


 
March 25, 2026 
 
 
VIA EMAIL 
 
Tom Davis 
Waterford Township 
P.O. Box 530 
Northfield, MN  55057 
 
RE: Waterford Township Limestone Quarry - Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
Dear Tom Davis: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) for the Waterford Township Limestone Quarry project (Project) located in Dakota County, 
Minnesota. The Project consists of the development of a limestone quarry and processing operations on 
approximately 317 acres in Waterford Township, Dakota County, Minnesota. Quarry operations will 
include topsoil and overburden removal, dewatering, blasting, extraction, processing (crushing, washing, 
screening), stockpiling, loading, hauling, and reclamation. The EIS has been prepared because the 
project meets the threshold for a mandatory EIS under Minn. R. 4410.4400 Subp. 9.B. Nonmetallic 
mineral mining. For development of a facility for the extraction or mining of sand, gravel, stone, or other 
nonmetallic minerals, other than peat, which will excavate 160 acres of land or more to a mean depth of 
ten feet or more during its existence. Regarding matters for which the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency (MPCA) has regulatory responsibility and other interests, the MPCA staff reviewed the document 
and has no further comments.   
 
We appreciate the opportunity to review this project. 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 actions 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 DEIS, please contact me by email at Chris.Green@state.mn.us or by 
telephone at 507-476-4258.   
 
Sincerely, 

Chris Green 

This document has been electronically signed. 

Chris Green 
Project Manager 
Environmental Review Unit 
Resource Management and Assistance Division 
 
CG:kj 
 
cc:  See next page. 
 

mailto:Chris.Green@state.mn.us
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cc: Melinda Neville, MPCA 
 Andri Dahlmeier, MPCA 
 Nicole Peterson, MPCA 
 Jeffrey Hedman, MPCA 
 Lauren Dickerson, MPCA 
 Deepa deAlwis, MPCA 
 Brian Timerson, MPCA 
 



 
To:  Waterford Township  

From: Dakota County Soil and Water Conservation District  

Date:        May 7, 2026 

Subject:  Proposed Quarry in Waterford Township 
 
 
Through our delegated authority with Waterford Township, the Dakota County Soil and Water Conservation 
District provides assistance with implementing the Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) which 
regulates the draining, filling and excavation of wetlands.  SWCD staff are aware of the open comment period 
for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) regarding the proposed quarry. After reviewing the 
wetland and permit portions of the March 2026 Draft EIS as it relates to WCA, SWCD staff have the following 
recommendations.   
 
The wetland boundary decision from 2022 is accurately reflected in the Draft EIS and SWCD has no further 
comment on the location of on-site wetlands. The Draft EIS states that a WCA permit is “to be applied for as 
needed,” while ascertaining no wetland impacts will occur.  SWCD staff suggest Waterford Township require 
the applicant submit a no-loss WCA application documenting that no wetland impacts will occur through a 
decision under WCA. A WCA approval includes a process for the Technical Evaluation Panel (TEP), consisting of 
BWSR and SWCD staff on behalf of the Township, to review and provide comment. This would also establish 
documentation under WCA if unpermitted impacts were to occur to enforce restoration or replacement of 
impacted wetlands.  An approved decision would also serve as documentation for the applicant that proposed 
activities will not impact wetlands within or adjacent to the project area. 
 
Related to potential wetland impacts on-site and off-site, SWCD staff recommend requiring wetland hydrology 
monitoring as a requirement of their interim or conditional use permit. SWCD does not have authority to 
require this, but the Township could consult with their legal guidance to determine what could be required by 
the Township. Modeling within the Draft EIS states there are no impacts, but long-term monitoring tied to a 
permit could validate modeling.  
 
If future off-site wetland impacts were to occur, the question of who pays for potential monitoring and 
restoration arises. In discussions at SWCD, the topic of an escrow fund came up. The SWCD has no legal 
standing on this topic but thought it could be explored by Waterford Township in consultation with their legal 
counsel.  
 
 
Follow-up questions or response to comments can be directed to: 
 
Ashley Gallagher  
SWCD District Manager 
651-480-7781 
ashley.gallagher@co.dakota.mn.us 
4100 220th St W, 
Farmington MN 55024 
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May 8, 2026 
 
Tom Davis, Township Clerk  
Waterford Township 
P.O. Box 531 
Northfield, MN 55057 
  
RE: Waterford Township – Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) – Waterford Township 

Limestone Quarry 
Metropolitan Council Review No. 23192-1 
Metropolitan Council District No. 16 

 
Dear Tom Davis: 
 
The Metropolitan Council received the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Waterford 
Township Limestone Quarry project on March 10, 2026. The proposed project is located in the northeast 
corner of Waterford Township. The proposal is to develop a 317-acre limestone quarry with an extraction area 
that will encompass approximately 223 acres. Excavation will reach an average depth of 145 feet to an 
elevation of 775 feet above mean sea level. Upon completion, the site will be reclaimed as a deep-water 
quarry lake surrounded by upland areas vegetated with native species. The proposed project’s operations 
include topsoil and overburden removal, dewatering, blasting, extraction, processing, stockpiling, loading, 
hauling, and reclamation. 
 
