:00 pm, and sunrise is about 5:30 am. People are more likely to have windows open,
especially overnight, or enjoy time outside throughout the day in the summer months. 2.) What is
meant by “event” or "most events?" For example, there is a big difference between three days a
month compared to three of seven days a week where four days could mean "most days." Will
“events” be on most or all weekends? 3.) Does this mean the clubhouse and entertainment complex
will also be closed by 5 pm? 4.) Will the developer of the entertainment complex be required to
maintain certain hours? 5.) What type of lighting will be at the entertainment complex and hotel?
6.) What are the City of Eagle Lake’s regulations for outdoor lighting, on- and off-premises signs and
billboards? (Response follows)
• Daylight hours describes when there is usable light for driving activities. In most cases,
partial light conditions such as "dusk" or "dawn" are not favorable for driving activities.
Driving activities are favorable during full light conditions. During the longest days of the
year there will be ample time to enjoy driving activities during full light conditions and
there will not be a need for patrons to utilize the track during extended hours. Since the
use of the facility will be recreational in nature, the weekends will most likely show a
higher volume of use compared to the weekdays. However, also due to the recreational
nature, patrons will be less interested in utilizing the track during the early and late
hours. The highest volume of use will be mid-day, also when there is the best light. The
clubhouse will operate per City of Eagle Lake Code of Ordinances.
• Anticipated events include charity events and car manufacturer events which could
include rental of the track facility to promote new vehicles or other similar types of
events. These events are anticipated to occur three to four times a month at most.
• The hotel and golf entertainment center are no longer being considered as part of this
development. However, any additional, future development will operate within
timeframes allowed by the City of Eagle Lake.
• The track will not be lit and lighting impacts from the club house and condo facilities are
not anticipated to impact neighbors. All lighting will be in accordance with the City of
Eagle Lake Ordinance Section 6.240 Landscaping and Screening, Subd. 6. Exterior
Lighting: “…outdoor lighting will provide for nighttime safety, security, and utility while
reducing light pollution, light trespass, and conserving energy. The intent is to require
appropriate lighting levels, efficient (watts to lumens) lighting sources, full cut-off
lighting, and to minimize/discourage lighting glare, lighting pollution and lighting
trespass.” Following ordinance standards for lighting, there will be no flashing lights,
lights will not be projected into the sky, light sources or luminaires shall not be located
within transitional areas except along pedestrian walkways.
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29. Project Description (BEC-Property & Environmental Services -MAPO Plans/Policies): Specific to site
access, does the proposed motorsports park comply with MAPO plans and policies? (Response
follows)
• The Mankato Area Transportation and Planning Study (MATAPS) establishes a vision for
meeting the long-range transportation needs of the Mankato/North Mankato region
through 2035. The section on Access Management provides access management
guidelines that can be used to respond to access requests and to promote good access
practices such as:
• Aligning access with other existing access points
• Providing adequate spacing to separate and reduce conflicts
• Encouraging indirect access rather than direct access on high-speed, high
volume arterial routes (e.g., providing lower volume street network to support
appropriately spaced access on arterials) MATAPS lists CR27/604th Ave as an
Urbanizing collector, allowing 1/8-mile signal spacing and public streets every
300-660 feet. 216th St is 1/4 mile north of Th 14 and 1/5 mile north of Millie Ln.
The proposed site access on CR 27/604th Ave from 216th meets all the access
management guidelines.
30. Project Description (BEC-Property & Environmental Services-Timing and Duration of Construction):
The EAW states that "Construction will begin in areas where no wetland resources will be
impacted.” The Overall Concept, Figure 4A in Appendix A, shows the track, entertainment center,
and berms will impact wetland resources. The EAW, Geographic Scales and Timeframes, page 30,
states that “The City of Eagle Lake will be extending sanitary sewer and water lines to the study area
at the developer’s expense… Natural resources such as wetlands have the potential to be affected
by this action. Any mitigation of potential wetland impacts will be achieved through State permitting
methods as required.” 1.) Where are the areas where construction will start with no impacts to
wetlands? 2.) What is the overall grading plan? 3.) What is the timing of major project phases
relative to other phases? 4.) Where is the sewer extension planned? What is the timing of the sewer
extension project? Avoiding and minimizing impacts are required in the WCA review process and
changes to the plan may be required to meet the requirements of the WCA. Construction impacting
wetlands cannot occur until adequate replacement is obtained. (Minnesota Rules, 8420.0522 Sub. 8)
https://bwsr.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/2018-12/Wetland_Regulatory_2009_WCA_Rule.pdf
Page 4 - The EAW states that "The track can also accommodate charity or private events, and police
and emergency services training. The clubhouse will provide classroom training space. The project is
not being carried out by a government unit." 5.) Will the motorsports park be open to the public and
spectators? 6.) Will there be any camping or RV parking for visitors attending or participating in
events? If so, where will these areas be designated? (Response follows)
• The project being proposed and evaluated through this EAW will be constructed in one
phase beginning in 2020 and ending in 2021. This includes construction of a 3-mile track,
a clubhouse, and 105 garage condos. The EAW does refer to phase II construction
elements pertaining to a potential hotel and golf entertainment center. However,
though these facilities were initially part of the development, the actual type and extent
of uses that will occupy the site are being reconsidered at this time. This future
development is considered independent of the proposed track facility, car condos, and
15
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club house and would require a market study to understand which types of uses the
location can support. This development is also dependent on the success of this
Mankato Motorsports Track development. The developer understands that additional
environmental review may be required If new development is pursued in the future.
The hotel and the golf entertainment center are still considered prime examples for the
type of development that might occupy the sites and have served as placeholders. As
placeholders, the development provided a model for anticipated traffic demands
accessing the site and anticipated impervious surface, beyond elements included in the
track development. This has assisted the developer in working with Blue Earth County
and the City of Eagle Lake to appropriately plan for improvements at the intersection of
Highway 27 and Highway 17.
The proposed development will impact all farmed wetlands onsite and the appropriate
process will be followed for purchasing credits from a wetland bank to replace the
wetlands offsite at a 2 to 1 ratio. This means the developer agrees to buy and protect
two acres worth of wetlands from a wetland bank to replace every one acre of wetland
impacted onsite. This is standard procedure. Allowing construction to begin on areas
where wetlands will not be impacted provides time for permits to be obtained by Blue
Earth County and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Locations where construction may
begin without impacts to wetlands are those facilities located outside of delineated
wetlands shown in the EAW Figures. All MN rules and requirements will be followed,
and appropriate permits obtained prior to any construction, as necessary.
Sewer extension timing: The proposed sanitary sewer and watermain extensions will be
constructed when the project is fully designed and permitted. Anticipating late 20202022.
Beyond private track membership, the public will have the opportunity to purchase
driver training and rent vehicles for driving on the course. The track is not exclusive to
members only.
At this time there are no plans for campgrounds or RV accommodations.

31. Project Description (BEC-Property & Environmental Services - Garage Condo (Residential Units):
Blue Earth County review noted the number of residential units (Garage Condos) is inconsistent.
Table 1. Mankato Motorsports Park Structure in the Project Description section on page 3 describes
48 individual units in Phase 1 with a total build-out of 96 residential units. Section C (Project
Magnitude) on page 4 refers to residential units 96 to 105. Section E (Future Development) says
there are no future stages of development on page 5. (Response follows)
• The project being proposed and evaluated through this EAW will be constructed in one
phase beginning in 2020 and ending in 2021. This includes construction of a 3-mile track,
a clubhouse, and 105 garage condos. The EAW does refer to phase II construction
elements pertaining to a potential hotel and golf entertainment center. However,
though these facilities were initially part of the development, the actual type and extent
of uses that will occupy the site are being reconsidered at this time. This future
development is considered independent of the proposed track facility, car condos, and
club house and would require a market study to understand which types of uses the
location can support. This development is also dependent on the success of this
16
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Mankato Motorsports Track development. The developer understands that additional
environmental review may be required If new development is pursued in the future.
The hotel and the golf entertainment center are still considered prime examples for the
type of development that might occupy the sites and have served as placeholders. As
placeholders, the development provided a model for anticipated traffic demands
accessing the site and anticipated impervious surface, beyond elements included in the
track development. This has assisted the developer in working with Blue Earth County
and the City of Eagle Lake to appropriately plan for improvements at the intersection of
Highway 27 and Highway 17.

7. Cover Types
32. Cover Types (BEC-Property & Environmental Services): Review of this section by Blue Earth County
notes, according to EAW Guidance, “estimates of the acres of land cover before and after the
project should be provided. One important purpose of this information is to assess the project’s
impact on wildlife habitat.” Page 5. Lawn and Landscaping. (152.6 acres). While “lawn and
landscaping” are terms allowed in EAW Guidance, these are very general terms. 1.) What is the
landscaping plan? Will the “lawn” be turf-grass? Which areas will be “lawn” and which areas will be
“landscaped”? 2.) Lawns attract geese. Can the landscape plan be designed to minimize nuisance
geese on the site? 3.) What water conservation practices will be used to reduce environmental
impacts of lawn maintenance? Does the City of Eagle Lake administer any water conservation
ordinances or programs? 4.) Does the City of Eagle Lake zoning ordinance require parkland or open
space dedication for a similar scale subdivision or other types of development? If so, where would
parkland or open space be dedicated on the site? 5.) There are existing grass waterways on the site
on steep slopes. The grassed waterways aren’t turf-grass. How will runoff to the lake be controlled
to minimize runoff and gully erosion? (Response follows)
• The landscaping plan will include landscaping options that deter wildlife from entering
the track facility. This includes the restoration of non-track related grass areas adjacent
to the track to natural prairie grasses that are known to deter geese from gathering.
Also, the extension of the noise wall structures around the track will deter flightless
wildlife from entering the track facility. The developer is prepared to take further action
if issues arise with geese/wildlife onsite.
• Lawn maintenance water conservation will follow the City of Eagle Lake City Code,
Chapter 8A which establishes water conservation restrictions that will be in effect at any
time the governor declares by executive order a critical water deficiency, pursuant to
Minnesota Statutes section 103G.291.
• Chapter 8A, Subd. 5 states “Upon declaration of a water emergency and notification to
the public, the following mandatory restrictions upon nonessential water use shall be
enforced:
i. Outdoor irrigation of yards, gardens, golf courses, parklands, and other nonagricultural land, except for those areas irrigated with reclaimed water, is
prohibited.
ii. Washing or spraying of sidewalks, driveways, parking areas, tennis courts,
patios, or other paved areas with water from any pressurized source, including
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garden hoses, except to alleviate immediate health or safety hazards, is
prohibited.
iii. The outdoor use of any water-based play apparatus connected to a pressurized
source is prohibited.
iv. Restaurants and other food service establishments are prohibited from serving
water to their customers unless water is specifically requested by the customer.
v. Operation of outdoor misting systems used to cool public areas is prohibited.
vi. The filling of swimming pools, fountains, spas, or other exterior water features is
prohibited.
vii. The washing of automobiles, trucks, trailers, and other types of mobile
equipment is prohibited, except at facilities equipped with wash water
recirculation systems, and for vehicles requiring frequent washing to protect
public health, safety, and welfare.
Per Chapter 5 of the City of Eagle Lake City Code, Subd. 6, states: “When in the
judgment of the Planning Commission and ultimately the City Council, a subdivision is of
insufficient size to include an area for a park or park related facilities, or the subdivision
is not designated as an area for a park or park related facilities in the City’s
Comprehensive Plan, the owner or subdivider, in lieu of property dedication, shall be
required to pay to the City a sum of money equal to the required dedication
percentage. Said amount shall be determined by multiplying the total gross area by the
required dedication percentage. This amount shall then be multiplied by the market
value of saleable non-platted property as set from time to time by the City Council.
The City has expressed that they are not interested in having another park in the system
due to maintenance involved and would prefer payment to required dedication
percentage.
In our opinion, there are no steep slopes that have any type of run-off condition that
would require mitigation. If there are any steep slope areas, they will be undisturbed by
development.”

8. Permits and Approvals
33. Permits and Approvals Required (BEC-Public Works): The Blue Earth County Public Works
Department provided the following comments:
Any driveway/road access additions, enhancements, or alterations resulting in a changed use will
require a driveway permit from Blue Earth County Public Works. New access points are typically not
permissible without elimination or consolidation of existing access points on the same/adjacent
properties.
The single-family residence kept in place will likely require removal of the driveway access
concurrent with the site use change. This access revision will require County approval and
coordination for work in County ROW.
Table 3 should be revised to include Blue Earth County Public Works approvals required for the
driveway and access alterations, along with work in public ROW.
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The planned reconstruction of CSAH 27 currently begins at the north side of the intersection with
CSAH 17. Addition of the northbound CSAH 27 left turn lane requires coordination and approval and
will need to be constructed by the developer's contractor in accordance with County requirements
and the current MNDOT Standard Specifications for Construction. (Response follows)
•
All comments and the developer or developer’s contractor will follow up with BEC for
approvals/permits as it pertains to the proposed motorsports park development.
•
Table 3 has been updated to include driveway/access alterations approvals as well as
work in the ROW.
34. Permits and Approvals Required (MPCA): This section indicates that a Clean Water Act (CWA)
Section 404 Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for Project related wetland
impacts may be necessary. Please be aware that if a USACE Section 404 Individual Permit is required
for any Project activity, then an MPCA CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification or waiver must
also be obtained as part of the permitting process. The Section 401 Water Quality Certification
ensures that the activity will comply with the state water quality standards. Any conditions required
within the MPCA 401 Certificate are then incorporated into the USACE 404 Permit. You can find
additional information about the MPCA’s 401 Certification process at
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/clean-wateract-section-401-water-quality-certifications. For
further information about the 401 Water Quality Certification process, please contact Bill Wilde at
651-757-2825 or William.wilde@state.mn.us.
It may be necessary to obtain a Sanitary Sewer Extension Permit from the MPCA prior to
construction. The application form and additional information on this process can be found at
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/permits/index.html#sanitarysewer. Questions on the sanitary
sewer extension permit process should be directed to Dave Sahli at 651-757-2687 or
David.Sahli@state.mn.us. (Response follows)
• A section 401 permit will be applied for if required.
• The sanitary sewer extension permit will be applied for if required.
35. Permits and Approvals Required (MnDOT): Permits are required prior to the commencement of any
work within state trunk highway right-of-way. (Response follows)
• All necessary permitting will be obtained prior to work within state trunk highway rightof-way.
36. Permits and Approvals Required (DNR): The DNR provided the following comments:
The City of Eagle Lake needs to develop a shore land ordinance that is approved by DNR unless the
city decided to work with Blue Earth County’s zoning authority.
The development proposal must utilize the tier process for commercial developments as detailed in
Minnesota Rule, part 6120.3800, Subpart 6.
A water appropriation permit may be needed if water use at the development exceeds permit
thresholds and does not use water supplied by the city.
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The project must comply with the Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act. (Response follows)
• The City of Eagle is currently in the process of adopting a Shoreland Ordinance and has
been working with the MnDNR on its development.
• As described in the updated Project Description, this is not a phased or tiered
commercial development. The project being proposed and evaluated through this EAW
will be constructed in one phase beginning in 2020 and ending in 2021. This includes
construction of a 3-mile track, a clubhouse, and 105 garage condos. The EAW does refer
to phase II construction elements pertaining to a potential hotel and golf entertainment
center. However, though these facilities were initially part of the development, the
actual type and extent of uses that will occupy the site are being reconsidered at this
time. This future development is considered independent of the proposed track facility,
car condos, and club house and would require a market study to understand which
types of uses the location can support. This development is also dependent on the
success of this Mankato Motorsports Track development. The developer understands
that additional environmental review may be required If new development is pursued in
the future.
The hotel and the golf entertainment center are still considered prime examples for the
type of development that might occupy the sites and have served as placeholders. As
placeholders, the development provided a model for anticipated traffic demands
accessing the site and anticipated impervious surface, beyond elements included in the
track development. This has assisted the developer in working with Blue Earth County
and the City of Eagle Lake to appropriately plan for improvements at the intersection of
Highway 27 and Highway 17.
• A water appropriation permit will be obtained if water use at the development exceeds
permit thresholds and does not use water supplied by the city.
• The project will comply with the Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act.
37. Permits and Approvals (BEC-Property & Environmental Services): Blue Earth County, Property &
Environmental Services had the following comments related to missing or misstated
permits/Approval:
The table lists a “Well Sealing Notification” for Blue Earth County. Blue Earth County requires well
sealing permits prior to well sealing (not notification) for all wells that are proposed to be sealed.
The table lists “Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) Notification” as an activity for the City
of Eagle Lake. The City of Eagle Lake is not listed by the Board of Water and Soil Resources LGU
Directory. Blue Earth County is currently the WCA LGU. Unless this has recently changed, the EAW
should list the correct LGU and should also list the required WCA permits and approvals required
rather than just “WCA Notification”.
The track and facility are located within the Shoreland of Eagle Lake which is classified by the
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources as a Natural Environment Lake. Commercial uses like a
race track are not a permitted use in the Shoreland of a Natural Environment Lake according to
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Minnesota Rules Chapter 6120. Commercial uses are a conditional use and a conditional use permit
issued by Eagle Lake is required.
The rezoning that is mentioned on Page 8, Project Compatibility, should be listed in this table.
(Response follows)
• A well sealing permit will be applied for from Blue Earth County prior to well sealing for
all wells that are proposed to be sealed.
• Blue Earth County is currently the WCA LGU. We will be applying to Blue Earth County as
the LGU and to the Army Corps of Engineers with a Joint Permit Application once plans
are at the appropriate stage. It will be a replacement plan permit application.
• A conditional use permit will be applied for from the City of Eagle Lake.
• The rezoning was added to the permitting table.
38. Permits & Approvals (Public): 1.) Conflicting information about who is paying for what is provided
throughout documents, leading to confusion and misinformation: 2.) EAW, page 6: This section asks
the proposer to list all financial assistance for the project. 3.) They do not clarify that they’ve
formally petitioned the city to help pay for providing sanitary sewer and water main service to the
MMP (City Council Meeting notes, Dec. 2, 2019, page 4). Although not a finalized deal, it still doesn’t
fully disclose information relevant to this section. 5.) Contrary to this information, the Fact Sheet
provided by the developer after the public information meeting but before the formal petition and
EAW states “The developer is not asking for the City of Eagle Lake to assist in any of the cost for this
development, including accessing or extending the public utilities to the site.” 6.) EAW, page 14,
near top of page: “The City of Eagle Lake will be extending sanitary sewer to the study area for all
wastewater discharge at the developer’s expense. The sanitary sewer lines constructed within the
Study Area will be sized for all currently proposed project elements, along with potential proposed
expansions (i.e., commercial areas). Contradicts the fact that they’ve formally petitioned the city to
help pay for these costs just a few months’ prior. Conflicting information about their timing for
securing permits for construction activities: 7.) EAW, page 4, Timing & Duration of Construction
Activities: “Any areas impacting wetlands will begin once permits have been granted.” 8.) What
happens if construction has begun on other aspects of project but then these wetland permits are
not granted? 9.) EAW, page 17, halfway down page: “Appropriate wetland permits will be obtained
prior to project construction.” (Response follows)
• The developer will not petition financial assistance from the city for this project
including extension of sewer and water.
• Wetland permitting will follow USACE/WCA guidance. No wetlands will be impacted
until appropriate permits have been granted.

9. Land Use
39. Land Use (BEC-Public Works): Inquiry as to whether the proposed development will intrude into the
shoreland overlay district. (Response follows)
• The project follows the MnDNR Basin Shoreland Classification as a Natural Lake, which
restricts structures and sewage system to be set back at least 150 feet from the OHWL
(as noted in Item.9.a).
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40. Land Use (BEC- Property & Environmental Services-Existing Land Use): EAW Guidance, page 18,
states that “this item should provide a basic understanding of the existing land uses—e.g.
residential, commercial, industrial, parks, recreation areas, trails, prime or unique farmlands—of the
site and areas adjacent to or nearby the proposed project site,” and “water resources” should be
included.
The EAW only describes the existing land use is agriculture along with the distance to various parks
and the Sakatah Trail. Existing land uses adjacent and nearby are not described in the EAW. For
example: 1.) One of the parcel boundaries is a Public Water lake (Eagle Lake) that forms the western
boundary of the parcel (R12.10.07.326.003). 2.) There are existing wetlands on, adjacent to and
nearby the site. 3.) The parcel abuts a four-lane highway (Highway 14). 4.) There are existing singlefamily dwellings in every direction both in and outside the city limits, and there are multifamily
dwellings near the proposed motorsports park. How many dwellings are adjacent, within ¼ mile or ½
mile, and in which directions? 5.) There are commercial and light industrial uses near the proposed
motor park. 6.) There is a cemetery near the proposed motor park. How close is the cemetery to
proposed motorsports park? (Response follows)
• Land Use is depicted in the figures, listed below, and attached to the EAW as follows
(and in Appendix A): • EAW Figures 2, 3, 4A, 5, 6, and 7 depict the proximity of Eagle
Lake.
• Adjacent wetlands are depicted in EAW Figures 7 and 8, and in Appendix B.
• TH 14 is depicted on all EAW Figures and description is included in Section 6. Project
Description.
• Dwellings are depicted in EAW Figures 3, 5, 6, 8, 9, 11, and 12. Dwellings are located at
the following distances and directions:
• 1/4 mile: three single-family dwellings north along with Schneider Storage,
two single-family dwellings east, and a business (Mankato Landshapes Inc.) and
a church (Connect Point UPC) southeast. South of the project area and TH 14
there is a multifamily dwelling complex along Cedar Path, 10 single-family
dwellings along Lakeview Drive and four multi-unit dwellings.
• 1/2 mile: two additional single-family dwellings north, one additional singlefamily dwelling east, two additional single-family dwellings southeast. South of
the project area and TH 14 there are additional businesses including Micro-Trak
Systems Inc., Hughes Automotive, Gene's Repair, South Central Minnesota EMS
System, Hughes Mini Storage. Many more residences within the City of Eagle
Lake are within 0.5 miles of the project area, approximately 40 to 50.
• Eagle Lake Cemetery is located immediately south of the project area, south of
the current western extension of 216th Street.
41. Land Use (BEC- Property & Environmental Services-Local Plans): EAW Page 7 - Local Plans - The
EAW references the Blue Earth County Land Use Plan. The property was annexed into the City of
Eagle Lake on November 21, 2019. The Blue Earth County Land Use plan only applies to areas
outside of city limits. Since the property is in the city limits of Eagle Lake, the County Land Use Plan
has no jurisdiction. The EAW should reference the City of Eagle Lake’s land use plan or
comprehensive plan and the City’s plan to develop this area. (Response follows)
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The 2006 City of Eagle Lake Land Use Plan guides the southernmost property of the
development for light industrial uses while the northern most portion is guided for
future agricultural uses. The City is recognizing the need to update this document.
A Joint Resolution for Orderly Annexation between Le Ray Township and the City of
Eagle Lake was passed on October 8, 2019. As stated in the resolution, Article I "It is the
intent of both the Township and the City to manage an orderly growth process for urban
development, and agree that because of the nature of the motorsports project that it is
appropriate for the above referenced parcels to be annexed into the City of Eagle Lake
from Le Ray Township through the orderly annexation process."

42. Land Use (BEC- Property & Environmental Services-Zoning): EAW Page 8 - Page 8 - Zoning - The
EAW states: “The property to be developed is currently zoned as Agriculture and is within the City of
Eagle Lake.3” The footnote number 3 is to the LeRay Township zoning map. Since this property was
annexed into the City of Eagle Lake on November 21, 2019, the County’s Zoning Map for LeRay
Township no longer applies in the project area. The City of Eagle Lake has the jurisdiction for zoning
and the EAW should instead reference the Official Zoning Map, or the map on the Eagle Lake
Website.
The EAW states: “It is located east of Eagle Lake South (Lake ID 07006002), which is classified by the
MnDNR Basin Shoreland Classification as a Natural Environment Lake. This means that structures
and sewage systems must be set back at least 150 feet from the ordinary high-water level (OHWL).”
While it is true that single family dwellings have a setback of 150 feet in the State Shoreland
Standards, Minnesota Rules Chapter 6120 requires that “On natural environment lakes, subdivisions
of duplexes, triplexes, and quads must also meet the following standards: (1) Each building must be
set back at least 200 feet from the ordinary high-water level.” The larger setback of 200 feet should
be correctly referenced. The EAW should also indicate whether there will be access to Eagle Lake for
docks or other recreational facilities. (Response follows)
• See Line 86.The property will be rezoned as a Planned Unit Development (PUD).
Because of the unique nature of the development, the intended use does not fall under
defined uses and a PUD is most appropriate for the rezoning.
• Each building will be set back at least 200 feet from the ordinary high-water level. No
accesses to Eagle Lake are planned at this time, including docks or other recreational
facilities.
43. Land Use (BEC- Property & Environmental Services-Project Compatibility/Incapability): This section
states that the study area is currently zoned Agriculture and that it will be rezoned. According the
EQB’s EAW Guidelines this section should “Include the current zoning of the project area with a brief
description of that zoning district. Determine if the proposed project is an allowed use, a conditional
use, or currently not permitted within the zoning district.” This information regarding whether any
of the proposed uses are allowed in the current or proposed zoning is not provided in the EAW in
accordance with the EAW Guidelines.
This section again references the County Land Use Plan and states that “Blue Earth County Land Use
Plan, the County will assess permitted and conditional uses in zoned districts, making amendments
as necessary in cities such as Eagle Lake.” The implication that Blue Earth County will assess
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permitted and conditional uses on the properties covered by the EAW is false. The County has no
role in determining permitted or conditional uses within any city including the City of Eagle Lake.
The EAW should reference the City of Eagle Lake’s Land Use Plan or Comprehensive Plan. (Response
follows)
• The property will be rezoned as a Planned Unit Development (PUD). Because of the
unique nature of the development, the intended use does not fall under defined uses
and a PUD is most appropriate for the rezoning.
44. Land Use (BEC- Property & Environmental Services): Since Item 9c states “see item 9b” and much of
item 9b is either incorrect or not included, it should likely be revised to include the information
outlined in the EAW guidelines. (Response follows)
• At the time the EAW was written, the property had recently gone through annexation
into the City of Eagle Lake and contained no zoning designation from the City. However,
the property will be rezoned as a Planned Unit Development (PUD). Because of the
unique nature of the development, the intended use does not fall under defined uses
and a PUD is most appropriate for the rezoning.
45. Land Use (Public):
The cemetery in Eagle Lake lost some of tranquil country setting when highway was built south of
the cemetery and will lose some of its rural setting with motorsports park construction. (Response
follows)
• The cemetery will continue to be accessible to those who wish to visit.
EAW, page 7, Existing Land Use: 1.) The existence of the cemetery is not mentioned but is extremely
relevant to those who have family members buried there. It should be mentioned and considered.
2.) Eagle Lake South is used by waterfowl hunters. Its use for this purpose is relevant to this section
and should be mentioned here. 3.) Sakatah Singing Hills State Trail is mentioned here but see
“Traffic Study” below where I provide a heat map that shows how often the trail as well as CSAH 27
are used by bicyclists recreating in the area. These uses were not considered in the traffic safety
analysis. (Response follows)
• The cemetery will continue to be accessible to those who wish to visit.
• Eagle Lake South will continue to be used for waterfowl hunting.
• The traffic study follows the conventional methods of such a study.

EAW, page 8, Zoning: No maps are ever provided that show the ordinary high-level water, shoreland
setback, and shoreland zone with the proposed track development. Rather, these features are
shown separately on different figures. It’s hard to evaluate their claim that the track design does not
impact. (Response follows)
• The Ordinary High-Water Mark is shown on Exhibit F of the Wetland Delineation Report
(EAW, Appendix B) and in Appendix A of this document.
EAW, 9a. Existing Land Use. The adjacent residential homes, the Eagle Lake Cemetery, and a smalltown next door are not mentioned and clearly shows an attempt to minimize the impact of the
existing land and who/what it would affect. (Figure Ex.2 in letter). (Response follows)
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Attached project figures include aerial images of the project area, depicting both the
cemetery and nearby residences. The regional map provides a view of the City of Eagle
Lake in relation to other municipalities.

9b. Project Compatibility. Various comments relating to noise, traffic, further discussed in those
sections. Additionally, with the taking of prime agricultural land that has been in crop production for
decades, it is not an area compatible with a project that fails to show responsible and necessary
development. (Response follows)
• The area is to be rezoned as stated in 9b.
• At the time the EAW was written, the property was had recently gone through
annexation into the City of Eagle Lake and contained no zoning designation. However,
the property will be rezoned as a Planned Unit Development (PUD). Because of the
unique nature of the development, the intended use does not fall under defined uses
and a PUD is most appropriate for the rezoning.
9c. Project Incompatibility. In this section any measures to not affect the homes, nearby lake,
cemetery, traffic issues, noise, pleasing landscapes, etc. are simply ignored. Not even a mention of
the berms. Additionally, owners/managers of some of the nearby townhomes had no idea this was
being planned near their properties. Seeing as it could affect their rentals the developer should have
been a good neighbor and made contact with them. (Response follows)
• Notification of the EAW was made to the EQB monitor with local press releases as
required by the EAW review process governed by Minnesota law. The issues mentioned
(i.e., homes, traffic, Eagle Lake, cemetery, traffic issues, noise, landscapes, etc.) are all
addressed in the appropriate EAW sections.
46. Land Use (BEC- Property & Environmental Services-Geology, Soils, Topography/Land Forms): Page
8-Soils/Topography - The soils section does not adequately describe the soils in accordance with the
EAW Guidance. The EAW guidelines state:
“The NRCS maintains an internet-based application called the Web Soil Survey. If this data is
available in the project area, this web tool should be used to identify soils and any limitations of
those soils.”
The soils are very limited for many types of development according to the Web Soil Survey including
local roads, dwellings with basements, and shallow excavations. In addition, the soils on almost the
entire site are listed as somewhat limited or severely limited for small commercial buildings,
according to the Web Soil Survey. The EAW Guidance also states:
“Steep slopes of 12 percent or more and erosion prone soils should be described and shown on
the site plan or on a separate grading plan.”
Although the steep slopes are not indicated by the underlying soil type, the Web Soil Survey
indicates multiple “Special Line Features” for “Short, steep slopes” in the project area. These areas
have slopes over 12 percent according to the 2012 LiDAR and they should be identified in the EAW.
The EAW Guidance states:
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“If large amounts of soils will be excavated, the EAW should identify the types involved,
quantities, to where they will be relocated and how they will be used.”
Since it appears that significant grading and potentially soil corrections may be required, the EAW
should include a grading plan and information regarding soil corrections in accordance with the EAW
guidelines. (Response follows)
•

•

•

Soils data are depicted on EAW Figure 6 with soil descriptions in the following Soils Map
Index table and described in EAW Section 10.b Soils & Topography. Information on the
soils within the study area were gathered from the NRCS and their Web Soil Survey.
Elevation varies from 990 feet adjacent to the Eagle Lake shoreline, at the lowest point
to 1020 feet at the highest point within the project area. Steep slopes within the project
area are associated with the lakeshore and other areas that will not be affected. No
work is being proposed along the steep slopes. The grading work will be in the generally
flat/gently rolling area of the existing field.
Grading plans have not been developed at this time; they will be developed during final
design.

47. Land Use (BEC- Property & Environmental Services-Geology, Soils, Topography/Land Forms):
Topography - The EAW states:
“The study area is largely flat, with the northern end of the study area at a slightly higher
elevation than the southern end. The western edge of the study area, adjacent to the Eagle Lake
shoreline, is slightly lower than the surrounding landscape.”
As indicated in the soil survey there are steep slopes and there is actually over 30 feet in elevation
change on the property from an elevation of 1,024 feet in the northeast portion of the project area
to 990 feet adjacent to Eagle Lake. The site does have relatively flat areas, but there are also areas
of steep slopes and areas where concentrated water collects and flows over land. There are existing
grass waterways in the existing agricultural field which is an indication there is concentrated water
flow and steeper slopes on the site. (Response follows)
• Relative to other areas within Blue Earth county the parcel is relatively flat, with higher
elevation in the north than the south as noted in the EAW. Stormwater features to be
constructed on site will account for areas of water concentration and flows over land.

11. Water Resources
48. Water Resources (Public): The following are comments/responses related to surface water:
1.) EAW, page 12: Reference to Figure 8 states that the OHWL within the study area is labeled;
however, it is not actually labeled on the figure. 2.) EAW, page 15, top of page, first paragraph:
“Other stormwater management features for the track will be determined during the final track
design.” 3.) Why are we being asked to review and comment on an EAW and given figures for a
proposed design that isn’t final? What is the process for reviewing changes to the design between
now and later? 4.) EAW, page 15: Figure 10 referenced but not labeled in appendix. 5.) EAW, page
15: Discharge of stormwater: o Sending discharge from ~37 acres of impervious surfaces into Eagle
Lake South could impact the amount of “bounce” that water levels experience. More details on
actual plan is needed. o Given that discharge locations include the small stream and wetland just
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west of the car condos, how will they insure that that water (which connects to and flows south of
Hwy 14 and into the creek that runs parallel to Valley Lane) does not impact the residences and
businesses along this stretch of creek? As it stands now, this creek often overflows its banks after
heavy rainfall events and has risked overland flooding for some of these homes. (Response follows)
• The proposed motorsports park is anticipated to create 37 acres of new impervious
surfaces. During the design of the proposed improvements (track, car-condos,
clubhouse, roads, etc.) the developers licensed professionals will be designing a full
stormwater management system. The system will be designed to at least meet the
Minnesota Pollution Control Agencies (MPCA) design standards with reference to the
Minnesota Stormwater Manual, it will also adhere to the City of Eagle Lake’s MS4
requirements.
• The design of the stormwater management system will intercept runoff from the newly
created impervious surfaces and route it through the designed treatment system before
releasing to their respective points of discharge (stream, wetland, lake, etc.). After
heavy rainfall, the water will be retained to prevent overflow to the discharge points.
The stormwater management systems will be designed to provide adequate water
quality volume and treatment as well as rate control to match or reduce peak flows
from existing to proposed conditions. A complete hydraulic report will be prepared
during the final design process and will be submitted to the City of Eagle Lake for their
review.
• The construction process will follow the MPCA’s National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit and will have a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) designed by a licensed professional, this SWPPP will also be submitted to
the MPCA for their review as a requirement of the NPDES Permit due to the amount of
disturbance acreage.
Wetlands are protected in the state of Minnesota and 13 of the 18 identified in this project will be
affected, also influencing the design of the track (so no additional tracks or modifications can be
made, possibly affecting attraction to new-and-current-business). (Response follows)
•

The proposed development will impact all farmed wetlands onsite and the appropriate
process will be followed for purchasing credits from a wetland bank to replace the
wetlands offsite at a 2 to 1 ratio. This means the developer agrees to buy and protect
two acres worth of wetlands from a wetland bank to replace every one acre of wetland
impacted onsite. This is standard procedure. The wetland permitting process is
described in the EAW. The EAW provides a description of all project elements proposed
at the site.

What measures are being taking for storm water holding ponds? With so much impervious surface
being added there will be a need that is not addressed.
• Proposed stormwater management features on shown on Figure 4B, Appendix A.
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49. Water Resources (MPCA-Item 11 Surface Water): The Project will permanently impact 4.69 acres of
wetland and has a replacement ratio of 2:1. The EAW should identify the approximate location or
wetland mitigation bank. (Response follows)
• In the Joint Permit Application, the exact bank, along with watershed and county of the
bank, will be identified.
If the 404/401 Permit and Certification are necessary, the EAW should discuss in-water best
management practices (BMPs). Types of BMPs may include: silt curtain, construction during no
flows/low flows, or winter conditions, and if required, incorporate coffer or check dams into the
final plans. Also, if any work is conducted below the ordinary high-water level, these BMPs will assist
in avoiding or minimizing total suspended solids (TSS), turbidity and sedimentation, from entering
Eagle Lake and other nearby water resources. (Response follows)
If the 404 & 401 permits are necessary, BMPs will be followed.
Best management practices will be followed whether the 404/401 Permit and
Certification are necessary or not.
Figure 4A Overall Concept – The legend does not identify the Project features with the light brown
and dark green coloring. (Response follows)
• Figure 4B (Appendix A) depicts the light brown elements are stormwater management
features. The dark green color is a result of Development Concept being shown in light
green color, overlaying project elements. The dark green colors correspond to project
elements depicted on Figure 4B.
The MPCA recommends the Project proposer consider including native vegetation in the infield area
of the race track, and as a buffer to Eagle Lake in particular, in the stormwater management area.
The addition of native vegetation would improve habitat and provide better infiltration and less
water leaving the system through surface runoff. This would also reduce the maintenance needs for
mowing at the facility. (Response follows)
• Comment Noted. The developer plans to restore areas not occupied by the track and
associated facilities to native prairie grasses rather than turf lawn for various reasons
including the creation of new habitat and food for native insects, including pollinators
and to deter water fowl from gathering onsite.
The Project is upstream of several streams, two with aquatic life impairments, and the main stem of
the Le Sueur River with several impairments including a sediment impairment. It’s critical that the
Project follow the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System/State Disposal System
(NPDES/SDS) Construction Stormwater permit (CSW Permit) to limit the amount of sediment leaving
the site and to reduce the potential for loading of nutrients and sediment to the downstream
system. (Response follows)
• NPDES/SDS/CWS permits will be followed. The project proposer agrees that limiting the
amount of sediment leaving the site is critical.
50. Water Resources (MPCA-Item 11-Stormwater): The EAW does not acknowledge that North Eagle
Lake, located within 1 mile of the site, has construction related impairments that affect CSW Permit
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requirements at the site. Because of these impairments, the soil stabilization timeline requirement
for the entire site is 7 days, not 14 days stated in the EAW. Also, temporary ponding will be required
where 5 or more acres drain to a common location. (Response follows)
• Soil stabilization for the entire site will follow the 7-day guideline. Temporary ponding
will be in place where 5 or more acres drain to a common location.
In Table 2, the EAW states there will be 10.8 acres of new impervious surface. However, the
stormwater section states there will be 37.2 acres of new impervious surface. Please clarify.
(Response follows)
• It is noted at the bottom of Table 2 "The total impervious surface created by the project
is 37.2 acres including pavement and buildings." The layout of Table 2 necessitated
separating out impervious elements (i.e. track versus buildings).
The EAW indicates that stormwater detention ponds will be used to manage stormwater, but also
mentions a range of other methods to be considered. It is important to note that the CSW Permit
requires volume reduction measures, such as infiltration or water harvest and reuse, to be
considered first over the use of wet sediment ponds. Heavy soils may potentially be amended to
promote infiltration if there is adequate separation distance to saturated soils. Soil testing in the
locations of treatment areas will be required at the site to determine if infiltration is prohibited.
(Response follows)
• Soil testing will be conducted at the site where necessary to determine suitability for
infiltration.
Assuming stormwater will ultimately drain toward the lake and 50 or more acres will be disturbed
by the 230-acre Project, the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will need to be
submitted to the MPCA for review and approval prior to obtaining CSW Permit coverage. (Response
follows)
• The SWPPP will be submitted to MPCA for review and approval.
The SWPPP for the Project will need to include maintenance of at least 50 feet of existing buffers to
the wetlands or other waters on the site during construction. If the buffer cannot be maintained,
then redundant downgradient sediment controls will be required to protect these waters during
construction. Wetlands may not be utilized for stormwater runoff unless they have gone through
the wetland mitigation process. (Response follows)
• A minimum of 50-foot buffers adjacent to wetlands or other water on site will be
maintained during project construction. If this is not feasible, redundant downgradient
sediment controls will be put in place. It is understood that wetlands cannot be utilized
for stormwater runoff unless they have gone through the wetland mitigation process.
The MPCA strongly encourages the Project proposer to consider implementing practices in multiple
areas of the site to maintain the existing hydrology by keeping water where it falls to the greatest
extent possible. Examples include maximizing green space and planting trees, creating bio
infiltration areas, constructing narrower streets and sidewalks to reduce impervious surfaces,
creating infiltration trenches in parking lots, using pervious pavements, and reusing retained
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stormwater during dry spells. Additional information on these practices can be found in Minnesota’s
Stormwater Manual. Incorporating green infrastructure practices will also help the development
resist the impacts from increasing rainfall in Minnesota and protect the water quality of the
downstream receiving waters. (Response follows)
• The Minnesota's Stormwater Manual will be consulted and maintain existing hydrology
onsite to the extent practicable.
51. Water Resources (MnDOT-Item 11-Stormwater): Additional information about the drainage system
and site grading will allow us to better evaluate the potential for impacts to US 14 drainage
infrastructure. In general, MnDOT expects that existing drainage patterns will be perpetuated, peak
runoff rates and volumes will not be exceeded, and drainage from the site will use treatment BMPs
such as ponds or treatment swales. Slopes and grades should be designed to not cause erosion or
sedimentation. MnDOT assumes that the proposed motorsports park will be a part of the Mankato
Urbanized area and subject to the MS4 Permit MCMs. Understanding the drainage patterns and
maps are a portion of the permit and it will be important for MnDOT to get a more final grading and
civil plan. MnDOT will provide more specific comment at the time of civil plan review and platting.
(Response follows)
• It is understood that MnDOT will provide more specific comment regarding drainage
system and site grading at the time of civil plan review and platting.
52. Water Resources (DNR-Item 11-Stormwater): MnDNR notes that the stormwater system shown on
Figure 10 in Appendix A proposes to discharge some of the site’s stormwater runoff into the south
basin of Eagle Lake. Given this basin’s status as a designated wildlife lake, MnDNR has concerns
about this plan. MnDNR suggests that this stormwater be routed elsewhere. MnDNR suggests that
the increased vulnerability of this valuable natural resource be considered and protected when
MPCA issues the stormwater permits for this site. (Response follows)
• See Line 92.Treated stormwater will be routed to the wetland/stream, pending MnDNR
coordination and permit approval.
53. Water Resources (BEC- Property & Environmental Services-Water Resources): EAW Guidance
states that: “This item is intended to address all water-related aspects of a proposed project,” and
“This sub-item is meant for a full description of all surface water and groundwater features in the
vicinity of the project. This should include all known water features such as lakes, ponds, rivers,
streams, wetlands, ditches, intermittent streams, drainageways, aquifers, springs, and seeps.”
The EAW lacks a full description of surface and groundwater features in the vicinity of the site, as
described in the following comments and questions about surface water and groundwater.
(Response follows)
• The Wetland Delineation Report (EAW Appendix B) depicts NWI wetlands and other
public waters. Figure 7 "Surface Waters" also depicts surface waters within
approximately 3-miles of the project area. See Appendix A for a depiction of delineated
wetlands.
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Water Resources (BEC- Property & Environmental Services-Surface Water): The project is adjacent
to Eagle Lake (Lake ID number: 070060-02). Eagle Lake is classified a Natural Environment Lake.
Eagle Lake South is hydrologically connected to Eagle Lake North (479 acres). Riparian wetlands and
other wetlands adjacent to Eagle Lake South make Eagle Lake part of a wetland complex. Where are
the receiving waters? A watershed map showing the receiving waters would be helpful. (Response
follows)
• Figure 7 "Surface Waters" also depicts surface waters within approximately 3-miles of
the project area. Receiving waters will be shown in the SWPPP section of the plan set.
See Appendix A for a depiction of delineated wetlands.
54. Water Resources (BEC- Property & Environmental Services-Wetlands): The EAW doesn’t describe
wetlands in the vicinity of the project. As shown in Figure 7, Appendix A, there are significant NWI
mapped wetland areas adjacent to Eagle Lake making Eagle Lake part of a wetland complex that
provides wildlife habitat functions. The EAW does not include wetlands in the vicinity that may be
impacted by the extension of sewer utilities that is described in the EAW. (Response follows)
• Engineered plans have not been finalized yet but it is not anticipated that any wetlands
adjacent to the site, or any wetlands located on the NWI within the site, will be
permanently impacted because of utility extensions. It is not typical for utility work to
permanently impact wetlands and it is not expected to for this project.
The EAW states that “National Wetland Inventory (NWI) wetlands existing within the Study Area but
will not be impacted by any construction or other activities by the project as proposed.” Impacts to
wetlands are not limited to filling. Excess nutrients from urban and agricultural runoff degrade
wetlands. Hydrologic alterations from additional surface runoff inundating wetlands or redirecting
water away from wetlands are impacts that can change wetland vegetation and wetland type. How
will these impacts to remaining wetlands be addressed? (Response follows)
• All direct and indirect impacts will be addressed thoroughly in the Joint Permit
Application. This is a procedure done with all projects that are proposed to impact
wetlands. Watersheds of the wetlands not anticipated to be filled will be analyzed to
determine indirect effects through reduction of watershed or nutrient run-off.
55. Water Resources (BEC- Property & Environmental Services-Groundwater): The EAW refers to the
County Well Index. For clarification, the Minnesota Department of Health’s database and map is no
longer called the County Well Index. It is now the Minnesota Well Index. The EAW states “Eight
domestic wells, one industrial well, and one public supply well are located within one-half mile of
the study area.” This statement should have a disclaimer like “according to the Minnesota Well
Index”. There are three building sites within one-half mile of the site that do not have wells shown in
the Minnesota Well Index. (Response follows)
• Comment noted. The EAW incorrectly identified the Minnesota Well Index as the
Minnesota Department of Health’s County Well Index.
56. Water Resources (BEC- Property & Environmental Services-Depth to Groundwater): The Geologic
Atlas for Blue Earth County Part B should be used to describe the shallow groundwater and water
table elevations. (Response follows)
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The Minnesota Well Index provides more accurate and highly localized information
about static water level than the Geologic Atlas for Blue Earth County Part B.
Additionally, a geotechnical report has been completed, Report of Geotechnical
Exploration and Review; Dated April 15th, 2020. Groundwater was found in one of the
thirty-two borings that were collected. It was realized at about 8-feet beneath the
surface at the time field work was collected. This boring location is in the very
southwest corner of the site. Groundwater levels fluctuate due to varying seasonal and
annual rainfall and snow melt amounts.