The staff review finds that the draft EIS is complete and accurate with respect to regional concerns and does 
not raise major issues of consistency with Council policies; however, Council Staff have the following 
comments for the EIS for your consideration:  

 
Item 4 Environmental Effects - Dewatering (Maureen Hoffman, 651-602-8026) 
The project includes an option for supplemental overland flow to address concerns regarding reduced 
baseflow of the affected reach of the North Branch of Chub Creek as a result of significant site 
dewatering. Utilizing overland flow will not likely have the same thermal and chemical composition of 
the existing flow. This could have significant impacts to the biota of Chub Creek. 
 

This concludes the Council’s review of the draft EIS. The Council will not take formal action on the EIS.  If you 
have any questions or need further information, please contact Patrick Boylan, Principal Reviewer, at 651-
602-1438 or via email at patrick.boylan@metc.state.mn.us. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Angela R. Torres, AICP, Senior Manager 
Local Planning Assistance 
 
CC: Tod Sherman, Development Reviews Coordinator, MnDOT - Metro Division  
 Wendy Wulff, Metropolitan Council District 16 
 Patrick Boylan, Sector Representative/Principal Reviewer 
 Reviews Coordinator  
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Division of Ecological and Water Resources      Transmitted by Email 
Region 3 Headquarters 
1200 Warner Road 
Saint Paul, MN 55106 

May 11, 2026 

 

Tom Davis, Township Clerk 
Waterford Township 
P.O. Box 531 
Northfield, MN 55057 
 

Dear Tom Davis, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Waterford Township Limestone Quarry Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the project located in Dakota County. The Department of 
Natural Resources (DNR) has reviewed the project documents paying special attention to potential 
effects on water resources directly related to dewatering the proposed quarry. These potential effects 
include interferences with domestic wells and irrigation wells, groundwater diversions from the North 
Branch Chub Creek and Chub Creek, groundwater drawdown effects on wetlands, and 
collapse/subsidence caused by dewatering bedrock cavities.  After careful review, we respectfully 
submit the following comments on for your consideration: 

Summary (Pages 1-2) 

1. Before a DNR Water Appropriation Permit is issued, the DNR will require that actions be taken 
by Bryan Rock to protect all the domestic wells that the DNR considers at high risk of 
interference.  

2. The DNR threshold for impacts to streams is between 10% and 20% of the flow of the 
stream. The actual point of impact to a particular stream may need to be determined by a study 
of that stream.  

3. The discharge that is intended to mitigate the impacts to Chub Creek should be discharged 
either into Chub Creek, a wetland, or into County Ditch #2. Discharge of the water in upland 
could cause excessive erosion, and the water may infiltrate into the ground and not reach Chub 
Creek. Water should be discharged in a manner as not to cause erosion on the bed of public 
waters, or in County Ditch #2.   



4.3.1.1 Groundwater Model (Pages 62-71) 

4. The modeled groundwater-flow directions indicated in Figure C5 of Appendix 6 do not appear 
to be consistent with the water-table contours shown in Figure 4-29 and duplicated other inset 
figures. For example, it appears from Figure 4-29 that the planar down-gradient direction that 
would be calculated from the computed heads at MW-03, MW-4, and MW-07S would be 
approximately toward the east or east-southeast, but the flow direction shown in Figure C5 is 
toward the northeast. Does Figure 4-29 represent a different simulation than the results shown 
in Figure C5? 

5. There are other apparent inconsistencies in the presentation of calibration results and the 
water-table contours. For example, Figure C-6 indicates that computed heads at MW-5 and 
MW-6 were 0 to 4.9 feet above the target measurement (residual of 0 to -4.9 feet). The target 
elevations in these monitoring wells were 906.64 and 905.12 feet, respectively (Barr, 2003). 
Both monitoring wells are located between the 900 feet and 905 feet contours in Figure 4-29, 
indicating that computed heads were below the target measurements. Are there substantial 
differences in computed head at the water table and in the model layer that contains the open 
intervals of these monitoring wells? If so, it would be helpful to provide maps of head contours 
within the top layer of the Prairie du Chien in addition to the water table. 

4.3.1.2 Well Inventory (Pages 71-89) 

6. The DNR expects that Bryan Rock will contact the owners of homes that do not have wells listed 
in the Minnesota Well Index (MWI) to obtain well information for these wells from the well 
owner. These homes could be labeled as "verify" on the well tables. 

7. The predicted water column above the pump used in the analysis (tabulated in Appendix 7) is 
based on the model simulated baseline water elevation and the predicted drawdown. In some 
cases, the model-simulated baseline water level differs significantly from the static water level 
recorded in the well construction record (e.g., unique no. 708093). Although the static water 
level recorded at time of construction may differ from a typical static water level in some cases, 
the measured water level should be used in the assessment if it is lower than the simulated 
water level. If mitigation is potentially needed for a well, the static water level would be 
confirmed when the well is accessed. 

8. The legend for Inset 4-38 reversed the symbols for wells screened in wetlands and in the Jordan 
aquifer. 

9. The proposed groundwater-level monitoring locations appear to be adequate, and as stated, 
the plan would be reviewed and require approval as a condition of a water-appropriations 
permit.  

10. The DNR will require that the pumps be lowered in wells that are at high risk of well 
interference. A Well Owner agreement is intended to be used only when the owner will not 
allow the pump to be lowered. If a Well Owner Agreement is necessary, the standard DNR form 
must be used. The standard DNR form must not be changed. A separate agreement should be 
written that allows the quarry operator access to a well owner's property and well. 



4.3.1.5 Topic of Study - Dewatering Effects (Quantity) to CD-2 and Surrounding Tributaries 
(Pages 116-130) 

11. On p. 118, the EIS states that “Chub Creek is a recharge boundary that would prevent the 
lateral expansion of dewatering effects.” Although Chubb Creek would reduce drawdown on 
the opposite side of the creek, some drawdown could occur in the Prairie du Chien aquifer to 
the south of Chubb Creek. Nevertheless, based on the model-analysis results, the 3,000-foot 
buffer around the modeled 5-foot drawdown contour appears to be adequate to identify which 
streams to assess for impacts.  

12. On p. 123 (Step 3 – Comparison to DNR Threshold), the EIS correctly states that the cited report 
(DNR, 2016) indicates that a 20% change in a hydrologic index would likely have a negative 
effect in most cases, and a 10% change is unlikely to have a negative impact. The same report 
recommends applying a 10% threshold as a sustainable diversion limit to prevent a negative 
impact unless site-specific information warrants a larger threshold, such as 15%. The report 
further recommends using monthly median base flow as the flow index to use for calculating a 
percentage threshold. 

Although these threshold recommendations have not been explicitly adopted into rule or 
statute, Minn. Statutes have been revised since 2016 to include definitions of negative impact 
to surface waters (103G.005, Subd. 13b) and sustainable diversion limit (103G.005, Subd. 15i) 
and allowing the DNR to use a sustainable diversion limit “to implement measures so that 
groundwater appropriations do not negatively impact the surface waters” (103G.287, Subd. 2). 

13. On p. 127, the modeled baseline is used as the index/reference flow for calculating percent 
reduction in streamflow. In the context of evaluating compliance with a sustainable diversion 
limit or a diversion threshold, DNR compares estimated/computed reduction in flow to an index 
flow based on the best available data, which is generally not the baseline from a hydrological 
flow model. Because initial streamflow reductions are expected to be small, the index flow 
could be reassessed as more data becomes available. The EIS recommends streamflow 
monitoring in Section 4.3.1.5.5 and Appendix 11 to improve information about streamflow. 

14. In Table 4-30, (p. 127), the calculated percent change for Chub Creek @ North Branch Chub 
Creek for Scenario 3 is listed as 10%, but, based on the listed flow rates, the percentage 
reduction should be 12%. This percentage is stated as 11% on p. 128 of the text. 

4.3.1.6 Dewatering Impacts to Wetlands and Wetlands Banks (Pages 131-141) 

15. On p. 136-138 (BWSR/Dakota County Wetland Bank), the EIS concludes that the onsite data 
indicating that the slope in the water table at the site is about 90 degrees from the generalized, 
regional direction of groundwater flow demonstrates that the wetlands are disconnected from 
the underlying aquifer. The disconnect is further supported and explained in the EIS by the low 
permeability silty clay and loamy, unconsolidated sediments.  

Although the adjacent Castle Rock Wetland Bank lacks onsite water-table data, the analysis of 
the adjacent site (p. 137-138) appears to be inconsistent with this line of reasoning. Comparing 
the local slope of the shallow water table to the generalized, regional direction of groundwater 



flow is not “direct evidence that the groundwater in the wetland bank area is not connected to 
the regional aquifer.” 