57. Water Resources (BEC- Property & Environmental Services-Wells): The EAW states that the well on
the existing building site “will be maintained.” Does this mean that the well will remain in use? Is so,
then that is what they should say because if it is not to be used and also not sealed then a
maintenance permit from the County is required. The Permits & Approval Required section on page
5 indicates that the one well currently located on this property is to be sealed. (Response follows)
• The well will remain and will only service the existing building.
The reference to the unverified well located within this study area is accurate. This is a monitoring
well for a Super America store and the well log provided the wrong range number which should be
R26W not R25W. (Response follows)
• Comment noted.
The EAW states: Local wells near the study area were drilled to a maximum depth of 232 feet, with
none reaching bedrock. The maximum well depth is 254 (not 232), and this section should say many
wells nearby reach the Prairie Du Chien bedrock formation (OPDC or OPOD). (Response follows)
• The maximum depth for the wells included in the analysis was 254 feet. None of the
wells closest to the project area and described in the EAW reach the Prairie Du Chien
bedrock formation.
Water Resources (BEC- Property & Environmental Services-Wastewater): The EAW does not
provide details of the sources, composition, and amounts of wastewater streams. The EAW states
that the water will be residential wastewater, and the city of Mankato has the capacity to treat
waste from the project. Residential wastewater will be only part of the overall wastewater
generated by this project. This is a mixed-use project, with a track clubhouse, food service, lodging, a
restaurant, and entertainment center, in addition to residential uses. On page 28 of the EAW,
parking spaces at the track clubhouse is 139 spaces, 336 spaces at the hotel and entertainment
center, and 2 spaces for each of the 96 condo units. On page 29 of the EAW, peak traffic in the AM is
193, and 373 in the PM. 1.) What is the quantity and composition of wastewater from all sources in
the project area? For example, residential, food service, restaurant, floor drains, and vehicle repair?
2.) What is expected capacity of participants and spectators at track events, classes, and the
associated waste? 3.) Will there be any vehicle repair? Oils and grease? Cleaners? Fuel? Other
automotive fluids? EAW, page 19, states there will be cleaners and diesel fuel during operations. 4.)
Will there be vehicle washing on this site? If so, where do these areas drain? 5.) Does the City of
Mankato or Eagle Lake wastewater ordinances or their inter-governmental agreement require any
pre-treatment of wastewater from sources other than residential? (Response follows)
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The proposed motorsports park will have provisions for light automotive maintenance
and automotive detailing. All related services will be licensed and follow the appropriate
regulations as set forth by the State of Minnesota. All products that will be utilized will
be approved by the US Environmental Protection Agency and will be handled as
specified by local and federal regulations.

58. Water Resources (BEC- Property & Environmental Services-Stormwater): The EAW Guidance states
that the “quantity and quality of stormwater runoff at the site prior to and post construction”
should be described, and the “routes and receiving water bodies for runoff from the (major
downstream water bodies as well as the immediate receiving waters)” should be included. The EAW
does not provide this information. The EAW Guidance states that “the intent of the question is to
characterize the effect of the project on the amounts and the composition of stormwater runoff
from the site and the techniques planned to minimize adverse impacts from stormwater quantity
and quality. Specific erosion and sedimentation control measures for both during and after
construction should be described.” The EAW does not provide this information. (Response follows)
• See Line 92
The EAW states that “In general, projects that increase impervious surfaces will correspondingly
increase the stormwater runoff and potential for associated impacts.” With the exception of
portions of the race track, the 37 acres of new impervious surfaces on this site are large and
contiguous. There is no infiltration (100% runoff) from impervious surfaces, so the amount of runoff
from 37 acres is easily quantifiable. 1.) In general, what is the quantity (volume) of runoff from 37
acres of impervious surfaces in 1-inch, 2-inch, 25-year and 100-year storm events? How do these
amounts of stormwater runoff compare to runoff from the cultivated field? 2.) What water bodies
are the receiving waters for stormwater runoff and discharge of stormwater facilities from this site?
The FEMA floodplain maps have been updated to include floodplains in some of the downstream
receiving waters. 3.) Do any of this project’s stormwater runoff or stormwater facilities discharge to
receiving waters or wetlands that drain through the City of Eagle Lake? Do the receiving waters or
wetlands have a history of flooding? Will the increase in volume of stormwater runoff from this site
increase flooding in these receiving waters or wetlands? 4.) How will stormwater facilities be
designed to manage these volumes of runoff to prevent negative effects in downstream water
bodies and downstream property (i.e. flooding, erosion and sedimentation)? 5.) There are steep
slopes on the site, and a significant elevation difference between the proposed race track facilities
and Eagle Lake. How will the volume and rate of stormwater runoff be managed to prevent gullies,
erosion and sedimentation in wetlands, Eagle Lake and other downstream water bodies? 6.) What is
the depth of seasonal water table on this site that would limit stormwater infiltration practices? 7.)
What is the extent of subsurface drainage on this property or from adjacent parcels? How will
subsurface tile drainage be accounted for in project design? (Response follows)
• (1)
Storm Event
37 ac Impervious
37 ac Agricultural
Increase in Runoff
Land Use Runoff
Land Use Runoff
(%)
(ac-ft)
(ac-ft)
1-inch
2.44
0.54
352
2-inch
5.47
2.45
132
25-year
16.13
11.73
38
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100-year
•
•

•
•

•

•

22.1

17.41
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(2) Receiving waters are - adjacent stream, wetland, and Eagle Lake.
(3) All drainage will be routed through the aforementioned locations. Designated
discharge will match existing peak flow rates leaving the site for the 2-yr, 10-yr & 100-yr
events. After heavy rainfall, the water will be retained to prevent overflow to the
discharge points
(4) All drainage will be managed through our stormwater management system to
prevent downstream negative impacts.
(5) Typical existing slopes are between 2-7% with a couple instances of slopes between
10-14%. The slopes adjacent to Eagle Lake where construction activities will occur do
not exceed 8% within the agricultural field. Volume and rate control measures will be
implemented through BMPs to prevent gullies and erosion, and to ensure sediments are
not sent to receiving waterbodies. A complete hydraulic report will be prepared during
the final design process and will be submitted to the City of Eagle Lake for their review
(6) A geotechnical report has been completed, Report of Geotechnical Exploration and
Review; Dated April 15th, 2020. Groundwater was found in one of the thirty-two borings
that were collected. It was realized at about 8-feet beneath the surface at the time field
work was collected. This boring location is in the very southwest corner of the
site. Groundwater levels fluctuate due to varying seasonal and annual rainfall and snow
melt amounts.
(7) Drain tile map was provided by the current property owner. This system will be
maintained or rerouted to insure unaltered flows to the existing system.

Stormwater runoff from the race track and associated areas where vehicles are parked and repaired
will contain pollutants such as oil and grease, cleaners, metals, and other automotive fluids. 1.)
What is the composition of stormwater runoff with these pollutants from race tracks and from the
urban type of development as proposed? How will stormwater management facilities provide
treatment for these pollutants? How will stormwater quality be monitored for these pollutants?
What type of maintenance will be required for stormwater facilities that receive these pollutants?
2.) Will there be floor drains in the garages? What is the discharge location of floor drains?
(Response follows)
• Pollutants will be similar to what is produced by commercial industrial developments.
Treatment facilities will be designed per regulatory guidance/permit requirements for
development. Maintenance (accumulated sediment removal, erosion mitigation, outlet
structure repairs) will be required to ensure stormwater facilities function as designed.
• The Developer has not decided if floor drains will be included in car condos. If floor
drains will be included in car condos, construction will adhere to the guidance of MN
Administrative Rules, Chapter 4714, Plumbing Code, Part 4714.0418.7 Garage and
Parking Area Floor Drains which states "Floor drains in parking areas that are enclosed,
and floor drains in areas open or enclosed that are used for maintenance or as vehicle
wash bays, shall discharge to the sanitary sewer if a municipal sewer is available. An oil
and flammable liquid interceptor shall be provided if required by section 1017."
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On page 16, the EAW states that impacts to high-quality wetlands are being avoided. Most of the
stormwater management facilities drain to these wetlands. Stormwater management facilities also
discharge to wetlands off-site. 1.) How are impacts from stormwater runoff pollution being avoided,
or managed to ensure there are no stormwater impacts to these wetlands? 2.) How will stormwater
management facilities be designed to reduce nutrients, like phosphorus and nitrogen impacting
wetlands? 3.) How will stormwater management facilities be designed and managed to prevent
inundation of the wetlands? (Response follows)
• Runoff will be treated prior to discharging to downstream wetlands. Treatment may
include retention ponds, bioretention swales and raingardens, locations will be
determined during final site design.
• Stormwater management treatment options will be determined during final design.
• By matching peak rates leaving the site to the in-place (existing) condition, wetland
inundation risks will be minimized.
Page 14-15 - The EAW states that “Development will meet all state and local water quality measures
prior to discharging any stormwater into adjacent wetlands, lakes or streams.” The EAW lists state
requirements for NPDES permits and SWPPPs, but no local requirements are included. 1.) The City of
Eagle Lake is an MS4. How do the City’s stormwater regulations apply to this site? 2.) Will the City of
Eagle Lake operate the stormwater facilities on this site, or have an easement to conduct
inspections? 3.) How will the City of Eagle Lake ensure long-term maintenance of stormwater
management facilities on this site? 4.) What are the MS4 requirements for inspecting and
maintaining stormwater management facilities (i.e. annual inspections, sediment removal, etc.)
applicable to this site? (Response follows)
• See Line 92.
The EAW states that “Measures include, but not limited to, stormwater retention ponds,
bioretention swales, raingardens and other stormwater control features further discussed below.”
The EAW does not contain a description of “stormwater retention ponds, bioretention swales,
raingardens and other stormwater control features” for the permanent stormwater management
system in the EAW or “below.” 1.) Where will stormwater retention ponds, bioretention swales or
raingardens be used on this site? What is the function of each related to stormwater volume and
rate control and treatment of stormwater runoff? 2.) Are there site limitations, such as depth to
seasonal water table that will limit use of these practices? (Response follows)
• The exact location of retention ponds, bioretention swales and raingardens will be
determined during final site design and will be integrated to maximize the function of
the stormwater controls.
• Stormwater Retention Pond: A stormwater feature that manages runoff rates so that
the increased peak flow rates associated with impervious land use can be attenuated
and controlled to match the pre-development (existing condition).
• Bioretention Swale: A stormwater treatment feature that utilizes vegetation that is
grown in a relatively flat and wide channel. Nutrient uptake by the vegetation helps
treat stormwater runoff.
• Raingardens: A stormwater treatment feature that utilizes amended soil and vegetation
to filter pollutants out of stormwater runoff.
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59. Water Resources (BEC- Property & Environmental Services-Wetlands): Page 16 - The EAW states
that National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) wetlands are existing within the study area but will not be
impacted by any construction or other activities by the project proposed. Later in this report it
states that W32 (an NWI man-made wetland) will be filled and mitigated.
The EAW states that 18 wetlands were identified and that "no wetlands within the parcel are listed
on the National Wetland Inventory." This is incorrect and conflicts with Table 5 on page 16 that lists
wetlands on the site, with six of those being NWI wetlands (W32 through W37). (Response follows)
• NWI wetlands are depicted on Figure 7 and within Appendix B of the EAW. None of the
wetlands that will be impacted by the project are NWI wetlands.
Page 30 - Cumulative Potential Effects. In a different section of the EAW on page 30, Cumulative
Potential Effects, additional wetland impacts from the sanitary sewer extension are mentioned.
“The City of Eagle Lake will be extending sanitary sewer and water lines to the study area at the
developer’s expense. The wastewater from Eagle Lake is served by the City of Mankato’s
Wastewater Treatment Plant. Natural resources such as wetlands have the potential to be affected
by this action. Any mitigation of potential wetland impacts will be achieved through State permitting
methods as required.” • Where will sanitary sewer be extended to the site and which wetlands will
be impacted by extension of utilities? (Response follows)
• The sanitary sewer extension location will be determined during final design, in
consultation with the City of Eagle Lake. Any wetland impacts will be determined at that
time and all applicable permitting and mitigation will occur.
The EAW states that “Proposed wetland impacts were a factor that ultimately influenced track
design and layout, along with shoreline and cultural resource considerations,” and “the location of
wetlands within the Study Area also impacted the ultimate layout chosen for the project.” Overall
Concept, Figure 4A, Appendix A, shows all the wetlands in the cultivated areas will be impacted
(filled) for the project. The WCA requires proposed projects to avoid and minimize wetland impacts
when feasible. There is no information explaining how wetlands were “considered” in the track
layout or design. 1.) How were wetland impacts avoided? 2.) How were wetland impacts minimized?
3.) Water storage is an important wetland function in this watershed. The City of Eagle Lake has
reported flooding concerns in the city limits. How will water storage functions in this watershed be
replaced to prevent flooding in Eagle Lake and downstream water bodies? 4.) How will the proposed
project avoid impacts to the Type 2 Fresh wet meadow and Type 3 shallow marshes (W34, W36, and
W37) described in the EAW as high-quality wetlands. (Response follows)
• This information will be thoroughly discussed in the Joint Permit Application, as required
by Wetland Conservation Act (WCA). This is the standard regulatory process for the
state WCA, as implemented by the LGU and as reviewed by the Technical Evaluation
Panel, and as a requirement of the WCA permit issuance, wetland impacts will be
avoided and minimized to the greatest extend possible, prior to any WCA permit being
issued.
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The EAW states that “Given their location in an agricultural field, the farmed (Type 1) wetlands do
not provide the same benefits of wildlife habitat as those wetlands located in less disturbed
contexts (i.e. within the shoreline of Eagle Lake or in wooded areas).” Farmed, Type 1 wetlands, like
the wetlands to be impacted for this project, do provide seasonal waterfowl habitat. Small, seasonal
wetland basins, less than two acres in size, as well as grasslands provide important wildlife habitat
functions when located in proximity to shallow lakes greater than 50 acres in size. 1.) How will loss
of wildlife habitat functions provided by the Type 1 wetlands on this site be replaced in the Eagle
Lake watershed? (Response follows)
• This information will be thoroughly discussed in the Joint Permit Application, as required
by WCA. Sequencing for replacement credits of wetlands will follow WCA and Section
404 guidelines. Replacement wetlands must and will meet the siting criteria of state
WCA and federal Clean Water Act (CWA), as part of the permit.
The EAW states that “Mitigation of the proposed 4.69 acres of wetland impacts will be achieved
through Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) permitting procedures, along with Section 404
of the Clean Water Act (CWA). All impacts will be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio, per permitting
requirements for natural wetlands. A total of 9.38 credits will be required for the project.” 1.) The
Wetland Conservation Act requires sequencing: avoidance and minimization. Construction should
wait until the WCA process is complete in case the design must be changed. 2.) If impacts to
wetlands are approved, construction cannot occur until the owner replaces the approved impacts.
(Minnesota Rules, 8420.0522 Subp. 8) The WCA requirements can be found at this link:
https://bwsr.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/2018-12/Wetland_Regulatory_2009_WCA_Rule.pdf 3.)
To mitigate for lost wetland functions in the Eagle Lake watershed, where will wetland credits be
purchased? 4.) Has onsite mitigation or replacement been considered, since the EAW states that
wetlands along the shore would provide better wildlife habitat? (Response follows)
• Construction will not commence until all permits have been received and credit
purchases have been documented. This information will be thoroughly discussed in the
Joint Permit Application, as required by WCA. Sequencing for replacement credits of
wetlands will follow WCA and Section 404 guidelines. Replacement wetlands must and
will meet the siting criteria of state WCA and federal CWA, as part of the permit. . Onsite mitigation has been shown to be costly and does not have as high of a success rate
as state and federally approved wetland banks, and purchase of credits is favored by the
Army Corps over on-site mitigation.

12. Contamination/Hazardous Materials/Wastes
60. Contamination/Hazardous Waste/Waste (BEC- Property & Environmental Services): Stormwater
runoff from this site will discharge to Eagle Lake, wetlands and other receiving waters, and has the
potential to contaminate groundwater. Page 18. b. Project Related Generation/Storage of Solid
Wastes - The EAW does not describe generation, storage and disposal of solid waste during
operations. Solid waste will likely be generated by the proposed condos, clubhouse, food service,
restaurant, entertainment center and hotel.1.) What are the estimates of the type, storage and
methods of disposal of solid waste generated at this site? 2.) What recycling or source reduction is
planned? (Response follows)
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The proposed motorsports park will follow the rules as set forth by the Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency for the handling of solid waste. A third-party sanitation
company will be employed to manage solid waste disposal. In all areas, both front of the
house and back of the house, separate clearly marked receptacles will be provided to
encourage the sorting and recycling of recyclable refuse. The third-party sanitation
company will be selected in its ability to responsibly process such sorted refuse.

The EAW provides little information about use and storage of hazardous materials during
operations, but instead focuses mainly on the construction phase. Use and storage of hazardous
materials is typically associated with operating and maintaining vehicles. Hazardous materials may
also be used and stored for general operations of the proposed facilities and landscaping. The EAW
states that “During operation, hazardous materials may be used on site, such as diesel fuels and
cleaners. Any hazardous materials will have BMPs implemented to ensure proper usage and storage
during operations, including inspecting outside areas for the presence of spill/released diesel fuel,
complete any corrective action necessary to respond to spills/releases. Best Management Practices
regarding other hazardous materials and cleaners shall include proper housekeeping, eliminating
and reducing exposure, scheduled inspections, training, and preventative maintenance.” There is a
list of general best management practices, but the EAW provides no indication the owner or
operator of the motorsports park has a plan for managing hazardous materials or what areas will
generate and use hazardous materials. Runoff from this site enters the high-quality wetlands
described on page 17 of the EAW, and public waters like Eagle Lake. 1.) Will there be a fueling area?
Will there be a containment area? 2.) What types of fuel will be stored on site? What quantities?
Where will fuels be stored? What is proper storage of fuel? 3.) Will there be floor drains in the
condo garages? Where will floor drains discharge? 4.) Where will vehicles be serviced? Will vehicles
be serviced by individuals in parking lots, on lawns, or another location? Will vehicles be serviced in
condo garages? Will there be a centralized maintenance facility? 5). The EAW describes fitting
vehicles with different mufflers when vehicles are out of compliance with noise emission
requirements. Where will this be done? What hazardous materials may be needed to do this work?
(Response follows)
• There may be fuel stored on site in the form of diesel fuel for operational equipment or
gasoline for motor vehicle use. The quantities would be significantly less compared to a
commercial "gas station".
• Any fuel that will be stored on site will be contained in above ground storage tanks.
Above ground storage tanks will be in compliance with MN Rule 7151.5300 and
7151.5400, including proper labeling, a secondary containment that will be able to
contain at least 100 percent of the capacity of the largest tank, constructed with
impermeable materials that are also compatible with the substance being stored, and
designed and constructed to provide the detection of a release of the substance.
• The use or disposal of automotive fluids will follow state and federal environmental
regulations. Tanks will be protected from corrosion following ways outlined in MN Rule
7151.5600, either elevated so the underside of the tank floor is not in contact with any
surface or resting on a continuous concrete slab that prevents water from accumulating
underneath the tank floor.
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A third-party partner will be employed to provide and service itemized disposal
containers and for the disposal of automotive fluids, in compliance with MN Statute
115A.916.
The Developer has not decided if floor drains will be included in car condos. If floor
drains will be included in car condos, construction will adhere to the guidance of MN
Administrative Rules, Chapter 4714, Plumbing Code, Part 4714.0418.7 Garage and
Parking Area Floor Drains which states "Floor drains in parking areas that are enclosed,
and floor drains in areas open or enclosed that are used for maintenance or as vehicle
wash bays, shall discharge to the sanitary sewer if a municipal sewer is available. An oil
and flammable liquid interceptor shall be provided if required by section 1017."
The installation of muffler silencers is not anticipated to require hazardous materials or
a special location for installation. Installation efforts are minimal.

13. Fish, Wildlife, Plant Communities, and Sensitive Ecological Resources (Rare Features)
61. Fish, Wildlife, Plant Communities & Sensitive Ecological Resources (Public):
I am not very knowledgeable on the wildlife impact or ground impact that the proposed project will
have but I can’t imagine that either one is any worse than having that land used for agricultural
purposes. The chemicals put into the ground for farming can be rather intense and extensive and I
think that wildlife will manage and adapt. (Response follows)
• Comment noted and taken into consideration.
Fish, Wildlife, Plant Communities, & Sensitive Ecological Features (Rare Features) As a frequent and
trained viewer of wildlife in the Eagle Lake South and Eagle Lake north areas, I’d like to provide my
personal list of species I have observed within 0.5 mi of this proposed development while I have
been out recreating in the area. At a local population level, it’s possible that some of these species
will be impacted by this development either due to construction activities, addition of pavement,
noise, increased traffic, or other impacts of the MMP. My unexhaustive list includes: 1.) Mammals:
white-tailed deer, red squirrels, fox squirrels, gray squirrels, muskrats, various small mammals (e.g.,
mice, shrews, voles) 2.) Birds: trumpeter swans, Canada geese, American coot, mallard, various
other species of dabbling ducks, various species of diving ducks (e.g., mergansers, bufflehead), sora,
wild turkey, ring-necked pheasant, common nighthawks, tree swallows, other swallow spp., redwinged blackbirds, various species of sparrows 3.) At a minimum, and to offer up a potential
mitigating option, I’d suggest that the developers consider planting native vegetation (e.g., native
prairie instead of mowed lawn) anywhere they aren’t putting down pavement inside the track.
Some initial thoughts on benefits this would have include: 4.) Provide habitat for breeding grassland
birds and pollinators to use. 5.) Avoid problems from goose depredation issues, especially in
consideration that geese are abundant in the adjacent Eagle Lake South. 6.) Groups of deer (5-7
deer) are frequently seen in the fields along this stretch of road. By putting up a fence, deer are
going to be forced to run either north/south or east/west around the complex. Will the fence
actually increase deer-vehicle collisions as a result, especially considering the increase in traffic?
(Response follows)
• The project proposer provided a copy of the EAW to the MnDNR contact provided on
the EQB distribution list (as required by MN Rule 4410.1500). Following the 30-day
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comment period the MnDNR provided comments for this EAW. Please see MnDNR
comments and responses in number 62 of this document.
Informal discussions about this project with my friends who work for DNR and are familiar with
EAWs and EISs, and they also help manage the trail and lake adjacent to this project. Normally, they
would be consulted by the other DNR staff who lead the NHIS. In this case, they were not consulted
which they were surprised by. The only thing I can think of is that the project location changed
between Nov. 2018 and Dec. 2019, but then Bolton and Menk rushed DNR and asked for an
expedited response over the holidays which left no time for that extra consultation with other DNR
experts. Do you know if Bolton and Menk contacted the DNR Regional Environmental Assessment
Ecologist to determine if there are other natural resource concerns associated with this project, as
suggested by Samantha Bump (the DNR Natural Heritage Review Specialist) in her cover letter from
November 2018? (Response follows)
• The project proposer provided a copy of the EAW to the MnDNR contact provided on
the EQB distribution list (as required by MN Rule 4410.1500). Following the 30-day
comment period the MnDNR provided comments for this EAW. Please see MnDNR
comments and responses in number 62 of this document.
Resources/Habitats/Vegetation. Deer, geese, turtles, etc. are common in and around the lake. The
area (around the south section of the lake) is also hunted as well. (Response follows)
• Comment noted and taken into consideration.
Comments regarding the accuracy of the Natural Heritage Review by the agency reviewer. States a
new review for the current location should have been required. (Response follows)
• The review was completed by the agency as required. The first review by the MnDNR
was for the previous location in Lime Township. When the development was moved to
the current location in Eagle Lake, the MnDNR was contacted for an updated review
request. The new (and present) location and project details were provided to the
MnDNR for review.
While the deer, geese, turtles, etc. weren't initially identified and the agricultural land itself doesn't
provide a significant habitat for wildlife, it is right next to a body of water and has helped to
protect/shelter, shade and feed them. The project is not even close to a comparable alternative to
what they have now, even if there is a 150-foot setback. These kinds of facilities are NOT located
next to lakes for a reason.
Geese and deer already frequently cross Highway 14. With a large area completely blocked off to
them (assuming they would use the area provided by the 150-feet setback), north or south will be
the only option for deer. Not only does it possibly create an increase of animal cross traffic, it
absolutely impedes on their natural lake area - where people expect to see wildlife. (Response
follows)
• There are no rare features or ecosystems that will be affected by the project.
Measures applied through best management practices to attempt to minimize impacts are minimal
compared to completely changing the landscape from agricultural to a bituminous track, concrete
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edging, berms, and eliminating wetlands. It's the exact opposite of what should be allowed to
remain to truly minimize the impact on not only wildlife, but the complete destruction of a prime
piece of agricultural land. If this proposed project fails and/or is forced to shut down, there is no
going back to restore that area to the way it was. (Response follows)
• The City of Eagle Lake has identified the southern portion of this land as light industrial
in the 2006 Land Use Plan and have expressed a desire to see development occur here
which is evidenced in the annexation of the property in November of 2019. This land is
situated adjacent to a US Trunk Highway which makes it attractive to developers for
many reasons. Decades of agriculture onsite have prevented wildlife habitat from
existing and have degraded wetlands that exist. The City’s actions to annex the property
and their guidance of the land for light industrial uses indicates they don’t have a desire
to “restore the land to the way it was.” Also, the developer will restore areas not
occupied by the track and associated facilities to natural prairie grasses which will
provides habitat and food for native insects, including pollinators. Complete avoidance
of any impacts would not meet the project objective and is not practical.
I've glanced at the environmental impact of and I actually think that this development will
significantly improve water quality in Eagle Lake since agriculture runoff is one of the main
contributors to water pollution. (Response follows)
• Comment noted and taken into consideration.
As for the environmental impact, I think this will actually be better for the lake (Eagle Lake) itself
since it will reduce nitrates and other chemicals from agriculture runoff. I think they've done a great
job in the design to reduce noise outside of the facility by the berm around the facility as well as the
orientation of the buildings and parking lot. Traffic noise from highway 14 will be more noticeable.
(Response follows)
• Comment noted and taken into consideration.
62. Fish, Wildlife, Plant Communities & Sensitive Ecological Resources (MnDOT): MnDOT suggests the
use of native vegetation with the project. This increases pollinator-friendly zones, decreases erosion
potential, and may provide some sound dampening effects. (Response follows)
• Comment noted and taken into consideration.
63. Fish, Wildlife, Plant Communities & Sensitive Ecological Resources (MnDNR): The following are
comments from the MnDNR and subsequent responses:
Eagle Lake South (07006000A) is classified as a Natural Environment lake so the appropriate
protections must be recognized as this project is designed and constructed. (Response follows)
• The appropriate protections will be recognized as this project is designed and
constructed.
The Rusty Patched Bumble Bee (RPBB): 1.) The proposed project site falls within a ‘Low Potential
Zone’ for the rusty-patched bumble bee (Bombus affinis); RPBB. Low Potential Zones are also known
as Primary Dispersal Zones, which means that they surround High Potential Zones where RPBB has
41

DRAFT
been documented and therefore are important for RPBB conservation efforts. Although currently
we have no documented occurrences of RPBB on the proposed project site or within one mile of it,
the possibility exists that there have been undocumented RPBB occurrences. The RPBB is a habitat
generalist but is typically found in areas that contain natural and semi-natural upland grassland,
shrubland, woodlands, and forests. It may also be found in urban or suburban areas that contain
nesting habitat, nectar and pollen resources, and overwintering habitat. In spring, it is often found in
and near woodland habitats. Based on GIS examination, the proposed project site appears to
include some of these habitat features along the western and southwestern edges. Further, the site
lies along a river/stream corridor which appears to be an RPBB association in the DNR Southern
Region. • The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service recommends but does not require recovery permits for
surveys and non-lethal survey techniques in Low Potential/Primary Dispersal Zones. 2.) MnDNR
recommends that the developer follow the pesticide recommendations in Conservation
Management Guidelines for the Rusty Patched Bumble Bee (Bombus affinis) (USFWS2018). 3.)
MnDNR recommends that the developer follow the landscaping recommendations in Conservation
Management Guidelines for the Rusty Patched Bumble Bee (Bombus affinis) (USFWS2018).
(Response follows)
• The developer will procure a landscaping plan that replaces the former agricultural site
to natural "prairie" vegetation where possible. The landscaping plan will be prepared by
licensed professionals and no invasive species will be included in this plan. Reeding and
landscaping material will be free of any invasive plants or plant parts and will be focused
on the use of native plants. The project will also work to minimize disturbance of areas
not planned for construction, such as the roadside along CR 27 and the land adjacent to
Eagle Lake. When possible, the MnDNR Conservation Management Guidelines for the
Rusty Patched Bumble Bee (USFWS2018) will be followed.
Eagle Lake: 1.) Eagle Lake is a designated wildlife lake. In the MNDNR, a ‘designated wildlife lake’
means: Through a public process of information gathering and input, the Commissioner of the
Department of Natural Resources has determined that the highest value of this lake is that it be
managed for wildlife and wildlife habitat. This is significant, because very few lakes in Minnesota
have been so designated. The lake not only has significant wildlife value in and of itself, but it also
has value in the landscape that the lake is in. This value would be damaged by the proposed project,
which would generate noise, heavy vehicular and human traffic, automobile exhaust fumes, and the
creation and maintenance of many acres of turf lawn (including a planned golf course). The
proposed project has a significant potential to disturb waterfowl, in particular. MNDNR recommends
that the project proposer be required to limit organized events for times when waterfowl are not
present, and to prohibit or limit use during times when wildlife are using the lake for significant
seasonal activities, such as migration staging or nesting. This requirement could be adopted as a
condition of various permits (e.g., use permits, or permits for organized events). Any disruption of
bird nesting through noise or other human disturbance associated with the project could be a
violation of federal law under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The City of Eagle Lake and the project
proposer should consult with MNDNR Region 4 Wildlife Manager Joseph Stangel
(joseph.stangel@state.mn.us; 507-233-1230) on the specific needs of the species that use Eagle
Lake to determine appropriate times when activities must be limited. 2.) MNDNR notes that the
Track Noise Impact Compliance Plan monitors noise levels at nearby residences, but it does not
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mention noise monitoring at or on the lake. Further, it seems that the noise study only addresses
the possible impacts of noise on people but does not take the needs of wildlife into consideration.
MNDNR recommends that this plan be amended to also monitor noise on the shore of and on the
water of the lake to determine noise impacts to wildlife. MNDNR also recommends that the
proposer require noise abatement equipment (e.g., mufflers) on vehicles to be used on site, and
construct some kind of noise abatement barrier between the project area and the lake. 3.) MNDNR
notes that the special status of Eagle Lake as a Designated Wildlife Lake is not mentioned in the
EAW. Some mention of this should be incorporated into Section 11 (Water Resources) and Section
13 (Fish, Wildlife, Plant Communities, & Sensitive Ecological Resources (Rare Features)). 4.) MNDNR
is concerned that the presence of the golf course and other turf lawn on the facility, in such
proximity to Eagle Lake, will result in the presence of large numbers of Canada geese and goose
damage complaints. If this occurs, MNDNR’s Wildlife Damage Management Program should not be
expected to bear all of the costs of the necessary resulting damage abatement. MNDNR considers
that the project proposer has a responsibility to reduce this nuisance potential. Relocating the site
away from Eagle Lake would significantly mitigate this problem. (Response follows)
• Minimal turf lawn is planned onsite as the developer plans to restore areas not occupied
by the track and associated facilities to native prairie grasses rather than turf lawn for
various reasons; this includes the creation of new habitat and food for native insects,
including pollinators and to deter water fowl from gathering onsite.
• The golf entertainment facility is no longer being considered part of this development
and is not planned to be constructed at this time. This facility was never planned to be a
traditional golf course.
• The closest part of the facility to the lake is 537 feet. A noise wall is being proposed to
close the gap in noise abatement structures on the western side of the facility to protect
lake users and wildlife from noise and visual aspects of the track.
• It is unlikely that there is noise-sensitive wildlife near and on Eagle Lake will be
significantly impacted by the proposed project.
While there are studies that indicate roadway noise can have negative impacts on
certain wildlife species, including migratory birds, it is unlikely that such noise -sensitive
wildlife will be impacted by the proposed facility. TH 14 borders the south end of the
Lake, and traffic from this roadway currently impacts the noise levels on and near the
Lake for 24 hours per day. This includes the time periods of the day (nighttime and early
morning) when temperature inversions occur causing noise to propagate much greater
distances than normal. Noise levels drop very little with distance under these
circumstances. People that have been near lakes during these inversions can often hear
people conversing in a boat or from across the water body at very large distances. So,
under the existing conditions, it can be expected that the entire Lake frequently
experiences elevated noise levels, making it unlikely that it is an important area for
noise-sensitive wildlife.
The closest part of the facility to the lake is 537 feet. Eagle Lake is adjacent to TH 14.
Noise monitoring conducted adjacent to TH 14 at Location M1 (See Figure 1 from the
Noise Study in Appendix D) showed noise levels of L10 = 72.5 dBA and L50 = 65.0. This is
representative of noise level impacts that TH 14 has on the lake. By comparison, the
projected maximum noise level impacts at the nearest part of the lake from the track is
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expected to be at least 5-7 dBA less than this. This is based on the modeling results at
Receptor R3 (Figure 1, Appendix D). Receptor R3 modeled noise levels provide a good
representation of the impacts at the lake because of its similar distance from the track.
The maximum noise level impacts at the Lake should even be somewhat less than at R3
because the proposed barrier can be more optimally located nearer the track. The
motorsports track is not planning to operate at nighttime or during early morning hours
when temperature inversions occur.
The developer is creating a landscaping plan which will include landscaping options that
deter wildlife from entering the track facility. This includes the restoration of non-track
related grass areas adjacent to the track to natural/native prairie grasses that are known
to deter geese from gathering. Also, the extension of the noise wall structures around
the track will deter flightless wildlife from entering the track facility. The developer is
prepared to take further action in the event that issues arise with geese/wildlife onsite.
The extension of noise walls is depicted in Appendix A.
Please see Appendix D for further discussions on noise.
Club cars found to be outside of the decibel level permitted by the proposed
motorsports park will be outfitted with removable muffler systems to ensure
compliance. A Sound Committee will be sponsored by the City and track owners will
monitor levels and report.

Invasive Species: 1.) In Section 13.C, the EAW states that ‘the project is not anticipated to have the
potential to spread or introduce invasive species. However, the proposed project includes 152.6
acres of lawn and landscaping (Section 7, Table 2). Seeding and planting vegetation is a common
means of introduction of invasive species. In addition, this section speaks briefly of inspection and
decontamination of construction equipment after leaving the project site but not before; such
equipment should also be thoroughly inspected and certified free of invasive species before coming
on site. Finally, the nature of the proposed project itself provides a significant opportunity for
introduction of invasive species because it encourages people to bring high performance motor
vehicles from all over to the facility. The following activities have a significant potential for
introduction of invasive species to the project area: • Construction activities• Seeding, planting, and
landscaping • Use of the motor track by people bringing in vehicles from elsewhere. The EAW
should present appropriate actions to prevent or minimize the introduction of invasive species by all
three of these vectors. 2.) The DNR requires active steps to prevent or limit the introduction,
establishment, and spread of invasive species during permitted construction work and land
alteration activity. The permittee shall prevent invasive species from entering into or spreading
within a project site by cleaning equipment prior to arriving at the project site. If the equipment,
vehicles, gear, or clothing arrives at the project site with soil, aggregate material, mulch, vegetation
(including seeds) or animals, it shall be cleaned by permittee-furnished tools or equipment
(brush/broom, compressed air or pressure washer) at the staging area. Material cleaned from
equipment and clothing should be disposed of in a parking or staging area onsite or legally disposed
of offsite. The contractor shall ensure that all equipment and clothing used for work in infested
waters has been adequately decontaminated for invasive species (e.g., zebra mussels) prior to being
used in non-infested waters. All equipment and clothing including but not limited to waders, tracked
vehicles, barges, boats, turbidity curtain, sheet pile, and pumps that comes in contact with any
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infested waters must be thoroughly decontaminated. See Contract, grant and permit requirements
for more detailed guidance. 3.) Best Practices for meeting DNR requirements for protection of
aquatic and terrestrial species and sensitive native vegetation, as well as protocols for preventing
the spread of aquatic invasive species and options for ecological enhancement and protection
measures of work areas, are available online. (Response follows)
• Construction Activities: Site construction will follow all necessary steps required through
the MPDS permitting process for all traffic.
• Seeding, planting, and landscaping: The developer will procure a landscaping plan that
restores the site to natural "prairie" vegetation where possible. The landscaping plan
will be prepared by licensed professionals and no invasive species will be included in this
plan. Seeding and landscaping material will be free of any invasive plants or plant parts
and will be part of the project specifications. The project will also work to minimize
disturbance of the roadside and vegetation, and areas not planned for construction.
• Vehicles from elsewhere: Vehicles are not anticipated to introduce invasive species any
more than vehicles visiting other commercial uses such as gas stations or convenience
stores. Vehicles intended to be used on the track are road vehicles only.
• No work will occur in infested waters and no known invasive species occur within the
project area. The contractor will follow BMPs to control and appropriately manage any
invasive species. Removed soil will remain on site and will not be transported to other
areas. Construction vehicles that may come into contact with invasive species will be
checked prior to entering and leaving the work area to minimize any spread of invasive
species.
Land Alteration Activities: 1.) MNDNR notes that the project proposer intends to surround much of
the driving track with 10’-high earthen berms. Please note that many wildlife species (e.g., turtles,
muskrats) could burrow in these earthen berms. 2.) Due to entanglement issues with small animals,
use of erosion control blankets should be limited to ‘bio-netting’ or ‘natural netting’ types, and
specifically not products containing plastic mesh netting or other plastic components. These are
Category 3N or 4N in the 2016 & 2018 MnDOT Standards Specifications for Construction. Also, be
aware that hydro-mulch products may contain small synthetic (plastic) fibers to aid in its matrix
strength. These loose fibers could potentially re-suspend and make their way into Public Waters
(e.g., Eagle Lake). As such, please review mulch products and do not allow any materials with
synthetic (plastic) fiber additives in areas that drain to Public Waters. 3.) MNDNR did not find any
discussion of whether or how the berms would be vegetated. MNDNR suggests that the project
proposer vegetate the berms with native vegetation that will provide habitat and forage value
appropriate for the landscape, be aesthetically pleasing, and hold the soil. MNDNR suggests that the
project proposer work with BWSR and the MNDNR Region 4 Ecologist, Megan Benage
(megan.benage@state.mn.us, 507-233-1256), on a suitable mix of plant species. 4.) Similarly,
MNDNR found no discussion of landscaping choices or practices. MNDNR suggests that the project
proposers choose habitat-appropriate native vegetation for landscaping on the project. 5.) MNDNR
suggests the following erosion control measures to ensure no sediment enters nearby surface
waters: (1) Erodible surfaces should not be left exposed for greater than 1 day if work is not ongoing
daily (e.g., work should not commence late in the week if the work is going to be left unfinished over
a weekend or over a holiday);(2) Work should not commence if rain is predicted;(3) All wheeled or
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tracked construction equipment should be restricted to work areas above the stream bank;(4) Fill
material should not be stockpiled near wetlands or Eagle Lake. (Response follows)
• The developer will procure a landscaping plan that replaces the former agricultural site
to natural "prairie" vegetation where possible, which shall include the berms. BMPs will
be used during the construction process to minimize impacts to wildlife and to keep any
construction materials or products out of Public Waters.
64. Fish, Wildlife, Plant Communities & Sensitive Ecological Resources (BEC- Property &
Environmental Services): BEC Property and Environmental Services had the following response
followed by comments from the project proposer:
The EAW Guidance states that “fish and wildlife habitat areas exist throughout the state and are not
all specifically designated. Nearly all undeveloped land has some wildlife habitat value. The quality
and value of the habitat depends on many factors including the degree of disturbance, the nature of
the adjoining areas, and the area and type of vegetation or water resources present. The presence
of habitats within the project area is to be identified here and any project-related effects described
in response to EAW Item 13.c.” (Response follows)
•

The project area is mostly comprised of agricultural land which does not provide high
quality habitat for wildlife species, however land that is not being converted to track or
buildings/parking areas will be planted in natural "prairie" vegetation where possible.