The Shakopee Formation (Upper Prairie du Chien aquifer) is shallow in this area, and the local 
slope in the water table/piezometric head surface in the Upper Prairie du Chien aquifer is 
expected to be variable as affected by local discharge features. As explained in the EIS, the 
groundwater model indicates that water from the upper aquifer system discharges to the ditch 
system, the Castle Rock Wetland Bank, and the “wetland complex” with large variations in local 
groundwater-flow directions. The low permeability sediments beneath the wetlands restrict 
groundwater exchange with the underlying aquifer, but the evidence presented does not 
support the conclusion that the BWSR/Dakota County Wetland Bank is fully disconnected from 
the Upper Prairie Du Chien aquifer. If direct groundwater discharge to these wetlands is absent 
or is minimal, the piezometric head in the Upper Prairie du Chien aquifer may indirectly support 
wetland hydrology. The BWSR/Dakota County Wetland Bank lies directly adjacent to the Castle 
Rock Wetland Bank, separated by a north-south road, and there is no evidence of a 
fundamental hydrogeologic difference between the two sites. 

16. The method of analysis assumes that “if the reduction in head from dewatering is not large 
enough to eliminate groundwater discharge to the land surface, the water level in the wetland 
remains unchanged and there is sufficient water in the Wetland Complex to maintain the 
ecosystem.” (p. 139) 

The model predicts 5 to 10+ feet of drawdown in the water table beneath parts of the wetland 
complex (Inset 4-56) and a large decrease in groundwater discharge to the wetland complex 
and to the Castle Rock Wetland Bank (Table 4-33). One may infer that the model may also 
compute reduced groundwater discharge to the BWSR/Dakota County Wetland Bank. If 
computed heads remain above the land surface beneath at least part of the wetland complex, 
the computed drawdown and computed discharge to DRN features together indicate that 
computed heads in the top model layer are more than 5 feet above the land surface within the 
wetland complex in the baseline model simulation. Otherwise, computed heads could not 
remain at/above the land surface after drawdown of 5 to 10+ feet. This appears to be 
inconsistent with the mapped water-table contours (e.g., Inset 4-60). 

17. The computed water-table contours shown in Inset 4-60 indicate that the computed water-
table elevation beneath the wetland complex, Castle Rock Wetland Bank, and BWSR/Dakota 
County Wetland Bank is between 910 and 915 feet. The land surface is between elevations 914 
and 916 feet in the wetland complex and in the Castle Rock Wetland Bank, with ditch bottoms 
below 914 feet. Based on these elevations and the contours in Inset 4-60, the computed water 
table in the baseline model simulation could be slightly above to below the land surface across 
the off-site wetland areas. Are computed heads in the top layer of the model actually 5+ feet 
above the land surface in the wetland complex area rather than the elevations indicated by 
water-table contour elevations? If so, is that realistic, and is the model sufficiently reliable in 
this area to inform an assessment of the potential impacts on wetland hydrology? If baseline 
model heads are not 5+ feet above the land surface in the wetland complex, how is it possible 
that heads remain above the land surface in at least part of the wetland complex in the 
simulation that computes 5 to 10+ feet of drawdown within the wetland complex?  



4.3.1.8 Subsidence due to Dewatering (Pages 150-163) 

18. Groundwater Model Assessment of Preferential Flow Paths (p. 162): Reviewing the baseline 
groundwater model hydraulic head contours for evidence of bow features is not a meaningful 
method to evaluate for the presence of karst features such as cavities, particularly offsite. It is 
unlikely for such features to be detected and resolved by model “calibration” given the density 
of available data onsite. Offsite, the model parameter structure/configuration precludes 
detecting/resolving spatial patterns of hydraulic properties a priori throughout the large zone 
of tied “pilot points” where hydraulic properties are uniform. Data are less dense and “noisier” 
offsite, however, limiting the potential for resolving spatial variability regardless of model 
structure. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to review this document. Please let me know if you have any 
questions. 

Sincerely, 

 
Melissa Collins 
Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist | Ecological and Water Resources 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
1200 Warner Road 
St. Paul, MN 55106 
Phone: 651-259-5755 
Email: melissa.collins@state.mn.us 

CC:  Matt Bryan, Bryan Rock Products, Inc. 

 Bobby Nelson, Waterford Township Supervisor 

Equal Opportunity Employer 
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May 9, 2026 

Tom Davis, Clerk  
Waterford Township 
P.O. Box 531 
Northfield, MN 55057 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIS for a project to develop a new limestone quarry on property 
located in Waterford Township. Dakota County Physical Development staff reviewed the document and offer the 
following comments for consideration. 

Environmental Resources 

Surface Water 

· Section 1.5:  Setbacks from the wetlands for Phase 19-20 are unclear. It is also unclear how/whether
screening berms will be maintained for those phases.

· Section 1.5:  In reviewing the parcels on which the mine is proposed within the County records, it can be
observed that the adjacent parcels to the south are owned by the project Proposer. It is unclear whether
any future phases of mining are being considered for those parcels, but if so, the extent and timeline of
that mining area should be considered during the completion of this EIS.

· Section 4.1.1:
A more detailed reclamation plan should be considered that specifies the ultimate land use. A detailed
plan would allow for a more accurate cost estimate for financial assurance the regulating unit of
government (RGU) could use to ensure that the proposed reclamation meets accepted criteria. A
complete reclamation plan would allow the RGU to discuss the appropriateness of the ultimate proposed
land use, how it fits into their ordinance/comprehensive plan, and any long-term
monitoring/maintenance concerns. It’s unclear whether there are any proposed environmental
protections being installed to protect the unconfined aquifer after the mine closes.

Shoreland/Floodplain 

· Section 4.3.1.4.1: The floodplain analysis indicates that the proposed project will result in minor increases
in the 100-year floodplain level. This is assuming that we are understanding correctly that the additional
culverts and updated model water surface elevation described in the text are incorporated into the fourth
column and the “project impact” shown in the fifth column is representative of only the increase due to
dewatering flows. While these are minor increases in height, the Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources (MN DNR) typically does not allow any increase in floodplain elevations without completion of
a remapping process. Any increase in the regulatory floodplain elevations would likely require completion
of a conditional letter of map revision (CLOMR) and related floodplain map updates.
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· Section 4.3.1.4.3: It appears that the proposal is to “shut off” dewatering pumps to avoid operation during 
a 100-year flood event. The approach includes stream gage measurements be installed in the ditch to 
automatically terminate flows during high runoff events. Reliance on equipment like this would require 
operation and maintenance plans be created to ensure that the system is installed and functional in an 
enforceable manner. As the system is most critical during high stream flow events, it would need to be 
designed in a way to provide protection of equipment in these events. Dakota County would need to 
consider the input of the MN DNR in whether the dewatering regulation approach would be an 
acceptable approach to meeting the regulatory floodplain requirements.  

Public Ditch, Public Watercourses, and General Drainage/Water Capacity 

· Section 4.2.1.3: The proposed work will require a permit from Dakota County due to the use of and 
impacts to the public drainage system. This permit will not be reviewed for approval until all applicable 
Township and State permits have been secured. Due the increase in the amount of water that the 
applicable parcel(s) contributes to the system under the proposed development scenarios’ drainage 
projects (i.e., dewatering operations), the applicant may be required to complete an evaluation of impacts 
to the existing drainage system and its capacity. This process may result in the completion of drainage 
proceedings including, but not limited to: a drainage system improvement, an improvement to an outlet, 
a redetermination of benefits, and/or the use of the drainage system as an outlet. There are additional 
comments presented here related to drainage that are being provided to inform the EIS review and 
comment on the information presented. These are not intended to serve as formal comments of the 
Drainage Authority (the County Board) or provide any official review of the proposed project under the 
scope of public drainage system law (i.e., MN Statutes 103.E). 

· Section 4.3.1.3.2: It is noted that an analysis of the impacts of the project to ditch capacity will be needed 
regardless of whether or not the discharge is within 200 feet of the Public Drainage System due to the 
increase in flow and use of the public ditch. Formal review by the Drainage Authority will be needed as 
noted in comment on section 4.2.1.3 above.  

· Section 4.3.1.3.4:  The first paragraph on page 96 of the report describes the Proposer working with the 
Dakota County Soil and Water Conservation District (Dakota SWCD) on addressing erosion in the public 
ditch. It is unclear whether this is just the erosion area noted on lateral N-3 or if it also includes the North 
CD-2 eroded section. A permit would be required to do maintenance work including stabilization, and 
formal drainage law proceedings may be needed depending on the cost and activities proposed. 

· Section 4.3.1.3.5: It is not conservative to assume that the full dewatering rate needs to be included in the 
ditch analysis (as stated here). The other ‘uses’ related to wash water or use by area irrigators is not 
consistent and is not guaranteed due to factors like contracting and weather/soil conditions. Any ditch 
capacity analysis should use the full amount of expected dewatering for the scenario. 