In regards to resources, habitats, and vegetation the EAW states the project is “set within an
agricultural context” with some rural residential land uses within Le Ray Township and “does not
provide significant habitat value for wildlife” The project site is partially in the shoreland area of a
public water lake as shown in Figure 3 in Appendix A. As shown on Figure 7: Surface Water in
Appendix A, the project is set in an area with many wetlands and wetland complexes, as well as
agricultural land uses and urban areas. (Response follows)
• The project, and surrounding area, is comprised primarily of agricultural land. The
figures identified in the EAW provide an accurate aerial representation of project
setting. Additionally, Eagle Lake has been identified as key resource for wildlife habitat
and vegetation and measures to minimize impacts to this waterbody will be
incorporated during the final design process and permitting.
Page 17 - Wetlands Avoidance Minimization and Mitigation of Wetland Impacts -The EAW states
that “Given their location in an agricultural field, the farmed (Type 1) wetlands do not provide the
same benefits of wildlife habitat as those wetlands located in less disturbed contexts (i.e. within the
shoreline of Eagle Lake or in wooded areas).”Farmed, Type 1 wetlands, like the wetlands to be
impacted for this project, do provide seasonal waterfowl habitat. Small, seasonal wetland basins,
less than two acres in size, as well as grasslands provide important wildlife habitat functions when
located in proximity to shallow lakes greater than 50 acres in size. How will loss of wildlife habitat
functions provided by the Type 1 wetlands on this site be replaced in the Eagle Lake watershed?
(Response follows)
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•

This information will be thoroughly discussed in the Joint Permit Application, as required
by WCA. Sequencing for replacement credits of wetlands will follow WCA and Section
404 guidelines. It is not required to replace wetlands within the same minor watershed.

Page 21 – The EAW states that “Project construction takes place in what has been an active
agricultural field for many years. Wildlife may dwell in vegetated portions of the Study Area, but
these areas will not be affected by the project as proposed.” This contradicts page 3 of the EAW that
states some trees and other vegetation may be removed during construction. 1.) Was there a study
of bird populations and how they may be affected by noise? 2.) Will trees be removed? 3.) Will
landscaping include trees, particularly near the lake? (Response follows)
• MnDNR was consulted and provided comments on the EAW. Please refer to responses
(Number 62 of this document) from MnDNR regarding rare and natural features.
• The project will require minimal tree removals. There are no planned tree plantings
other than what may be included in landscaping surrounding the car condos/clubhouse
facilities. No trees are present near the lake where development is planned and tree
plantings near the lake are not planned.
Page 21 – b. Project Effects and c. Control measures – This project replaces low intensity agricultural
land uses with 152.6 acres of “lawn and landscaping” adjacent to the lake and wetlands, and high
intensity land uses with impervious surfaces. Geese are a common problem in urban areas with turf
grass, especially adjacent to wetlands and water bodies. Eagle Lake and other wetland complexes
are located in this area of the county. The project effects could include increased numbers of geese
in the project area. What control measures will be taken to reduce the impact of geese on existing
wildlife and the effects of bacteria and nutrients from geese droppings on water quality, as well as
public safety? Can the landscaping plan address the amount and connectivity of lawn area to
minimize or discourage geese populations? (Response follows)
• The landscaping plan will include landscaping options that deter wildlife from entering
the track facility. This includes the restoration of non-track related grass areas adjacent
to the track to natural prairie grasses that are known to deter geese from gathering.
Also, the extension of the noise wall structures around the track will deter flightless
wildlife from entering the track facility. The developer is prepared to take further action
in the event that issues arise with geese/wildlife onsite.

14. Historic Properties
65. Historic Properties (Public): Historic Properties (BEC- Public Works): The EAW does not appear to
adequately account for project impacts to 'potentially significant' archaeological sites. (Response
follows)
• The USACE is coordinating with the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
under its Section 106 responsibilities.
66. Historic Properties (Public): There were two comments from the public regarding archeological
sites:
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August 5, 2019 memo to Jennifer Bromeland from Matt Lassonde states that the proposer has
chosen to avoid impacts to archaeological artifact clusters 1, 2, and 5. However, no figure in the
EAW or its appendices ever juxtaposes the proposed track layout with these clusters on the same
map. Therefore, as a reviewer, it is hard to discern this claim. (Response follows)
•

•

Per SHPO guidelines locations of archaeological site locations are not permitted to be
included public documents due to the sensitivity of this resource and potential looting
of sites.
The developer will avoid identified archeologic sites.

15. Visual Resources
67. Visual (Public): There were two comments from the public regarding visual resources:
A large complex surrounded by a fence (perhaps even a barbed wire one to protect people’s auto
investments) is not visually appealing. Artistic renderings shared by the developer make it look like a
prison complex more than anything. (Response follows)
• Any structure built will be aesthetically pleasing and will be accompanied by other
ornamental type plantings including trees and natural prairie grasses. There will be no
barbed wire used in construction.
To the developer there may not be any scenic views, but It's not his home. The open field (planted
or not), the tree line along the lake and town, and the sun hitting off the Eagle Lake water tower
during sunset is actually a pretty cool and peaceful sight. To actually see the sun set along the
horizon of the Earth or distance trees is why some enjoy living rural and choose it for their home.
We don't desire to live near a "recreational destination" - it's why we live where do and that should
be respected. Instead, we've had people tell us to "just move." It's written that "temporary" visual
effects will be present during construction, such as construction vehicles, equipment, and material.
10 feet screening berms are NOT temporary. They will dramatically change the landscape and NOT
provide visual abatement (open landscape to a large green bumpwall of dirt?). To pretend otherwise
is ignorance on the developer's part and a lame attempt to think that if he can't see us, we can't see
him. (Response follows)
• Comment noted and taken into consideration. As noted in the EAW, screening berms
will provide both visual and noise protection.
68. Visual (BEC- Property & Environmental Services): The EAW states that "The project will convert
agricultural fields to a recreational destination. Earthen berms will be constructed that will be
approximately 10 feet in height with a 10-foot top, and a 3:1 slope. Berms will line the entirety of
the northern/northwestern and eastern track extents. Additionally, portions of the south eastern
and southwestern site will include berms, west of the car condos and north of the golf
entertainment complex." 1.) What adjacent properties and natural resources are screened with the
proposed berms? Are the berms intended to lessen visual impacts of the race track only? Will the
earthen berms screen the view of the hotel, entertainment complex and its lighting from neighbors
and users of the lake? 2.) Why is there a gap in the berms along the lake? Will users of the lake be
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able to see the track and other facilities from the water? The Shoreland Rules require screening.
(Response follows)
• A combination of a 10' earthen berm with 10' noise wall on top is proposed primarily for
noise mitigation purposes. However, given the potential for lake users to see the track
and for wildlife impacts from noise, the berm wall configuration will close the gap along
the lake.
• The hotel is no longer being considered for construction on the site as part of the
Mankato Motorsports Track Development. The track will not be lit and lighting impacts
from the club house and condo facilities are not anticipated to impact neighbors.
Lighting will be in accordance with the City of Eagle Lake Ordinance Section 6.240
Landscaping and Screening, Subd. 6. Exterior Lighting: “…outdoor lighting will provide
for nighttime safety, security, and utility while reducing light pollution, light trespass,
and conserving energy. The intent is to require appropriate lighting levels, efficient
(watts to lumens) lighting sources, full cut-off lighting, and to minimize/discourage
lighting glare, lighting pollution and lighting trespass.” Following ordinance standards
for lighting, there will be no flashing lights, lights will not be projected into the sky, light
sources or luminaires shall not be located within transitional areas except along
pedestrian walkways.

16. Air Quality
69. Visual (BEC- Property & Environmental Services): Page 24 - b. Vehicle Emissions - The EAW does not
address vehicle emissions during track operations. Instead the EAW redirects to a traffic study that
does not analyze vehicle emissions. • Will the vehicles be modified for performance driving? If yes,
will these modifications increase emissions? • Will the vehicles have any emissions standards? • Will
vehicles have current roadworthy licenses? • What is the carbon footprint of the proposed
motorsports park? (Response follows)
• The vehicles operated at Mankato Motorsports Park may be modified for performance
driving, but these modifications would be targeted to increase safety, chassis handling,
or b raking capability. These modifications have no impact on emissions. The vehicles
will have "roadworthy licenses" because they will be driven to the facility on public
roads prior to being driven on the track. Accordingly, it is the responsibility of the
vehicle owners who are driving the vehicles to the facility on public roads to comply
with state and federal emission standards. The carbon footprint of the vehicles is no
different as if they were being driven on public roadways.
70. Air (Public): Increased gas and diesel combustion will impact local residents as well as the State Trail
recreational users (bikers, walkers, runners). (Response follows)
• Refer to the response in #66, above.

17. Noise
71. Noise (Public):
How will the noise level be controlled in the complex? (Response follows)
• Club cars found to be outside of the decibel level permitted by the proposed
motorsports park will be outfitted with removable muffler systems to ensure
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compliance. A noise committee will be sponsored by the City and track owners will
monitor levels and report.
There is no doubt that it [noise level] will be a level of noise that could be classified by some as being
loud. How loud? I don't think anyone knows nor do I think it can be predicted. … I would be
surprised if the track was even as loud as a dryer. (Response follows)
• Modeled noise from the track is within state standards when coupled with noise
reduction techniques. Data collected at similar events at BIR were used in the modeling
of this facility and provided an understanding of noise impacts that can be expected
from this facility.
The EAW discusses noise generated by the track and vaguely references a management plan for
ensuring that vehicles operating at the track meet state vehicle noise requirements. We are very
concerned that there is no formal noise management plan included with this planning document!
(Response follows)
• As described in the Track Noise Impact Compliance Plan (Item 17) section, using a
combination of noise mitigation measures along with the control of maximum noise
levels, the proposed motorsports park will operate within State noise standards. Sound
monitoring systems will be installed in susceptible and/or high-risk locations around the
track that may produce concern for MPCA noise violations. The sound monitoring
systems will allow track operators to conduct daily monitoring of vehicles, since any
noise violations will not be known until the vehicle is driven on the track. The track
development is self-monitoring prior to the involvement of the Sound Committee. Cars
that are identified as outliers and are not in compliance with noise will be asked to add
noise mufflers.
• A Sound Committee will be established by the City Council to enforce MPCA noise
standards. The Sound Committee will be composed of three residents of Eagle Lake,
selected by the City Council, one City Staff Member or City Councilmember, and one
representative of the developer, selected by the developer. The Sound Committee will
monitor noise generating activities at the track to ensure MPCA noise standards are not
being violated, investigate each reasonable complaint that MPCA standards have been
or are being violated, report to the Council its findings of any investigation conducted by
the Sound Committee of MPCA noise standard violations, and make recommendations
to the City Council for reasonable corrective action of any MPCA noise standard
violations. The Sound Committee Resolution is included in Appendix D.
When will the noise management plan be available for public review? (Response follows)
• This will be an internal document providing guidance to the staff of Mankato
Motorsports Park but will include the components listed in Item 17 of the EAW to
ensure continued adherence to State noise standards. A Sound Committee will be
established by the City Council to enforce MPCA noise standards. The Sound Committee
will be composed of three residents of Eagle Lake, selected by the City Council, one City
Staff Member or City Councilmember, and one representative of the developer,
selected by the developer.
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What will be the loudest permissible vehicle noise allowed to operate at the track? (Response
follows)
• Noise level will be determined by the configuration of vehicles operating on the track at
a given time, as discussed in the Noise Analysis Report (EAW Appendix D). Noise will fall
within the MPCA noise rules and regulations.
Appendix D states that 'berms and barriers are modeled at a height of 20 feet' however earlier in
the EAW it is stated that the berms will be constructed 10 feet high. The model should be adjusted
to reflect the actual proposed berm height and re-submitted for public review period with accurate
modeling results. (Response follows)
• Berms will be 10 feet high with a 10-foot structure on top (noise wall). The combination
of berm and noise wall will serve to provide greater noise abatement than even the
modeled 20-foot height. The Noise Analysis provides an accurate modeling of noise
given project components and no additional analysis is needed.
1.) Performing noise monitoring at Brainerd International Raceway (BIR) is not comparable. The BIR
is surrounded by trees that help dissipate noise upwards, not outwards. 2.) The increased noise
levels will impact other recreationalists in the area, particularly those who use the Sakatah State
Trail. 3.) If the proposed noise mitigation does not work, how will the developer solve the issue? 4.)
I’d like to volunteer to be one of the nearby residences that has noise levels monitored. (Response
follows)
• The monitoring done at BIR was done at locations within BIR property with a line-of-site
to the track that were largely unobstructed by trees. In order to significantly block noise,
a stand of trees must be at least 50 feet thick and completely block the site line to the
track. Impacts were assessed at the nearest sensitive receptors (residences) surrounding
the track. Compliance with noise standards will assure compliance with standards at
sensitive receptors further from the track. A noise committee will be sponsored by the
City and track owners will monitor levels and report.
The "Project Description" in Appendix D lists the project as near Mankato and still contains "small
living space." Outdated or inaccurate information should have been updated with the release of the
EAW. (Response Follows)
• Relative to other areas of the State, Eagle Lake is a relatively small community, and the
project is near Mankato.
The Brainerd International Raceway (BIR) was monitored for comparison, but the facilities, location,
and landscapes between BIR and this project are hardly comparable. (Response Follows)
• There were two general parts to the BIR monitoring. One was to monitor noise levels at
locations distant from the track to reflect potential impacts from the events at distances
comparable to the nearest residences to the proposed Eagle Lake facility. Locations
were chosen that allowed a line of site to the track from the monitoring location. Any
significant obstruction was accounted for in the comparison. The second element of the
BIR monitoring was the track-side monitoring conducted to evaluate emissions from
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individual vehicles, and to assist in evaluating more distant impacts. This type of
monitoring is not track specific.
During the busier times of traffic, we can absolutely hear Highway 14. We also hear when someone
aggressively accelerates anywhere on County Road 27, County Road 17, or even turning on to
Highway 17, just because they can. This applies to any road in the rural area around us because
sound carries. We can hear concerts at Vetter Stone Amphitheater, clear enough that for one
concert we were able to identify the songs. Meanwhile my brother and sister-in-law lived 5 blocks
away from the amphitheater and didn't even realize there was a concert going on. (Response
Follows)
• Refer to section II. Noise Basics, D. Propagation of Sound in the Noise Study in Appendix
D. The summer time propagation of noise over long distances is often associated with
temperature inversions.
• On a typical sunny afternoon, air is warmest near the ground and coolest at higher
altitudes. This temperature gradient causes sound waves to bend upward, away from
the ground and results in lower noise levels being heard at the listener’s position. At
night, this temperature gradient will reverse, resulting in cooler temperatures near the
ground. This condition is called a temperature inversion and will cause sound to bend
downward toward the ground and results in louder noise levels at the listener position.
Temperature gradients can significantly influence sound propagation over long
distances. Since nighttime events ae not planned for the motor sports facility, the
likelihood of inversions during events at the facility is low.
For this study assumptions were made based on information from the developer that the maximum
number of vehicles on the track at any one time is 20. One car accelerating and/or squealing around
curves/corners is bad enough, but possibly 20 doing it at various times while they're on the course?
Another assumption was made that the berms would be 20 feet high. When the berms are listed as
being 10 feet high, how is this study allowed to pretend they are 10 feet higher than they're going to
be. (Response follows)
• Noise level will be determined by the configuration of vehicles operating on the track at
a given time, as discussed in the Noise Analysis Report (Appendix D). Berms will be 10
feet high with a 10-foot structure on top (noise wall). The combination of berm and
noise wall will serve to provide greater noise abatement than even the modeled 20-foot
height. The Noise Analysis provides an accurate modeling of noise given project
components.
Were the nearby solar panel arrays taken into consideration with noise blocking, reflection, etc.?
(Response follows)
• The developer is uncertain of the process undertaken by the neighboring solar farm.
This should be addressed with Le Ray Township.
• Noise experts have concluded that the solar panels would act more as a barrier to noise
rather than an amplifier. However, given that these structures are low to the ground,
they would likely not have much impact as a sound barrier.
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There is No mention of the nearby Mankato Regional Airport or the sound it generates. Nearby
neighborhoods see and hear planes regularly. Between road traffic and planes, we reach a noise
level most weekend days and don't need or want the addition of accelerating cars and squealing
tires. (Response follows)
• The background noise levels may differ at some locations from the monitored levels
depending upon the time and weather conditions. There is no advantage to the
proposer to show lower background levels of noise. The analysis is based on the impact
of the track events. In the model, lower monitored background levels result in the
impact of the track to be higher.
This noise study should have included areas/homes beyond the road around the project, out to
where the sounds carry as well (Figure Ex. 3 in letter). It should have been done on multiple days,
during various times and different weather conditions to have complete and accurate results.
Instead there are plans to monitor levels on or near the residences on event days, the testing of
vehicles as they pass by a monitoring location at a distance of 50 feet, and the acknowledgment that
varying assumes elements might change the noise level. The given conclusion comes down to "Let's
build it and see if we can stay within the limits." (Response follows)
• Modeling of the impacts was completed at residential locations surrounding and nearest
the track representing locations that will experience worst-case impacts. Impacts at
these locations must meet State noise standards. Receptors (residences) further from
the track would have lower impacts. The track-side monitoring conducted at BIR showed
that many of the vehicles were operating with noise emission levels well below the
levels identified in the modeling for Eagle Lake as being necessary to achieve compliance
with the noise rules. This shows that the Standards can be achieved, while recognizing
that the exact limitations on the vehicles is best determined under actual operating
conditions.
"Tracks" like this have been forced to close in other locations because they couldn't stay within the
noise compliance and received complaints. Most are built in industrial areas or outside of towns. To
build this project next to a small town with residences 500 feet away and homes around it is not
only the opposite of neighborly but a shaking long-term plan for a business where the developer has
already been dishonest and gone back on his word. (Response follows)
• The impact analysis accounts for the conditions present with this specific track and
identifies that restrictions on vehicle emissions will be required to achieve compliance.
The noise study is insufficient saying the precautions may be sufficient using assumptions. Building
and then fix it later is a poor plan at best. (Response follows).
• Comment noted and taken into consideration.
Noise (BEC – Public Works): Appendix D states that 'berms and barriers are modeled at a height of
20 feet' however earlier in the EAW it is stated that the berms will be constructed 10 feet high. The
model should be adjusted to reflect the actual proposed berm height and re-submitted for public
review period with accurate modeling results. (Response follows)
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•

Berms will be 10 feet high with a 10-foot structure on top (noise wall). The combination
of berm and noise wall will serve to provide greater noise abatement than even the
modeled 20-foot height. The Noise Analysis provides an accurate modeling of noise
given project components and no additional analysis is needed.

Locally, noise testing took place on a Tuesday in July 2019. Given this is usually a work day this
"monitoring" is incredibly incomplete. As a resident of this specific area for 16 years, I can tell you
that a Tuesday afternoon is hardly an accurate representation of the lake and weekend traffic on a
Friday, Saturday, and Sunday (also likely days of possible events and desired increased traffic at the
road course?). It looks as though a slow day was monitored to give the impression of minimal noise.
• The background noise levels may differ at some locations from the monitored levels
depending upon the time and weather conditions. The time and day chosen represents
a time where significant commercial truck traffic could be expected on TH 14. There is
no advantage to the proposer to show lower background levels of noise. The analysis is
based on the impact of the track events. In the model, lower monitored background
levels result in the impact of the track to be higher.
Monitoring 3 sites near the track is not a complete study to claim that noise should not be an
impact. We live 2 miles from the train in Eagle Lake and can clearly hear it - not just the whistle, but
the rumble of the tracks.
• Modeling of the impacts was completed at five residential locations surrounding and
nearest the track representing locations that will experience worst-case impacts.
Impacts at these locations must meet State noise standards. Receptors (residences)
further from the track would have lower impacts.
72. Noise (MPCA – Existing Nearby Residences): Existing nearby properties Based on the modeling
conducted by Bolton & Menk (Appendix D), it appears that there are track scenarios that, in tandem
with the discussed vehicle noise and track use constraints (modeling scenarios 1 and 2) and physical
barriers (modeling scenario 2), would allow for noise to meet the state standards as they are
defined in Minn. R. ch. 7030.004.
An exception to this would be for the apartment complex, receptor M1/R1, at which the monitored
noise already exceeds the state noise standards.
Although traffic is identified as the primary source of noise at the nearby apartment complex
monitored and modeled at M1/R1, the MPCA interprets its noise standard as a total standard. The
City of Eagle Lake and the Project proposer should give attention to possible mitigation techniques
for the existing apartment buildings at M1/R1 to prevent further exceedance of the state noise
standards were the proposed Project to be built. (Response follows)
•

MMS agrees that the noise levels exceed the NAC-1 standards near the apartment
complex represented by Receptor R1. MMS responds as follows:
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•

•
•
•

Noise monitoring completed at location M1/R1 for the noise study demonstrate that
the apartment buildings, due to existing noise from TH 14 traffic, are impacted by noise
levels that exceed MPCA NAC-1 standards.
These noise levels are not expected to be significantly impacted by the Motorsports
Park.
Additional mitigation measures on the MMS property, north of TH 14, will not provide
substantial mitigation of noise levels on the south side of TH 14.
More information is included in Appendix D.

73. Noise (MPCA): The proposed noise mitigation plan concept discussed in Item 17 and Appendix D
allows the facility to refuse use to any vehicle that is “non-compliant,” but does not address any
triggers for testing vehicle noise, an explicit enforcement mechanism, or a way for the City of Eagle
Lake to hold the developer accountable to their noise mitigation plan. The plan also does not lay out
any follow-up methods or actions for the City to follow should monitored noise at nearby residences
exceed state standards. Details of mitigation efforts could be addressed through the issuance of a
Conditional Use Permit or more formal noise mitigation plan. If the Project goes forward, the MPCA
strongly recommends that the City of Eagle Lake and the Project proposer come to an agreement
about the enforcement of the state noise standards, and what penalties and future mitigation
mechanisms may look like. Individuals that own or inhabit residences in the immediate vicinity of
the proposed Project site should be consulted about all mitigation efforts. (Response follows)
•

•

Sound monitoring systems will be installed in susceptible and/or high-risk locations
around the track that may produce concern for MPCA noise violations. The sound
monitoring systems will allow track operators to conduct daily monitoring of vehicles,
since any noise violations will not be known until the vehicle is driven on the track. The
track development is self-monitoring prior to the involvement of the Sound Committee.
Cars that are identified as outliers and are not in compliance with noise will be asked to
add noise mufflers.
A Sound Committee will be established by the City Council to enforce MPCA noise
standards. The Sound Committee will be composed of three residents of Eagle Lake,
selected by the City Council, one City Staff Member or City Councilmember, and one
representative of the developer, selected by the developer. The Sound Committee will
monitor noise generating activities at the track to ensure MPCA noise standards are not
being violated, investigate each reasonable complaint that MPCA standards have been
or are being violated, report to the Council its findings of any investigation conducted by
the Sound Committee of MPCA noise standard violations, and make recommendations
to the City Council for reasonable corrective action of any MPCA noise standard
violations. The Sound Committee Resolution is included in Appendix D.

74. Noise (MPCA-Proposed Residential Units): Neither the EAW nor the noise modeling in Appendix D
discuss the impacts of track noise at the proposed car condos or the hotel, which are both land use
activities that the state standards define as being under Noise Area Classification (NAC) 1. The track
and associated vehicular noise are required to meet state noise standards at the location of the
receptor (Minn. R. ch. 7030.0050 subp. 1).
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The conducted modeling, as illustrated by the receptor layout in Figure 1 in Appendix D and
discussed in both Item 17 and Appendix D, is intended to demonstrate compliance for the NAC 1
receptors located outside of the proposed Project site (R1 through R5). Although modeling shows
situations in which the noise standards can be met at these external receptors, the modeling did not
identify noise levels at internal receptors, the car condos or the hotel, which are also considered to
be Noise Area Classification (NAC) 1 receptors. Thus, the state standards listed in Minn. R. ch.
7030.0040 (Table 1, Appendix D) for residential land uses apply to those proposed residences.
Additionally, the clubhouse, as a gathering space, falls under the NAC 2 standards.
Based on the high monitored noise at the M1/R1 receptors, there is reason to believe that noise
would exceed state standards at the proposed car condos, and potentially at the hotel as well.
Figures 4A and 4B indicate that there is a sound wall and fence surrounding the car condos,
respectively, but these design features are not described in Item 17, nor explicitly included in
modeling under Appendix D. It is unclear if the fence surrounding the car condos would have any
significant noise mitigation benefits.
The City of Eagle Lake should work with the Project proposer and Bolton & Menk to do additional
modeling for those NAC 1 receptors inside the Project area, and to be explicit about the mitigation
provided about the proposed sound wall and fence. Modeling could help identify the need for
potential mitigation and could further explore the efficacy of those mitigation techniques.
(Response follows)
• The developer had a discussion with the MPCA regarding this response. The MPCA
confirmed that the car condos are not residential units and could be constructed to
appropriately mitigate sound. The developer has also added noise walls to the east and
west sides of the club house for sound mitigation at the car condos.
• The hotel is no longer being proposed for construction as part of this development.
• Sound monitoring systems will be installed in susceptible and/or high-risk locations
around the track that may produce concern for MPCA noise violations. The sound
monitoring systems will allow track operators to conduct daily monitoring of vehicles,
since any noise violations will not be known until the vehicle is driven on the track. The
track development is self-monitoring prior to the involvement of the Sound Committee.
Cars that are identified as outliers and are not in compliance with noise will be asked to
add noise mufflers.
• A Sound Committee will be established by the City Council to enforce MPCA noise
standards. The Sound Committee will be composed of three residents of Eagle Lake,
selected by the City Council, one City Staff Member or City Councilmember, and one
representative of the developer, selected by the developer. The Sound Committee will
monitor noise generating activities at the track to ensure MPCA noise standards are not
being violated, investigate each reasonable complaint that MPCA standards have been
or are being violated, report to the Council its findings of any investigation conducted by
the Sound Committee of MPCA noise standard violations, and make recommendations
to the City Council for reasonable corrective action of any MPCA noise standard
violations. The Sound Committee Resolution is included in Appendix D.
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Refer to Appendix D for more details on noise in response to MPCA concerns.

75. Noise (MPCA): Recommendations for the City of Eagle Lake (as the RGU): The state noise standards
in Minn. R. ch. 7030 are intended to be protective of “public health and welfare” (Minn. R. ch.
7030.0040 subp. 1). Given the MPCA’s experience with noise concerns across the state, it is not
unreasonable to assume that, although individuals who purchase and inhabit the car condos or stay
in the hotel are doing so voluntarily, there will be complaints regarding noise. This would include
complaints about the impacts of noise on residents’ stress levels, annoyance, or other health issues,
such that their quality of life and/or health is/are negatively impacted. Local governments have an
obligation under Minn. R. ch. 7030.0030 to “take all reasonable measures within its jurisdiction to
prevent the establishment of land use activities . . . in any location where the [noise standards] will
be violated immediately upon establishment of the land use.” This means that, if a modeling
exercise shows potential problems with the state noise standard resulting from the proposed (new)
land-use, the local government should either prevent the land use change itself or require noise
mitigation. The MPCA considers noise concerns related to land use decisions to fall within the
jurisdiction of local governmental units, so those local governments would handle any potential
residential complaints stemming from noise at and from the proposed Project. As the Responsible
Governmental Unit (RGU) and local government authority for this Project, the City of Eagle Lake has
the primary responsibility under Minn. R. ch. 7030 to take all reasonable measures to prevent the
establishment of a land use activity that will immediately violate the state’s noise standards. Best
practices may include documenting all steps taken in the development process, including
documentation of any communications with the developer regarding noise concerns and mitigation
plans, to show the City has taken all reasonable measures to ensure land-use decisions will not
result in violations of the noise standards. (Response follows)
• The developer had a discussion with the MPCA regarding this response. The MPCA
confirmed that the car condos are not residential units and could be constructed to
appropriately mitigate sound. The developer has also added noise walls to the east and
west sides of the club house for sound mitigation at the car condos.
• The hotel is no longer being proposed for construction as part of this development.
• Noise impacts from the track are not anticipated to increase decibel levels from
Highway 14 more than one decibel where up to a three-decibel increase is considered a
negligible increase by the MPCA.
• Appendix D provides a thorough response to all MPCA concerns.
76. Noise (BEC- Property & Environmental Services): Page 20 - The EAW does not "Describe fish and
wildlife resources as well as habitats and vegetation on or near the site. "The Noise Analysis Report
in Appendix D states that north of the proposed motor sports facility (Location M2): "Distant traffic
noise and bird and insect noise were noted during the monitoring period. The measured noise level
at this location is assumed to be the background noise level at Receptor R5."• Will the proposed
berms mitigate noise from the motorsports park, so residents and others in the area will still be able
to hear and enjoy the sounds of birds and insects? (Response follows)
• The noise from the proposed track will be in compliance with the State noise rules.
However, during events, the noise impacts will be above existing background levels near
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this location and periodically interfere with the ability to hear some of the sounds from
birds and insects.
77. There is a description of earthen berms’ height in the Visual Section of the EAW, page 22, and shown
on Figure 4A, Appendix A. A sound wall is shown on Figure 4A, Appendix A. No details about the
berms and sound wall are described in Section 17. 1.) Why is there a gap in the berms along the
lake? Was noise measured and modeled across the lake from this site? Will users of the lake be
affected by noise emissions? 2.) Will training for emergency responders involve use of sirens and
lights? 3.) Will there be amplified music or announcements during or following events? 4.) Why
aren’t the details of the earthen barriers described in the Noise Section 17 of the EAW? Will the
barriers be constructed as described on page 22 of the EAW and as shown on Figure 4A: Overall
Concept Plan, in Appendix A? • Why aren’t details of the sound wall included shown on Figure 4A:
Overall Concept Plan, in Appendix A? What is the height, dimensions, and materials of the sound
wall? (Response follows)
• The developer will close the gaps in the noise abatement structures to minimize sound
across the lake and provide a visual barrier. There will be no amplified music or
announcements during events. In the event that emergency services training occurs,
there will be no use of sirens or lights from these vehicles.
• Sound structures include the construction of a 10-foot earthen berm with a 10-foot
noise wall. The final design of the noise wall has not been determined; however, they
will appear similar to noise walls examples provided by FHWA (see Appendix D).
Pages 25-26 - The EAW states that "A noise impact analysis was prepared for the project (see
Appendix D). The impacts of the project were evaluated using the MINNOISEV31 traffic noise model.
The model predicts noise level impacts from roadways based on the number and types of vehicles,
and includes parameters such as travel speed, distance, and type of ground cover between the
roadway and the receiver. It also allows for the modeling of different types of barriers (natural or
manmade) have on received noise." The EAW does not describe or provide details about the
different types of noise barriers (natural or manmade) that were modeled and their effect on noise,
what barriers will be constructed to mitigate for noise from this project, or types of groundcover. 1.)
Which types of noise barriers were modeled for the Noise Analysis Report? Will those noise barriers
be constructed? 2.) What type of ground cover was modeled for the Noise Analysis Report? Was
Eagle Lake’s hundreds of acres of open water included in the Noise Analysis Report? (Response
follows)
• Modeling of the impacts was completed at five residential locations surrounding and
nearest the track representing locations that will experience worst-case impacts.
Impacts at these locations must meet State noise standards. Receptors (residences)
further from the track would have lower impacts.
•

The ground cover between the track and the Lake is soft ground. The ordinary highwater mark of the lake is approximately 537-feet from the nearest part of the track.
Modeled noise impacts at distances less than this from the track demonstrate
compliance with the State standards with and without noise barriers. The gap shown in
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the noise berm/barrier in this portion of the facility in the EAW will now include a noise
wall.
78. Pages 25-26 – Project Impact and Methodology - There are discrepancies in the EAW and the actual
Noise Analysis Report (Appendix D) assumptions about the height of barriers. Specifically, the EAW
is missing one assumption used for the model as described in the Noise Analysis Report: "Berms and
barriers are modeled at a height of 20 feet." In Section 15. Visual, of the EAW (page 22) it states that
the berms will be approximately 10-feet high with a 10-foot top and 3:1 slopes. Why is there a
discrepancy between the EAW and the Noise Analysis Report conducted for the EAW? The noise
analysis should be completed with actual, planned height of the barriers, or the barriers should be
designed and constructed consistent with the Noise Analysis Report. (Response follows)
• Noise barriers, including berms, walls, and buildings were all modeled as noise walls.
This is a conservative assumption since buildings and berms mitigate noise better than
walls. The 10-foot berms, with 10-foot walls on top were modeled as walls.
79. Page 26 – Results and Findings - To operate without noise abatement, the EAW shows a lesser
configuration of vehicles that could be allowed to meet state standards. The noise abatement
practices described in the EAW and used in the model described in the Noise Analysis Report,
Appendix A, include berms and buildings. The EAW states that most of the buildings will be
constructed later. The hotel and entertainment center will be constructed when there is a
developer, and additional condo buildings will be constructed when condos are sold. 1.) Will this
facility operate at the reduced levels shown in the EAW until ALL buildings, the sound wall and
barriers are constructed? How does this translate to layperson terms for transparency? The EAW
states that "The configuration of the 20 vehicles can include the following and still be in compliance
with the State noise standards without any noise abatement: 5 vehicles have an emission rate of
83.8 dBA at 50 feet, 10 vehicles have an emission rate of 79.3 dBA at 50 feet, and 5 vehicles have an
emission rate of 87.6 dBA at 50 feet or when 2 vehicles have an emission rate of 86.2 dBA at 50 feet,
16 vehicles have an emission rate of 81.7 dBA at 50 feet, and 2 vehicles have an emission rate of
90.1 dBA at 50 feet." (Response follows)
• The facility must operate in compliance with the State noise standards. Should any of
the proposed mitigation structures not be in place, any track operations will require
more restrictive limitations on vehicle noise emission rates. The hotel and
entertainment center are not part of the EAW that is being constructed at this time.

18. Transportation
80. Transportation (Public):
Likely that the issue of track participants using and ruining public roads for access would be
negligible at best. A loaded semi-truck with 3 cars in the trailer will only have a trip in and out,
weighs less, and uses the road less than a loaded semi-truck hauling grain and using the road more
often. (Response follows)
• Comment noted.
This section completely fails to consider that CSAH 27 is frequently used by serious road cyclists or
those looking to connect to the Sakatah Trail from the east end of the city. Increased traffic along
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this road will put these road users at risk for increased car/vehicle collisions. Strava offers heat maps
that reflect the use of trails and roads over the past two years. The current strava heat map for this
area and southern MN in general are as follows (reference figures on page 7 of letter). (Response
follows)
• The Strava map shows this section as yellow which does indicate some activity. A review
of historical crash data does not show any pedestrian or bicyclists crash trends in this
area. As traffic increases on CR 27, it will be important for both vehicles and cyclists to
exercise caution when travelling through this area just as they would on other county
roads in the Greater Mankato area.
Traffic Study 1.) Build Analysis, Trip Generation: Analysis conducted using n=62, a value chosen to
represent “the course with the greatest number of participants…” assumed to arrive in their own
vehicles (Page 5 of the memo dated Sept 27, 2019 from Ross Tillman to Brad Bass) 2.) This value for
n does not reflect the number of parking spaces shown in the figures. See earlier comments
regarding this concern. (Response follows)
• The September 27, 2019 memo was not included in the EAW as an attachment. The
January 8, 2020, Traffic Study Memo was included in the EAW and has an updated
description of the site. Determination of traffic generated by proposed changes the site
are based upon the size of the buildings, number of rooms, or number of students/staff
using the facilities not the number of parking spaces. These quantities are then applied
using values in the National Institute of Transportation Engineer's Trip Generation
manual to determine the number of new traffic trips generated by the proposed
development.
Transportation (Appendix E - Traffic Study). Inconsistent project timelines and design elements.
• The project elements included in the January 8, 2020 traffic study match the latest
proposed project components as described in Section 6 of the EAW, Project Description,
for project components and timing of construction activities. (Response follows)
The traffic study is incomplete and not even close to an accurate representation of the local traffic.
A camera was placed on a signpost facing the Highway 14/County Road 27 intersection. This camera
was first seen on August 7th and was gone by the weekend. We drive through that intersection
nearly every single day and no other cameras were ever noted. This study is based on 2-3 days of
weekday observation in early August, easily one of the slowest traffic times of the whole year. No
weekend traffic with trailered boats, pontoons, etc. No motorcycle groups on their loop down
County Road 27, no large, slow moving harvest (or planting) equipment or the semitrucks needed to
haul grain. (Response Follows)
• Data was gathered at the two study intersections in August 2020. To analyze what traffic
is like throughout the year, traffic study volumes are collected during times that best
represent the typical traffic flow thru an area, not the peaks. This is why data is
collected Tuesday to Thursday during a standard week.
Figures showing 2020/2040 Build/No build scenarios either have Marvel Road and Parkway Ave
mixed up, or why it is turned so that north is south (Figure Ex. 4 in letter). Which turn count is
accurate? Why is this acceptable to be included in the EAW this way? (Response Follows)
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The traffic volume figures shown in the appendix of the January 8, 2020 traffic study
show the north arrow in the correct position in the Legend. All volume information is
correct; however, the labels were on the wrong legs. The label locations have been
rectified in Appendix D.

Two to three days "observation" could not and didn't get an accurate count of the number of illegal
left U-turns from Highway 14 east back onto Highway 14 (Figure Ex. 4 in letter). The count was
ignored in the study. Person experience of witnessing these illegal left turns is noted. (Response
Follows)
• The traffic counts collected did show minimal U-turn activity in the eastbound direction,
for example, vehicles heading eastbound then making a U-turn to head back west. The
number was minimal and therefore had little effect on the overall intersection
operations in the peak hour.
Regular drivers on County Road 27 frequently encounter a long wait to turn right (westbound) onto
Highway 14, especially during peak traffic times. With no acceleration lane, adding additional traffic
to this scenario is just dangerous. (Response Follows)
• While there may be occasion when it takes a bit longer to exit onto TH 14 from CR 27,
the traffic study which analyzed a typical peak hour showed the existing southbound
right turn onto WB TH 14 operating at acceptable levels of service during the typical am
and pm peak hours.
Trip Generation. Why was only the traffic from the performance driving school, the hotel and the
golf/restaurant entertainment center analyzed? This made up scenario is a ridiculous attempt to
pretend additional traffic for the ORIGINAL intended project (the course) won't affect anything. Say
all 96 auto-condo owners showed up on the same weekend - that is (likely) 96+ more cars because if
they own an auto-condo and have 2 parking spaces, why would they take a bus out there? What
about the public that this road course is supposedly supposed to be open for? Will they not drive to
the course as well? These assumptions are careless and unacceptable. (Response Follows)
• Trips were generated for the Clubhouse with educational training space for a highperformance driving school and small automobile showroom, 70-room hotel (now
removed from project), and 19,200 square foot golf entertainment complex with a
restaurant. Other traffic patterns from events identified in the operational plan such as
the auto condominiums for the track were not analyzed as that traffic is anticipated to
come and go throughout the day (similar to a golf club) with no significant peaks, so the
impacts to the surrounding roadway network from this use would be minor compared
to educational, showroom, hotel, entertainment complex, and restaurant uses.
Non-motorized traffic is noted to have to cross TH 14 and Parkway Ave/Marble Rd, intersections
without pedestrian facilities. It is hoped that without sidewalks this "traffic" would be strongly
discouraged. (Response Follows)
• People will not be encouraged to cross TH 14 to the track. Pedestrian traffic to the track
is not under consideration at this time and may be later during the final design.
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"The traffic impact study determined that there are no anticipated impacts to TH 14 and that the
intersection of TH 14 and CR 27 continues to operate at an acceptable Level of Service (LOS) A with
or without the proposed development." To think most travelers from this facility WOULDN'T go to or come from - TH 14 vs. turning north on CR 27 or going straight on CR 17 is completely unrealistic.
Should there be a bigger event there, will traffic on its way to the facility back up to TH 14?
(Response Follows)
• The traffic study was prepared to examine the impact of the traffic during a standard
week, not a peak event. New Trips were distributed based upon assumptions below
given by the developer based on their knowledge of their membership and customer
base with 95% of the traffic coming to site will be from TH 14. The other five percent of
traffic coming into the site was divided based upon existing counts and existing travel
patterns.
• The LOS does change with the future build scenarios, showing that some movements
will decline. The queue for the SB Right turn will increase from one vehicle to give
vehicles in the peak hours, however, the overall intersection will still operate at LOS A.
The developer can't make claims that these facilities will draw people to Eagle Lake, provide a
"destination" location, bring business to the area, be a benefit to the City of Eagle Lake, and NOT have it
increase traffic and make a significant impact. If the traffic won't increase that much and cause issues,
then is it doing what the developer is promoting? If traffic hasn't increased, how are people getting
there? It can't be successful and NOT impact traffic. (Response Follows)
•

The uses proposed will not have high peak times during the times when all other vehicle
traffic is peaking, the am and pm peaks. Much of the traffic generated by these uses is
spread over the day or occurs during non-peak times when there is more capacity
available on the surrounding roadway network.