· Section 4.3.1.3.6:  Table 4-20 covering anticipated depth and velocity in North CD-2 should include a 
column for baseflow conditions to gauge the impact of the Project dewatering on the flow and velocity in 
the ditch. This should cover periodic analysis points along the lateral and ditch from the discharge point to 
the end of the public ditch at the North Branch of Chub Creek as well as at culvert crossings. Illustrating 
the change in water levels in baseflow conditions before and after the proposed project is most critical to 
assessing impacts to field access and drain tile levels for area landowners. This information may be 
required in formal ditch review of capacity analysis but would be beneficial for other stakeholders in the 
meantime. 

· Section 4.3.1.5.3/4: It appears this section identifies North CD-2 as a public ditch but not as a public 
watercourse (or waterway). This is incorrect as the Public Waters Inventory (PWI) maps identify this reach 
with both a dashed line and a “heavy, dark line” indicating that this reach is both a public watercourse and 
a public ditch. In addition, the central and south portions of CD-2 are identified with a normal dashed line 
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indicating that they are a part of the public ditch system. Many of the assertions made in this section are 
dependent on North CD-2 not being identified as a public watercourse therefore the section as a whole 
and the effects of the dewatering and the discharge on the course, current, and cross-section of the public 
watercourse should be revisited. 

· Section 4.3.1.5.3/4: The “modeled reduction in streamflow” table, Table 4-30, should include a location 
on North CD-2 that is upstream of the dewatering discharge to evaluate the impact on baseflow in the 
watercourse upstream of the lateral towards TH 3. Actual streamflow measurements should be combined 
with the available Chub Creek USGS gage to validate the flow rates shown in the “baseline” column prior 
to active mining. This could be incorporated into the “draft stream monitoring plan” provided for North 
Branch of Chub Creek to ensure all baseline values are validated before the project. 

· Section 4.3.1.5.5: mitigation method one of captured water upstream in the North Branch of Chub Creek 
has confusing units and should indicate a flow of “0.24 cfs (108 gpm).”   

Monitoring 

· Section 4.3.1.1.3: The groundwater modeling drawdown scenarios show a lack of drawdown along the 
location of North CD-2. This appears to be an artifact of modeling the site dewatering discharge into the 
lateral and the corresponding “bounce” that is created in the model. The model is somewhat idealized 
compared to the variability present at the site, and there may be localized variability in the groundwater 
drawdown in wetlands through this area.  

· Section 4.3.1.2.4: The monitoring well inventory proposed is not robust enough to observe well 
interference potential as the mine expands. There is no monitoring proposed toward the northwest, 
particularly in the water table aquifer that may provide ground truthing for the modeled water table 
drawdowns in the direction of the wetland banks. 

Water Quality 

· Section 4.2.2.1: The water quality discussion on nitrate concentrations focuses on the “overall 
improvement in groundwater and surface water quality” as concentrations first in groundwater and then 
in the discharge decrease over time. The nitrate impairment section does not review the interim impacts 
to deeper groundwater when mining activities create a connection between the shallow groundwater 
(concentrations over 50 mg/L in some wells) and the deeper aquifer. Further, there will be decades of 
time where the surrounding area will still have agricultural inputs (e.g., fertilizer), including the eastern 
part of the mining area that is proposed to remain farmland for some time, at the same time dewatering 
activities are pulling shallow groundwater and mixing with the deeper aquifer. 

· Section 4.2.2.1, subsection c-f:  Dakota County staff has observed recent local projects going through the 
MPCA’s Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification (401 Certification) process to determine 
if a project meets antidegradation requirements and concerns being raised by the MPCA regarding a 
project degrading waters, even if the proposed project has an impact to downstream waters. This project 
is proposing to discharge to CD-2, a class 4 water with a standard of 100 mg/L. While this project will not 
directly discharge to North Branch Chub Creek, a class 2B water, CD-2 does empty into North Branch Chub 
Creek about 1.5 miles east of the project location. In 2022, the MPCA developed a Technical Support 
Document (TSD) for Nitrate (https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-s6-13.pdf). The TSD, if 
used to support a nitrate standard for class 2B waters, would set the acute and chronic standards for class 
2B waters at 60 mg/L and 8 mg/L, respectively. Depending on when this project applies for permits and 
whether the MPCA adopts a nitrate standard for class 2B waters, based on sampling results included in 
the EIS the concentration of discharge water could increase the nitrate concentration in North Branch 
Chub Creek and may be considered not meeting antidegradation requirements of the 401 Certification 
process. It is strongly advised that the project proposer consult with MPCA regarding the nitrate 
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concentrations of the dewatering discharge into County Ditch 2 (CD-2) and their potential impact to 
determine the viability of this discharge or whether any additional mitigation measures would be needed. 

· Section 4.2.2.2: Propose that dewatering be monitored for Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) at a 
reasonable frequency (e.g., annually) to ensure that recycled material piles and related retention pond 
are not creating a water quality issue in the discharge. 

· Section 4.3.1.7.1: The practice of using nitrate laden water for local irrigation to provide agricultural crops 
with nutrients and water is understood, assuming nutrient concentrations in the water are included in 
nutrient management calculations, but we have not seen a viable application of this locally and more 
information should be provided on the viability of such a system in order to evaluate the impacts of water 
volume or pollutant discharge to CD-2 and North Branch Chub Creek or any impacts to groundwater 
quality from the proposed irrigation. Which irrigators would be provided the water? Would pipe be run 
underground from the pit to each irrigation system? How would there be assurances to the agricultural 
producer(s) that an adequate volume of water is present in the pit at any given time to provide water to 
the irrigation system(s)? Would these systems be provided a backup water supply if the pit didn’t have 
adequate water volume to satisfy the irrigation volume needs? Will the system be shut down if adequate 
nitrate exists in the soil but the crops need additional water? 
 

Contamination 

Section 4.2.2 Environmental Effects. MPCA and MDA WIMN websites were searched for listings of environmental 
hazards located on or near the site.  Dakota County also has a Site Inventory with listings of known and suspected 
sites of environmental concerns. An environmental review of known and suspected sites in Dakota County Site 
Inventory is attached for review and includes sites identified within one mile of the subject property. 

According to Inset 4-18 and Inset 4-19 in Section 4.3.1.1 Groundwater Model, groundwater drawdown impacts will 
extend beyond the subject property and potentially beyond the one-mile search radius.  Four sites of potential 
environmental concern were identified in the county site inventory listing: 

§ Site ID 9009 Castle Rock Dump – agricultural disposal 
§ Site ID 9035 Brockton Dump – industrial waste disposal 
§ Site ID 9048 Marigold foods & Topp Farm – agricultural disposal 
§ Site ID 9110 Knutson Dump – large unlimited type dump 

 
In addition, there are fields with known or suspected biosolid applications located within these drawdown areas to 
the north and south of the subject property that could potentially be source areas for contaminants related to 
biosolids. 

According to Section 4.1.2.2 DRO and nitrate were detected in shallow groundwater during the hydrogeologic 
investigation.  Significant discussion regarding nitrate impacts is presented, however discussion of other 
parameters analyzed is not included.  The potential for migration of contaminants is present; a complete baseline 
of water quality parameters in all affected aquifers should be completed and monitored throughout the extent of 
the dewatering.  

Wetlands and Wetland Banks 

· 4.3.1.1.3 – the drawdown map for the surficial aquifer (water table) shows drawdown contours of 5 feet 
extending to the Jordan wetland bank to the northwest in the 775 feet mine floor option. Drawdown of 
the water table aquifer by even a small amount would be detrimental to the hydrology and vegetation 
that the County and State partners have invested a significant amount of time and resources in to achieve 
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a functioning wetland bank (and the same goes for the private bank nearby in the ‘buffer zone’ shown on 
the map on inset 4-56). 

· Section 4.3.1.6:  The bi-directional groundwater flow observed at the Jordan Wetland Bank is not 
significant enough to remove the wetland bank from further evaluation. This is particularly true when the 
baseflow impacts to North CD-2 adjacent to the north part of the wetland bank have not been fully 
evaluated in the impacts to baseflow evaluation.  

· Section 4.3.1.6.3: The “On-Site Wetlands” are evaluated for drawdown in this analysis. The impacts to the 
wetlands from receiving the dewatering discharge should also be evaluated. Wetland Conservation Act 
(WCA) regulations do not allow for impacts to the hydrological inputs to the wetland without avoidance, 
minimization, mitigation, etc. 

· Section 4.3.1.6.4: The conclusion that that “the water levels in the wetlands are not likely to change as a 
result of dewatering” does not seem accurate. It is likely that the area will remain wet due to the 
discharge remaining present, but the water level at the wetland may decrease as the amount of excess 
water across the wetland is reduced. This may result in a change to the type or function of the wetland. 

 

Groundwater Comments: 

1.6 Reclamation  

Please clarify plans for the site after its use as a mine. Will it be an amenity for the public or will the site be fenced 
and restricted? The applicant should restore the vegetated areas of the site to the original soil 
conditions. According to section 4.1.2.1. “...one to two feet thick [of topsoil] covers most of the site”. According to 
the document plans, “A minimum of three inches of topsoil will be spread over the upland areas, and they will be 
seeded with native seed mix.” There will be excess topsoil after 255 acres of soil have been scraped into berms for 
the proposed mine so the goal should be to replace the topsoil to its original thickness.  