The traffic study was only done for 3 days and not talking about motorsports traffic and only
specifying the additional businesses attached to the park. The number of trailered vehicles brought
into the land is going to create bottle necking. (Response Follows)
• The study recommends a northbound left turn lane on CR 27 at 216th to give these
vehicles a place to move out of the through traffic lane, recognizing the vehicles with
trailers take longer to turn. This will help to mitigate any potential bottle necks at the
intersection of 216th.
81. Transportation (BEC-Public Works): Appendix E (pg. 1) should be revised to note that the existing
road west of CSAH 17 (proposed access road) is maintained by Le Ray Township. This should be
revised throughout the traffic study. (Response Follows)
• Comment noted and this discrepancy has been updated throughout the traffic study
documentation.
82. Transportation (BEC-Public Works): Appendix refers to a showroom under the hotel paragraph,
should this be revised to hotel? (Response Follows)

62

DRAFT
•

The Traffic Impact Study text (Appendix E) notes the clubhouse will contain educational
training space and a small automobile showroom. This project component is part of the
clubhouse structure.

19. Potential Cumulative Impacts
83. Cumulative Potential Impacts (BEC- Property & Environmental Services): Potential for cumulative
effects were identified with questions and comments on Section 11. Water Resources, Section 12.
Contamination/Hazardous Materials/Wastes, and Section 13. Fish, Wildlife, Plant Communities and
Sensitive Resources. Flooding and downstream impacts from water runoff, potential contamination
of surface water or groundwater resources from use or storage of hazardous materials, and loss of
habitat all have the potential for cumulative impacts. (Response Follows)
• Comments and subsequent discussions regarding flooding and downstream impacts
from water runoff and potential contamination of surface water or groundwater is
noted in Water Resources section this document. All systems will follow the appropriate
regulations and requirements from designated agencies. The agricultural use on the
property has been sustained for many years and has undoubtedly introduced pollutants
to Eagle Lake including contaminants used in the agricultural process. The track use will
convert most permeable agricultural land to natural prairie habitat which will combine
with stormwater mitigation to improve the site’s overall impacts to surrounding water
features. Restoration of prairie habitat throughout the park is also anticipated to create
new habitat for insects, natural grasses and flowers where agricultural uses prevented
any permanent, more natural habitats from forming in the past.
84. The Rules of the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board set forth the following standards and
criteria (Minnesota Rules part 4410.1700, subp. 6 and 7) to which the effects of a project are to be
compared to determine whether it has the potential for significant environmental effects:
a. Type, extent, and reversibility of the environmental effects;
b. Cumulative potential effects of related or anticipated future projects;
c. Extent to which the environmental effects are subject to mitigation by ongoing
regulatory authority; and
d. The extent to which environmental effects can be anticipated and controlled as
a result of other environmental studies undertaken by public agencies or
project proposer, including other Environmental Impact Statements (EIS).
85. Based on information contained within the EAW, the City of Eagle Lake has identified
no un-mitigated adverse environmental effects for the Mankato Motorsports Project.

Conclusions
1. The City of Eagle Lake, which is the RGU for the project, has fulfilled the procedural requirements of
law and rule applicable for the need of a mandatory EAW.
2. Type, extent, and reversibility of environmental effects Based on the Findings of Fact, the City of
Eagle Lake has determined that all potential environmental effects resulting from the project will be
minor in type, extent, or are reversible. The determination of minor in type, extent, and reversibility
incorporates environmental commitment and mitigation as described herein in item 87 above.
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3. Cumulative potential effects of related or anticipated future projects
Cumulative effects are potential impacts placed within the context of the impacts caused by other
projects. Those impacts may or may not result from the same or similar type of project.
The project being proposed and evaluated through this EAW will be constructed in one phase
beginning in 2020 and ending in 2021. This includes construction of a 3-mile track, a clubhouse, and
105 garage condos. The EAW does refer to phase II construction elements pertaining to a potential
hotel and golf entertainment center. However, though these facilities were initially part of the
development, the actual type and extent of uses that will occupy the site are being reconsidered at
this time. This future development is considered independent of the proposed track facility, car
condos, and club house and would require a market study to understand which types of uses the
location can support. This development is also dependent on the success of this Mankato
Motorsports Track development.
The hotel and the golf entertainment center are considered prime examples for the type of
development that might occupy the sites and have served as placeholders. The current EAW has
used the placeholders as a way to model for anticipated traffic demands accessing the site and
anticipated impervious surface, and impacted wetlands, beyond elements included in the track
development. This has assisted the developer in working with Blue Earth County and the City of
Eagle Lake to appropriately plan for improvements at the intersection of Highway 27 and Highway
17, along with accounting for mitigation for wetland impacts.
The current EAW project and the potential future commercial development on the site, has
considered potential impacts for the project, therefore there are no known cumulative impacts.
Any future commercial development is not anticipated to exceed the extent of the proposed hotel
and golf entertainment center and new environmental studies are anticipated. However, the
developer understands a new traffic study may be required if proposed uses exceed those modeled
in the existing traffic study. The developer also understands that additional environmental review
may be required if new development is pursued in the future.
4. Extent to which environmental effects are subject to mitigation by on-going public regulatory
authority
The project will be subject to various ongoing approval and permitting authorities including:
a. Land Use Alterations (City of Eagle Lake)
b. Noise impacts on-site and the surrounding environment (MPCA, City of Eagle Lake)
c. Effects on Surface Water Use (MnDNR)
d. Water Quality (MPCA, City of Eagle Lake)
e. Transportation (MnDOT)
5. Based on consideration of the standards and criteria and factors specified in the Minnesota
Environmental Review Program Rules (MN Rules Part 4410.1700, subpart 6 and 7) to determine
whether a project has the potential for significant environmental effects, and on the Finding of Fact
and Record of Decision in this matter, the City of Eagle Lake determines that the proposed
motorsports park does not have the potential for significant adverse environmental effects.
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT IS ORDERED, that a Negative Declaration is hereby made, and no Environmental
Impact Statement is required.
Eagle Lake City Council

Date

XXX, Mayor

Attest:
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APPENDIX B – EAW PUBLICATION AND
NOTIFICATION MATERIALS

Environmental review of Mankato Motorsports Park now available
Comments about the review will be accepted March 2 through April 1, 2020.

The City of Eagle Lake invites the public to review the Environmental Assessment Worksheet
(EAW) regarding the proposed Mankato Motorsports Park project located in the City of Eagle
Lake. The project will be constructed on property currently in agricultural use, approximately 230
acres in size.
Copies of the EAW, which document the purpose and need for the project, along with the
anticipated social, economic, and environmental impacts, are available for the public beginning
March 2, 2020 during regular business hours at the following locations:
•
•
•

Eagle Lake City Hall, 677 Parkway Ave, Eagle Lake, MN 56024
Blue Earth County Library, 100 East Main Street, Mankato, MN 56001
Minneapolis Public Library, Environmental Conservation Library, Government Docs.,2nd
Floor, 300 Nicollet Mall, Minneapolis, MN 55401

Written comments will be accepted through April 1, 2020. Comments should be submitted to
Jennifer Bromeland, City Administrator, 705 Parkway Avenue, PO Box 159, Eagle Lake, MN
56024, (507) 257-3218, or jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com.

The EQB Monitor
520 Lafayette Road North, Saint Paul, MN 55155 - www.eqb.state.mn.us
EQB.Monitor@state.mn.us - (651) 757-2873
Facebook

Publication Date: March 2, 2020
Vol. 44, No. 9

Twitter

YouTube

Publication Schedule: Mondays at 8:00 AM
Submission Deadline: View 2020 Schedule
Use the EQB Monitor Submission Form

In this publication:
•
•
•
•

EQB Announcements
Environmental Assessment Worksheets
Alternative Urban Areawide Review Updates
Alternative Urban Areawide Review Adoptions

The EQB Monitor is a weekly publication announcing
environmental review documents, public comment periods
and other actions of the Environmental Quality Board. For
more information on environmental review, please visit the
EQB website.
You can manage your subscription to the EQB Monitor here.
Be sure to add MNEQB@public.govdelivery.com to your
address book or safe sender list.
Check the EQB Monitor Schedule and EQB calendar for more details on Monitor deadlines
and Board Meetings. Meeting minutes, agendas and additional notices are also posted on the
EQB Website.

EQB Announcements
EQB is Hiring an Executive Director

The Minnesota Environmental Quality Board (EQB) is seeking a highly-motivated candidate to
serve as Executive Director. The position provides executive leadership to the Board, including
members, staff, and agency partners, in administering initiatives, setting organizational
direction, and building relationships across Minnesota. To learn more about this opportunity
and to apply, visit: https://mn.gov/mmb/careers/search-for-jobs/ (enter Job ID 38668)

Citizen Environmental Review Survey
The Environmental Quality Board, which oversees the state’s Environmental Review program,
is undergoing a continuous improvement project to monitor and improve the effectiveness of
Environmental Review. Minnesota citizens who have participated in the Environmental Review
process during this calendar year are asked to consider taking 10 minutes to complete the
survey at the link below. Engagement in the process may include: reviewed a document,
attended a public meeting, wrote a comment, contacted staff, etc.
https://survey.mn.gov/s.asp?k=157841924739

Environmental Assessment Worksheets

Project Title: Mankato Motorsports Park
Comment Deadline: April 1, 2020
Project Description: The proposed Mankato Motorsports Park will convert approximately 230
acres of agricultural land to a 3-mile track for high-performance vehicles. The Mankato
Motorsports Park will construct a bituminous track with concrete edging, run-off areas, sound
walls, and berms. Other construction includes car condos, hotel, entertainment center, a track
clubhouse, and associated bituminous parking lots. Copies of the EAW will be available at the
Blue Earth County Library - 100 East Main Street, Mankato MN 56001. Written comments will
be received until April 1, 2020.
Link to Document: No link provided. Contact the RGU.
Responsible Governmental Unit (RGU): City of Eagle Lake
RGU Contact Person:
Jennifer Bromeland, City Administrator
705 Parkway Ave
PO Box 159
Eagle Lake, Minnesota 56024
507-257-3218
jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com

Project Title: Pinnacle
Comment Deadline: April 1, 2020
Project Description: The proposed Pinnacle Project ("Project") is a new neighborhood for
active seniors aged 55 and older. The proposed Project is located on approximately 86-acres
in the City of Chaska. The neighborhood will be developed with approximately 268 detached
single-level homes with a large amenity center. Homes in the neighborhood will offer one-level
living with homeowner association-maintained yards and snow removal, public roads, park
land, sidewalks and open space. A copy of the EAW and attachments can be accessed from
the City's website.
Link to Document: www.chaskamn.com
Responsible Governmental Unit (RGU): City of Chaska
RGU Contact Person:
Elizabeth Hanson, City Planner
One City Hall Plaza
Chaska, Minnesota 55318
952-448-9200
EHanson@chaskamn.com

Project Title: Territorial Road Development
Comment Deadline: April 1, 2020
Project Description: Lennar Corporation is proposing to construct a residential development
on 148.5 acres in Rogers, MN. The project includes 190 single family units of three models, 48
twin home units, and 124 townhome units of two sizes for a total of 362 units. Construction will
also include stormwater infrastructure, internal roads, and utilities. Comments will be accepted
through April 1, 2020. The EAW will be available to view electronically at
https://www.rogersmn.gov/ and during business hours at the following locations:
•
•
•

Rogers City Hall, 22350 South Diamond Lake Road, Rogers, MN 55374
Rogers Library, 21300 John Milless Dr. Rogers, MN 55374
Hennepin County Library – Minneapolis Central, Government Documents – 2nd Floor,
300 Nicollet Mall, Minneapolis, Minnesota, MN 54401

Link to Document: https://www.rogersmn.gov/
Responsible Governmental Unit (RGU): City of Rogers
RGU Contact Person:
Steve Stahmer, City Administrator
22350 S Diamond Lake Road
Rogers, Minnesota 55374
612-384-6548
sstahmer@rogersmn.gov

Alternative Urban Areawide Review Updates

Project Title: I-35E Corridor
Comment Deadline: March 16, 2020
Project Description: The City of Lino Lakes adopted the I-35E Corridor AUAR in 2005. The
City has subsequently updated the AUAR every five years. The AUAR study area is
approximately 4,500 acres and is located in the northeastern portion of the City. Three
development scenarios were included in the 2005 AUAR and Updates. The City has since
updated its 2040 Comprehensive Plan and reviewed the scenarios. Two consolidated
scenarios are included in this update and are consistent with the original AUAR. These revised
scenarios are within the original density thresholds of the original AUAR.
Link to Document: No link provided. Contact the RGU.
Responsible Governmental Unit (RGU): City of Lino Lakes
RGU Contact Person:
Michael Grochala, Community Development Director
600 Town Center Parkway
Lino Lakes, Minnesota 55014
651-982-2427
michael.grochala@ci.lino-lakes.mn.us

Project Title: Northwest Expansion Area
Comment Deadline: March 16, 2020
Project Description: The City of Inver Grove Heights has completed an AUAR update for the
Northwest Expansion Area. The AUAR study area for the Northwest Expansion Area is 3,089
acres bounded by Interstate 494 on the north, Babcock Trail on the east (approximately), and
the city's boundary with Eagan on the west, and includes an area just south of Highway 55 on
the south. The purpose of this document is to update the Northwest Expansion Area AUAR
pursuant Minnesota Rules.
Link to Document: No link provided. Contact the RGU.
Responsible Governmental Unit (RGU): Inver Grove Heights
RGU Contact Person:
Heather Rand, Community Development Director
8150 Barbara Avenue
Inver Grove Heights, Minnesota 55077
651-450-2546
hrand@invergroveheights.org

Alternative Urban Areawide Review Adoptions

Project Title: Project 100
Project Description: The Project 100 AUAR and Mitigation Plan has been adopted by the City
of Maple Grove at the February 18, 2020 meeting.
Link to Document: https://www.maplegrovemn.gov/departments/community-economicdevelopment/project-100-auar
Responsible Governmental Unit (RGU): City of Maple Grove
RGU Contact Person:
Peter Vickerman
12800 Arbor Lakes Parkway North
Maple Grove, Minnesota 55369
763-494-6040
pvickerman@maplegrovemn.gov

APPENDIX C – COMMENTS RECEIVED

From: Mary Baker <gmabaker60@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 28, 2020 12:08 PM
To: Jennifer Bromeland <jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com>
Subject: Motosports complex
How will the noise level be controlled in the complex?

Jake Witt 404 Baer Circle Pemberton
Regarding the worries about the level of noise that is going to come along with this. There is no
doubt that it will be a level of noise that could be classified by some as being loud. How loud? I don't
think anyone knows nor do I think that it can be predicted. I know I don't live directly in the area but I
do live around farmers. Not to pick on farmers but they do operate noisy machines at all times of the
day and through all hours of the night. Noise coming from semi-trucks using engine breaks, harvesters,
tractors and from grain dryers running through the night which are very loud. I would be surprised if
the track was even as loud as a dryer. Often times the fields that they operate in are very close to
houses, houses that they do not occupy. They don't seem to mind being noisy and keeping those
individuals up. I race at tracks that maintain a strict noise maximum and things can be done to cars on
the track to help control the noise levels. I don't know why it wouldn't be able to follow the same noise
ordinances that Eagle Lake does. I'm not sure what they are (ex. no noise at 11:00 pm.-7:00 am.. ) and
be able to go outside of those times for special events. Most individuals that are using tracks are not
running cars with obnoxious exhausts on them. Anyone that “races” knows that loud exhausts are not
the answer. They are more likely to spend money on good tires and suspension components. Yes,
Corvettes and other cars have a factory rumble but nothing more then a Harley driving done the road.
Also, I am not very knowledgeable on the wildlife impact or ground impact that it will have but
I can't imagine that either one is any worse then having that land used for agricultural purposes. The
chemicals put into the ground for farming can be rather intense and extensive and I think that wildlife
will manage and adapt.
The issue concerning the track participants using and ruining public roads for access. I
personally think that damage would negligible at best. A loaded semi-truck with 3 cars in the trailer is
going to have one trip in, one out and weighs much less then that of a loaded semi-truck that is hauling
grain and using the road much more often. Again, I am not trying to pick on farmers etc. I grew up on a
farm and I completely understand the fact that we need farmers and I truly support them 100%. I just
wish that we could all be more open, understanding and forgiving to a concept such as the Motorsports
Park like we are for them.
I think this has the chance to be something great for the community and the surrounding area. It
will give people an outlet to come out and beat on there car. A place to teach teens better driving
techniques, a place to better the driving skills of the people that protect us and much more. No it may
not have 1,000 people using it day-to-day but that doesn't mean it won't have an impact. That impact
might not be an instant either but I believe that it will grow with time. It would be nice for other things
like cars and coffee and other possible uses like MSU being able to use it for testing. It would also be a
perfect place/venue for Stick Rice Racing to come and host events at. Events that have the potential to
bring in 100-200 people every weekend we host.
If you are at all curious about the petition that we made it can be found on Facebook. Search for
Sticky Rice Racing and it should be easy found. We currently have close to 8,000 individuals that have
signed it after 4 days of being up. We know not everyone that signed is directly impacted but some that
have signed are and live in/and/or around Eagle Lake. More or less we just want you to know that you
have our support no matter what you decide. Thanks for taking time to read this :)

From: wacholz.leon.linda <wacholz.leon.linda@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 5, 2020 10:22 AM
To: Jennifer Bromeland <jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com>
Subject: Motor sport project

I would like to congratulate the city council on the selection of this project. I feel it is a perfect business
to stimulate tax revenue, possible employment, and growth to this city. I also feel the decision has been
made and sufficient study has been done that was necessary for this to proceed. Now it is the
responsibly of the Mankato Speedway to move forward. Also feel any more discussions should be
limited to residents of Eagle Lake only. Would like to see money generated from this be considered for
senior housing development.
Leon and Linda Wacholz
232 Ann Drive
Eagle Lake, Mn

Gina Aulwes
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jennifer Bromeland <jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com>
Tuesday, March 10, 2020 9:05 AM
Gina Aulwes; Matt Lassonde
FW: Eagle Lake motorpark

From: Colleen Walters <waltersco60@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 9:03 AM
To: Jennifer Bromeland <jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com>
Subject: Eagle Lake motorpark
I am writing to express my thoughts on the motor park. I am not in favor of the motor park. I am in favor of clean air and
peace and quiet. I think our world is full of enough pollution and Eagle Lake should not be adding to reducing the ozone
layer.
I hope and pray that this isn’t a deal that has already is in place.
Colleen Walters

1

From: Jerri Anderson <jerria383@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2020 8:12 PM
To: Jennifer Bromeland <jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com>
Subject: Motorsports Project Comments

I can imagine all of the negative comments that Eagle Lake City Council and staff have
received regarding the Motorsports with the "not in my back yard" mentality. I'm sorry
that people feel that way when faced with change and uncertainty. Being in my 50's, I've
been to more than a few city council meetings (when I lived elsewhere in the country)
regarding street improvements, sidewalks, housing divisions and commercial
development. In every case there were a number of residents vehemently opposed to
any type of development. But a couple of years after the development, each of these
major issues ended up being ok for the residents and even a good improvement to their
quality of life. One in particular was a street improvement that a county was doing to
better handle traffic into the city. People said that there would be thousands of more
cars and especially heavy speeding trucks every day and that they were afraid for their
lives. And then their front yards would be so much smaller and no one would be able to
come to visit them or they would have no room to park their own cars. Years later there
isn't any additional truck traffic, it's completely safe for the residents to back out of their
driveways, there was not a dramatic increase in traffic, and it is so much safer for
children and pedestrians to cross the road.
I think the editorials in the paper and the angry letters also, unfortunately, are people
resisting change.
Thanks for all of the information provided for the Motorsports proposal. That web site is
terrific. I don't see any real negative aspects of this project outside of displacing some
agricultural land. However, that would be inevitable wherever it is built. I've seen tracks
like this around the county and although some people fear that it's going to be a
Brainerd International Raceway drag race track, it's not at all like that. I'm also an auto
mechanic in a previous career and a track like this actually has no indy cars or stock
cars. They have police cars and some high performance sport cars that may be loud if
you're standing next to them on a residential street, but across a highway and across
230 acres will be barely noticeable. In fact, train whistles in Eagle Lake are much more
noticeable and disruptive.
Bottom line is that this is a GREAT opportunity for Eagle Lake. It looks like it will have a
hotel component at some point and will likely attract other businesses in the future. I can
see it being a big draw for police officer training and for people just wanting to take their
Mustangs and Honda's for a couple of laps. Perhaps it could also be a location for
marathons, bike ride events, go-carts events and possibly a safe place for snowmobile
rides or cross-country skiing in the winter. There could be a lot of possibilities for events
during the week and weekends year-round that will draw people to Eagle Lake. And
then there is something about a golf entertainment complex that will be a huge addition
to Eagle Lake. I'm not sure what this is, but if its anything like a TopGolf, it will be
something that's used by a lot of people throughout the spring, summer and fall.

Mayor and City Council members, this is a once in the life of Eagle Lake opportunity for the city.
There are so many cities that would also really want something like this nearby. The city should
fully support this proposal. It will create a lot of jobs for the construction this summer, which is
something that will be really important to restart our economy. And then there will be ongoing
jobs and entertainment that will benefit so many local residents. It will be exciting to see what
other businesses this will draw to Eagle Lake and provide a unique opportunity to grow into a
destination and place where many people come to visit.
Thank you for supporting this development and investment in Eagle Lake.
Jerri

March 30, 2020
City of Eagle Lake
Attn: Jennifer Bromeland, City Administrator
705 Parkway Avenue
PO Box 159
Eagle Lake, MN 56024

Dear Jennifer,
With regard to the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) for the proposed Mankato Motorsports
Park (MMP), I am submitting this letter as my written comments for consideration by you and all
decision makers for the City of Eagle Lake.
My substantive comments and concerns are highlighted below in a summarized, bulleted format
beginning on page 2. However, I want to first add a personal reflection on this proposed development.
My husband and I have been renting a townhome in Eagle Lake for 7.5 years now. We’ve lived in several
other cities in two other states in the Upper Midwest, and this has by far been our favorite place to call
home. To be clear, I am not anti-development. We’ve witnessed a lot of development in this city during
our time here, and we’ve never felt drawn to be active participants in the process because we
understand that some development is necessary and beneficial to the city and its citizens.
However, I also firmly believe we need to be wise in the type of development we bring to Eagle Lake.
The city’s main webpage describes us as “a small city with a family friendly atmosphere – a safe, quiet
community located just a few minutes from the large regional center of Mankato. Although many
residents work outside of the city, they enjoy the friendly neighborhoods they come home to.” When I
picture growth in Eagle Lake that makes me proud to be a resident here and makes me want to put my
roots down here permanently, I envision family-friendly businesses. I envision “Ma & Pa” restaurants,
coffee shops, day care centers, senior living facilities, gyms, and parks and sidewalks and streets that are
safe for people to recreate. I picture making space for wildlife with well-designed landscaping that use
trees, native perennials, and small ponds or wetlands, or just leaving our odd acres of natural habitat (of
which there are many of these acres around us already) intact so as to minimize human/wildlife conflicts
within developments and deer-vehicle collisions on the highway. Minnesotans very much value their
wildlife, even if they don’t realize it in their everyday lives. Indeed, it was only two years ago that a
family of foxes drew the residents of this city together in wonderment and awe at their antics! I also
envision having businesses that our average citizens can afford to frequent on a regular basis. I envision
more homes that offer tree-lined streets and parks and bike trails nearby for people to explore and use
to stay healthy. In short, I envision development that helps us maintain our sense of place while still
growing as a community and economy.
I don’t picture any of this in my mind when I picture the MMP or the other commercial development it
will open us up to. I strongly feel that locating a noisy, commercial business frequented most often by
people who do not call Eagle Lake home will not contribute to our small city, family-friendly
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atmosphere. I disagree with the belief that the type of members (as depicted in their renderings on their
Facebook page and YouTube video) the MMP will attract will be spending a significant amount of their
time in Eagle Lake. They’ll either have what they need at the MMP, or they’ll head to Mankato which
has more amenities. Second, opening this site up to commercial development seems to set the stage for
future commercial development across Highway 14, not residential development. Who would want to
build a home next to a motorsports park? Once this area is opened to commercial development, I fear
our small town feel will go away. Finally, the proposed location will most significantly impact those of us
who reside next to the MMP or in the homes and townhomes just south of Highway 14. For my family in
particular, I will be able to see and hear this track from my living room window, across Highway 14. I fear
the increased noise will not allow us to open our windows on beautiful summer days. Unlike other
tracks developed in other cities and states, there are no trees or other obstructions to block the noise
coming across the open landscape (i.e., a wetland and a large, open field) towards us. Yes – there is
currently some highway noise. But it’s a sort of constant, low-level “hum” that becomes just part of the
background noise. I fear that adding a car track with loud sports cars is not the same as the ambient
background noise of a highway. I also fear that adding pavement in this area will increase the risk of
flooding for the creek that passes through my part of the neighborhood since the water flows in our
direction.
Ultimately, I strongly feel that there has to be a better location for the MMP in the greater Mankato
area than directly across from our city, within 0.25-0.5 mi of many of our residents. Those of us “north
of the railroad tracks” may not live in the newer homes that can be found in the south part of our town,
but we still have the right to a peaceful neighborhood that we enjoy living and walking in. We are the
ones most likely to be affected by this development from a noise and general aesthetics point of view. If
the developer were truly interested in being a part of this community, they would listen to the concerns
of the citizens and find a more suitable location – further away from our homes – for their business. It’s
clear from social media posts that members and other users of the MMB are excited for this
opportunity; thus, I firmly believe they’d be willing to drive a few more miles to get to it.
With that said, my specific concerns and comments regarding the EAW and its associated documents
(memos, appendices, developer’s fact sheet) are detailed below:

6 - Project Description


Inconsistent/conflicting descriptions of parking lot(s) and how many vehicles it/they will
accommodate, which has repercussions for the traffic study’s findings:
o EAW, page 2, section 6a: references multiple bituminous parking lots
o Sept. 27th memo from Ross Tillman to Brad Bass, page 1 states that “the parking lot is
expected to accommodate approximately 90 vehicles.” This is a reference to a singular
lot, not multiple lots.
 Notably, the traffic study was completed using this value of n=90 (page 5 of
same memo under “Build Analysis” section)
o Appendix A, unlabeled Figure (likely Figure 5): Scaled map shows n=145 parking spaces
surrounding the track clubhouse alone.
 This count does not include hotel/entertainment center parking lot spaces or
car condo units) shown on the same Figure (and also Figure 4)
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EAW, page 28, Transportation section states that there will be 139 spaces around the
track clubhouse.
 Total parking spaces proposed (clubhouse, hotel/entertainment center, and 96
condos with 2 vehicle spaces each) is 667 vehicles. The traffic analysis does not
model for this number of vehicles.
Track Description section (page 2)
o They fail to state that this is a private track for club members. Rather, this section leads
with stating that “the track will be available for public participation for driving events…”.
This is a misleading statement for anyone unfamiliar with the other sources of
information (e.g., city council meetings, social media pages) who may be reviewing the
EAW. Primarily, this is a private club for members. (This is also evidenced by their call for
members on their social media pages and their offer to send people a private message
to give them pricing.) This important piece of information about the MMP’s business
model and main purpose should be fully disclosed in this important section of this EAW.
Phases of Development / Future Plans / Number of Car Condo Units
o Inconsistent references to how this development will occur and what it will ultimately
look like throughout their documents
 # of car condo units to be built
 EAW, page 3, Table 1: states “48 individual units (multi-unit residential
buildings) in Phase I; total build-out of 96 units
 EAW, page 4, Table 1 (Project Magnitude section): states 96-105 car
condos
 City Council Meeting Minutes - July 1, 2019, page 3: Developer himself
stated that there would be 72 condos in the first phase, of which 40 had
been spoken for. Phase 2 would include 50 more condos = totals 122 car
condos
o Note: These are also the numbers I wrote down in my personal
notes from this council meeting.
 # of Phases
 Three bullet points above (see just above) all reference at least 2 phases
 EAW, page 4, under “Timing & Duration of Construction Activities”:
states the “total duration of majority of project components will be one
construction season” – implies only 1 phase
 EAW, page 5, under “Future Development”: box is checked saying that
there are NO future states of development planned – indicates only 1
phase
 Hotel and entertainment center are listed as major structures under
Table 1 (EAW, page 3) but on page 4 it says that they won’t be
constructed until a developer purchases or leases the property, which
contradicts the above statement that major construction activities will
all occur in one season – implies at least 2 phases
 Fact Sheet provided by developer, top of 2nd page: “The first phase of
the Motorsports park will…” – implies multiple stages of development
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EAW, page 30: “The majority of the MMP components are to be
constructed in a single construction season…”
o Why are the hotel and entertainment center not considered a
major component when they offer up so many parking spaces
and 70 hotel rooms?
o Additionally, additional car condos will be built as sold.
However, this leaves nearly half of the condos to be built at a
later date.
o Simply put, we are not looking at one season of construction in
consideration of the information they provide.

8 - Permits & Approvals Required




Conflicting information about who is paying for what is provided throughout documents, leading
to confusion and misinformation:
o EAW, page 6: This section asks them to list all financial assistance for the project.
 They do not clarify that they’ve formally petitioned the city to help pay for
providing sanitary sewer and water main service to the MMP (City Council
Meeting notes, Dec. 2, 2019, page 4). Although not a finalized deal, it still
doesn’t fully disclose information relevant to this section.
 Contrary to this information, the Fact Sheet provided by the developer
after the public information meeting but before the formal petition and
EAW states “The developer is not asking for the City of Eagle Lake to
assist in any of the cost for this development, including accessing or
extending the public utilities to the site.”
o EAW, page 14, near top of page: “The City of Eagle Lake will be extending sanitary sewer
to the study area for all wastewater discharge at the developer’s expense. The sanitary
sewer lines constructed within the Study Area will be sized for all currently proposed
project elements, along with potential proposed expansions (i.e., commercial areas).
 Contradicts the fact that they’ve formally petitioned the city to help pay for
these costs just a few months’ prior.
Conflicting information about their timing for securing permits for construction activities:
o EAW, page 4, Timing & Duration of Construction Activities: “Any areas impacting
wetlands will begin once permits have been granted.”
 What happens if construction has begun on other aspects of project but then
these wetland permits are not granted?
o EAW, page 17, halfway down page: “Appropriate wetland permits will be obtained prior
to project construction.”

9 - Land Use


EAW, page 7, Existing Land Use:
o The existence of the cemetery is not mentioned, but is extremely relevant to those who
have family members buried there. It should be mentioned and considered.
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Eagle Lake South is used by waterfowl hunters. Its use for this purpose is relevant to this
section and should be mentioned here.
o Sakatah Singing Hills State Trail is mentioned here, but see “Traffic Study” below where I
provide a heat map that shows how often the trail as well as CSAH 27 are used by
bicyclists recreating in the area. These uses were not considered in the traffic safety
analysis.
EAW, page 8, Zoning:
o No maps are ever provided that show the ordinary high level water, shoreland setback,
and shoreland zone with the proposed track development. Rather, these features are
shown separately on different figures. It’s hard to evaluate their claim that the track
design does not impact the shoreland zone when they fail to plot them both on the
same figure.

11 - Water Resources






EAW, page 12: Reference to Figure 8 states that the OHWL within the study area is labeled;
however, it is not actually labeled on the figure.
EAW, page 15, top of page, first paragraph: “Other stormwater management features for the
track will be determined during the final track design.”
o Why are we being asked to review and comment on an EAW and given figures for a
proposed design that isn’t final? What is the process for reviewing changes to the design
between now and later?
EAW, page 15: Figure 10 referenced but not labeled in appendix.
EAW, page 15: Discharge of stormwater:
o Sending discharge from ~37 acres of impervious surfaces into Eagle Lake South could
impact the amount of “bounce” that water levels experience. More details on actual
plan is needed.
o Given that discharge locations include the small stream and wetland just west of the car
condos, how will they insure that that water (which connects to and flows south of Hwy
14 and into the creek that runs parallel to Valley Lane) does not impact the residences
and businesses along this stretch of creek? As it stands now, this creek often overflows
its banks after heavy rainfall events and has risked overland flooding for some of these
homes.

13 - Fish, Wildlife, Plant Communities, & Sensitive Ecological Features (Rare Features)


As a frequent and trained viewer of wildlife in the Eagle Lake South and Eagle Lake north areas,
I’d like to provide my personal list of species I have observed within 0.5 mi of this proposed
development while I have been out recreating in the area. At a local population level, it’s
possible that some of these species will be impacted by this development either due to
construction activities, addition of pavement, noise, increased traffic, or other impacts of the
MMP. My unexhaustive list includes:
o Mammals: white-tailed deer, red squirrels, fox squirrels, gray squirrels, muskrats,
various small mammals (e.g., mice, shrews, voles)
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Birds: trumpeter swans, Canada geese, American coot, mallard, various other species of
dabbling ducks, various species of diving ducks (e.g., mergansers, bufflehead), sora, wild
turkey, ring-necked pheasant, common nighthawks, tree swallows, other swallow spp.,
red-winged blackbirds, various species of sparrows
At a minimum, and to offer up a potential mitigating option, I’d suggest that the developers
consider planting native vegetation (e.g., native prairie instead of mowed lawn) anywhere
they aren’t putting down pavement inside the track. Some initial thoughts on benefits this
would have include:
o Provide habitat for breeding grassland birds and pollinators to use.
o Avoid problems from goose depredation issues, especially in consideration that geese
are abundant in the adjacent Eagle Lake South.
Groups of deer (5-7 deer) are frequently seen in the fields along this stretch of road. By putting
up a fence, deer are going to be forced to run either north/south or east/west around the
complex. Will the fence actually increase deer-vehicle collisions as a result, especially
considering the increase in traffic?

14 - Archaelogical Survey / Historic Properties


August 5, 2019 memo to Jennifer Bromeland from Matt Lassonde states that the proposer has
chosen to avoid impacts to archaeological artifact clusters 1, 2, and 5. However, no figure in the
EAW or its appendices ever juxtaposes the proposed track layout with these clusters on the
same map. Therefore, as a reviewer, it’s hard to discern this claim.

15 – Visual


A large complex surrounded by a fence (perhaps even a barbed wire one to protect people’s
auto investments) is not visually appealing. Artistic renderings shared by the developer make it
look like a prison complex more than anything.

16 - Air


Increased gas and diesel combustion will impact local residents as well as the State Trail
recreational users (bikers, walkers, runners).

17 – Noise




Performing noise monitoring at Brainerd International Raceway (BIR) is not comparable. The BIR
is surrounded by trees that help dissipate noise upwards, not outwards.
The increased noise levels will impact other recreationalists in the area, particularly those who
use the Sakatah State Trail.
If the proposed noise mitigation does not work, how will the developer solve the issue?
o I’d like to volunteer to be one of the nearby residences that has noise levels monitored.

18 – Transportation


This section completely fails to consider that CSAH 27 is frequently used by serious road cyclists
or those looking to connect to the Sakatah Trail from the east end of the city. Increased traffic
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along this road will put these road users at risk for increased car/vehicle collisions. Strava offers
heat maps that reflect the use of trails and roads over the past two years. The current strava
heat map for this area and southern MN in general are as follows:

NMDavros comments, EAW for Mankato Motorsports Park

Pag e 7|9

Traffic Study


Build Analysis, Trip Generation: Analysis conducted using n=62, a value chosen to represent “the
course with the greatest number of participants…” assumed to arrive in their own vehicles (Page
5 of the memo dated Sept 27, 2019 from Ross Tillman to Brad Bass)
o This value for n does not reflect the number of parking spaces shown in the figures. See
earlier comments regarding this concern.

Overarching General Concerns











Many figures (maps) are not labeled properly, which makes it difficult link references to them in
the text to the appropriate figure.
EAW, page 7: Footnotes show that websites were accessed in March and April 2019, which was
well before the city had annexed the property and moved to the next steps in this process.
o Why was the EAW being written/developed before the city had decided on annexation?
Consistent sense of urgency, rushing of decision making to meet their project deadlines:
o Memos to city hall: Repeated mentions of their project timeline and how decisions need
to be made quickly to keep them on their schedule
 Example:
o Email thread with DNR: December 19th – They ask for expediting because of “crunch on
our timeline”
Lack of consistency / conflicting descriptions in general as described in several of the above
bullet points
o Even a casual proofreading should have caught some of these issues
o City of Eagle Lake decision makers should expect and demand clarity in all project
documentation to ensure that the paper trail in this process is as tight as it can be and
there are no loopholes later if this project is greenlighted.
Developer’s Interaction with Citizens of Eagle Lake
o Public Info meeting:
 So crowded that I couldn’t actually talk to anyone
 Developer should have considered holding another informational session,
especially given the citizens’ concerns that arose from the first one
o Some attempt to work with citizens and increase their communication with us (e.g.,
attending more council meetings, hold second informational meeting) rather than
ignore us would have gone a long way to building community relations
Concerns over Conflict of Interest
o There appears to be a conflict of interest in this situation, and many residents have
voiced this concern at the city council meetings.
o A city council member who helps make decisions on these issues should not be holding
a private meeting in his own real estate office to introduce the developer to the
landowner. He should also not be knocking on neighbor’s doors (or leaving them post-it
notes) to tell them to figure out what their asking price for their property is worth in the
context of this particular development.
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Bolton & Menk has been hired by Bradford Development for the MMP but Bolton &
Menk also reached out to the city to offer its services for the city to be its own LGU.
Even the council discussed concerns for conflict of interest regarding this proposal. (City
Council Mtg Notes – May 6, 2019, Page 2).

Although I am also using this letter to offer up more personal reflections, I hope that you’ll take my
more substantive comments outlined above into fair consideration. Trust and accountability by our
public officials is needed in these processes to ensure the public trust is upheld. I trust that the City of
Eagle Lake will fairly weigh all comments and concerns regarding this project.
I’m happy to answer any follow-up questions you may have. I can be contacted via phone or email. Both
are provided below.
Sincerely,
Nicole Davros
101 Valley Lane
Eagle Lake, MN 56024
ndavros@state.mn.us
515-231-5615
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From: gregory@webicine.com <gregory@webicine.com>
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2020 6:59 PM
To: Brittany Grassman <bgrassman@eaglelakemn.com>; Jennifer Bromeland
<jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com>; Kerry Rausch <krausch@eaglelakemn.com>
Subject: Contact Form Submission
There has been a submission of the form Contact through your concrete5 website.
Name
Dan Larson
Email
bittersweetarts55@gmail.com
Comments
209 Bittersweet Lane I,m a life long member of the Mankato community. I was employed at Kato
Engineering for 30 years and retired as their Controller in 1999. I have been involved in the motor sport
activity in the area since high school. I have been involved in Corvette clubs, Auto Cross clubs, Sports Car
Clubs and local car shows as well as National shows. I,m sending this email to you in support of the
Mankato Motorsport Park that is being considered for your community. I,m 73 years old and still
involved in cars and look forward to the opportunity to Enthusiasticly Driving some of my cars on a
closed course in the area. I have raced in SCCA events for 10 years and earned a National License with
SCCA and volunteered as an instructor at events. The community has supported many types of activities
for citizens interests and I believe the motor sport group are long over due for a facility to enjoy their
passion.

To view all of this form's submissions, visit
https://eaglelakemn.com/index.php/dashboard/reports/forms?qsid=1468009582

From: gregory@webicine.com <gregory@webicine.com>
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2020 7:34 PM
To: Brittany Grassman <bgrassman@eaglelakemn.com>; Jennifer Bromeland
<jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com>; Kerry Rausch <krausch@eaglelakemn.com>
Subject: Contact Form Submission
There has been a submission of the form Contact through your concrete5 website.
Name
Dan Larson
Email
bittersweetarts55@gmail.com
Comments
209 Bittersweet Lane A few more comments about the proposed Mankato Motorsport Park. My interest
in this proposal is that it is not a race track but an opportunity to hone driving skills. This will be done by
comparing lap times as adjustments are made to driving lines and vehicle adjustments. It's more of a
learning experience. It will also be a place for people with interests like mine to meet and learn about
cars and how they handle. The community will gain from having a facility like this and will be seen as a
forward thinking community. It will bring many enthusiasts from outside of the local area who will leave
money here for food , gas , and lodging. I hope you will give this proposal a chance to improve our
community.

To view all of this form's submissions, visit
https://eaglelakemn.com/index.php/dashboard/reports/forms?qsid=1468009582

From: Dan Peterson <dd.peterson.9912@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2020 6:48 PM
To: Jennifer Bromeland <jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com>
Subject: Mankato Motorsports Comments

I have some comments for the Mankato Motorsports project. This project is really
exciting and will be one of the biggest things that Eagle Lake has ever happed as far as
business. We are a bedroom community and there's no reason that we shouldn't have
an attraction that puts Eagle Lake on the map. This can make Eagle Lake a destination
rather than a place that people drive by. This will be a benefit to the residents by
providing an anchor for economic growth and jobs.
Thanks for all of the information on the web site. It's exciting to think of the possibilities
for this facility. I can see law enforcement officers from all over the several-state region
using the track for driving training. I can see this facility partnering with Minnesota State
University, Mankato's automotive engineering program to test designs of electric
vehicles and solar vehicles, or Medieval Chassis to test their designs. I would think it
could also be used for young drivers to get a start with drivers training that's safer than a
parking lot.
I've also glanced at the environmental impact of this and I actually think that this
development will significantly improve water quality in Eagle Lake since agriculture
runoff is one of the main contributors to water pollution.
Finally, I like the fact that this project will add construction jobs now and many other jobs
in the future for people in Eagle Lake, or it could help drive residential development in
Eagle Lake in the future. Perhaps this will spawn other business that support the track
or just development along Highway 14. The economic situation that we're heading into
now is pretty bad. But this is an opportunity to restart our economy. Getting people to
work result in sales of goods and services to those workers - getting them back to their
jobs and this will result in other businesses getting back on their feet.
It's great that the developers are interested in investing many millions of dollars in Eagle
Lake and the city and city council should support this development.
Dan Peterson

From: Kelly Baden <gulllake2000@gmail.com>
Date: April 1, 2020 at 8:26:27 PM CDT
To: Jennifer Bromeland <jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com>
Subject: Motorsports Project

I hope it's not too late to comment on this project. I think this is an INCREDIBLE opportunity for Eagle
Lake. Almost a dream come true for any city. What's great is that this will be a destination for many
people, and also will provide expansion in the future with amenities such as a golf center or aquatic
park. And the developer is not asking the city for any funding from what I can see. A dream come true
for Eagle Lake.
As for the environmental impact, I think this will actually be better for the lake itself since it will reduce
nitrates and other chemicals from agriculture runoff. I think they've done a great job in the design to
reduce noise outside of the facility by the berm around the facility as well as the orientation of the
buildings and parking lot. Traffic noise from highway 14 will be more noticeable.
This is really exciting that we could have this here. I think it will be great to have an actual attraction that
Eagle Lake will be known for that will not only bring in visitors for hundreds of miles, but will also be a
place that we can bring our own families for a little fun. How often do you have a chance to speed really
fast and not get a ticket? I can also see this as being something that area colleges and possibly even the
high schools might use for testing as well as to draw other related businesses that can use this facility.
I hope the city council and mayor fully support this facility. This could possibly be the best thing that
ever happened to Eagle Lake.
Thanks,
Kelly Baden

From: Nicole Davros <ndavros@gmail.com>
Date: April 1, 2020 at 5:17:19 PM CDT
To: Jennifer Bromeland <jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com>
Subject: Re: Submission of comments on EAW for proposed Mankato Motorsports Park

Hi Jennifer,
Sorry to spam your inbox! One last comment (unofficial since it's now past the close of business on the
final day of the comment period). I've had some informal discussions about this project with my friends
who work for DNR and are familiar with EAWs and EISs, and they also help manage the trail and lake
adjacent to this project. Normally, they would be consulted by the other DNR staff who lead the NHIS. In
this case, they were not consulted - which they were surprised by. The only thing I can think of is that
the project location changed between Nov. 2018 and Dec. 2019, but then Bolten and Menk rushed DNR
and asked for an expedited response over the holidays which left no time for that extra consultation
with other DNR experts. Do you know if Bolton and Menk contacted the DNR Regional Environmental
Assessment Ecologist to determine if there are other natural resource concerns associated with this
project, as suggested by Samantha Bump (the DNR Natural Heritage Review Specialist) in her cover
letter from November 2018?
Take this information for what it's worth. But these friends also feel that this project will have more
natural resource and environmental impacts than what is suggested in my comments alone.
Thank you,
Nicole

From: Mike Guentzel <guentzelunlimited@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 1, 2020 10:45 AM
To: Jennifer Bromeland <jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com>
Subject: Motorsports EAW
I have the following concerns after looking at the EAW;
1) The noise study is insufficient saying the precautions may be sufficient using assumptions. Building
and then fix it later is a poor plan at best.
2) The traffic study was only done for 3 days and not talking about motorsports traffic and only
specifying the additional businesses attached to the park. The amount of trailered vehicles brought into
the land is going to create bottle necking.
3) How will a berm, noise mitigating and security fences affect the snow drifting onto County Road 27
and Highway 14?
4) What measures are being taking for storm water holding ponds? With so much impervious surface
being added there will be a need that is not addressed.
5) How are the drainage tile lines from the neighboring 4 residences and over 200 acres to the west
going to be affected? Will the developer or the city be responsible for keeping them working?
6) How will the existing tile inlets be plugged so the runoff water from the track does not go directly to
the lake?
Other questions not specific to the EAW:
Who is paying for the entrance road to the Park? Is this cost on the developer or the city?
The entrance to the Dauk house/caretaker's is now going to the township road. What is the township
being paid for the use of the road or is the city taking over maintenance of this road as well?
If this does go through what will the construction hours be?
Who will the complaints about noise and other infractions go to if this is built?
Who do we contact with problems during construction and surveying? Surveyors already got mud all
over the county road and left piles on the shoulder. I contacted Tim and nothing happened.
Thanks for your time I look forward to the answers,
Mike Guentzel
507-380-3616
-

Mankato Motorsports Park Environmental Assessment Worksheet
City of Eagle Lake
Blue Earth County Property and Environmental Resources Review
EAW section headings and page numbers are shown for reference, followed by comments and
questions.

Section 6. Project Description
General Comments. It is difficult for people who are unfamiliar with these types of facilities to
understand the proposed project based on the description in the EAW. The detailed description should
be focused on aspects of the project that may directly or indirectly manipulate, alter or impact the
physical or natural environment.
Page 2 - b. Complete Description – The complete description does not address requirements of the
EAW, because infrastructure needs were not included. EAW Guidance states that “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.” Environmental impacts from extension of the City of
Eagle Lake sanitary sewer are not mentioned until page 30, where no additional information is provided
other than wetlands may be impacted. Will there also be an extension of water utilities from the City of
Eagle Lake?
Page 2 - b. Complete Description - The detailed description should be focused on aspects of the project
that may directly or indirectly manipulate, alter or impact the physical or natural environment. EAW
Guidance states that “The EAW should include a grading and drainage plans and support facilities such
as sewage lines, stormwater management structures, roads and buildings.” The EAW does not contain
nor does it describe any grading plans. In later sections, the EAW states that wetlands will be filled and
describes the topography as nearly level. The topography is not nearly level. Grading plans are needed
in the EAW to evaluate potential environmental impacts from stormwater runoff and drainage to
wetlands and surface waters that were not included in this section.
Page 2 - b. Complete Description - The EAW states the driving track is “not a racetrack”, but is “intended
for individuals to drive at their desired pace in order to experience the optimal performance of their
automobiles…” What environmental impacts are related to this type of driving? A Noise Analysis Report
is in Appendix D.
•
•
•
•
•

At what speeds will the cars be driving?
What is the maximum and average speed of vehicles using the track?
Will vehicles have current roadworthy licenses?
How many vehicles will be operating (running or idling) at the same time?
Will rental cars be for use on site only? Will rental cars be stored on site? Where is the
showroom? Will there be vehicle sales?
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Page 2 - b. Complete Description - The EAW states that "Operations will occur during daylight hours and
most events will end by 5pm. The track will not be used at night and the track will not be lit."
•

•

•
•
•
•

What is the definition of “daylight hours?” In June and July, sunset time is about 10:00 pm, and
sunrise is about 5:30 am. People are more likely to have windows open, especially overnight, or
enjoy time outside throughout the day in the summer months.
What is meant by “event” or "most events?" For example, there is a big difference between
three days a month compared to three of seven days a week where four days could mean "most
days." Will “events” be on most or all weekends?
Does this mean the clubhouse and entertainment complex will also be closed by 5 pm?
Will the developer of the entertainment complex be required to maintain certain hours?
What type of lighting will be at the entertainment complex and hotel?
What are the City of Eagle Lake’s regulations for outdoor lighting, on- and off-premises signs and
billboards?

Page 3 – Site Access - Does the site access comply with MAPO plans and policies?
Page 4 - Timing and Duration of Construction - The EAW states that "Construction will begin in areas
where no wetland resources will be impacted.” The Overall Concept, Figure 4A in Appendix A, shows the
track, entertainment center, and berms will impact wetland resources.
The EAW, Geographic Scales and Timeframes, page 30, states that “The City of Eagle Lake will be
extending sanitary sewer and water lines to the study area at the developer’s expense… Natural
resources such as wetlands have the potential to be affected by this action. Any mitigation of potential
wetland impacts will be achieved through State permitting methods as required.”
•
•
•
•

Where are the areas where construction will start with no impacts to wetlands?
What is the overall grading plan?
What is the timing of major project phases relative to other phases?
Where is the sewer extension planned? What is the timing of the sewer extension project?

Avoiding and minimizing impacts are required in the WCA review process and changes to the plan may
be required to meet the requirements of the WCA. Construction impacting wetlands cannot occur until
adequate replacement is obtained. (Minnesota Rules, 8420.0522 Subp. 8)
https://bwsr.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/2018-12/Wetland_Regulatory_2009_WCA_Rule.pdf
Page 4 - The EAW states that "The track can also accommodate charity or private events, and police and
emergency services training. The clubhouse will provide classroom training space. The project is not
being carried out by a government unit."
•
•

Will the motorsports park be open to the public and spectators?
Will there be any camping or RV parking for visitors attending or participating in events? If so,
where will these areas be designated?

Pages 3, 4 and 5 - The number of residential units described in the EAW is inconsistent. Table 1.
Mankato Motorsports Park Structure in the Project Description section on page 3 describes 48 individual
units in Phase 1 with a total build-out of 96 residential units. Section C (Project Magnitude) on page 4
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refers to residential units 96 to 105. Section E (Future Development) says there are no future stages of
development on page 5.
•

What is the planned number of residential units?

Section 7. Cover Types
According to EAW Guidance, “estimates of the acres of land cover before and after the project should be
provided. One important purpose of this information is to assess the project’s impact on wildlife
habitat.”
Page 5. Lawn and Landscaping. (152.6 acres). While “lawn and landscaping” are terms allowed in EAW
Guidance, these are very general terms.
•
•
•

•

•

What is the landscaping plan? Will the “lawn” be turf-grass? Which areas will be “lawn” and
which areas will be “landscaped”?
Lawns attract geese. Can the landscape plan be designed to minimize nuisance geese on the
site?
What water conservation practices will be used to reduce environmental impacts of lawn
maintenance? Does the City of Eagle Lake administer any water conservation ordinances or
programs?
Does the City of Eagle Lake zoning ordinance require parkland or open space dedication for a
similar scale subdivision or other types of development? If so, where would parkland or open
space be dedicated on the site?
There are existing grass waterways on the site on steep slopes. The grassed waterways aren’t
turf-grass. How will runoff to the lake be controlled to minimize runoff and gully erosion?

Section 8. Permit and Approvals
Page 6 – Permits and Approvals. Several required permits in the Table 3 are missing or misstated:
• The table lists a “Well Sealing Notification” for Blue Earth County. Blue Earth County requires
well sealing permits prior to well sealing (not notification) for all wells that are proposed to be
sealed.
• The table lists “Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) Notification” as an activity for the
City of Eagle Lake. The City of Eagle Lake is not listed by the Board of Water and Soil Resources
LGU Directory. Blue Earth County is currently the WCA LGU. Unless this has recently changed,
the EAW should list the correct LGU and should also list the required WCA permits and
approvals required rather than just “WCA Notification”.
• The track and facility are located within the Shoreland of Eagle Lake which is classified by the
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources as a Natural Environment Lake. Commercial uses
like a race track are not a permitted use in the Shoreland of a Natural Environment Lake
according to Minnesota Rules Chapter 6120. Commercial uses are a conditional use and a
conditional use permit issued by Eagle Lake is required.
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•

The rezoning that is mentioned on Page 8, Project Compatibility, should be listed in this table.

Section 9. Land Use
Page 7 – Existing Land Use - The EAW Guidance, page 18, states that “this item should provide a basic
understanding of the existing land uses—e.g. residential, commercial, industrial, parks, recreation areas,
trails, prime or unique farmlands—of the site and areas adjacent to or nearby the proposed project
site,” and “water resources” should be included. The EAW only describes the existing land use is
agriculture along with the distance to various parks and the Sakatah Trail.
Existing land uses adjacent and nearby are not described in the EAW. For example:
• One of the parcel boundaries is a Public Water lake (Eagle Lake) that forms the western
boundary of the parcel (R12.10.07.326.003).
• There are existing wetlands on, adjacent to and nearby the site.
• The parcel abuts a four-lane highway (Highway 14).
• There are existing single-family dwellings in every direction both in and outside the city limits,
and there are multifamily dwellings near the proposed motorsports park. How many dwellings
are adjacent, within ¼ mile or ½ mile, and in which directions?
• There are commercial and light industrial uses near the proposed motor park.
• There is a cemetery near the proposed motor park. How close is the cemetery to proposed
motorsports park?
Page 7 - Local Plans - The EAW references the Blue Earth County Land Use Plan. The property was
annexed into the City of Eagle Lake on November 21, 2019. The Blue Earth County Land Use plan only
applies to areas outside of city limits. Since the property is in the city limits of Eagle Lake, the County
Land Use Plan has no jurisdiction. The EAW should reference the City of Eagle Lake’s land use plan or
comprehensive plan and the City’s plan to develop this area.
Page 8 - Zoning - The EAW states: “The property to be developed is currently zoned as Agriculture and
is within the City of Eagle Lake.3” The footnote number 3 is to the LeRay Township zoning map. Since
this property was annexed into the City of Eagle Lake on November 21, 2019, the County’s Zoning Map
for LeRay Township no longer applies in the project area. The City of Eagle Lake has the jurisdiction for
zoning and the EAW should instead reference the Official Zoning Map, or the map on the Eagle Lake
Website.
The EAW states: “It is located east of Eagle Lake South (Lake ID 07006002), which is classified by the
MnDNR Basin Shoreland Classification as a Natural Environment Lake. This means that structures and
sewage systems must be set back at least 150 feet from the ordinary high water level (OHWL).” While it
is true that single family dwellings have a setback of 150 feet in the State Shoreland Standards,
Minnesota Rules Chapter 6120 requires that “On natural environment lakes, subdivisions of duplexes,
triplexes, and quads must also meet the following standards: (1) Each building must be set back at
least 200 feet from the ordinary high water level.” The larger setback of 200 feet should be correctly
referenced. The EAW should also indicate whether there will be access to Eagle Lake for docks or other
recreational facilities.
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Page 8 – b. Project Compatibility b and c Project Incompatibility – This section states that the study
area is currently zoned Agriculture and that it will be rezoned. According the EQB’s EAW Guidelines this
section should “Include the current zoning of the project area with a brief description of that zoning
district. Determine if the proposed project is an allowed use, a conditional use, or currently not
permitted within the zoning district.” This information regarding whether any of the proposed uses are
allowed in the current or proposed zoning is not provided in the EAW in accordance with the EAW
Guidelines.
This section again references the County Land Use Plan and states that “Blue Earth County Land Use
Plan, the County will assess permitted and conditional uses in zoned districts, making amendments as
necessary in cities such as Eagle Lake.” The implication that Blue Earth County will assess permitted and
conditional uses on the properties covered by the EAW is false. The County has no role in determining
permitted or conditional uses within any city including the City of Eagle Lake. The EAW should
reference the City of Eagle Lake’s Land Use Plan or Comprehensive Plan.
Since Item 9c states “see item 9b” and much of item 9b is either incorrect or not included, it should
likely be revised to include the information outlined in the EAW guidelines.

Section 10. Geology, Soils, Topography/Land Forms
Page 9 – Soils and Topography – The soils section does not adequately describe the soils in accordance
with the EAW Guidance. The EAW guidelines state: “The NRCS maintains an internet-based application
called the Web Soil Survey. If this data is available in the project area, this web tool should be used to
identify soils and any limitations of those soils.” The soils are very limited for many types of
development according to the Web Soil Survey including local roads, dwellings with basements, and
shallow excavations. In addition, the soils on almost the entire site are listed as somewhat limited or
severely limited for small commercial buildings, according to the Web Soil Survey.
The EAW Guidance also states: “Steep slopes of 12 percent or more and erosion prone soils should be
described and shown on the site plan or on a separate grading plan.” Although the steep slopes are not
indicated by the underlying soil type, the Web Soil Survey indicates multiple “Special Line Features” for
“Short, steep slopes” in the project area. These areas have slopes over 12 percent according to the
2012 LiDAR and they should be identified in the EAW.
The EAW Guidance states: “If large amounts of soils will be excavated, the EAW should identify the
types involved, quantities, to where they will be relocated and how they will be used.” Since it appears
that significant grading and potentially soil corrections may be required, the EAW should include a
grading plan and information regarding soil corrections in accordance with the EAW guidelines.
Topography – The EAW states: “The study area is largely flat, with the northern end of the study area at
a slightly higher elevation than the southern end. The western edge of the study area, adjacent to the
Eagle Lake shoreline, is slightly lower than the surrounding landscape.” As indicated in the soil survey
there are steep slopes and there is actually over 30 feet in elevation change on the property from an
elevation of 1,024 feet in the northeast portion of the project area to 990 feet adjacent to Eagle Lake.
The site does have relatively flat areas, but there are also areas of steep slopes and areas where
concentrated water collects and flows over land. There are existing grass waterways in the existing
agricultural field which is an indication there is concentrated water flow and steeper slopes on the site.
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Section 11. Water Resources
EAW Guidance states that “This item is intended to address all water-related aspects of a proposed
project,” and “This sub-item is meant for a full description of all surface water and groundwater features
in the vicinity of the project. This should include all known water features such as lakes, ponds, rivers,
streams, wetlands, ditches, intermittent streams, drainageways, aquifers, springs, and seeps.”
The EAW lacks a full description of surface and groundwater features in the vicinity of the site, as
described in the following comments and questions about surface water and groundwater.

Surface Water
Page 12. Surface Water. The project is adjacent to Eagle Lake (Lake ID number: 07-0060-02). Eagle Lake
is classified a Natural Environment Lake. Eagle Lake South is hydrologically connected to Eagle Lake
North (479 acres). Riparian wetlands and other wetlands adjacent to Eagle Lake South make Eagle Lake
part of a wetland complex. Where are the receiving waters? A watershed map showing the receiving
waters would be helpful.
Page 12. Wetlands - The EAW doesn’t describe wetlands in the vicinity of the project. As shown in
Figure 7, Appendix A, there are significant NWI mapped wetland areas adjacent to Eagle Lake making
Eagle Lake part of a wetland complex that provides wildlife habitat functions. The EAW does not include
wetlands in the vicinity that may be impacted by the extension of sewer utilities that is described on
page 30.
Page 12. Wetlands – The EAW states that “National Wetland Inventory (NWI) wetlands existing within
the Study Area, but will not be impacted by any construction or other activities by the project as
proposed.” Impacts to wetlands are not limited to filling. Excess nutrients from urban and agricultural
runoff degrade wetlands. Hydrologic alterations from additional surface runoff inundating wetlands or
redirecting water away from wetlands are impacts that can change wetland vegetation and wetland
type. How will these impacts to remaining wetlands be addressed?

Groundwater
Page 13 Groundwater – The EAW refers to the County Well Index. For clarification, the Minnesota
Department of Health’s database and map is no longer called the County Well Index. It is now the
Minnesota Well Index. The EAW states “Eight domestic wells, one industrial well, and one public supply
well are located within one-half mile of the study area.” This statement should have a disclaimer like
“according to the Minnesota Well Index”. There are three building sites within one-half mile of the site
that do not have wells shown in the Minnesota Well Index.
Page 13 Depth to groundwater – The Geologic Atlas for Blue Earth County Part B should be used to
describe the shallow groundwater and water table elevations.
Page 13 – The EAW states that the well on the existing building site “will be maintained.” Does this
mean that the well will remain in use? Is so, then that is what they should say because if it is not to be
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used and also not sealed then a maintenance permit from the County is required. The Permits &
Approval Required section on page 5 indicates that the one well currently located on this property is to
be sealed.
Page 13 – The reference to the unverified well located within this study area is accurate. This is a
monitoring well for a Super America store and the well log provided the wrong range number which
should be R26W not R25W.
Page 13 – The EAW states: Local wells near the study area were drilled to a maximum depth of 232 feet,
with none reaching bedrock. The maximum well depth is 254 (not 232), and this section should say
many wells nearby reach the Prairie Du Chien bedrock formation (OPDC or OPOD).

Wastewater
Page 14 – Wastewater - The EAW does not provide details of the sources, composition, and amounts of
wastewater streams. The EAW states that the water will be residential wastewater, and the city of
Mankato has the capacity to treat waste from the project. Residential wastewater will be only part of
the overall wastewater generated by this project. This is a mixed-use project, with a track clubhouse,
food service, lodging, a restaurant, and entertainment center, in addition to residential uses. On page 28
of the EAW, parking spaces at the track clubhouse is 139 spaces, 336 spaces at the hotel and
entertainment center, and 2 spaces for each of the 96 condo units. On page 29 of the EAW, peak traffic
in the AM is 193, and 373 in the PM.
•
•
•
•
•

What is the quantity and composition of wastewater from all sources in the project area? For
example, residential, food service, restaurant, floor drains, and vehicle repair?
What is expected capacity of participants and spectators at track events, classes, and the
associated waste?
Will there be any vehicle repair? Oils and grease? Cleaners? Fuel? Other automotive fluids?
EAW, page 19, states there will be cleaners and diesel fuel during operations.
Will there be vehicle washing on this site? If so, where do these areas drain?
Does the City of Mankato or Eagle Lake wastewater ordinances or their inter-governmental
agreement require any pre-treatment of wastewater from sources other than residential?

Stormwater
Page 14 – Stormwater – The EAW Guidance states that the “quantity and quality of stormwater runoff
at the site prior to and post construction” should be described, and the “routes and receiving water
bodies for runoff from the (major downstream water bodies as well as the immediate receiving waters)”
should be included. The EAW does not provide this information.
The EAW Guidance states that “the intent of the question is to characterize the effect of the project on
the amounts and the composition of stormwater runoff from the site and the techniques planned to
minimize adverse impacts from stormwater quantity and quality. Specific erosion and sedimentation
control measures for both during and after construction should be described.” The EAW does not
provide this information.
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The EAW states that “In general, projects that increase impervious surfaces will correspondingly
increase the stormwater runoff and potential for associated impacts.”
With the exception of portions of the race track, the 37 acres of new impervious surfaces on this site are
large and contiguous. There is no infiltration (100% runoff) from impervious surfaces, so the amount of
runoff from 37 acres is easily quantifiable.
•
•
•

•
•

•
•

In general, what is the quantity (volume) of runoff from 37 acres of impervious surfaces in 1inch, 2-inch, 25-year and 100-year storm events? How do these amounts of stormwater runoff
compare to runoff from the cultivated field?
What water bodies are the receiving waters for stormwater runoff and discharge of stormwater
facilities from this site? The FEMA floodplain maps have been updated to include floodplains in
some of the downstream receiving waters.
Do any of this project’s stormwater runoff or stormwater facilities discharge to receiving waters
or wetlands that drain through the City of Eagle Lake? Do the receiving waters or wetlands have
a history of flooding? Will the increase in volume of stormwater runoff from this site increase
flooding in these receiving waters or wetlands?
How will stormwater facilities be designed to manage these volumes of runoff to prevent
negative effects in downstream water bodies and downstream property (i.e. flooding, erosion
and sedimentation)?
There are steep slopes on the site, and a significant elevation difference between the proposed
race track facilities and Eagle Lake. How will the volume and rate of stormwater runoff be
managed to prevent gullies, erosion and sedimentation in wetlands, Eagle Lake and other
downstream water bodies?
What is the depth of seasonal water table on this site that would limit stormwater infiltration
practices?
What is the extent of subsurface drainage on this property or from adjacent parcels? How will
subsurface tile drainage be accounted for in project design?

Stormwater runoff from the race track and associated areas where vehicles are parked and repaired will
contain pollutants such as oil and grease, cleaners, metals, and other automotive fluids.
•

•

What is the composition of stormwater runoff with these pollutants from race tracks and from
the urban type of development as proposed? How will stormwater management facilities
provide treatment for these pollutants? How will stormwater quality be monitored for these
pollutants? What type of maintenance will be required for stormwater facilities that receive
these pollutants?
Will there be floor drains in the garages? What is the discharge location of floor drains?

On page 16, the EAW states that impacts to high-quality wetlands are being avoided. Most of the
stormwater management facilities drain to these wetlands. Stormwater management facilities also
discharge to wetlands off-site.
•
•

How are impacts from stormwater runoff pollution being avoided, or managed to ensure there
are no stormwater impacts to these wetlands?
How will stormwater management facilities be designed to reduce nutrients, like phosphorus
and nitrogen impacting wetlands?
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•

How will stormwater management facilities be designed and managed to prevent inundation of
the wetlands?

Page 14-15 - The EAW states that “Development will meet all state and local water quality measures
prior to discharging any stormwater into adjacent wetlands, lakes or streams.” The EAW lists state
requirements for NPDES permits and SWPPPs, but no local requirements are included.
•
•
•
•

The City of Eagle Lake is an MS4. How do the City’s stormwater regulations apply to this site?
Will the City of Eagle Lake operate the stormwater facilities on this site, or have an easement to
conduct inspections?
How will the City of Eagle Lake ensure long-term maintenance of stormwater management
facilities on this site?
What are the MS4 requirements for inspecting and maintaining stormwater management
facilities (i.e. annual inspections, sediment removal, etc.) applicable to this site?

The EAW states that “Measures include, but not limited to, stormwater retention ponds, bioretention
swales, raingardens and other stormwater control features further discussed below.” The EAW does not
contain a description of “stormwater retention ponds, bioretention swales, raingardens and other
stormwater control features” for the permanent stormwater management system in the EAW or
“below.”
•
•

Where will stormwater retention ponds, bioretention swales or raingardens be used on this
site? What is the function of each related to stormwater volume and rate control and treatment
of stormwater runoff?
Are there site limitations, such as depth to seasonal water table that will limit use of these
practices?

Wetlands
Page 16 - The EAW states that National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) wetlands are existing within the study
area but will not be impacted by any construction or other activities by the project proposed. Later in
this report it states that W32 (an NWI man-made wetland) will be filled and mitigated.
The EAW states that 18 wetlands were identified and that "no wetlands within the parcel are listed on
the National Wetland Inventory." This is incorrect and conflicts with Table 5 on page 16 that lists
wetlands on the site, with six of those being NWI wetlands (W32 through W37).
Page 30 - Cumulative Potential Effects. In a different section of the EAW on page 30, Cumulative
Potential Effects, additional wetland impacts from the sanitary sewer extension are mentioned. “The
City of Eagle Lake will be extending sanitary sewer and water lines to the study area at the developer’s
expense. The wastewater from Eagle Lake is served by the City of Mankato’s Wastewater Treatment
Plant. Natural resources such as wetlands have the potential to be affected by this action. Any
mitigation of potential wetland impacts will be achieved through State permitting methods as required.”
•

Where will sanitary sewer be extended to the site and which wetlands will be impacted by
extension of utilities?
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Page 17. Wetlands Avoidance Minimization and Mitigation of Wetland Impacts - The EAW states that
“Proposed wetland impacts were a factor that ultimately influenced track design and layout, along with
shoreline and cultural resource considerations,” and “the location of wetlands within the Study Area
also impacted the ultimate layout chosen for the project.” Overall Concept, Figure 4A, Appendix A,
shows all the wetlands in the cultivated areas will be impacted (filled) for the project. The WCA requires
proposed projects to avoid and minimize wetland impacts when feasible. There is no information
explaining how wetlands were “considered” in the track layout or design.
•
•
•

•

How were wetland impacts avoided?
How were wetland impacts minimized?
Water storage is an important wetland function in this watershed. The City of Eagle Lake has
reported flooding concerns in the city limits. How will water storage functions in this watershed
be replaced to prevent flooding in Eagle Lake and downstream water bodies?
How will the proposed project avoid impacts to the Type 2 Fresh wet meadow and Type 3
shallow marshes (W34, W36, and W37) described in the EAW as high-quality wetlands?

Page 17 - Wetlands Avoidance Minimization and Mitigation of Wetland Impacts -The EAW states that
“Given their location in an agricultural field, the farmed (Type 1) wetlands do not provide the same
benefits of wildlife habitat as those wetlands located in less disturbed contexts (i.e. within the shoreline
of Eagle Lake or in wooded areas).”
Farmed, Type 1 wetlands, like the wetlands to be impacted for this project, do provide seasonal
waterfowl habitat. Small, seasonal wetland basins, less than two acres in size, as well as grasslands
provide important wildlife habitat functions when located in proximity to shallow lakes greater than 50
acres in size.
•

How will loss of wildlife habitat functions provided by the Type 1 wetlands on this site be
replaced in the Eagle Lake watershed?

Page 17 Wetlands Avoidance Minimization and Mitigation of Wetland Impacts - The EAW states that
“Mitigation of the proposed 4.69 acres of wetland impacts will be achieved through Minnesota Wetland
Conservation Act (WCA) permitting procedures, along with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).
All impacts will be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio, per permitting requirements for natural wetlands. A total of
9.38 credits will be required for the project.”
•
•

•
•

The Wetland Conservation Act requires sequencing: avoidance and minimization. Construction
should wait until the WCA process is complete in case the design must be changed.
If impacts to wetlands are approved, construction cannot occur until the owner replaces the
approved impacts. (Minnesota Rules, 8420.0522 Subp. 8) The WCA requirements can be found
at this link:
https://bwsr.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/2018-12/Wetland_Regulatory_2009_WCA_Rule.pdf
To mitigate for lost wetland functions in the Eagle Lake watershed, where will wetland credits
be purchased?
Has onsite mitigation or replacement been considered, since the EAW states that wetlands
along the shore would provide better wildlife habitat?
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Section 12. Contamination/Hazardous Materials/Wastes
Stormwater runoff from this site will discharge to Eagle Lake, wetlands and other receiving waters, and
has the potential to contaminate groundwater.
Page 18. b. Project Related Generation/Storage of Solid Wastes - The EAW does not describe
generation, storage and disposal of solid waste during operations. Solid waste will likely be generated by
the proposed condos, clubhouse, food service, restaurant, entertainment center and hotel.
•
•

What are the estimates of the type, storage and methods of disposal of solid waste
generated at this site?
What recycling or source reduction is planned?

Page 19. c. Project Related Use/Storage of Hazardous Materials - The EAW provides little information
about use and storage of hazardous materials during operations, but instead focuses mainly on the
construction phase. Use and storage of hazardous materials is typically associated with operating and
maintaining vehicles. Hazardous materials may also be used and stored for general operations of the
proposed facilities and landscaping.
The EAW states that “During operation, hazardous materials may be used on site, such as diesel fuels
and cleaners. Any hazardous materials will have BMPs implemented to ensure proper usage and storage
during operations, including inspecting outside areas for the presence of spill/released diesel fuel,
complete any corrective action necessary to respond to spills/releases. Best Management Practices
regarding other hazardous materials and cleaners shall include proper housekeeping, eliminating and
reducing exposure, scheduled inspections, training, and preventative maintenance.”
There is a list of general best management practices, but the EAW provides no indication the owner or
operator of the motorsports park has a plan for managing hazardous materials or what areas will
generate and use hazardous materials. Runoff from this site enters the high-quality wetlands described
on page 17 of the EAW, and public waters like Eagle Lake.
•
•
•
•
•

Will there be a fueling area? Will there be a containment area?
What types of fuel will be stored on site? What quantities? Where will fuels be stored? What is
proper storage of fuel?
Will there be floor drains in the condo garages? Where will floor drains discharge?
Where will vehicles be serviced? Will vehicles be serviced by individuals in parking lots, on
lawns, or another location? Will vehicles be serviced in condo garages? Will there be a
centralized maintenance facility?
The EAW describes fitting vehicles with different mufflers when vehicles are out of compliance
with noise emission requirements. Where will this be done? What hazardous materials may be
needed to do this work?

Section 13. Fish, Wildlife, Plant Communities & Sensitive Resources
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The EAW Guidance states that “fish and wildlife habitat areas exist throughout the state and are not all
specifically designated. Nearly all undeveloped land has some wildlife habitat value. The quality and
value of the habitat depends on many factors including the degree of disturbance, the nature of the
adjoining areas, and the area and type of vegetation or water resources present. The presence of
habitats within the project area is to be identified here and any project-related effects described in
response to EAW Item 13.c.”

Resources/Habitats/Vegetation
The EAW states the project is “set within an agricultural context” with some rural residential land uses
within Le Ray Township and “does not provide significant habitat value for wildlife” The project site is
partially in the shoreland area of a public water lake as shown in Figure 3 in Appendix A. As shown on
Figure 7: Surface Water in Appendix A, the project is set in an area with many wetlands and wetland
complexes, as well as agricultural land uses and urban areas.
Page 17 - Wetlands Avoidance Minimization and Mitigation of Wetland Impacts -The EAW states that
“Given their location in an agricultural field, the farmed (Type 1) wetlands do not provide the same
benefits of wildlife habitat as those wetlands located in less disturbed contexts (i.e. within the shoreline
of Eagle Lake or in wooded areas).”
Farmed, Type 1 wetlands, like the wetlands to be impacted for this project, do provide seasonal
waterfowl habitat. Small, seasonal wetland basins, less than two acres in size, as well as grasslands
provide important wildlife habitat functions when located in proximity to shallow lakes greater than 50
acres in size.
•

How will loss of wildlife habitat functions provided by the Type 1 wetlands on this site be
replaced in the Eagle Lake watershed?

Page 20 - The EAW does not "Describe fish and wildlife resources as well as habitats and vegetation on
or near the site. "
The Noise Analysis Report in Appendix D states that north of the proposed motor sports facility
(Location M2): "Distant traffic noise and bird and insect noise were noted during the monitoring period.
The measured noise level at this location is assumed to be the background noise level at Receptor R5."
•

Will the proposed berms mitigate noise from the motorsports park, so residents and others in
the area will still be able to hear and enjoy the sounds of birds and insects?

Page 21 – The EAW states that “Project construction takes place in what has been an active agricultural
field for many years. Wildlife may dwell in vegetated portions of the Study Area, but these areas will not
be affected by the project as proposed.” This contradicts page 3 of the EAW that states some trees and
other vegetation may be removed during construction.
•
•
•

Was there a study of bird populations and how they may be affected by noise?
Will trees be removed?
Will landscaping include trees, particularly near the lake?
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Page 21 – b. Project Effects and c. Control measures – This project replaces low intensity agricultural
land uses with 152.6 acres of “lawn and landscaping” adjacent to the lake and wetlands, and high
intensity land uses with impervious surfaces. Geese are a common problem in urban areas with turf
grass, especially adjacent to wetlands and water bodies. Eagle Lake and other wetland complexes are
located in this area of the county. The project effects could include increased numbers of geese in the
project area.
•

What control measures will be taken to reduce the impact of geese on existing wildlife and the
effects of bacteria and nutrients from geese droppings on water quality, as well as public safety?
Can the landscaping plan address the amount and connectivity of lawn area to minimize or
discourage geese populations?

Section 14. Historic Properties.
No comments or questions.

Section 15. Visual
Page 22 - The EAW states that "The project will convert agricultural fields to a recreational destination.
Earthen berms will be constructed that will be approximately 10 feet in height with a 10-foot top, and a
3:1 slope. Berms will line the entirety of the northern/northwestern and eastern track extents.
Additionally, portions of the south eastern and southwestern site will include berms, west of the car
condos and north of the golf entertainment complex."
•

•

What adjacent properties and natural resources are screened with the proposed berms? Are the
berms intended to lessen visual impacts of the race track only? Will the earthen berms screen
the view of the hotel, entertainment complex and its lighting from neighbors and users of the
lake?
Why is there a gap in the berms along the lake? Will users of the lake be able to see the track
and other facilities from the water? The Shoreland Rules require screening.

Section 16. Air
Page 24 - b. Vehicle Emissions - The EAW does not address vehicle emissions during track operations.
Instead the EAW redirects to a traffic study that does not analyze vehicle emissions.
•
•
•
•

Will the vehicles be modified for performance driving? If yes, will these modifications increase
emissions?
Will the vehicles have any emissions standards?
Will vehicles have current roadworthy licenses?
What is the carbon footprint of the proposed motorsports park?

Section 17. Noise
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There is a description of earthen berms’ height in the Visual Section of the EAW, page 22, and shown on
Figure 4A, Appendix A. A sound wall is shown on Figure 4A, Appendix A. No details about the berms and
sound wall are described in Section 17.
•
•
•
•

•

Why is there a gap in the berms along the lake? Was noise measured and modeled across the
lake from this site? Will users of the lake be affected by noise emissions?
Will training for emergency responders involve use of sirens and lights?
Will there be amplified music or announcements during or following events?
Why aren’t the details of the earthen barriers described in the Noise Section 17 of the EAW?
Will the barriers be constructed as described on page 22 of the EAW and as shown on Figure 4A:
Overall Concept Plan, in Appendix A?
Why aren’t details of the sound wall included shown on Figure 4A: Overall Concept Plan, in
Appendix A ? What is the height, dimensions and materials of the sound wall?

Pages 25-26 - The EAW states that "A noise impact analysis was prepared for the project (see Appendix
D). The impacts of the project were evaluated using the MINNOISEV31 traffic noise model. The model
predicts noise level impacts from roadways based on the number and types of vehicles, and includes
parameters such as travel speed, distance, and type of ground cover between the roadway and the
receiver. It also allows for the modeling of different types of barriers (natural or manmade) have on
received noise."
The EAW does not describe or provide details about the different types of noise barriers (natural or
manmade) that were modeled and their effect on noise, what barriers will be constructed to mitigate
for noise from this project, or types of groundcover.
•
•

Which types of noise barriers were modeled for the Noise Analysis Report? Will those noise
barriers be constructed?
What type of ground cover was modeled for the Noise Analysis Report? Was Eagle Lake’s
hundreds of acres of open water included in the Noise Analysis Report?

Pages 25-26 – Project Impact and Methodology - There are discrepancies in the EAW and the actual
Noise Analysis Report (Appendix D) assumptions about the height of barriers. Specifically, the EAW is
missing one assumption used for the model as described in the Noise Analysis Report: "Berms and
barriers are modeled at a height of 20 feet." In Section 15. Visual, of the EAW (page 22) it states that
the berms will be approximately 10-feet high with a 10-foot top and 3:1 slopes. Why is there a
discrepancy between the EAW and the Noise Analysis Report conducted for the EAW? The noise analysis
should be completed with actual, planned height of the barriers, or the barriers should be designed and
constructed consistent with the Noise Analysis Report.
Page 26 – Results and Findings - To operate without noise abatement, the EAW shows a lesser
configuration of vehicles that could be allowed to meet state standards. The noise abatement practices
described in the EAW and used in the model described in the Noise Analysis Report, Appendix A,
include berms and buildings. The EAW states that most of the buildings will be constructed later. The
hotel and entertainment center will be constructed when there is a developer, and additional condo
buildings will be constructed when condos are sold.
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•

Will this facility operate at the reduced levels shown in the EAW until ALL buildings, the sound
wall and barriers are constructed? How does this translate to layperson terms for transparency?

The EAW states that "The configuration of the 20 vehicles can include the following and still be in
compliance with the State noise standards without any noise abatement: 5 vehicles have an emission
rate of 83.8 dBA at 50 feet, 10 vehicles have an emission rate of 79.3 dBA at 50 feet, and 5 vehicles have
an emission rate of 87.6 dBA at 50 feet or when 2 vehicles have an emission rate of 86.2 dBA at 50 feet,
16 vehicles have an emission rate of 81.7 dBA at 50 feet, and 2 vehicles have an emission rate of 90.1
dBA at 50 feet."

Section 18. Transportation
No comments or questions.

Section 19. Cumulative Potential Effects
Potential for cumulative effects were identified with questions and comments on Section 11. Water
Resources, Section 12. Contamination/Hazardous Materials/Wastes, and Section 13. Fish, Wildlife, Plant
Communities and Sensitive Resources. Flooding and downstream impacts from water runoff, potential
contamination of surface water or groundwater resources from use or storage of hazardous materials,
and loss of habitat all have the potential for cumulative impacts.

Section 20. Other Potential Effects
No comments or questions.
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April 1, 2020
Jennifer Bromeland
City Administrator
City of Eagle Lake
705 Parkway Avenue
Eagle Lake, MN 56024
Sent via email: jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com
RE:

Environmental Assessment Worksheet for the Mankato Motorsports Park in Eagle Lake

Dear Jennifer,
The purpose of this letter is to provide written comments from the Property and Environmental
Resources Department on the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) for the Mankato
Motorsports Park in Eagle Lake.
Our department reviewed the EAW with consideration of its purpose described in the Environmental
Quality Board’s EAW Guidelines. We found several areas where more information and clarification is
necessary to determine the potential environmental impacts of the project. This information will also
be needed in the permit review process and to determine if modifications or permit conditions are
necessary to lessen the environmental impact of the project in accordance with the EAW Guidelines.
We appreciate the opportunity to review the proposed project and have attached written comments.
Please let me know if you would like to discuss any of these matters further.

Sincerely,

Michael Stalberger
Director, Property and Environmental Resources
507-304-4257
michael.stalberger@blueearthcountymn.gov
Enclosure
CC:

Kip Bruender, County Commissioner
Bob Meyer, County Administrator
Ryan Thilges, County Engineer/Public Works Director

MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
CENTRAL OFFICE
500 LAFAYETTE ROAD, BOX 25
SAINT PAUL, MN 55155
651-296-6157
888-646-6367

April 1, 2020

Jennifer Bromeland
City Administrator
705 Parkway Avenue, PO Box 159
Eagle Lake, MN 56024

RE: Mankato Motorsports Park EAW- MN DNR Comments
Dear Ms. Bromeland:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Environmental Assessment Worksheet
(EAW) for the proposed Mankato Motorsports Park in Eagle Lake, MN, in Section 7, Township 108N,
Range 25W. The proposed project would convert approximately 230 acres of agricultural land to a 3mile bituminous track for high performance vehicles, as well as construction of car condos, a hotel, an
entertainment center, a track clubhouse, and bituminous parking lots, MN DNR staff have reviewed
the EAW and have the following comments:
Administrative, Regulatory, and General Comments
•
•
•
•
•

The City of Eagle Lake needs to develop a shore land ordinance that is approved by DNR unless
the city decided to work with Blue Earth County’s zoning authority.
The development proposal must utilize the tier process for commercial developments as
detailed in Minnesota Rule, part 6120.3800, Subpart 6.

Eagle Lake South (07006000A) is classified as a Natural Environment lake so the appropriate
protections must be recognized as this project is designed and constructed.

A water appropriation permit may be needed if water use at the development exceeds permit
thresholds and does not use water supplied by the city.
The project must comply with the Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act.

The Rusty Patched Bumble Bee
•

The proposed project site falls within a ‘Low Potential Zone’ for the rusty-patched bumble bee
(Bombus affinis); RPBB. Low Potential Zones are also known as Primary Dispersal Zones,
which means that they surround High Potential Zones where RPBB has been documented and
therefore are important for RPBB conservation efforts. Although currently we have no
documented occurrences of RPBB on the proposed project site or within one mile of it, the
possibility exists that there have been undocumented RPBB occurrences. The RPBB is a habitat
generalist, but is typically found in areas that contain natural and semi-natural upland
grassland, shrubland, woodlands, and forests. It may also be found in urban or suburban areas

•
•

•

that contain nesting habitat, nectar and pollen resources, and overwintering habitat. In spring,
it is often found in and near woodland habitats. Based on GIS examination, the proposed
project site appears to include some of these habitat features along the western and
southwestern edges. Further, the site lies along a river/stream corridor which appears to be
an RPBB association in the DNR Southern Region.
The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service recommends but does not require recovery permits for
surveys and non‐lethal survey techniques in Low Potential/Primary Dispersal Zones.

MN DNR recommends that the developer follow the pesticide recommendations in
Conservation Management Guidelines for the Rusty Patched Bumble Bee (Bombus affinis)
(USFWS2018).
MN DNR recommends that the developer follow the landscaping recommendations in
Conservation Management Guidelines for the Rusty Patched Bumble Bee (Bombus affinis)
(USFWS2018).

Eagle Lake
•

Eagle Lake is a designated wildlife lake. In the MN DNR, a ‘designated wildlife lake’ means:

Through a public process of information gathering and input, the Commissioner of the
Department of Natural Resources has determined that the highest value of this lake is
that it be managed for wildlife and wildlife habitat.

•

This is significant, because very few lakes in Minnesota have been so designated. The lake not
only has significant wildlife value in and of itself, but it also has value in the landscape that the
lake is in. This value would be damaged by the proposed project, which would generate noise,
heavy vehicular and human traffic, automobile exhaust fumes, and the creation and
maintenance of many acres of turf lawn (including a planned golf course). The proposed
project has a significant potential to disturb waterfowl, in particular. MN DNR recommends
that the project proposer be required to limit organized events for times when waterfowl are
not present, and to prohibit or limit use during times when wildlife are using the lake for
significant seasonal activities, such as migration staging or nesting. This requirement could be
adopted as a condition of various permits (e.g., use permits, or permits for organized events).
Any disruption of bird nesting through noise or other human disturbance associated with the
project could be a violation of federal law under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The City of
Eagle Lake and the project proposer should consult with MN DNR Region 4 Wildlife Manager
Joseph Stangel (joseph.stangel@state.mn.us; 507-233-1230) on the specific needs of the
species that use Eagle Lake to determine appropriate times when activities must be limited.
MNDNR notes that the Track Noise Impact Compliance Plan monitors noise levels at nearby
residences, but it does not mention noise monitoring at or on the lake. Further, it seems that
the noise study only addresses the possible impacts of noise on people but does not take the
needs of wildlife into consideration. MN DNR recommends that this plan be amended to also
monitor noise on the shore of and on the water of the lake to determine noise impacts to
wildlife. MN DNR also recommends that the proposer require noise abatement equipment
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•

•

(e.g., mufflers) on vehicles to be used on site, and construct some kind of noise abatement
barrier between the project area and the lake.

MN DNR notes that the special status of Eagle Lake as a Designated Wildlife Lake is not
mentioned in the EAW. Some mention of this should be incorporated into Section 11 (Water
Resources) and Section 13 (Fish, Wildlife, Plant Communities, & Sensitive
Ecological Resources (Rare Features)).

MN DNR is concerned that the presence of the golf course and other turf lawn on the facility, in
such proximity to Eagle Lake, will result in the presence of large numbers of Canada geese and
goose damage complaints. If this occurs, MN DNR’s Wildlife Damage Management Program
should not be expected to bear all of the costs of the necessary resulting damage abatement.
MN DNR considers that the project proposer has a responsibility to reduce this nuisance
potential. Relocating the site away from Eagle Lake would significantly mitigate this problem.

Stormwater
•

MN DNR notes that the stormwater system shown on Figure 10 in Appendix A proposes to
discharge some of the site’s stormwater runoff into the south basin of Eagle Lake. Given this
basin’s status as a designated wildlife lake, MN DNR has concerns about this plan. MN DNR
suggests that this stormwater be routed elsewhere. MN DNR suggests that the increased
vulnerability of this valuable natural resource be considered and protected when MPCA issues
the stormwater permits for this site.

Invasive Species
•

In Section 13.C, the EAW states that ‘the project is not anticipated to have the potential to
spread or introduce invasive species’. However, the proposed project includes 152.6 acres of
lawn and landscaping (Section 7, Table 2). Seeding and planting vegetation is a common means
of introduction of invasive species. In addition, this section speaks briefly of inspection and
decontamination of construction equipment after leaving the project site but not before; such
equipment should also be thoroughly inspected and certified free of invasive species before
coming on site. Finally, the nature of the proposed project itself provides a significant
opportunity for introduction of invasive species because it encourages people to bring high
performance motor vehicles from all over to the facility. The following activities have a
significant potential for introduction of invasive species to the project area:




•

Construction activities
Seeding, planting, and landscaping
Use of the motor track by people bringing in vehicles from elsewhere

The EAW should present appropriate actions to prevent or minimize the introduction of
invasive species by all three of these vectors.

The DNR requires active steps to prevent or limit the introduction, establishment, and spread
of invasive species during permitted construction work and land alteration activity. The
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•

permittee shall prevent invasive species from entering into or spreading within a project site
by cleaning equipment prior to arriving at the project site. If the equipment, vehicles, gear, or
clothing arrives at the project site with soil, aggregate material, mulch, vegetation (including
seeds) or animals, it shall be cleaned by permittee-furnished tools or equipment
(brush/broom, compressed air or pressure washer) at the staging area. Material cleaned from
equipment and clothing should be disposed of in a parking or staging area onsite or legally
disposed of offsite. The contractor shall ensure that all equipment and clothing used for work
in infested waters has been adequately decontaminated for invasive species (e.g., zebra
mussels) prior to being used in non-infested waters. All equipment and clothing including but
not limited to waders, tracked vehicles, barges, boats, turbidity curtain, sheet pile, and pumps
that comes in contact with any infested waters must be thoroughly decontaminated. See
Contract, grant and permit requirements for more detailed guidance.
Best Practices for meeting DNR requirements for protection of aquatic and terrestrial species
and sensitive native vegetation, as well as protocols for preventing the spread of aquatic
invasive species and options for ecological enhancement and protection measures of work
areas, are available online.

Land Alteration Activities
•

•

•

•

•

MN DNR notes that the project proposer intends to surround much of the driving track with
10’-high earthen berms. Please note that many wildlife species (e.g., turtles, muskrats) could
burrow in these earthen berms.

Due to entanglement issues with small animals, use of erosion control blankets should be
limited to ‘bio-netting’ or ‘natural netting’ types, and specifically not products containing
plastic mesh netting or other plastic components. These are Category 3N or 4N in the 2016 &
2018 MnDOT Standards Specifications for Construction. Also be aware that hydro-mulch
products may contain small synthetic (plastic) fibers to aid in its matrix strength. These loose
fibers could potentially re-suspend and make their way into Public Waters (e.g., Eagle Lake).
As such, please review mulch products and do not allow any materials with synthetic (plastic)
fiber additives in areas that drain to Public Waters.
MN DNR did not find any discussion of whether or how the berms would be vegetated. MN
DNR suggests that the project proposer vegetate the berms with native vegetation that will
provide habitat and forage value appropriate for the landscape, be aesthetically pleasing, and
hold the soil. MN DNR suggests that the project proposer work with BWSR and the MN DNR
Region 4 Ecologist, Megan Benage (megan.benage@state.mn.us, 507-233-1256), on a suitable
mix of plant species.

Similarly, MN DNR found no discussion of landscaping choices or practices. MN DNR suggests
that the project proposers choose habitat-appropriate native vegetation for landscaping on the
project.

MN DNR suggests the following erosion control measures to ensure no sediment enters nearby
surface waters:
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(1) Erodible surfaces should not be left exposed for greater than 1 day if work is not
ongoing daily (e.g.,work should not commence late in the week if the work is going to
be left unfinished over a weekend or over a holiday);
(2) Work should not commence if rain is predicted;
(3) All wheeled or tracked construction equipment should be restricted to work areas
above the stream bank;
(4) Fill material should not be stockpiled near wetlands or Eagle Lake.

Cumulative Potential Effects
•

MN DNR notes that contributions of the project to global climate change are not discussed in
Section 19 (Cumulative Potential Effects). Both construction and ongoing use of the proposed
project (recreational driving of high performance vehicles) would generate additional
greenhouse gases, thereby contributing to global climate change. This is a cumulative potential
effect that should be addressed in this section.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this project. Please provide the notice of decision on the
need for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) according to Minnesota Rules 4410.1700.
Subpart 5. Please be aware that this letter does not constitute approval by the DNR of any or all
elements of the project for the purpose of pending or future permit action(s) by the DNR.
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 Kathleen.metzker@state.mn.us or by telephone at 651259-5694.

Sincerely,

Kathy Metzker
Project Manager, Environmental Review Unit
MN DNR Conservation Assistance and Regulation Section

Attachments- MN DNR Best Management Practices for the Prevention of Invasive Species
Conservation Management Guidelines for the Rusty Patched Bumble Bee (Bombus
affinis) (USFWS 2018)

C:

Megan Benage, MN DNR Region 4 Ecologist
Rob Collett, MN DNR Region 4 Manager
Todd Kolander, MN DNR Region 4 District Manager
Dan Girolamo, MN DNR Region 4 Area Hydrologist- Sakatah Lake
Joanne Boettcher, MN DNR Region 4 Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist
Lisa Gelvin-Innvaer, MN DNR Region 4 Nongame Specialist
Joseph Stangel, MN DNR Region 4 Assistant Wildlife Manager
Craig Beckman, MN DNR Parks and Trails Area 4C Supervisor
Michael Worland, MN DNR Region 4 Nongame Wildlife Specialist
Stein Innvaer, MN DNR Region 4 Area Supervisor- Wildlife

DNR Comments- Proposed Mankato Motorsports EAW

April 1, 2020

5

Chapter 1. Species Protection
The following pages contain illustrations and notes on Best Practices for protection of gamefish, other
aquatic or terrestrial species, and sensitive native vegetation. There are also protocols for preventing
the spread of aquatic invasive species. This chapter contains options for ecological enhancement or
protection measures. These may be incorporated into final design, special provisions, and
construction plans. Much of this guidance is required under DNR permit conditions, and when not,
can qualify for mitigation measures for a projects impact to resources in the area.
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(local road, southern MN)
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WORK EXCLUSION DATES
TO ALLOW FOR FISH SPAWNING AND MIGRATION
To allow for fish migration or spawning, no in-water work is allowed in Public Waters during these dates*.
The Work Exclusion Dates below shall be incorporated into project scheduling and staging to protect fish spawning and
migration. Work may be conducted elsewhere on a project during these dates; however no work shall occur within Public
Waters during the specified exclusion dates without written approval from the DNR.

* Where the permittee demonstrates that a project will minimize impacts to fish habitat or if work during this time is
essential, work during this period may occur only upon written approval of the DNR Area Fisheries Manager.
Contact information for Area Fisheries Managers:
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/fisheries/management/dnr_fisheries_managers.pdf
Please be aware that the MPCA NPDES general permit for authorization to discharge stormwater associated with
construction activities (Permit MN R10001) recognizes the DNR “work in water restrictions” during specified fish migration
and spawning time frames. During the restriction period, all exposed soil areas that are within 200 feet of the water’s
edge and drain to these waters, must have erosion prevention stabilization activities initiated immediately after
construction activity has ceased (and be completed within 24 hours).
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Spawning and Migration behavior of various fishes
The following pages have general information on reproductive habits of fish species that are commonly associated to the
work exclusion dates set by DNR Area Fisheries Managers. Knowing which species are utilizing the waters where work
is proposed is an important factor in determining work exclusion dates. Another important factor is water temperature, as
all spawning correlates to water temperature as it warms up each year, or in the case of several trout species, the cooling
of the water in the fall.
For more information on these and other species, see:
http://hatch.cehd.umn.edu/research/fish/fishes/natural_history.html
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/fish/index.html

Bass

Bass spawn later than most species. They spawn mostly in May and June in Minnesota when water temperature reaches
about 60° F. Largemouth and Smallmouth bass have similar spawning habits. As in other sunfish species, the male
prepares the nest. Largemouth prefer a site in clear shallow water (1-4 ft deep) in areas of bulrushes, water lilies, coontail,
or other submerged plants. The bottom may be gravel, sand, or even mud. Smallmouth bass prefer a gravel bed, often
next to a log, boulder, or other obstruction in about 3-10 feet of water. The very assertive, territorial male uses his fins to
clear an area until he exposes gravel, shells, or plant roots. Both males and females spawn with multiple partners. The
male fans the eggs (embryos actually) and protects them from predation. The eggs (embryos) usually hatch in about a
week. They spend another week in the nest while they develop their mouths, digestive tracts, and some fin rays. Finally,
they swim up into the water column and begin feeding. At this time, most larvae of the sunfish family swim away. But
largemouth larvae continue to swim together in a "brood swarm" for the next 3-4 weeks as they develop into juveniles.
The male largemouth continues to protect this swarm until it breaks up.

Lake sturgeon

Lake sturgeon are listed as a species of special concern. They are present in limited numbers in the lower Mississippi, St.
Croix, Minnesota, Red, and Rainy rivers. They also inhabit Lake Superior, Lake of the Woods, and some lakes in the
Boundary Water Canoe area. Lake sturgeon have been reintroduced to the Red River system, and recovery of
populations in the upper St. Croix and Rainy river systems has been reasonably good. Poor water quality and migration
barriers such as locks and dams, continue to prevent recovery in the lower Mississippi River.
The spawning season for lake sturgeon in Minnesota spans the months of April, May, and sometimes June. Males do not
reach sexual maturity until they are 20 years old, and females are usually 25 years old before they spawn for the first time.
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Females only spawn every 4 to 6 years, while the males usually spawn every other year. Lake sturgeon generally migrate
long distances to reach suitable spawning habitat (gravel beds in moving water or lake shallows). Dams and other
navigation devices can interfere with this migration and force sturgeon to spawn in unsuitable areas. Males arrive at the
gravel spawning sites before females. When spawning begins, several male will swim along side a female, usually going
against the current. The female deposits her eggs and the males fertilize them at the same time. Each spawning act is
brief, but the entire process can last up to 8 hours and can be spread out over a couple of days. Eggs stick to the bottom
of the lake or stream and hatch in 5-10 days depending on water temperature.

Muskellunge

The musky spawning season is in the spring (April or May) about 2 weeks or more later than the northern pike season. As
do northerns, musky leave lakes and move up into small streams or into flooded shallows around lake margins to spawn.
They choose heavily vegetated sites in water 15-20 inches deep. Pairs of musky swimming side by side spawn
haphazardly over the vegetation, to which the fertilized eggs attach. Spawning normally goes on for about a week before
the fish return to the deeper water leaving the eggs and soon-to-be young musky to fend for themselves. The eggs hatch
in 8-14 days. As with the northerns, newly hatched muskies attach themselves to the vegetation using the adhesive organ
on their heads. Here they develop their mouths and fins over another 1-2 weeks before they swim free and begin to feed.

Northern Pike

Northerns spawn in April or early May shortly after ice melts (when water temperatures approach 40 degrees). They move
up into small streams during the night hours or select shallow, flooded marshlands or grassy lake margins as their
spawning sites. Northerns spawn in groups of one female and one to three males. The fertilized eggs stick to the weeds.
Females leave the spawning areas as soon as they have released all their eggs, but males may stay for a week or more.
Though they do not protect the eggs. The eggs hatch in 12-14 days, but the newly-hatches embryos attach themselves to
the vegetation using an "adhesive organ" on the tops of their heads. They continue to develop their mouth and fins for
another 5-15 days before they swim free and begin to feed. The fry (newborns) stay in their spawning areas until they're
about two to three inches long. Then they move to deeper water.

Salmon
Salmon are introduced species. Three species of Pacific salmon introduced to Lake Superior in the past few decades
(Coho, Chinook, Pink) have been known to naturally reproduce. All feed in the big lake until they reach sexual maturity.
Then, in the fall, they swim up rivers to spawn and then, inevitably, die. The largest, which has fared the best in its
introduced environment, is the chinook salmon (also called king salmon).
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The chinook pink, and coho salmon normally live in the Pacific Ocean and spawn in streams of eastern Asia (Russia) and
western North America. In Minnesota, they inhabit Lake Superior and some of its tributaries. Most salmon return to
spawning streams in their third year of life. They move shoreward in late September and October and wait for the fall rains
before swimming up the streams. Spawning occurs in October and early November. Females use their tails and entire
bodies to dig out nests in areas of gravel where they spawn, usually with a single male. The gravel and sand that she
removes drifts down and covers adjacent downstream nests. These acts are repeated until the female has deposited all
her eggs. Usually both the male and female die shortly after spawning is over. The alevins (free-swimming embryos)
hatch in the mid to late winter and remain in the gravel for several weeks or months while their fins develop. They swim up
into the current, begin to feed, and shortly afterward migrate to Lake Superior in April or May.

Topeka Shiner
Minnesota populations of Topeka shiners seem to be doing well and have a state designation of "special concern" in their
limited distribution of the state (Missouri Watershed portions of Pipestone, Murray, Rock and Nobles Counties). In other
states the species is doing very poorly. On January 14, 1999, the Topeka shiner was designated an endangered species
by the Federal government. Thus, it became Minnesota's first and only Federally endangered fish species.
Their spawning season lasts for 8-10 weeks starting in mid-May to early June when water temperature reaches 70° F.
They do not build their own nest, but share a nest with orange-spotted or green sunfish. Males establish small territories
around the nest and aggressively defend it from all other Topeka shiners. Female may enter a territory only to be chased
out repeatedly. If she is persistent she will finally he accepted by the male. The two spawn head to head above the nest.
The female releases only a few eggs during each brief spawning episode. Topeka females produce clutches of eggs
(groups of eggs that become ready for spawning at about the same time). A single clutch varies from 150-800 eggs
depending on the size and condition of the female. We do not know how many clutches a female produces in a season,
but we suspect it is several. At 70° F it takes about 5 days for the eggs to hatch and another 4 days before the larvae
begin to feed.

Trout
Minnesota has two native trout species: the brook trout ("brookies") and the lake trout. The other trout in this state are
brown trout and rainbow trout. Both were introduced to Minnesota in the late 1800s. The rainbow is native to western
North America and the brown is native to Germany. A type of large rainbow trout that lives most of its life in Lake Superior
and spawns in large North Shore rivers is called a steelhead. A cross between a lake trout and a brook trout, called a
splake, is also found in some northern lakes.

Brook Trout
Brook trout spawn in October, November, and December. Depending on the year, sometimes spawning in
streams flowing into Lake Superior begins in late September. During these spawning times the water
temperatures are usually 40-49° F. The males and females gather in a shallow part of the stream that has fresh,
well-oxygenated water and a clean gravel bed. The female digs a nest, called a redd, 4 to 12 inches deep in the
bottom. The fish churn the water as they release eggs and milt. After the eggs are laid and fertilized, the female
covers them with a bit of gravel. Streamflow across the gravel keeps the eggs oxygenated and clear of silt. The
eggs hatch in late winter (50-150 days depending on water temperatures). The colder the water temperature is
the longer the development period. Brook trout do not die after spawning. They spawn each year of their adult life.
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Trout (cont.)
Brown Trout
Brown trout can live in warmer and more turbid (cloudier) water than brook trout can. This allows them to live in
the downstream portions of coldwater streams, while brook trout tend to live in the headwater areas. Brown trout
swim up into headwater areas to spawn. They usually choose gravel bottoms often where there are spring seeps
and good moving water. Brown trout spawning season begins in October and goes into December. Spawning
habits and seasons are similar to the brook trout. They also do not die after spawning. They spawn each year of
their adult life.

Lake Trout
Lake trout in Minnesota live primarily in Lake Superior and many of the deep, cold lakes of St. Louis, Lake, and
Cook counties. They also occur in a few lakes of the upper Mississippi River drainage. They were introduced to
Grindstone Lake near Sandstone many years ago. Lake trout only do well in lakes where the water temperature
does not exceed 18° C (65° F). Lake trout spawn in the fall, mostly in October though early November, when
water temperature falls below 10° C (50° F). They spawn over boulder beds where water currents keep the rocks
clear of silt. The embryos develop for 4 to 5 months and hatch into alevins (free swimming embryos) in February
and March. The alevins live in the rock crevices for another few weeks while they finish their fin development.
Then they disperse into the lake.

Rainbow Trout (steelhead)
Stream-dwelling rainbows migrate upstream to spawn. Those in lakes migrate into tributary streams or spawn in
shallow areas of rock or gravel if no streams are available. A few may spawn in the fall, but most spawn in the
spring when water temperatures rise to the upper 30’s or low 40’s ° F. This rise in water temperature must
correspond with a rise in stream elevations (from rain) or they will not spawn. The female scrapes out a nest in
the gravel and is joined by one or two males. The female covers the eggs with the gravel she removed to build the
nest. There is no parental care of the nest or the eggs, and adults return to their feeding areas. The embryos
develop for 20-80 days depending on the water temperature. They hatch into what are called alevins (freeswimming embryos with huge yolk sacs) and stay down in the gravel for another 2-3 weeks while their fins
develop. After that time, they swim up and begin feeding in the stream or lake. Migrating rainbows can live and
grow in the stream for 2-3 years before they migrate downstream or out into a lake.

Walleye

The walleye is native to most of Minnesota, flourishing in large, shallow, windswept lakes with gravel shoals. It is also
native to many smaller lakes and steams in all of Minnesota's major drainages. Walleye are a "cool-water" species,
preferring warmer water than do trout and cooler water than do bass and panfish. Walleye spawn over rock, rubble,
gravel and similar substrate in rivers or windswept shallows in water 1 to 6 feet deep, where current clears away fine
sediment and will cleanse and aerate eggs. Male walleye move into spawning areas (usually the same location from year
to year) in early spring when the water temperature may be only a few degrees above freezing. The larger females arrive
later. Spawning reaches its peak when water temperature ranges from 42 to 50 degrees. Neither parent cares for the
eggs in any way. After spawning, walleye move back to feeding areas. Eggs gestate for I - 3 weeks, depending on water
temperature. Once hatched the fry float downstream.

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/waters/watermgmt_section/pwpermits/gp_2004_0001_manual.html)
Best Practices for Meeting DNR GP 2004-0001 (version 4, October 2014)
Chapter 1, Page 7

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/waters/watermgmt_section/pwpermits/gp_2004_0001_manual.html)
Best Practices for Meeting DNR GP 2004-0001 (version 4, October 2014)
Chapter 1, Page 8

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/waters/watermgmt_section/pwpermits/gp_2004_0001_manual.html)
Best Practices for Meeting DNR GP 2004-0001 (version 4, October 2014)
Chapter 1, Page 9

Protection Measures for
Areas of Environmental Sensitivity (AES)
An Area of Environmental Sensitivity (AES) is a generic term to be utilized on plans to identify an area as containing
unique characteristics that needs specific protection during construction. These areas may be any area that is identified
for added protection due to habitat, wildlife, cultural resources/properties, ecological significance, geological features,
visual quality, or its sensitivity to disturbance.
Areas identified on plans as an AES shall not be disturbed during construction. Commonly the actual area to be protected
is adjacent to the right of way corridor and the AES identifier is utilized as a buffer. The concern is that soil disturbance,
incidental herbicide exposure, hydrologic alterations, tree disturbance, competition from non-native, sod-forming grasses,
introduction of weed seeds, or shading by encroaching shrubs can all lead to degradation of these sites.
MnDOT projects must adhere to processes and application of measures consistent with, but limited to, the MnDOT
Highway Project Development Process Handbook (HPDP), 2014 Standard Specifications For Construction; Section 2572
(Protection and Restoration of Vegetation), and Section 2101 (Clearing and Grubbing), of which key aspects are listed
below:
Examples of an Area of Environmental Sensitivity:
Not all Areas of Environmental Sensitivity (AES) are equal. Many may have stringent levels of regulatory protection on
their own, such as Threatened and Endangered Species. However, identifying a site as an AES is to be considered as a
generic “stay out of this area” for construction purposes and does not have to reveal the reason for the designation.
Typical examples are:













Wetlands that are not permitted for construction activities.
Open Water (such as DNR Public Waters, and other perennial streams and waterbodies)
Trout Lakes and Streams along with their source springs.
Calcareous Fens. These are identified in ‘native plant communities’ though due to their unique relationship with
groundwater. Impacts to groundwater may also require separate analysis and protection.
Impaired waters, Special Waters, and/or Outstanding Resource Value Waters (ORVW) as designated by the
MPCA. http://pca-gis02.pca.state.mn.us/CSW/index.html.
Wooded areas with Specimen Trees, or other permanent vegetation designated for preservation.
Prairie remnants, including but not limited to areas adjacent to Railroad Rights-of-way Prairies.
‘Sites of Biodiversity Significance’ areas designated by the DNR Biological Survey. These sites contain varying
levels of native biodiversity such as high quality ‘Native Plant Communities’, rare plants, rare animals, and/or
animal aggregations. http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/mcbs/biodiversity_guidelines.html.
‘Native Plant Community’ areas designated by the DNR Biological Survey. Native plant communities are classified
and described by considering vegetation, hydrology, landforms, soils, and natural disturbance regimes.
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/npc/index.html.
Federal or State listed species, and their habitat.
Historical sites
Any natural scenic elements, such as geological features not to be disturbed as designated by project planners,
project managers, or project inspectors

Best Practices:
1. Design the project to avoid impacts to identified Area of Environmental Sensitivity.
2. Design and construction should incorporate protection and/or enhancement of adjacent AES features.
3. Label identified Areas of Environmental Sensitivity on all plans.
4. Drainage into Areas of Environmental Sensitivity may also have limitations on impacts.
In situations where work in or adjacent to an AES is authorized:
1. Prior to in-water work in an AES, check to see if a Mussel Survey is required.
2. Protect and preserve vegetation from damage in accordance with MnDOT Spec 2572.3
3. Prohibit vehicle and construction activities, including the location of field offices, storage of equipment and other
supplies at least 25 feet outside the dripline of trees or other identified Area of Environmental Sensitivity to be
preserved, also in accordance with MnDOT spec 2572.3
4. In areas where there are large or numerous separate of areas to protect, it may be preferred to identify those
areas that are OK to be utilized, and have all other areas designated off limits for parking, staging, and/or
stockpiling of materials.
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5. Walk the perimeter of a sensitive area with the grading foreman so that all personnel understand and agree on
the hard edge of the sensitive area.
6. Redundant sediment/erosion control Best Management Practices (BMP’s) may be required for protection of areas
of environmental sensitivity.
7. Revegetate disturbed soils with native species suitable to the local habitat. Revegetation plans may include
woody vegetation (trees and shrubs) in addition to grasses and/or forbs.
8. Coordinate with MnDOT Office of Environmental Stewardship and/or the DNR if an Area of Environmental
sensitivity is accidentally disturbed or damaged.
9. Relocate plants if harm is unavoidable (see Information on Transplanting Wildflowers and Other Plants).
For more information:
MnDOT Highway Project Development Process (HPDP): http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/hpdp/environment.html
MnDOT 2014 Standard specifications: http://www.dot.state.mn.us/pre-letting/spec/
DNR Sites of Biodiversity Significance: http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/mcbs/biodiversity_guidelines.html
DNR Rare Species Guide: http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/rsg/index.html
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Transplanting Wildflowers and Other Plants
(Plants Protected by Minnesota Statutes 2003, Chapter 18H.18)
(Prepared by Janet Boe, DNR NW Regional Plant Ecologist; Larry Puchalski and Bob Jacobson, DOT Botanists; and
Mark Schreiber, MDA Nursery Inspection & Export Certification Unit Supervisor 5/30/2001. Updated 16 April 2004 by
Mark Schreiber, Bob Jacobson, and Janet Boe)
Staff of the Minnesota Department of Agriculture, the Minnesota Department of Transportation, and the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources receive numerous calls each summer requesting information about transplanting
orchids from locations threatened by construction or road-building. This information sheet was prepared to answer some
of the frequently asked questions and direct inquiries to the appropriate agency.
Collection and sale of native orchids, trilliums, gentians, lilies, lotus (Nelumbo lutea), coneflowers, bloodroot, mayapple,
and trailing arbutus are regulated by Minnesota Statutes 2003, Chapter 18H.18, Conservation of certain wildflowers.
Although this section of Chapter 18H covers other species, most transplant requests and inquiries concern orchids, most
commonly the showy lady’s-slipper, Minnesota’s state flower.

Minnesota Department of Agriculture
The Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MDA) has responsibility for administering the statutes and granting permits for
the sale of wildflower species listed in Chapter 18H.18.
Wildflower collection by individuals for personal use (that is, transplanted to their own property and not offered for sale) is
an issue between the property owner (whether public or private property) and the individual wishing to collect plants from
that property. The collector needs the written permission of the landowner to enter the property and collect the plant
species listed in the statute. The MDA requires a permit only if the plants are sold. Landowners may transplant species
protected by Chapter 18H.18 within their own property without an MDA permit.
Wildflowers listed in 18H.18 cannot be collected or dug and immediately sold unless the plants are sold specifically for
scientific or herbarium purposes. The individual selling the plants must own the land on which the plants are growing or
have written permission of the landowner, and have a permit from the MDA. As part of the permit application, the MDA
requires 1) written documentation that plants offered for sale grew naturally on the applicant’s property or that the
applicant had permission to collect them from property of another, and 2) the name and address of the organization
receiving the plants.
If wildflowers are to be sold for purposes other than scientific and herbarium use, they must have been either A) growing
naturally on the collectors property, then collected and cultivated by the collector on the collector’s property, or B)
collected with written permission from the property of another, then transplanted to the private property of the collector
and cultivated on the collector’s property. In either case, one or more permits and inspection by MDA are required prior to
sale of the plants. Inspections must take place after the plant emerges from dormancy under cultivation and can be
identified to species. As part of the permit application, MDA requires 1) written documentation that plants offered for sale
grew naturally on the applicant’s property or that the applicant had permission to collect them from the property of another,
2) a record of the dates they were collected and transplanted, 3) the cultivation techniques used by the applicant, and 4)
the intended date of sale. Persons considering sale of these species collected from the wild should contact MDA staff
listed below for further information.
Mark Schreiber (mark.schreiber@state.mn.us; 651-296-8388) and Steven Shimek (steven.shimek@state.mn.us; 651-2968619), of the Agronomy and Plant Protection Division of the MDA, are the persons to contact for more information about
MDA nursery certification requirements and to apply for permits. Their mailing address is Minnesota Department of
Agriculture, Agronomy and Plant Protection Division, 90 West Plato Boulevard, St. Paul, MN 55107. They can also be
reached by fax at 651-296-7386.

Minnesota Department of Transportation
The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) is the landowner with jurisdiction over all state highways,
interstates, and their rights-of-way. Collectors should contact the MnDOT District Permits Office serving their area to
discuss collection of statute-listed plants from MnDOT-managed land. For plants adjacent to County State Aid Highways,
the county engineer in the county in question is the contact person. Other roads may be under the jurisdiction of
townships or cities, and township supervisors or city administrators would be the initial contacts for these ownerships.
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MnDOT considers lady’s-slippers a state asset and makes an effort to transplant those that are likely to be damaged by
roadwork. They prefer to use their own crews, because of the dangerous nature of the activity, and to transplant them
onto public land. Showy lady’s-slippers are given first priority, followed by the two varieties of yellow lady’s-slipper. If the
road project allows, MnDOT prefers to mark the plants ahead of time, then dig them in the fall after they’ve faded and are
dormant. Crews replant them the same day or the next day, keeping the plants wet in boxes or packed in the back of a
pick-up truck until they can be placed in the ground.
Removal of orchids by private citizens from MnDOT rights-of-way in which they are threatened by roadwork may be
possible but requires a permit from the local MnDOT District Office. MnDOT may require that the plants be transplanted to
public land rather than to private property. Interested persons should contact either the MnDOT District Environmental
Coordinator in their area directly (see the MnDOT website at www.dot.state.mn.us for contact information for the district
offices), or they may contact the MnDOT Botanist in the MnDOT Office of Environmental Stewardship in St Paul.
Transplanting orchids and then offering them for sale requires both permission of the landowner (in this case, MnDOT)
and one or more permits from the Minnesota Department of Agriculture.
For more information about MnDOT’s wildflower program and policies, see the MnDOT Office of Environmental
Stewardship website at: www.dot.state.mn.us/environment

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
If a citizen becomes aware that lady’s-slipper orchids or other statute-listed plants are threatened by construction on
public lands, the concerned citizen should contact the agency managing the land. In the case of the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources (DNR), lands are usually managed by either the Division of Forestry or the Division of
Fish and Wildlife. Contact your local DNR forester or DNR wildlife manager with questions about orchids or other plants
threatened by road construction on these lands. However, neither MnDOT nor DNR has a list of volunteer orchid rescuers.
Showy lady’s-slippers and yellow lady’s-slippers are not listed as rare species in Minnesota. However, some plants listed
in Chapter 18H.18 are also covered by Minnesota’s Endangered Species Act (Minnesota Statute 84.0895), including
several species of lady’s-slipper and other orchids. These plants are protected from collection or harvest by the state
Endangered Species Act. Copies of Statute 84.0895 and associated rules can be found on the Minnesota legislature’s
web site at https://www.revisor.mn.gov/pubs/. The current state list of endangered, threatened, and special concern plants
and animals is available from the DNR Natural Heritage and Nongame Research Program, 500 Lafayette Road, Box 25,
St. Paul, MN 55155, or from the DNR’s web site at http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/rsg/index.html
Most Minnesota orchids are also included in Appendix II of CITES (the Convention on International Trade in Endangered
Species of Wild Fauna and Flora). Species in Appendix II are not under immediate threat of extinction but require control
of trade in order to avoid a level of use incompatible with their survival. An export permit from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service is required to export from the U.S. species that are listed under Appendix II. See the CITES website
(http://www.cites.org/) for more information.
Persons interested in learning more about orchids should consult Orchids of Minnesota, a book written by Welby Smith,
DNR Botanist, and published by the University of Minnesota Press. This book contains line drawings, color photographs,
and descriptions of orchid species that are found in Minnesota.
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Selecting a Seed Mix
MnDOT and the Board of Water & Soil Resources (BWSR) have revised their previously separate seed mix naming
schemes into a single common five-digit nomenclature. This uniform system is now the standard numbering system for all
users. New seed mixes have also been developed and are included for typical uses. The components of each mix are
provided in the MnDOT Seeding Manual (2014 edition). Mixes considered ‘native’ all start with the numeral three (3x-xxx),
and all mixes considered ‘non-native’ start with the numeral two (2x-xxx). For those familiar with the old naming systems,
the table on the next page has a column showing the closest and often identical mix.
MnDOT Turf Establishment Recommendations Memo
MnDOT’s ‘Turf Establishment Recommendations’ are regularly updated and the most recent update, dated April 14, 2014,
include the new seed mix numbering system. The native vegetation options should be considered as the default (primary)
option. Though we recognize that other contexts, such as mowing, compatibility with adjacent ownership or land use
may rule out native vegetation. Separate letters for each District around the state are found here:
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/environment/erosion/seedmixes.html
Please follow the native recommendations where your project is located. In addition, for meeting DNR concerns,
revegetation plans may include woody vegetation (trees and shrubs) in addition to or in place of grasses and/or forbs.
MnDOT Standard Specifications: Also refer to MnDOT Spec 3876 (Seed), 2014 edition, for additional information on
standard seed mix requirements and characteristics.
New MPCA vegetative cover requirements for erosion control and sediment prevention
Be aware that the new MPCA NPDES Construction Stormwater General Permit (MN R 100001) has a change from
previous versions in the percent vegetative cover required prior to the close out the permit. The previous permit
conditions required 70% vegetative cover to be established, regardless of vegetation types. The new permit now requires
70% of the expected cover to be established prior to closeout. This small detail has a large impact on determining
suitable permanent seed mix options. MPCA has recognized that some permanent vegetation types, such as grasses
that will tolerate sandy soils aren’t intended, nor were ever expected, to achieve 70% cover. This is also true of many of
the native vegetation cover types in Minnesota. Rather than wait 3 or more years until maturity, (or bolster seed amounts
as is commonly done now), the MPCA permit can now be closed out when we reach 70% of the eventual expected cover
at maturity.
Example: A project that utilizes of a permanent mix that is expected to reach 70% cover at maturity can be ‘closed
out’ when that mix achieves 50% cover (70% of 70%, which is about 50%). This will reduce the focus on
achieving 70% total cover for short term achievements, eliminate bolstering seed mixes to achieve 70%, and refocus long-term benefits of other vegetation types, such as native vegetation options.
Beneficial use of native vegetation
Two primary objectives of roadside maintenance; weed prevention and erosion control, can be aided through the use of
native grasses and forbs. The establishment of native plants in an area results in a diverse and strong plant community
adapted to local conditions. The mixes have been developed to apply to a wide range of soil types, moisture levels, and
climactic conditions. Most native mixes grow well during hot, dry summer months, and they provide excellent erosion
control during the fall and spring. Deeper roots also may aid in preventing the invasion of noxious weeds and reduce the
number of undesirable and competing shrubs and trees. Additionally, including native mixes creates a more stable and
colorful environment throughout the growing season and adds color, texture, and beauty to the roadside.
Native Mixes may be required in certain situations
There are many types of areas that can be identified for inclusion of native species in a projects revegetation plan. These
can be due to adjacent habitat, ecological significance, geological features in an area, or visual quality. Project design
need not be all one type vs another. Projects may include some portions in native mixes, while others can be non-native.
An example would be to have native mixes on the backslope and bottom, while the inslope and/or median may be a mowable non-native mix. In addition, for meeting DNR concerns, revegetation may include woody vegetation (trees and
shrubs) in addition to grasses and/or forbs.
The use of native seed mixes should also be utilized for mitigation due to impacts regulated by other agencies, such as
within DNR Public Waters (IE when a project requires a Public Waters Work Permit). In fact, this is a standard condition
of the DNR General Permit to MnDOT for repair or bridges and culverts (GP2004-0001). The DNR may also require that
native vegetation be utilized when projects run through or adjacent to DNR managed lands such as Wildlife Management
Areas, Scientific & Natural Areas, Public Access, State Parks, State Forests, etc. Native vegetation suitable to the local
habitat is also recommended when projects run through or adjacent to areas that include rare species, in areas identified
as a Site of Biodiversity Significance, or in an Area of Environmental Sensitivity (AES).
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Table 3 from the MnDOT 2014 Seeding Manual, with ‘expected final % cover’ column added

TYPE

NUMBER

PLS
Rate

NAME

REPLACES

Expected
final % Cover
of Target
Plant
Community*

CoverCrop
100
100
110

Oats Cover Crop
Winter Wheat Cover Crop
Soil Building Cover Crop

MNDOT 110, BWSR UT1
MNDOT 100
MNDOT 130

95%
95%
95%

30.5
40.0

Two-year Stabilization
Five-year Stabilization

MNDOT 150
MNDOT 190

95%
95%

61.0
220
59
45
120

Sandy General Roadside
Low Maintenance Turf
Mesic General Roadside
Agricultural Roadside
High Maintenance Turf

MNDOT 240
MNDOT 260
MNDOT 250
MNDOT 280
MNDOT 270

90%
95%
95%
95%
100%

38

Native Construction

BWSR U12, BWSR U11

85%

35
44
35

Stormwater South and West
Dry Swale / Pond

MNDOT 310 & 328
BWSR W4
BWSR W7, MNDOT 310 &
328

90%
85%

34-171
34-181
34-261
34-262
34-271
34-361
34-371

5.3
5
31.5
14.5
12
31.5
12.5

Wetland Rehabilitation
Emergent Wetland
Riparian South & West
Wet Prairie
Wet Meadow South & West
Riparian Northeast
Wet Meadow Northeast

BWSR WT3
BWSR W1
BWSR R1
BWSR W3, MNDOT 325
BWSR W2
BWSR R1
BWSR W2N

85%
80%
85%
90%
90%
85%
90%

35-221
35-241
35-421
35-441
35-521
35-541
35-621
35-641

36.5
36.5
11
11
12.5
12
11
12

Dry Prairie General
Mesic Prairie General
Dry Prairie Northwest
Mesic Prairie Northwest
Dry Prairie Southwest
Mesic Prairie Southwest
Dry Prairie Southeast
Mesic Prairie Southeast

MNDOT 330
MNDOT 350
BWSR U2
BWSR U1
BWSR U4
BWSR U3
BWSR U6
BWSR U5

75%
85%
75%
85%
75%
85%
75%
85%

34.5

Woodland Edge South &
West
Woodland Edge Northeast
Woodland Edge Northwest
Woodland Edge Central

BWSR U7

70%

BWSR U13, BWSR U14

70%
70%
70%

21-111
21-112
21-113
Mid-Term Stabilization
22-111
22-112
Non-Native Grassland
25-121
25-131
25-141
25-142
25-151
Mid-term Stabilization Native
32-241
Stormwater Facilities
33-261
33-262
33-361

Stormwater Northeast

90%

Wetland

Native Grassland

Woodland
36-211
36-311
36-411
36-711

33.5
35.5
35.5
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More information to aid in planning, design, and maintenance of roadside vegetation:
Please contact your Districts representatives for the Erosion Control & Stormwater Management Unit, Roadside
Vegetation Management Unit, and the Districts Maintenance staff to assist in determining appropriate permanent
revegetation plans.
Information on designing and maintaining permanent roadside vegetation can be found here:
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/roadsides/vegetation/index.html
Information on planning your vegetation design, see the vegetation section of the Highway Project Development Process
(HPDP) at:
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/hpdp/environment.html
Also refer to the MnDOT Seeding Manual (2014 edition):
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/environment/erosion/pdf/seedingmanual.pdf
For selecting trees and shrubs, the MnDOT Plant Selector may be utilized:
http://dotapp7.dot.state.mn.us/plant/
For additional help selecting appropriate seed mixes for your project; contact the MnDOT Erosion Control & Stormwater
Management Unit or Roadside Vegetation Management Unit.
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/environment/contactus.html

TH11, Koochiching Co
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Passage Bench Design

The specifications above are from the original manual
‘Best Practices for meeting DNR General Permit 2004-0001, March 2006’
Additional design considerations have been determined, they are:
1. Typical bridge riprap can be a barrier to animal movement along streambanks (see figure 3). Passage
Benches allow for movement of animals under the bridge, thereby increasing road safety of bridge
approaches.
2. The bench elevation should be at the approximate streambank elevation and be connected at either side
of the road to allow for animal movement.
3. Use of Class 5 aggregate is a recommendation only. Any size aggregate will do as long as the surface is
‘walk-able’. Note figures 1 & 6 show class 5 aggregate while figures 2 & 5 show larger aggregate (all
meet design criteria).
4. The bench width need only be the width of a typical game trail. Wider benches may be desired for other
criteria such as formal hiking trails. There is no minimum height clearance and widths of 2’ to 3’ have been
successful for animal movement.
5. Bridge length is not necessarily increased. MnDOT has altered their typical cross-section design (lowering
a flat area that was set next to the abutment) and has found that placing a 2’ - 3‘ bench lower down, may
add about 2’ to the length of shorter bridges. This will vary depending on the hydrology of the stream and
the overall length of the span.
6. It has gained support due to other benefits and is now included in the standard plans for riprap at bridge
abutments (standard fig. 5-397.309 is included on page 19):
• Increases road safety by getting animals off of bridge approaches.
• Safe footing for bridge inspection and maintenance
• Adds flexibility in design for normal channel and flood profile
• Virtually no extra time/costs to install
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Examples of Passage Benches

Figure 1.
Completed Passage Bench

Figure 4.
Passage Bench is set to mimic shoreline game trail

Figure 2. Bench may be constructed of any size
‘walkable’ aggregate

Figure 5.
Bench must connect to surrounding topography

Figure 3.
Traditional Riprap is not passable by many animals

Figure 6.
Required in some areas, successful everywhere
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The standard 11 x 17 plate is located in the appendix, or can be downloaded from:
DGN file: http://www.dot.state.mn.us/bridge/pdf/cadd/files/bdetailspart2/dgn/fig7309e.dgn
PDF file: http://www.dot.state.mn.us/bridge/pdf/cadd/files/bdetailspart2/pdf/fig7309e.pdf
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General notes #1 (on plan sheet fig. 5-397.309). Passage bench elevation should be set near to the elevation of
the adjacent top of the streambank. This is to simulate a natural streambank, providing continuity to any game
movement along the waters edge.

(TH1 Flint Creek, St Louis County MN)

(TH60 Canon River, Rice County MN)

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/waters/watermgmt_section/pwpermits/gp_2004_0001_manual.html)
Best Practices for Meeting DNR GP 2004-0001 (version 4, October 2014)
Chapter 1, Page 20

General notes #7 (on plan sheet fig. 5-397.309). Tie benches to the natural groundlines outside of bridge. It is
essential that the adjacent area also have a bench included in plans. This is often a roadside ditch that outlets to the
stream. Frequently the ditch design is in the grading plan and not addressed in the bridge plan. Be aware of this potential
discrepancy, and be sure to have the bench mimic the natural streambank across the entire area.

(TH30 Bucksnort Bridge, Fillmore County MN)

Bench is to be carried
through to adjacent
streambank. These two
examples show riprap
blocking the bench.
In order to avoid passage
bench washouts, roadside
drainage and/or outfalls
should be placed below
the bench.

(TH8 in Lindstrom, Chisago County MN)

The bench elevation should be set at or
just above the vegetation line. Generally,
this is readily visible on site.

(I-94 Crow River, Hennepin County MN)
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Note: Fencing may be required to encourage or ‘train’ animals to utilize the bench. Outside ROW fencing should be
turned up installed tight to the abutment. On divided highway bridges with a median gap, the bridge gap should be
fenced to prevent animals from making their way up onto the median.

Fencing on the right of way line should of been turned up at the abutment. With the standard practice
of running the ROW fence to the waterline, there is no encouragement to go under the bridge (note
the fence also caught flood debris).

Fencing of the medians is needed to prevent animals from coming up on to the roadway.
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Examples of completed Passage Bench installations carried through to adjacent lands.

(I-35 Straight River, Steele County MN)

(County 16 Fillmore County MN)

(TH43 Choice Bridge, Fillmore County)
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Curb Design and Small Animals
Traditional curb and gutter inadvertently directs small
mammals and reptiles into the storm sewer. Animals trying
to leave the road are blocked by the steepness and height
of the curb and they will travel parallel to it until they find
an exit. The storm sewer is the exit they literally fall into,
often with fatal consequences.

A design without the side box inlet does give the animals a
better chance of moving past the storm sewer to seek a
safe way off the road. Coincidentally, this design is
increasingly being utilized due to reduced installation and
maintenance costs.

A sloped curb allows small animals to leave the road
surface at any point. Yet it still provides for the collection
and treatment of stormwater. If this modification to the
entire curb system is not possible, a compromise is install
sections of the curb on either side of the storm water drain
for several feet will allow an area for animals to exit.
Priority areas for mountable curbs are those with nearby
wetlands.
(Specify Type D or Type S curb in plans)

In typical rural sections, trapping of animals on road
surfaces is not an issue. Yet the movement onto the road
surface from adjacent areas is a continuing concern. In
areas of known concentrations, a wildlife barrier may be
something to consider to reduce the likelihood of vehicleanimal collisions.
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Preventing Entanglement
by Erosion Control Blanket
Plastic mesh netting is a common component in erosion control blanket. It is utilized to hold loose fibrous materials in
place (EG straw) until vegetation is established. Erosion control blanket is being utilized extensively and is effective for
reducing soil erosion, benefitting both soil health and water quality. Unfortunately there is a negative aspect of the plastic
mesh component: It is increasingly being documented that its interaction with reptiles and amphibians can be fatal
(Barton and Kinkead, 2005; Kapfer and Paloski, 2011). Mowing machinery is also susceptible to damage due to the long
lasting plastic mesh.
Potential Problems:
 Plastic netting remains a hazard long after other components have decomposed.
 Plastic mesh netting can result in entanglement and death of a variety of small animals. The most vulnerable
group of animals are the reptiles and amphibians (snakes, frogs, toads, salamanders, turtles). Ducklings, small
mammals, and fish have also been observed entangled in the netting.
 Road maintenance machinery can snag the plastic mesh and pull up long lengths into machinery, thus binding up
machinery and causing damage and/or loss of time cleaning it out.
Suggested Alternatives:
 Do not use in known locations of reptiles or amphibians that are listed as Threatened or Endangered species.
 Limit use of blanket containing welded plastic mesh to areas away from where reptiles or amphibians are likely
(near wetlands, lakes, watercourses, or rock outcrops) or habitat transition zones (prairie – woodland edges,
rocky outcrop – woodland edges, steep rocky slopes, etc.)
 Select products with biodegradable netting (preferably made from natural fibers, though varieties of biodegradable
polyesters also exist on the market). Biodegradable products will degrade under a variety of moisture and light
conditions.
 DO NOT use products that require UV-light to degrade (also called “photodegradable”) as they do not degrade
properly when shaded by vegetation.
Solution: Most categories of erosion control blanket and sediment control logs are available in natural net options.
 Specify ‘Natural Netting’ for rolled erosion control products, per MnDOT Spec 3885. See Table 3885-1.
 Specify ‘Natural Netting’ for sediment control logs, per MnDOT Spec 3897

The plastic mesh component of erosion control blanket becomes a net for entrapment.

Literature Referenced
Barton, C. and K. Kinkead. 2005. Do erosion control and snakes mesh? Soil and Water Conservation Society 60:33A-35A.
Kapfer, J.M., and R.A. Paloski. 2011. On the threat to snakes of mesh deployed for erosion control and wildlife exclusion.
Herpetological Conservation and Biology 6:1-9.
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Birds and Bridges
The Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act applies whenever protected bird species are involved. Most bird species that live in
Minnesota are protected. The current exceptions are house sparrows, pigeons, and starlings. This means that a
depredation permit is required to destroy active nests and/or harass nesting birds. Depending on the species involved, the
nesting season is approximately from mid-March to August 15.
Under the regulations of the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act, depredation permits are required for the destruction of any
active migratory bird nests. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has formulated a policy that a permit for
destruction of nests that are not active is not needed. All permits issued by the USFWS contain the requirement that any
young swallows and eggs removed from the bridges must be turned over to a federally licensed rehabilitator for care and
subsequent release (see section on depredation permits). The Minnesota DNR also has permit authority over the
destruction or possession of protected wildlife. The DNR permits contain the same restrictions and requirements as the
USFWS permits.

Swallow Protection

Cliff swallows and barn swallows are the most common migratory birds that build their nests on bridges or highway
overpasses. Bank swallows tunnel into open sandy vertical surfaces near wetlands and streams and may try to take
advantage of vertical surfaces in borrow sites or construction sites. The practices below apply to other migratory species
as well.

Best Practice: Bank Swallows and Vertical Surfaces:
Avoidance is emphasized in cases where bank swallows have colonized vertical surfaces because the chances of
rescuing birds from the tunnels are slim. The suggested measures to prevent swallows from nesting in bank are as
follows:
1) Work may be performed outside of the nesting season, i.e., before May 15th or after September 1st. No permit is
required for this activity.
2) Cover up the vertical surface prior to it being excavated for nesting, i.e., before May 15th.
3) Avoid having a vertical surface by leaving a slope at the excavation site.

Best Practice: Cliff and Barn Swallows, Avoidance and Minimization Measures:
The following options for dealing with swallows on bridges are acceptable to the USFWS and the DNR. The following
measures should be identified in bridge removal and maintenance contracts, depending on how much responsibility is
given to the contractor:
1) Bridge work may be performed outside of the nesting season, i.e., before May 15th or after September 1st. No
permit is required for this activity.
2) Bridge work may be begun before May 15th and nest completion can be prevented by knocking down or hosing
down the nests (at least three times a week) as they are being built. The success of this measure depends on the
number of nests on a bridge. If the bridge contains only a few nests, the birds should be easily deterred from
nesting. If the bridge contains a large number of nests, it is an indication that the site is very attractive to the birds
and they will not be easily deterred from nesting. Preventing the birds from nesting by knocking down unfinished
nests is acceptable to the USFWS, which considers this to be non-lethal harassment. No permits are required for
this activity.
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3) The portions of the bridge providing nesting sites (overhangs and ledges) may be covered with tarps, fabric or
netting to prevent the birds from nesting. The entire underside of a bridge can be "diapered". For small bridges
(over streams that do not carry canoe traffic) filter fabric reinforced with wire mesh can be suspended so that it
hangs down from the side of the bridge to about a foot below the water line. When covering nesting sites it is
crucial to seal off the entire area with a continuous barrier as the birds can enter through small openings in the
netting. No permit is required for this activity.
4) Other preventative measures, such as sprays or chemicals, may be tried to discourage the birds from nesting,
keeping in mind that water quality below the bridge should not be threatened. Such measures have not been
officially proven to be effective, but they may work in specific cases.
5) Bridge work may be begun after September 1 in the hope that all or most of the birds will have completed nesting
for the season. The risk with this approach is that some late nesters may still be present. If birds are still present,
they must be turned over to a licensed rehabilitator. This activity requires a permit whenever there are active
nests.

Netting Examples
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Depredation Permits:
Applying for a depredation permit and complying with the requirements should be used as a last-resort option because the
procedure is costly and can cause project delays. Depredation permits should be applied for under the following
circumstances:
1) If the project is scheduled to begin before the end of the nesting season, e.g., August 15th, and birds are still
actively nesting on a bridge (see above).
2) If the minimization measures listed above fail to prevent birds from nesting on a bridge (see above).
3) If the bridge contains a small number of nests, (i.e., a small enough number for the federally licensed rehabilitator
to be willing to provide the service of caring for the three to five nestlings that each nest may contain), the timing
of bird work need not be restricted.
The two major steps involved in working with depredation permits are A) obtaining the USFWS and DNR permits, and B)
obtaining the services of a federally licensed rehabilitator.
1) Obtaining Permits: The permit applicant should be the party responsible for the bridge work, i.e., in most cases
the contractor, in some cases the District (if the work is being done by Maintenance Personnel). The permit
application (http://www.aphis.usda.gov/ws/ca/news/usfws_migratory_bird_depredation_permit.pdf ) should be
sent to USFWS and the DNR (the DNR does not have application forms, but will accept information in the
USFWS format). The USFWS maintains its records on a calendar year basis and would prefer that the permit
applications be submitted in the same year for which the permits are being requested. The turn-around time for
receiving the approved permits is approximately 21 days.
2) Obtaining rehabilitator services: The USFWS and DNR permit issuers should be contacted to determine if there
are any federally licensed rehabilitators in the project area. It is possible that the nearest rehabilitator may be
hundreds of miles away. The network of rehabilitators was originally established to take care of limited numbers of
orphaned or injured wildlife from the local area. The network, as it is presently set up, is neither able nor willing to
commit to handling large numbers of young nestlings on a statewide basis. Most of the rehabilitators have fulltime jobs from which they take time off to go and salvage the birds. Therefore the rehabilitators should be
contacted at least several weeks in advance to make sure that their services will be available.
The rehabilitators charge for their services. In 2002 the estimated rates were as follows (current rates may vary):
$20.00/hour for the time spent salvaging and transporting the birds, $0.375/mile for door-to-door travel, and
approximately $100.00/bird for subsequent care and release.
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Eagle Protection

On 8 August 2007, the bald eagle was effectively de-listed from the Federal Endangered Species Act. Though it will
continue to be protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940
and the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, which prohibit the possession or taking of Bald Eagles, or their
nests, eggs, or young. “Taking” is defined by the Endangered Species Act as to harass (i.e., create the likelihood of
injury), harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.
Prohibited activities include, for example, cutting down nest trees (at any time of the year), and intense human activity that
is demonstrated to have caused adult eagles to abandon eggs or young in the nest. Possession permits may be issued by
the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service for Indian religious purposes, or for scientific or exhibition purposes of public museums,
public scientific societies, or public zoological parks.
In addition, the National and Minnesota Environmental Protection Acts prevent certain actions which would cause
significant adverse impacts to the environment (including destruction of habitat for listed species) if there is a reasonable
alternative to the proposed action.
If you are uncertain whether a proposed action may take Eagles or their nests, or if you for any reason cannot follow the
recommendations below, see the contact list below.

Best Practice for avoiding and minimizing impacts:
All federal actions (including federally funded road projects) that may affect eagles must also complete consultation with
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A federal action is any action that a federal
agency funds, authorizes, or carries out.

Contact information regarding the Migratory Bird Act or Eagle Protection Act:
For MnDOT projects that are federally funded contact: Jason Alcott, at MnDOT Office of Environmental Stewardship
email: jason.alcott@state.mn.us , phone: 651-366-3605
For all other road projects contact:
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, One Federal Drive
Fort Snelling, MN 55111, phone: 612-713-5360
Website: http://www.fws.gov/midwest/
or
The nearest DNR Nongame Specialist:
NW Region - Bemidji (218-308-2641); NE Region - Grand Rapids (218-327-4518); Central Region - St. Paul (651-2595764); South Region - New Ulm (507-359-6033) or Rochester (507-206-2820),
Website: http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/nongame/index.html
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Bridge Design and Potential for Bird Strikes
To date there are few and limited studies conducted on the subject (Peace Bridge on the Niagara River, a couple ‘cable
stay’ bridges in Europe), though with talking to a few experts on the subject (USFWS migratory bird office, USFWS
Mississippi River Wildlife Refuge Managers, Minnesota Audubon, and DNR non-game folks), and from personal research,
we have the following observations:


Bridge height is probably not a bird strike issue. Height limits can be looked at in context with the project area,
however we have no definitive guidance or relationship of bridge height limits vs. bird strike potential. Here in the
Mississippi River valley we’ve kicked around a height of 200’ as being OK. The 200' is an arbitrary number based on
observed flight levels of swans in Mississippi River wildlife refuges (considered a ‘low flying’ bird?). It’s also
coincidentally the approximate height of the river bluffs. It is not known how much leeway there is. 300’ is a number
that comes up too. Though it is also known that some species (such as warblers) travel close to the ground. Where
bridge height has been limited in the past, it’s been due to nearby airport requirements.



Bridge lighting (on low bridges) may help prevent bird collisions. Deck lighting and architectural lighting may a benefit
low flying birds. Though lighting should aim down and not up.



Bridge lighting (on high bridges) has been found to be a factor in low visibility situations. If architectural lighting is
considered, low intensity, shorter wavelength lights (violet, blue, green) should be used in preference to red and
yellow. As stated previously, architectural lighting should aim down and not up. Up facing lights should focus on the
structure and not have stray light. Turning off architectural lighting should be considered during spring and fall
migration periods, particularly when conditions are overcast, cloudy, foggy or hazy. Aviation lighting should be
blinking rather than steady lights.



Bridge lighting can be a safety problem due to insect congregations at certain times of the year (such as the mayfly
hatch). Deck lighting should be focused on the pavement and not surrounding areas (this should be done anyway to
reduce energy use). Lighting color may also be a factor in mayfly congregations... Longer wavelengths such as
yellow is better than white for reducing this problem. Methods to reduce lighting during the mayfly hatch should be
considered (Some locations turn off all waterfront lighting during the hatch).



Bridge railing design may be a design factor. Birds tend to fly up and over a bridge (not under it). If they see the
deck/railing and just clear it, they are susceptible to be low enough to be swatted by vehicles. A higher railing or
superstructure above the deck may alleviate this problem.

Note: We have been looking nationally and internationally for a consistent statement on major bridge design and birds,
however it’s apparent that such a conclusion does not exist. It’s also likely that a single design might have negligible
impact at one site, but be a significant risk at another. The above points are as definitive (and defendable) as we can
find….
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Reducing Wildlife Vehicle Collisions
The question of how to reduce the likelihood of Wildlife Vehicle Collisions (WVC) is regularly brought to our attention.
However we do not have a definitive set of designs for reducing WVC along our roadways. Currently ‘typical’ or
‘standard’ designs in Minnesota are:
1. For small animals, use 5 foot chain-link fence installed tight to the ground. This is one of MnDOTs ‘standard’ or
‘typical’ right of way fence designs. For seasonal fencing to protect reptiles and amphibians, standard erosion
control fence may be utilized to hinder movement into construction sites, onto roads, or for redirection to safer
crossings (nearby culverts or bridges). Any proposed alternative designs will have to meet MnDOT criteria before
they can become incorporated into MnDOT projects.
2. For deer, an 8’ woven wire or chain link fence is being utilized.
3. For crossings at streams and rivers, at bridges see guidance in Chapter 1, page 17 for the ‘passage bench’
design and fencing recomendations. For culverts use ‘off-set’ multiple inverts or ‘floodplain culverts’ to allow for a
dry culvert during normal conditions.
4. Single culverts that are installed for topography with intermittent flow may also be incorporated into fencing design
to funnel and ‘train’ wildlife to use them.
5. Curb design can trap small animals on the roadway. See the Curb Design and Small Animals (Chapter 1 page
24) in this chapter for added information on minimizing trapping animals on the road.
In all cases, methods to allow animals off the roadway also need to be incorporated into wildlife exclusion methods.
There is also a growing trend to utilize vegetation as a deterrent instead of fence (EG for goose control). When a
hazard situation is known, considerations for species specific issues should be incorporated into wildlife exclusion
design, such as time of day, time of year, and typical habitat locations.
Developing typical methods for preventing wildlife-vehicle collisions will need to take into account the above issues, plus
other measures due to site conditions or the occurrence of threatened, endangered or special concern species.
Several states are developing standards, and new designs are regularly being proposed. However, there is no ‘one
size fits all’ solution. Minnesota DNR will be review designs or situations as they are brought to our attention. Please
contact us should you know of a situation that warrants wildlife protection and/or has safety issues due to vehicle-animal
collisions.
There are numerous publications on this subject, though a comprehensive resource is the recently published FHWA
publication ‘Best Practices Manual: The Wildlife Vehicle Collision Reduction Study’ (Report No. FHWA-HEP-09-022)
[ http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/hconnect/wvc/index.htm ]. This report covers a range of WVC characteristics
and strategies to avoid wildlife vehicle collisions. They found that such collisions occur:





Most often on rural two-lane, low-volume roadways.
Most often in the early morning or evening and in the fall or spring,
Where roadways cross drainages
Are more likely on straight dry roads

The solutions presented in the FHWA manual primarily focus on Wildlife Vehicle Collisions involving species that pose a
substantial safety risk (e. g., larger species such as deer and moose), though also provides discussion of measures for
threatened and endangered species. The study was conducted to advance the understanding of the causes and
impacts of WVCs and identify solutions to this growing safety problem. Design and implementation guidelines are
provided for wildlife fencing, wildlife underpasses and overpasses, animal detection systems, vegetation management
and wildlife culling. Additionally for a WVC reduction program, information is provided on regional planning, identification
of priority areas, alignment and design considerations, guidelines for monitoring effectiveness of mitigations, and
potential funding sources.
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Large animals will require tall fence or large underpasses to minimize their crossing of roads

Medium to small sized animals may be redirected by topography, vegetation, or 4 to 5 foot fencing, though this is not
enough height to prevent access by deer.

Providing passage at waterways or drainage ways reduces animal’s need for going up over the road.
Typical roadway design may also trap
animals within roadways, alternative designs
that do not trap animals or allow escape
routes should be considered.
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Vegetated Riprap
(Root-Rap, Compost Grouting)

This method is a bioengineering practice for establishment of plant material within the voids of typical riprap. The concept
is to inject compost, or organic soils into the riprap voids, then seed the area. We expect to see this practice applied
where vegetation is preferred for ecological or aesthetic seasons, yet traditional riprap is required for slope stability or
scour prevention. This method has been considered a success along the rocky north shore TH61 roadsides, and is now
being applied throughout the state. MnDOT Specification 2577 (Soil Bioengineering Systems) have two applicable
specifications for placement of riprap, soil, and overseeding of the riprap voids (2577.3 H Root-Rap & 2577.4 D Granular
Channel liner). Costs are similar to sod installation (though this does not include the riprap itself). Where there is
suitable light and water, we surmise that this method is better at shoreline protection than either riprap or vegetation alone.
The following photos are of this method being applied at the site of the TH23 DeSoto Bridge replacement in St. Cloud.
Final grading and site restoration of the temporary access road called for riprap to the top of the bank. In order to
vegetate the area, MnDOT worked with DNR and the City of St Cloud to develop a solution to meet all parties interests.
MnDOT desired riprap for protection of the slope adjacent to bridge abutments, while the DNR and city desired natural
vegetation. The agreed to plan called on Composted Riprap as a solution. For more information on the development of
this method see: http://www.glc.org/basin/pubs/projects/mn_AppNatRes_pub02.pdf
This method has proven successful on open slopes, though has only recently been applied adjacent to bridges or open
water. Application should be limited to areas above the expected flow line of the river and more than 10 feet away from
abutments or the ‘drip line’ of a bridge.
In the photos on the next page, a Grade 2 leaf and grass feedstock compost, at a rate of 270 cubic yards per acre was
applied. This typically filled the riprap voids. Typically voids are filled approximately ¾ full. Compost is not always
required, though soils suitable for plant growth is required. Downslope perimeter controls may also be required to limit
movement of the compost or soil due to rain and wind events until plant establishment. Unless controlled, over time
natural succession from grasses and forbs to shrubs and trees will occur due to seed dispersal from adjacent vegetation.
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In this example sediment control logs were placed
horizontally to break the slope for erosion control purposes.
Also, the steep slope was not favorable for safely walking
on, so a boom truck was called upon for broadcast
application. Ideally the compost should be truly injected
into the voids, though in this case was broadcast over the
entire area with hopes of it settling into the voids prior to the
winter setting in. Seeding followed compost placement. In
this example project, applied seed did not germinate as
expected. This was determined to be a combination of the
south facing slope along and drought conditions.
Subsequent years growth was noted to include species
from natural dispersal of adjacent vegetation.

First spring (2010)

The TH 23 Mississippi River Crossing project was installed during in the
fall of 2009.
One year later (2011)

Third year (2013)
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Background
On January 11, 2017, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) published the final rule to list the rusty
patched bumble bee (Bombus affinis) as an endangered species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA)
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2017). The listing became effective on March 21, 2017. For more
information about the species, as well as guidance under the Endangered Species Act, visit our website
www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/insects/rpbb.
The purpose of this document is to provide voluntary management guidance to help FWS, other
federal agencies, state agencies, private landowners and land managers manage their land to benefit
the rusty patched bumble bee. Much of this guidance is focused on management of natural areas;
however, many of the same principles can be applied to urban areas. For actions that may affect the
rusty patched bumble bee and that are funded, authorized, or carried out by one or more federal
agencies, we recommend that you also review the rusty patched bumble bee section 7 consultation
guidance (see https://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/insects/rpbb/ProjectProponent.html). For
non-federal actions that may result in take of the species, see, Incidental Take Permits - - Section
10(a)(1)(B) Guidance, at the same website.
This conservation guidance will also address the habitat needs of many pollinators, including all bumble
bee species. Be sure to include milkweed in your floral resources and habitat for monarch butterflies will
also be provided. This guidance document is subject to continual improvement and modification.

Species Needs and Targets
Needs
The rusty patched bumble bee needs three things: nesting habitat, floral resources to gather pollen and
nectar, and overwintering habitat.
Nesting Habitat: Rusty patched bumble bee nests are typically in abandoned rodent nests or other
similar cavities, one to four feet below ground (Plath 1922, pp. 190-191; Macfarlane et al. 1994, p. 4).
Rusty patched bumble bee nests have also been occasionally observed above ground (Plath 1922, p.
190). Nests are thought to be typically within 1 km (0.6 mi) of summer foraging areas. Nests locations
are likely be in open areas or near open areas where it is not heavily forested and not too wet (i.e., not
marsh, shrub wetlands, or wetland forest). Rusty patched bumble bee queens search for nesting sites
after emerging in the spring and the nests are occupied by the colony throughout the active summer
and fall flight period (Figures 1 and 2).
Overwintering sites: Bumble bees overwinter in small chambers in loose soil and/or leaf litter just a
few centimeters below the ground or they use compost or rodent hills/mounds (Goulson 2010, p. 11).
Little is known about the specific overwintering habitats of rusty patched bumble bee foundress queens

Conservation Management Guidelines for Rusty Patched Bumble Bee

Page 1

(the queens that develop in late summer and are the only members of the colony that survive winter).
Overwintering habitat is often in or near woodlands or woodland edges that contain spring blooming
herbaceous plants, shrubs, and trees, which allows proximity to woodland spring blooming flowers,
particularly spring ephemeral wildflowers, a critical early spring food source. Solitary queens mate in the
fall and overwinter roughly from mid-October through mid-March (Figure 1).
Floral Resources: Bumble bees gather pollen and nectar from the flowers of a wide variety of plants,
typically within 1 km (0.6 mi) of nests (Xerces 2013, pp. 27-28, Knight et al. 2005, p. 1816; Wolf and
Moritz 2008, p. 422; Dramstad 1996, pp. 163-182; Osborne et al. 1999, pp. 524-526; Rao and Strange
2012, pp. 909-911). The nectar provides carbohydrates and the pollen provides protein. The species is
one of the first bumble bees to emerge early in the spring and the last to go into hibernation. To meet
its nutritional needs, therefore, the rusty patched bumble bee requires access to a diverse group of
plant species to ensure that there are flowers in bloom throughout the colony’s long active flight period,
roughly from mid-March through mid-October (Figure 1). The number of queens that a colony can
produce is directly related to the amount of pollen that is available (Burns 2004, p. 150). The FWS, along
with partners, developed a regionally specific plant list that is on our website at
(www.fws.gov/midwest/Endangered/insects/rpbb/plants.html).
Spring Foraging Habitat: Rusty patched bumble bees may depend on woodland spring
ephemeral flowers because of the species’ early emergence; in the spring (roughly, mid-March
through May) it is often found in and near woodland habitats (Colla and Dumesh 2010, p. 4546).
Summer and Fall Foraging Habitat: Bumble bees typically forage within 1 km (0.6 mi) of
nests. While the rusty patched bumble bee may visit any available flowers within the typical
foraging distance of its nest, it is reasonable to assume that core foraging areas are those areas
with concentrated resources (e.g., open fields and prairies with large patches of blooming native
flowers) where the bee can find pollen and nectar while minimizing energy expenditure.

Figure 1: Phenology chart for rusty patched bumble bee. New queens overwinter from roughly midOctober through mid-March, when they then emerge and start to feed and establish colonies. The active
foraging and flight period runs from mid-March through mid-October.
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Figure 2: Illustration of the rusty patched bumble bee life cycle by Alix Lucas, courtesy of the Xerces Society, with some general management
recommendations for bumble bee conservation by season.
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Management Objectives and Targets for High Quality Rusty Patched Bumble
Bee Habitat
Ideally, managed areas would have all three habitat features necessary to maintain one or more
colonies of rusty patched bumble bee: nesting habitat, floral resources, and overwintering habitat. We
recognize, however, that not every management area will contain all the features necessary for one or
more colonies (e.g., small areas of land may only contain one key feature, such as overwintering habitat)
and that areas are managed for a variety of purposes. We encourage land managers to consider how the
areas under their management can contribute to habitat at the larger landscape level context in order to
contribute to the conservation of one or more colonies of rusty patched bumble bee. For example, it is
important to provide habitat heterogeneity at the county scale to help buffer from extreme events and
climate variability at a broad scale.
Ideally, to sustain a colony or multiple colonies, an area would contain features and habitat
characteristics necessary for foraging, nesting and overwintering that are identified in the following
management objectives and targets.
1. Objective One – Create, enhance, or maintain foraging habitat
Objective One Targets
Create or maintain foraging habitat in your management area that meet the following targets:
● At least an estimated 50% of vegetative cover in the management area (i.e., the area that is
being considered for management) is comprised of foraging habitat (plants that provide
food);
● Ten or more flowering plant (herbaceous, shrubs, or trees) species blooming during the
spring, not including invasive or noxious weeds;
● Ten or more flowering plant (herbaceous, shrubs, or trees) species blooming during the
summer, not including invasive or noxious weeds;
● Ten or more flowering plant (herbaceous, shrubs, or trees) species blooming during the fall,
not including invasive or noxious weeds;
● Nine or more superfoods 1 present such as wild bergamot (Monarda fistulosa), prairie clover
(Dalea spp.), hyssop (Agastache spp.), goldenrod (Solidago spp.), asters (Symphyotrichum
spp.), leadplant (Amorpha canescens), joe pye weed (Eutrochium spp.), and coneflowers
(Echinacea spp., Ratibida pinnata); and,
● Nine or more immune building 2 plant species present such as wild bergamot, sunflowers
1

Superfood plants produce nectar that is rich in amino acids, a secondary source of protein for adult and larval
bumble bees.
2
Immune building plants are known to help build bumble bee immune systems.
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●

(Helianthus spp.), white turtlehead (Chelone glabra), and native wild blueberries and
cranberries (Vaccinium spp.).
To buffer against extreme climate events, include frost and drought hardy plants that bloom
throughout the active season, especially in the spring and fall.

2. Objective Two – Create, enhance, or maintain nesting habitat
Objective Two Targets - Create or maintain nesting habitat in your management area that meets the
following targets:
● At least an estimated 20% of the area with undisturbed (that are not dug up/tilled) native
bunch grasses;
● At least an estimated 20% of the area with uncompacted, loose soil (one key indicator of
loose soil is evidence of rodent activity and rodent holes);
● At least an estimated 20% of the area that is left un-mowed (or mowed at a height of
greater than 12 inches in the fall or winter), no/low intensity grazing 3, and infrequent 4 burns
(see prescribed fire and grazing sections below); and,
● Fallen leaves are not raked or otherwise removed.
3. Objective Three – Create, enhance, or maintain overwintering habitat
Objective Three Targets - Create or maintain overwintering habitat within your management area
that meet the following targets:
● Wooded areas that contain highly diverse (10+) spring-time native flowering herbaceous
plants, shrubs, and/or spring flowering trees;
● Wooded areas with less than 30% cover comprised of invasive or noxious weeds and woody
plants (e.g., buckthorn); and,
● Areas with brush pile, duff layers, and fallen leaves that are not raked or otherwise
removed.
● Plant hedgerows to help buffer against extreme events.
4. Objective Four – Create, enhance, or maintain target habitat features
Objective Four Targets – Create or maintain the following features within your management area:
●
●

Permanent meadows or grasslands with a high diversity (10+ species) of native wildflowers;
Maintain areas of open understory in woodlands to encourage the growth of native spring
flowers;

3

No or low intensity grazing depends on the type of animal, the size of the herd, and the size of the grazed site.
Grazing is further described in the “Grazing” section, below.
4
Fires are considered infrequent if at least 3 years is allowed to elapse without fire. Prescribed fire is further
discussed in the “Prescribed Fire” section, below.
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●
●
●

If land is used for pasture or haying, the land is comprised of at least 30% non-invasive,
forage plants;
At least 60 % of the area under consideration that is within 25 ft (7.6 m) of surface water
features has flowering forbs; and,
Low density 0.5 hive/ac (0.5 hive/0.4 ha), or no domesticated honey bee hives present.

Actions that Could Cause Take
Land management activities can cause take of rusty patched bumble bees. The Section 7 guidance and
Section 10(a)(1)(B) Guidance provide (both available online at
https://www.fws.gov/midwest/Endangered/insects/rpbb/ProjectProponent.html) brief descriptions of
some, but not all, of the types of actions that we believe may lead to take. If the following management
suggestions are taken, such take may be minimized but not necessarily eliminated.
Threats to the rusty patched bumble bee are discussed in more detail in the species status assessment
and the listing documents (USFWS 2016, 2017), which can be found at
www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/insects/rpbb). Briefly, stressors that should be considered when
evaluating the effects of managing land on the rusty patched bumble bee include prescribed fire, haying,
grazing, herbicide use, land-clearing, pesticide use; and the use of non-native bees. In addition to direct
take resulting from these activities, habitat fragmentation and loss of the diversity of habitat that may
result from land management should also be considered and evaluated.

Conservation Management Recommendations
Protect, Create, Restore, and Maintain Habitats
Access to diverse and abundant floral resources is essential for the rusty patched bumble bee during its
active season, which is typically long compared to most other bumble bee species. The species is active
and reliant on flowers during the entire growing season (mid-March through mid-October). Therefore,
any action that will increase the diversity of wildflower resources throughout the growing season will
tend to contribute positively to rusty patched bumble bee colony health.
Following these recommendations will provide for most other bumble bees, solitary bees and many
butterflies. Including milkweed in floral resources will provide for monarch butterflies.
In general, FWS recommends activities that would strive to meet the rusty patched bumble bee
conservation objectives and targets (identified in the previous section: Management Objectives and
Targets for High Quality Rusty Patched Bumble Bee Habitat) and:
●

Increase the diversity of native wildflowers by direct seeding to establish a new cover type – for
example, conversion of cropland, intensively managed pasture or range, or intensively managed
hayland to native floral and grassland habitat;
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●

●
●
●

Implement or alter grazing practices, prescribed fire, or other land management to increase the
diversity of native wildflowers and that maintain or facilitate the development of nesting and
overwintering habitat;
Remove and control invasive plants (e.g., garlic mustard, Allaria petiolata) in woodlands, forest
edges, prairies, and meadows – in any habitats used for foraging, nesting, or overwintering;
Increase the diversity of native wildflowers in grasslands and pastures by inter-seeding or similar
practices; and,
Establish native trees and shrubs [e.g., willows, serviceberry (Amelanchier)], whose flowers are
often good early season pollen and nectar sources.

We recommend assessing habitat within your management unit(s) using the rusty patched bumble bee
habitat assessment, available online
(www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/insects/rpbb/pdf/HabitatAssessmentFormGuideByXercesForRPBB.
pdf). Ideally, habitat would be assessed prior to management to quantify the baseline quality of the
habitat for rusty patched bumble bee and to evaluate any stressors that might be affecting the bee or its
habitat. Post management assessments will help to quantify habitat improvements and assess future
needs.

Prescribed Fire
Prescribed fire is an excellent tool to maintain, restore, and enhance rusty patched bumble bee
habitat, but must be implemented with considerable care and planning. Prescribe fire has the
potential for complex effects on the plant communities that are critical to the persistence of local
colonies and fire and smoke could harm or kill bees in the burned area. In addition, fire may not be
needed to conserve a rusty patched bumble bee colony(ies) unless certain aspects of the plant
community (e.g., low density of nectar or pollen plants) are currently limiting colony growth. When
using prescribed fire, we recommend the following measures:
General recommendations:
●
●
●

●

Consider the landscape in which the actions will occur, specifically, the area within 1km (0.6 mi)
from your area of interest, to determine if there are nearby floral resources available.
Consider the timing of the burns and the habitat within the burns will occur, in particular,
consider when floral resources will return and be available for foraging.
Only burn a specific area once every 3 to 6 years. Use the maximum length fire return interval
that is adequate to maintain or restore meadows and/or high-quality native prairie habitat on
each unit. Allow at least 3 years to elapse without fire (i.e., minimum 4- year rotations) before
re-burning any area. Burning more frequently may be required for establishing new habitat
(e.g., burning for 2-3 years in a row).
Burn only small sections at a time. If feasible to achieve your management objectives, allow
fires to burn in a patchy (”finger”) pattern within units. Do not make a concerted effort to burn
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●
●

●

●

●

●

‘every square inch’; leave fire “skips” unburned. Burning under cool or damp conditions may
increase survival of insects present in the litter layer within the burned unit (e.g., Panzer 2002).
Map the extent of each fire in rusty patched bumble bee habitat to ensure that future fire
planning is based on an accurate understanding of prior fire history.
Mow fire breaks that will result in patches of unburned areas, if possible, to serve as refuge for
animals within burn areas. Consider the use of proactive techniques to increase the patchiness
of fires, especially if habitats that would serve as sources of recolonizing adults are small or
within the foraging distance of the burn unit.
Conduct pre-burn bumble bee surveys and evaluate other applicable information to understand
the distribution and relative abundance of rusty patched bumble bees within and among burn
units and elsewhere within the area inhabited by the local colony(ies). See the rusty patched
bumble bee survey protocols provided on our rusty patched bumble bee ESA guidance website
(https://www.fws.gov/midwest/Endangered/insects/rpbb/surveys.html ) for proper survey
conditions, time of year, etc.
Avoid high intensity fires. High fuel levels increase the likelihood that fires may destroy nesting
habitat for rusty patched bumble bees. Therefore, consider reducing fuel levels (e.g., by haying
the previous late fall) before conducting burns where fuel levels seem to be high – if that would
not interfere with the burn objectives.
If you plan to change the configuration of burn units or make other changes to your prescribed
fire plan, review the location and timing of recent burns. Evaluate the potential effects of those
recent burns on the current abundance and distribution of rusty patched bumble bees within
the management area and elsewhere within the presumed extent of the local population (e.g.,
one or more colonies may be found within the High Potential Zone, see maps on
https://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/insects/rpbb/rpbbmap.html).
Plan for the contingency that a prescribed fire will escape a burn unit and burn one or more
additional units that contain rusty patched bumble bee habitat. If this is reasonably likely,
determine how the rusty patched bumble bee colony or group of colonies would persist despite
such a scenario.

If burning in foraging habitat (see habitat definitions identified in the Species Needs and Targets
section, above on pp. 3 -4):
●

●

Only burn from mid-October through mid- March, if possible, so that floral resources are not
reduced when the species is feeding. If feasible to achieve your management objectives,
conduct spring burns as early as is feasible or late fall burns. Late spring burns may reduce the
nectar and pollen sources for newly emerged queens that are gathering food to establish their
colonies.
If you cannot burn outside of the active season, burn no more than one-third of the suitable
foraging habitat within your management area each year. Consider the landscape context of
the burns and include in your assessment the land within 1km (0.6 mi) of your area.
o If possible, burn small sections at a time. Divide the rusty patched bumble bee habitat,
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o

where prescribed fire is proposed, into as many burn units as is feasible and burn no
more than one unit in any single year. Units should contain approximately equal
amounts of rusty patched bumble bee habitat to ensure that the colony that is utilizing
the site is not disproportionately affected by any single burn.
In cases where there are nearby local colonies of rusty patched bumble bee that will
provide immigrants from outside of the management area it may also be feasible to
conserve a rusty patched bumble bee colony with less than three burn units, but that
would require close coordination with neighboring landowners (see Coordinated
Management, below).

If burning in overwintering habitat or early spring foraging habitat (see habitat definitions identified in
the Species Needs and Targets section, above on pp. 3 -4):
●

●

●

If burning during the overwintering period (mid-October through mid-March) or in spring,
burn no more than one-third of the suitable habitat within your management area each year.
Units should contain approximately equal amounts of rusty patched bumble bee habitat to
ensure that the colony that is utilizing the site is not disproportionately affected by any single
burn. Consider the landscape context of the burns and include in your assessment the land
within 1km (0.6 mi) of your area.
If you need to burn in late spring to address a particular management need (e.g., control of
smooth brome, Bromus inermis), other precautionary measures will be especially important.
These include the division of occupied rusty patched bumble bee habitat into as many burn
units as is practicable; ensuring that fires do not escape from burn units; maximizing the number
of years between fires; and, reducing fuel loads (e.g., by grazing) in rusty patched bumble bee
habitat in units where frequent or intense fire is not necessary.
If it is not practicable to divide rusty patched bumble bee habitat into separate burn units within
a management area, then we recommend carefully implemented grazing or haying, if feasible,
instead. Alternatively, consider the landscape context to determine if at least two-thirds of
suitable habitat remains unburned within 1 km (0.6mi) of your management area.

Mowing/Haying
Mowing and haying can be a useful management tool to control invasive plants and maintain open
meadows and prairies. Meadows and gardens with a variety of structural layers of habitat and bunch
grasses have been shown to have a higher diversity of bumble bees than areas without such features
(e.g., Mader et al. 2011). However sites under certain mowing regimes (e.g., May and/or July mowing)
were found to have significantly fewer nests than non-mowed areas (i.e., Potts 2009), likely due to a
loss in floral resources. When mowing or haying, we recommend the following measures:
●

Mow outside of the active season (i.e., mid-October through mid-March), if possible, in areas
that provide summer foraging habitat. If mowing must occur during the active flight season
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●

●

●

●
●

(mid-March through mid- October), attempt to create a mosaic of structurally different habitat
patches or ensure that the extent of the area mowed is not likely to affect more than one-third
of the foraging habitat that is available on site or within the larger landscape [within 1 km
(0.6mi)] of the site boundary.
Mow at the highest cutting height possible, ideally 12-16 inches (30 - 40 cm), or a minimum of
8-10 inches (20 - 25cm) if possible. Mowing at this height will reduce disturbance of established
nests or overwintering queens.
Mow no more than 1/2 of the open, non-forested foraging habitat within your management
area per year, if possible. Leave patches of unmowed habitat for the entire year. Consider the
habitat availability in the larger landscape context [within 1 km (0.6mi) of your area].
In cases where there are nearby local colony(ies) of rusty patched bumble bee that will provide
immigrants from outside of the management area it may also be feasible to conserve a rusty
patched bumble bee colony (ies) with less than three mow units, but that would require close
coordination with neighboring landowners (see Coordinated Management, below).
Mow at reduced speeds (< 8mph), if possible, to allow time for bees to avoid mowing
equipment.
Map the extent of mowed areas in rusty patched bumble bee habitat to ensure that future
mowing planning is based on an accurate understanding of prior mowing history.

Grazing
Grazing can be a useful management tool to encourage the growth of nectar resources, provide
structural diversity for nesting habitat, control invasive species and maintain open meadows and
prairies by managing succession. When grazing land, we recommend the following measures:
●

●
●

●

Design and conduct prescribed grazing practices that encourage wildflower diversity and
abundance, such as low intensity grazing and/or short duration grazing with long recovery
periods.
Do not exceed moderate stocking rates (e.g., such that the forage harvested by grazing animals
does not exceed one-third of the current available forage).
Divide the rusty patched bumble bee habitat where grazing is proposed into as many grazing
units as is feasible and graze no more than one unit in any single year. Allow the vegetation to
recover by rotating grazing areas and establishing ex-closures. Units should contain
approximately equal amounts of rusty patched bumble bee habitat to ensure that the
colony(ies) is not disproportionately affected by any single graze unit. If it is not practicable to
divide rusty patched bumble bee habitat into separate grazing units within a management area,
then we recommend carefully implemented prescribed fire or haying, if feasible, instead.
In cases where there are nearby local colonies [within the estimated dispersal distance of 10km
(6mi)] of rusty patched bumble bee that will provide immigrants from outside of the
management area it may also be feasible to conserve rusty patched bumble bee with less
grazing units, but that would require close coordination with neighboring landowners to ensure
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●

●

●

●

that dispersal of adults is likely to be sufficient to reinforce numbers in the grazed area (see
Coordinated Management, below).
The timing and frequency of grazing rotations will depend on the type and size of herd and the
size of the area to be grazed. In general, grazing should occur for a short period of time and the
site should be allowed an extended period for recovery (e.g., 14 days of grazing with 80-90 days
of rest).
We recommend that land managers complete grazing strategy according to the site
characteristics and the type of grazing animals. We recommend that the grazing plan
includes prescribed grazing practices that encourage wildflower diversity and abundance to
help reach the rusty patched bumble bee Management Objectives and Targets described
above.
Limit grazing in high quality habitat during the active season (mid-March through mid October) to ensure that it continues to meet the Management Objectives and Targets
described above.
Map the extent of grazing in rusty patched bumble bee habitat to ensure that future
planning is based on an accurate understanding of prior grazing history.

Pesticide Use
Targeted herbicide and insecticide use can be a useful management tool to control pests and invasive
plants. Nevertheless, rusty patched bumble bees are unlikely to thrive if they are exposed to
insecticides that are used broadly and systemically (e.g., seed coatings) or are foliar sprayed. When
pesticides must be used, we recommend the following measures:
Insecticide Use
Whenever applicable, in order to prevent insecticide exposure to pollinators, the safest action is to
avoid use of insecticides in rusty-patched bumble bee habitat or in areas near habitat. There are a
number of resources available to help with decisions on how to reduce pesticide use, how to reduce
the potential for drift of pesticide to habitat, and how to keep yards and lawns pollinator friendly. The
following is a list (not comprehensive) of resources that are available:
Insecticides Used in Agricultural Production Areas:
● Use the principles of Integrated Pest Management (IPM) which includes the use of multiple
practices to control pests or invasive plant species, which lower pesticide use, including
insecticides.
o Use the services of certified crop advisors such as Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) or your local extension office to help implement an IPM program.
o NRCS has various programs that offer financial incentives for certain IPM practices,
please contact a local NRCS representative for a list of these opportunities.
o FWS guidelines on protecting pollinators from insecticides:
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o

o

https://www.fws.gov/pollinators/PollinatorPages/Threats.html
Please see specific IPM guidance:
▪ NRCS IPM Guidance:
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detailfull/national/energy/conser
vation/?cid=nrcs143_023640.
▪ FWS IPM Guidance:
https://www.fws.gov/pollinators/pdfs/Reducing_Risks_to_Pollinators_from_P
est_Control_factsheet.pdf
▪ Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Reducing Pesticide Drift:
https://www.epa.gov/reducing-pesticide-drift.
Read the label on the insecticide container and look for information on use and
potential effects on bees and other pollinators. Product labels are legally binding and
must be followed exactly, including specific pollinator protection language.

Pesticides used in Lawns and Gardens - Backyard Habitat
● EPA Tips for Reducing Pesticide Impacts on Wildlife:
https://www.epa.gov/safepestcontrol/tips-reducing-pesticide-impacts-wildlife
● FWS guidelines on protecting pollinators from pesticides:
https://www.fws.gov/pollinators/PollinatorPages/Threats.html
● NRCS Tips for Backyard Conservation:
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/home/?cid=nrcs143_023552
● Minnesota Pollution Control: Reducing Pesticides in Lawns: Landowners with Yards/Gardens:
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/w-hhw2-21.pdf
Herbicide Use
● Contact your local extension agents and NRCS to learn about IPM methods and other actions
on using herbicides that may limit effects to rusty-patched bumble bee habitat. Some of those
suggestions could be:
o Apply herbicides as locally and directly as possible (cut-stem application, hand
applications, spraying directly on the target plant).
o If feasible to ensure effective control of target plant species, apply herbicides
pesticides when at times when bumble bees are less active (late at night, or late fall
and winter). Bumble bees can fly at relatively cold temperatures and are active in early
spring (e.g., mid- March) and in the morning and evening hours.

Tree Clearing/Forest Management
Tree clearing/forest management may lead to increases in foraging habitat or may provide better
nesting habitat. Soil disturbance that occurs during timber operations, however, can be harmful to
overwintering bumble bees. High quality forested habitats comprised of a diverse array of native plant
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species provide important foraging habitat for the rusty patched bumble bee in the spring, provide are
the primary overwintering habitat for the species, and also provide nesting habitat along their edges.
Forest management during the species’ active season (mid-March through mid-October) may be less
likely to impact the species directly if conducted after spring ephemerals are no longer flowering and
floral resources have drawn the bees out into open foraging and nesting areas. When rusty patched
bumble bee overwintering is suspected (see definitions of overwintering habitat above) to be within the
management/project area:
●

●
●

Implement your state’s best management practices (BMPs),especially those that serve to
minimize the spread of invasive species and to avoid or minimize soil compaction. Visit
(https://stateforesters.org/action-issues-and-policy/state-forestry-BMPs-map-o-o) for up to
date information about BMP recommendations by state.
Avoid or minimize forest management that may destroy spring blooming flowers during their
bloom periods.
Consider thinning or single tree selection and dense invasive shrub removal that may improve
overwintering and spring foraging habitat.

Commercial Bumble Bees
Currently only one species of bumble bees is being used for commercial operations – the common
eastern bumble bee (B. impatiens). Commercial bumble bees are used in contained commercial facilities
(e.g., tomato greenhouses) or may be used in open environments (e.g., for open-field pollination
services). Commercially raised common eastern bumble bees may spread pathogens into wild bee
populations and compete with wild bees for resources. When using commercial bumble bees, care
should be taken to minimize exposure of wild bees to managed bees and we recommend the
following measures:
●
●
●
●

Limit use of commercial bumble bees to closed-systems (e.g., greenhouses) and try to avoid use
in open fields.
Place screens over openings (e.g., vents, windows, etc.) in greenhouses to minimize escape of
the managed bees.
Properly dispose of commercial bees after their use and do not release them into the wild.
Do not purchase commercial bumble bees to use outside of the native range of the commercial
species (e.g., do not purchase B. impatiens to use in western United States, where they are nonnative).

Commercial Honey Bees
European honey bees (Apis mellifera) have documented negative effects on the reproductive success of
bumble bees (e.g., Goulson and Sparrow 2009, Singh et al. 2010, and Thompson 2004). Additionally,
pollen can be a vector for disease transmission between honey bees and bumble bees (e.g., Singh et al.
2010; Fürst et al. 2014, Graystock 2015). We recommend that managers discourage the placement of
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domesticated honey bee hives in natural areas with high quality habitat (abundant and diverse floral
resources) where rusty patched bumble bees are likely to be present. We are not discouraging the use
of honey bees in agricultural fields, but encourage landowners to plant native flowers and to try to keep
their honey bee hives disease and pest free.
We make the following recommendations for natural areas:
●

Discourage placement of domesticated honey bee hives in natural areas with high quality
rusty patched bumble bee foraging and nesting habitat.

●

Place hives as far away as possible from natural areas (at minimum 1 km [0.6 mi]) and away
from potential rusty patched bumble bee nesting sites.

●

Keep domesticated hive density below 0.5 hive/ac (0.5 hive/0.4 ha), if possible, particularly in
areas that are on or near locations with recent (within the year 2007 or more recent) rusty
patched bumble bee observations.

Coordinated Management among Nearby Sites
Conservation of the rusty patched bumble bee will ultimately depend in part on connecting patches of
high quality habitat and coordinated management may be one avenue to do so. We make the
following recommendations to help facilitate coordinated management:
●

●

●

Conduct bumble bee surveys or review available data to understand the extent of nearby
local rusty patched bumble bees colonies and habitats. This may facilitate coordination and
management of colonies that may cross between management units and ownerships. To see
where there are known locations of the rusty patched bumble bee, see the Rusty Patched
Bumble Bee Interactive Map
(https://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/insects/rpbb/rpbbmap.html).
Coordinate management activities with property owners and managers of nearby rusty
patched bumble bee habitats. For example, plan burns and other temporarily adverse
management activities during years when nearby habitats will not be burned.
Where there are nearby local colony(ies) (within the estimated dispersal distance of 10km
[6mi]) of rusty patched bumble bee that will provide immigrants from outside a management
area, it may be feasible to conserve a rusty patched bumble bee colony (ies) with less than
the recommended number of management units (e.g., mow or burn units). This would
require close coordination with neighboring landowners to ensure that dispersal of adults is
likely to be sufficient to reinforce numbers in the mowed area. To determine if there are
nearby colonies, see the maps on
(https://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/insects/rpbb/rpbbmap.html) – the red “High
Potential Zone” polygons are areas with recent records of the species.
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District 7 ‐ Mankato
2151 Bassett Drive
Mankato, MN 56001
April 1, 2020
Jennifer Bromeland
City Administrator
City of Eagle Lake
705 Parkway Avenue
Eagle Lake, MN 56024
Via email to: jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com
RE:

Mankato Motorsports Park Environmental Assessment Worksheet

Dear Ms. Bromeland,
We have received correspondence from Bolton & Menk, Inc. providing notice of the open comment period for
the Mankato Motorsports Park Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW). MnDOT has reviewed the EAW
and offers the following comments:













No access will be permitted directly onto US 14 from the proposed development.
Permits are required prior to the commencement of any work within state trunk highway right‐of‐way.
Please coordinate any permit application submittals with Steve Schoeb, D7 East Permits Coordinator.
Steve can be reached at 507‐304‐6180 or at steve.schoeb@state.mn.us for permitting assistance.
The future rezoning application, plats and site engineering plans should be forwarded to MnDOT District
7 for review and comment. State statute requires that MnDOT be provided 30 days for preliminary plat
review for property adjacent to state highway right‐of‐way prior to the city taking final action on a plat.
In Section 6e of the EAW, the applicant states that the hotel and golf entertainment center will not be
constructed until a developer purchases or leases land. Is there an anticipated timeframe for the hotel
and golf entertainment center to move forward?
Are the future hotel and golf entertainment uses “firm,” or is there potential for different uses to be
proposed? If different uses are proposed, will the city require that the traffic study be updated to
reflect the new uses?
The proposed “car condos” appear to be in close proximity to US 14. Please consider additional
separation between the car condo development area and the state highway to minimize the potential
for impacts to future right‐of‐way needs.
Additional information about the drainage system and site grading will allow us to better evaluate the
potential for impacts to US 14 drainage infrastructure. In general, MnDOT expects that existing drainage
patterns will be perpetuated, peak runoff rates and volumes will not be exceeded, and drainage from
the site will use treatment BMPs such as ponds or treatment swales. Slopes and grades should be
designed to not cause erosion or sedimentation. MnDOT assumes that the proposed Mankato





Motorsports Park will be a part of the Mankato Urbanized area and subject to the MS4 Permit MCMs.
Understanding the drainage patterns and maps are a portion of the permit and it will be important for
MnDOT to get a more final grading and civil plan. MnDOT will provide more specific comment at the
time of civil plan review and platting.
MnDOT suggests the use of native vegetation with the project. This increases pollinator‐friendly zones,
decreases erosion potential, and may provide some sound dampening effects.
The fence that is proposed adjacent to US 14 should not encroach the right‐of‐way. This includes both
ground level and aerial encroachments.
The application indicates that bus service is available from Mankato to Eagle Lake, but states that the
route only operates on the south side of US 14. Those using the bus service would therefore have to
cross US 14 to access the site. Given that US 14 is a high speed corridor, will there be coordination
efforts with the transit agency to discuss possible bus service directly to the Motorsports Park?

Thank you for the opportunity to review the EAW for the proposed Mankato Motorsports Park. Should you
have any questions about these comments, please let me know.
Sincerely,

Angie Piltaver
Angela Piltaver, AICP, LEED AP
Senior Planner
CC:

Ronda Allis, Planning Director, MnDOT District 7

Equal Opportunity Employer

March 31, 2020
Jennifer Bromeland
City Administrator
City of Eagle Lake
705 Parkway Avenue
Eagle Lake, MN 56024
Re:

Mankato Motorsports Park Environmental Assessment Worksheet

Dear Jennifer Bromeland:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Environmental Assessment Worksheet
(EAW) for the Mankato Motorsports Park project (Project) in the City of Eagle Lake, Blue Earth County,
Minnesota. The Project consists of construction of a seasonal track for driving events and lodging
facilities. 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.
Permits and Approvals (Item 8)
• This section indicates that a Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) for Project related wetland impacts may be necessary. Please be aware that if a
USACE Section 404 Individual Permit is required for any Project activity, then an MPCA CWA Section
401 Water Quality Certification or waiver must also be obtained as part of the permitting process.
The Section 401 Water Quality Certification ensures that the activity will comply with the state
water quality standards. Any conditions required within the MPCA 401 Certificate are then
incorporated into the USACE 404 Permit. You can find additional information about the MPCA’s 401
Certification process at https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/clean-water-act-section-401-waterquality-certifications. For further information about the 401 Water Quality Certification process,
please contact Bill Wilde at 651-757-2825 or William.wilde@state.mn.us.
• It may be necessary to obtain a Sanitary Sewer Extension Permit from the MPCA prior to
construction. The application form and additional information on this process can be found at
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/permits/index.html#sanitarysewer. Questions on the sanitary
sewer extension permit process should be directed to Dave Sahli at 651-757-2687 or
David.Sahli@state.mn.us.
Water Resources (Item 11)
Surface Waters
• The Project will permanently impact 4.69 acres of wetland and has a replacement ratio of 2:1. The
EAW should identify the approximate location or wetland mitigation bank.
• If the 404/401 Permit and Certification are necessary, the EAW should discuss in-water best
management practices (BMPs). Types of BMPs may include: silt curtain, construction during no
flows/low flows, or winter conditions, and if required, incorporate coffer or check dams into the
final plans. Also, if any work is conducted below the ordinary high water level, these BMPs will assist
in avoiding or minimizing total suspended solids (TSS), turbidity and sedimentation, from entering
Eagle Lake and other nearby water resources.
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•
•

•

Figure 4A: Overall Concept – The legend does not identify the Project features with the light brown
and dark green coloring.
The MPCA recommends the Project proposer consider including native vegetation in the infield area
of the race track, and as a buffer to Eagle Lake in particular, in the stormwater management area.
The addition of native vegetation would improve habitat and provide better infiltration and less
water leaving the system through surface runoff. This would also reduce the maintenance needs for
mowing at the facility.
The Project is upstream of several streams, two with aquatic life impairments, and the main stem of
the Le Sueur River with several impairments including a sediment impairment. It’s critical that the
Project follow the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System/State Disposal System
(NPDES/SDS) Construction Stormwater permit (CSW Permit) to limit the amount of sediment leaving
the site and to reduce the potential for loading of nutrients and sediment to the downstream
system.

Stormwater
• The EAW does not acknowledge that North Eagle Lake, located within 1 mile of the site, has
construction related impairments that affect CSW Permit requirements at the site. Because of these
impairments, the soil stabilization timeline requirement for the entire site is 7 days, not 14 days
stated in the EAW. Also, temporary ponding will be required where 5 or more acres drain to a
common location.
• In Table 2, the EAW states there will be 10.8 acres of new impervious surface. However, the
stormwater section states there will be 37.2 acres of new impervious surface. Please clarify.
• The EAW indicates that stormwater detention ponds will be used to manage stormwater, but also
mentions a range of other methods to be considered. It is important to note that the CSW Permit
requires volume reduction measures, such as infiltration or water harvest and reuse, to be
considered first over the use of wet sediment ponds. Heavy soils may potentially be amended to
promote infiltration if there is adequate separation distance to saturated soils. Soil testing in the
locations of treatment areas will be required at the site to determine if infiltration is prohibited.
• Assuming stormwater will ultimately drain toward the lake and 50 or more acres will be disturbed
by the 230-acre Project, the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will need to be
submitted to the MPCA for review and approval prior to obtaining CSW Permit coverage.
• The SWPPP for the Project will need to include maintenance of at least 50 feet of existing buffers to
the wetlands or other waters on the site during construction. If the buffer cannot be maintained,
then redundant downgradient sediment controls will be required to protect these waters during
construction. Wetlands may not be utilized for stormwater runoff unless they have gone through
the wetland mitigation process.
• The MPCA strongly encourages the Project proposer to consider implementing practices in multiple
areas of the site to maintain the existing hydrology by keeping water where it falls to the greatest
extent possible. Examples include maximizing green space and planting trees, creating bioinfiltration
areas, constructing narrower streets and sidewalks to reduce impervious surfaces, creating
infiltration trenches in parking lots, using pervious pavements, and reusing retained stormwater
during dry spells. Additional information on these practices can be found in Minnesota’s Stormwater
Manual. Incorporating green infrastructure practices will also help the development resist the
impacts from increasing rainfall in Minnesota and protect the water quality of the downstream
receiving waters. Questions regarding CSW Permit requirements should be directed to Roberta
Getman at 507-206-2629 or Roberta.Getman@state.mn.us.
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Noise (Item 17)
The MPCA appreciates the attention to noise mitigation at the proposed Project site, including the
modeling of noise at the nearby residential receptors. That being said, the MPCA has several comments
and concerns regarding the noise-related aspects of the Project.
Noise is a pollutant, and mounting evidence suggests that exposure to excess environmental noise is
associated with a variety of adverse health effects. Chronic exposure to environmental noise has been
associated with stress, heart disease, stroke, weight gain, and diabetes. It is therefore imperative to
seriously consider noise levels from proposed projects and potential impacts on nearby residents and
the users of the development. The MPCA has the authority to establish protective standards for the
control of noise pollution that “could potentially be injurious to human health or welfare, to animal or
plant life, or to property, or could interfere unreasonably with the enjoyment of life or property.” (See
Minn. Stat. 116.07 subd. 2 (c)).
Existing nearby properties
Based on the modeling conducted by Bolton & Menk (Appendix D), it appears that there are track
scenarios that, in tandem with the discussed vehicle noise and track use constraints (modeling scenarios
1 and 2) and physical barriers (modeling scenario 2), would allow for noise to meet the state standards
as they are defined in Minn. R. ch. 7030.004.
An exception to this would be for the apartment complex, receptor M1/R1, at which the monitored
noise already exceeds the state noise standards.
Although traffic is identified as the primary source of noise at the nearby apartment complex monitored
and modeled at M1/R1, the MPCA interprets its noise standard as a total standard. The City of Eagle
Lake and the Project proposer should give attention to possible mitigation techniques for the existing
apartment buildings at M1/R1 to prevent further exceedance of the state noise standards were the
proposed Project to be built.
The proposed noise mitigation plan concept discussed in Item 17 and Appendix D allows the facility to
refuse use to any vehicle that is “non-compliant,” but does not address any triggers for testing vehicle
noise, an explicit enforcement mechanism, or a way for the City of Eagle Lake to hold the developer
accountable to their noise mitigation plan. The plan also does not lay out any follow-up methods or
actions for the City to follow should monitored noise at nearby residences exceed state standards.
Details of mitigation efforts could be addressed through the issuance of a Conditional Use Permit or
more formal noise mitigation plan.
If the Project goes forward, the MPCA strongly recommends that the City of Eagle Lake and the Project
proposer come to an agreement about the enforcement of the state noise standards, and what
penalties and future mitigation mechanisms may look like. Individuals that own or inhabit residences in
the immediate vicinity of the proposed Project site should be consulted about all mitigation efforts.
Proposed residential areas (car condos, hotel)
Neither the EAW nor the noise modeling in Appendix D discuss the impacts of track noise at the
proposed car condos or the hotel, which are both land use activities that the state standards define as
being under Noise Area Classification (NAC) 1. The track and associated vehicular noise are required to
meet state noise standards at the location of the receptor (Minn. R. ch. 7030.0050 subp. 1).
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The conducted modeling, as illustrated by the receptor layout in Figure 1 in Appendix D and discussed in
both Item 17 and Appendix D, is intended to demonstrate compliance for the NAC 1 receptors located
outside of the proposed Project site (R1 through R5). Although modeling shows situations in which the
noise standards can be met at these external receptors, the modeling did not identify noise levels at
internal receptors, the car condos or the hotel, which are also considered to be Noise Area Classification
(NAC) 1 receptors. Thus, the state standards listed in Minn. R. ch. 7030.0040 (Table 1, Appendix D) for
residential land uses apply to those proposed residences. Additionally, the clubhouse, as a gathering
space, falls under the NAC 2 standards.
Based on the high monitored noise at the M1/R1 receptors, there is reason to believe that noise would
exceed state standards at the proposed car condos, and potentially at the hotel as well. Figures 4A and
4B indicate that there is a sound wall and fence surrounding the car condos, respectively, but these
design features are not described in Item 17, nor explicitly included in modeling under Appendix D. It is
unclear if the fence surrounding the car condos would have any significant noise mitigation benefits.
The City of Eagle Lake should work with the Project proposer and Bolton & Menk to do additional
modeling for those NAC 1 receptors inside the Project area, and to be explicit about the mitigation
provided about the proposed sound wall and fence. Modeling could help identify the need for potential
mitigation, and could further explore the efficacy of those mitigation techniques.
Recommendations for the City of Eagle Lake (as the RGU)
The state noise standards in Minn. R. ch. 7030 are intended to be protective of “public health and
welfare” (Minn. R. ch. 7030.0040 subp. 1). Given the MPCA’s experience with noise concerns across the
state, it is not unreasonable to assume that, although individuals who purchase and inhabit the car
condos or stay in the hotel are doing so voluntarily, there will be complaints regarding noise. This would
include complaints about the impacts of noise on residents’ stress levels, annoyance, or other health
issues, such that their quality of life and/or health is/are negatively impacted.
Local governments have an obligation under Minn. R. ch. 7030.0030 to “take all reasonable measures
within its jurisdiction to prevent the establishment of land use activities . . . in any location where the
[noise standards] will be violated immediately upon establishment of the land use.” This means that, if a
modeling exercise shows potential problems with the state noise standard resulting from the proposed
(new) land-use, the local government should either prevent the land-use change itself or require noise
mitigation. The MPCA considers noise concerns related to land-use decisions to fall within the
jurisdiction of local governmental units, so those local governments would handle any potential
residential complaints stemming from noise at and from the proposed Project.
As the Responsible Governmental Unit (RGU) and local government authority for this Project, the City of
Eagle Lake has the primary responsibility under Minn. R. ch. 7030 to take all reasonable measures to
prevent the establishment of a land use activity that will immediately violate the state’s noise standards.
Best practices may include documenting all steps taken in the development process, including
documentation of any communications with the developer regarding noise concerns and mitigation
plans, to show the City has taken all reasonable measures to ensure land-use decisions will not result in
violations of the noise standards.
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The MPCA has the authority to enforce its noise standards in order to protect human health and
welfare, and is concerned that the City of Eagle Lake and the Project proposer have not yet taken all
reasonable steps to address noise concerns at the proposed Project. For noise related questions, please
contact Fawkes Steinwand at 651-757-2327 or Fawkes.Steinwand@state.mn.us
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
Karen Kromar
Project Manager
Environmental Review Unit
Resource Management and Assistance Division
KK:bt
cc: Dan Card, MPCA, St. Paul
Bill Wilde, MPCA, St. Paul
Dave Sahli, MPCA, St. Paul
Roberta Getman, MPCA, St. Paul
Fawkes Steinwand, MPCA, St. Paul
Wayne Cords, MPCA, Mankato

APPENDIX D – NOISE

MPCA Concerns Regarding Impacts on Receptor R1/M1
MMS agrees that the noise levels exceed the NAC-1 standards near the apartment complex represented
by Receptor R1. MMS responds as follows:
•

•
•

Noise monitoring completed at location M1/R1 for the noise study demonstrate that the
apartment buildings, due to noise from TH 14 traffic, are impacted by noise levels that exceed
MPCA NAC-1 standards.
These noise levels are not expected to be significantly impacted by the Motorsports Park.
Additional mitigation measures on the MMS property, north of TH 14, will not provide
substantial mitigation of noise levels on the south side of TH 14.

Existing Noise Levels at M1/R1
Noise levels measured at location M1, on the apartment complex property, were L10 = 72.5 dBA and
L50 = 65 dBA. These noise levels exceed the NAC-1 standard of L10 = 65 dBA and L50 = 60 dBA.
Impact of MMS on Noise Levels is Minimal
The following table provides an estimate of the change in L10 and L50 noise levels due to Motorsports
Park operations.
Table 1
Estimated Noise Impacts at Location M1/R1

Track impacts at
maximum
allowed (1)
Scenario 1 - No
Buildings or
Berms on Track
(2)
Scenario 2 – With
Buildings and
Berms as
Proposed (3)

Existing Noise
Level

Impact of Track

Total Noise Level

Change Due to
Track

L10
72.5

L50
65.0

L10
65.0

L50
60.0

L10
71.6

L50
63.3

L10
0.9

L50
1.7

72.5

65.0

57.4

55.1

72.4

64.5

0.1

0.5

72.5

65.0

59.4

57.3

72.3

64.2

0.2

0.8

(1) This scenario considers noise level changes assuming noise from the track is impacting the M1/R1 location
at the maximum allowed under MPCA rules (L10 = 65, L50=60) for impacts on a residential area.
(2) This scenario considers noise level changes assuming no barriers or buildings are in place on the proposed
track and that vehicle noise emission rates are limited to achieve compliance at all residences near the
track.

(3) This scenario considers noise level changes assuming the proposed barriers and buildings are in place on
the proposed track and that vehicle noise emission rates are limited to achieve compliance at all
residences near the track.

The MPCA noise guidance document (A Guide to Noise Control in Minnesota, 2015) states that noise
level changes of less than 3 dBA are below the threshold of perceptibility. As shown in the above table,
even under the highest allowable track impact on the M1/R1 location, the L10 change is calculated at
0.9 dBA and the L50 change is calculated at 1.7 dBA. Under likely operating restrictions, the impact to
the L10 and L50 noise levels is expected to be less than 1 dBA.
Additional Mitigation or Operating Restrictions on MMS will be Ineffective
The above analysis demonstrates that any further mitigation on the Motorsport Park side of TH 14 of
the noise impacts at the M1/R1 location would not be effective in achieving acceptable outdoor noise
levels at the apartment complex.
MMS is Willing to Explore and Provide Effective Noise Mitigation for the Apartment Complex on the
South Side of TH 14 if needed
Under current conditions, the high noise level impacts from TH 14 at some of the apartment building
patios and balconies make them inappropriate for outdoor use under MPCA rules. Given modeled L10
and L50 noise level increases are expected to be imperceptible, MMS will work closely with a noise
committee to monitor noise during events for a period agreed upon with the City of Eagle Lake,
apartment complex owners, and the residents to identify any measurable increases in noise from the
track. If monitoring identifies significant L10 and L50 noise level increases, MMS will provide effective
mitigation of noise levels at the apartment complex. Such measures may include:
•
•

Construction of an area(s) for outdoor use on the apartment complex property that is separated
from TH 14 by new walls and/or existing buildings,
To the extent that existing noise levels are causing issues with indoor activities, including sleep
interference, MMS will investigate the potential replacement of windows and/or patio doors in
impacted units with windows/patio doors that provide better noise reduction capabilities.

MPCA Concerns Regarding the Land Uses within the
Proposed Development
The proposed motorsports development includes ancillary development between the MMS track and TH
14. MPCA has indicated that they are concerned that some of these proposed land uses may be
classified as NAC-1 or NAC-2 land uses and located such that noise from TH 14 and/or the MMS track
would make them immediately in violation of the State noise standards.
The response to this concern includes the following:
•
•
•

A description of the State standards, and allowed exceptions,
An explanation of the bases for the NAC-1 daytime and nighttime standards and exceptions,
An explanation of the implication of the rules for the ancillary development

MPCA Noise Rules and Exceptions
Table 1 is a summary of the Minnesota noise standards.
Table 1
Minnesota State Noise Standards
MPCA State Noise Standards
Land Use
NAC-1
(Residential)
NAC-2
(Commercial)
NAC-3
(Industrial)

Day (7 a.m. – 10 p.m.) dBA

Night (10 p.m. – 7 a.m.) dBA

L10 of 65

L50 of 60

L10 of 55

L50 of 50

L10 of 70

L50 of 65

L10 of 70

L50 of 65

L10 of 80

L50 of 75

L10 of 80

L50 of 75

Additionally, the rules provide for the following exceptions:
The noise area classification for a land use may be changed in the following ways if the
applicable conditions are met.
A. The daytime standards for noise area classification 1 shall be applied to noise area
classification 1 during the nighttime if the land use activity does not include overnight
lodging.

B. The standards for a building in a noise area classification 2 shall be applied to a
building in a noise area classification 1 if the following conditions are met:(1) the
building is constructed in such a way that the exterior to interior sound level attenuation

is at least 30 dB(A);(2) the building has year-round climate control; and (3) the building
has no areas or accommodations that are intended for outdoor activities
C. The standards for a building in a noise area classification 3 shall be applied to a
building in a noise area classification 1 if the following conditions are met:(1) the
building is constructed in such a way that the exterior to interior sound level attenuation
is at least 40 dB(A);(2) the building has year-round climate control; and(3) the building
has no areas or accommodations that are intended for outdoor activities.
D. The standards for a building in a noise area classification 3 shall be applied to a
building in a noise area classification 2 if the following conditions are met:(1) the
building is constructed in such a way that the exterior to interior sound level attenuation
is at least 30 dB(A);(2) the building has year-round climate control; and(3) the building
has no areas or accommodations that are intended for outdoor activities.

Explanation of Rules
•
•

The rules are based on outdoor noise levels.
The bases for the daytime residential thresholds are speech interference levels. These are noise
levels of a typical conversation between two people. Noise levels that exceed these thresholds
would require someone to speak up in order to be understood during a conversation.

•

The bases for the nighttime residential thresholds are the noise levels as measured
outdoors near a bedroom window necessary to prevent indoor noise levels that would
cause sleep interference for someone sleeping in the bedroom with a partially open
window.
The exceptions detailed above are provided when the buildings do not have overnight
lodging (exception A), or have year-round climate control (i.e air conditioning) so that
open windows are not necessary for sleeping (exceptions B, C, and D).
Additionally, the exceptions include a minimum exterior-to-interior sound level
attenuation to assure that sound passing through the structure, with the windows
closed, does not cause sleep interference.
A typical new building, meeting the current building code requirements in Minnesota,
would likely achieve 30 dBA exterior-to-interior sound level attenuation. 40 dBA
exterior-to-interior sound level attenuation would likely require special attention to
building design.

•

•

•

Implication for Project Buildings
The final design and location of the buildings has not been completed. None will be developed
without modeling and/or monitoring demonstrating that they can be developed without
causing an immediate violation of the MPCA noise standards.

A. Car Condos
Protecting Speech Interference in Outdoor Use Areas
Areas for outdoor use associated with the proposed car condominiums will be potentially impacted by
noise from TH 14 and from the motorsports park. Any such designated areas for outdoor use must be
located such that total impacts from TH 14 and the motorsports park will be below applicable Minnesota
daytime standards at all times. This could be achieved, as necessary, by:
1) Not having areas for outdoor use associated with these buildings.
2) Locating the designated outdoor use areas such that they are protected from the TH 14 noise
and the motorsports track noise by structures that may include the buildings themselves, or
other buildings, barriers, or berms that would be part of the development.
Also, given the car condominiums are not planned as residential units, and that their purpose is clearly
associated with the track operations, it is unlikely that the owners of the units will be the source of any
noise complaints to the City.
B. Clubhouse
The clubhouse is part of the track, to be owned and controlled by the track owner/operator. As such, it
is not an impacted receiver. It is part of the regulated noise source.
Also, if it were an impacted receiver, as part of the track facility, it should be an NAC-3 receiver. NAC-2
includes “Public Assemblies (except entertainment assembly and race tracks).” Entertainment assembly
is contained in NAC-1 and race tracks are in NAC-3. (see “A guide to Noise Control in Minnesota, pages
21-23, MPCA 2015)

Blue Earth County Request for Soundwall Details
In order to be effective, a noise barrier must be a solid structure (i.e., no gaps as with a fence) and made
of materials of sufficient density to prevent transmission of sound through the material. Typically,
barriers are made of wood or concrete, but may also be constructed of metal or other man-made
materials. Foundations must be adequately designed for expected wind loads. A typical foundation
system is the post-and-panel system, with slid panels mounted between foundation-supported posts.
Following are examples of such barriers with full-height and stacked panels mounted between
foundation posts. (Noise Barrier Design Handbook, FHWA)
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/noise_barriers/design_construction/design/design00.cf
m

Full-Height Panel Noise Barrier

Stacked Panel Noise Barrier
The motorsports park barriers are expected to be a combination of barriers and berms The following
photographs provide examples of such combination noise barriers. (Noise Barrier Design Handbook,
FHWA)
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/noise_barriers/design_construction/design/design00.cf
m

Berm/Wall Noise Barrier Combination Examples
The final construction materials have not been selected for the motorsports park. The variety of
materials available allows selection of a material that will fit in with the project surroundings.

Figure 1 - Noise Receptors and Modeling Points

Mankato Motorsports Park

January 2020

Bradford Development

Information

Coordinate System: NAD 1983 UTM Zone 15

R4

M2
B16

B17

R5

T64

T65
B18

T69

B20

B14

T26

T66

T24
B12

T68

T23
T28

T62

T22

T29

T21

T30

T60

T31

T59

T71

T58

T32

T33

T56

T73

T34
T55

T74

T54

T50

T53

T35
T49

T52

T75

T48

T51

Map Document: \\arcserver1\GIS\BRADFDEV_PR\M15118258\ESRI\Maps\NoiseReceptors.mxd | Date Saved: 1/8/2020 1:13:10 PM

T76
T77

B1

T2

T1

T78

60

T3

B2

W1

S17
S18

R1

S1

S26

S28
S27

X
W
V
G
27

Monitoring Locations

0

S24

S11
S25

Sound Wall Coordinate
Locations

500
Feet
Source: Blue Earth County, City
of Eagle Lake

T9

B9
T17

X
W
V
G
27

T16

B8

T15

T14
B7
T13

T12
B6

M3

T11

T10

S13
S3

S5

S21
S29
S30

B5

B4

S45

S6

S22

T18

S46

S7

S9

T8

S47

S8
S4

S19

T40

T41

B10
T19

T7

S48

S14

S23

M1

S20

S2

S10

Berm Coordinate Locations

T42

W2

S12

Receptor/Track Coordinate
Locations

T39

T6

S16

Residential Coordinate
Locations

T43

T5

14

Building Coordinate
Locations

T38

T44

T4

*
)

55Legend

T37

T45

S15

X
W
V
G

T36

T47

T46

B3

?
A
@

T20

T57

T72

R3

B11

T61

T70

T25

B13

T27

T63

T67

B19

B15

S32
S31
S33
S34

S43

S44
S38

S37

S36

S35

S39

S42
S40

R2

S41

!
I

Buildings

Track
Sounds Wall
Berm

X
W
V
G
17

Resolution ____Establishment of Eagle Lake Sound Review Committee
Whereas, members of the Eagle Lake community have expressed
concerns about noise likely to be generated by development of the
Mankato Motorsports Park (“Project”).
Whereas, residents have expressed concerns about: (i) the volume of
noise,(ii) hours of operation of the track facility; (iii) potential ways to
reduce noise generated by vehicles using the Motorsport track
(“Track”), and (iv) enforcement of any restrictions on noise levels
imposed by the City on the Project.
Whereas, the City Council has determined that it desires to establish an
effective method of enforcing MPCA noise standards for the Project;
Now Therefore Be It Resolved by the Eagle Lake City Council as follows:
Establishment of Eagle Lake Sound Committee.
To effectively deal with compliance of the Developer’s Project with
MPCA noise standards, the Eagle Lake City Council hereby establishes
the Eagle Lake Sound Review Committee (“Committee”).
Purpose of the Committee.
The purpose of the Committee is to create a balance between sound
generating activities at the Track with a desire for livable communities
currently existing or likely to be developed in the future in proximity to
the Track.
Membership on Committee.

The committee shall be composed of 5 members: 3 residents of the City
of Eagle Lake selected by the City Council; 1 city staff member or city
council member selected by the City Council; and 1 representative of
the Developer to be selected by the Developer.
The City Attorney shall serve as legal advisor to the Committee.
Costs.
The Developer shall reimburse the City for its reasonable, necessary
and documented costs of the Committee including reimbursement to
the City for the City Attorney’s time and reimbursement to the City for
the time of an acoustics professional retained for the purpose of
assisting the City in resolving any noise disputes with the Project
Developer.
Committee Relationship With City Council.
The Committee is accountable to the City Council. The Committee
chairperson shall prepare quarterly reports to the Council on the
Committee’s activities, if any. The Committee shall meet monthly or
more often in the discretion of the Committee chairperson who shall be
duly appointed by the City Council. Committee members can serve a
maximum of 2 consecutive yearly terms.
Responsibilities of Committee.
The Committee shall: (i) monitor noise generating activities at the Track
to insure that MPCA noise standards are not being violated; (ii)
investigate each reasonable complaint that MPCA standards have
been or are being violated; (iii) report to the Council its findings of any
investigation conducted by the Committee of MPCA noise standard

violations; and (iv) make recommendations to the City Council for
reasonable corrective action of any MPCA noise standard violations.
It shall be the sole responsibility of the City Council to take
enforcement actions for violations of MPCA noise standards.

Dispute Resolution.
Whenever a disagreement or dispute arises between the Committee
and the Developer regarding Developer’s compliance with MPCA noise
standards, such dispute shall be resolved in accordance with the
following procedures.
Meet and Confer. The Committee shall first notify the Developer in
writing of such dispute and request a meeting. No later than seven (7)
business days after receipt of such request, Developer and majority of
the Committee members shall meet and confer for a minimum of two
(2) hours. This meeting shall be for the express purposes of (1)
exchanging and reviewing all pertinent non-privileged documents and
information relating to the matters and issues in dispute, (2) freely and
candidly discussing Developer’s and the Committee’s positions, and (3)
reaching agreement upon a reasonable, compromise resolution of the
dispute.
Mediation. If the dispute is not resolved to the satisfaction of the
Committee or Developer, either party may request mediation, which
shall be compulsory. Mediation shall occur utilizing the services of a
trained mediator, mutually agreed upon by both Parties, with at least
three (3) years experience in mediating development disputes. Costs
for such mediation shall be paid by Developer.
Council Approval.

The City Council shall have the right to approve any dispute resolution
arrived at by the Developer and Committee and shall have the right to
accept or reject any recommendation of the Committee in the Council’s
sole discretion.

APPENDIX E – TRAFFIC DATA
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APPENDIX F – RESOLUTION NO. X – NEGATIVE
DECLARATION ON THE NEED FOR AN EIS