2. Government Approvals  

Table 2-1 The MN Department of Health can be removed from the table because Dakota County has delegated 
authority over wells and borings except for municipal wells. Registered well permits are required for the 
environmental monitoring wells. The permit process requires water quality data and static water level 
measurements to be provided annually.  

4.1.2.2.a Shallow Limestone Deposits/Karst Features  

This is the first time the concept of karst is introduced. It is recommended that a map of the Pollution sensitivity of 
near-surface materials created by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Minnesota Hydrogeology Atlas 
Series HG-02, report and plate, accessible at https://gisdata.mn.gov/dataset/geos-hydrogeology-atlas-hg02 should 
be included in this section. See suggested map below. This dataset estimates the pollution sensitivity of near-
surface materials from the transmission time of water through 3 feet of soil and 7 feet of surficial geology, to a 
depth of 10 feet from the land surface. The footprint of the proposed mine should be added to the map. The 
parcels outlined in aqua on the map below is the proposed mine site.  
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The EIS states: “Dewatering activity will create changes in the direction of groundwater flow in the immediate 
vicinity of the mine by drawing flow towards the interior quarry sump area.” and “Dewatering will alter the 
groundwater flow directions in the immediate vicinity of the mine and draw groundwater towards the sump 
located within the mine and will increase the potential for contaminants from off-site anthropogenic sources to 
flow toward the site”. Changes in private water well quality from geo-sourced elements like manganese and 
arsenic as well as anthropogenic contaminants like nitrate and diesel range organics that were detected in the 
onsite environmental monitoring wells, may occur from changing the direction of groundwater flow as well as 
lowering the static water level. Were any efforts made to determine the source of the Diesel Range Organics and 
were the detections reported to the MN Pollution Control Agency?  

 We recommend well water quality testing of private drinking water wells and irrigation wells where the 
dewatering is predicted to lower the static water level five feet or more as predicted on Inset 4-18 and Inset 4-19 if 
mine floor elevation of 775 is approved or Inset 4-20 and 4-21 if mine floor elevation of 795 is approved. The 
sampling should be modeled after the Water Quality Response Plan for the City of Elko-New Market. Water 
samples should be tested for major cations (calcium, magnesium, sodium and potassium, anions (bicarbonate and 
chloride) plus manganese, iron, sulfate, nitrate-nitrogen, arsenic, and field parameters; conductivity, 
redox, DO and pH. There should be baseline water quality samples collected and analyzed before the dewatering 
begins, during the winter when dewatering is not occurring, and each time there is a substantial increase in 
pumping volumes as the mine deepens. Should the water quality parameters exceed drinking water guidelines 
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because of the dewatering then the applicant should consider providing water treatment to reduce that parameter 
to below drinking water guidelines. The applicant should respond to complaints from well owners when there is a 
change in the appearance or taste of their well water.   

The dewatering can increase the groundwater flow velocity and potentially increase the size of solution channels 
making the bedrock more susceptible to sinkholes or other catastrophic collapse.   

There is a typo on Appendix page 70 Inset 4-21 should state Maximum Area of Potential Effect for Jordan Aquifer 
795 Project not 775.  

4.2.1.3.a Comprehensive Guide Plans  

The EIS states: “Dewatering discharge will be treated in a sedimentation basin before being discharged off site and 
discharges will be monitored for water quality parameters to verify compliance with the discharge limitations and 
reported to the MPCA as required under the General NPDES Permit.” A map should be created of the location of 
the 12 borings and any previous borings related to the prior interest by Kraemer in using this site as a mine. This 
map should be used to identify areas to avoid water ponding like the proposed sedimentation basin. The borings 
can be considered a void in the bedrock where storing water on top, could induce sinkhole formation or other 
bedrock collapse.   

4.2.1.3.f. Zoning  

The EIS states: “A portion of the dewatering discharge to CD-2 may require work and/or monitoring within the 
public drainage system and a permit from the County.” Please clarify what work may be required.    

4.2.2.1.a Background information -Existing Nitrate Impairment  

The EIS states the water pumped for dewatering will be used to “…supplement or replace three adjacent irrigation 
wells located near the dewatering activity.” Three of the irrigation wells are multi-aquifer and pump water from 
both the Prairie du Chien and Jordan Aquifers. Since the MN Department of Health delegated the authority of 
wells and borings to Dakota County in 1989, multi-aquifer wells are prohibited. The Prairie du Chien and Jordan 
Aquifers are separate aquifers with different water quality and different water levels. An open borehole to the two 
aquifers can draw the more contaminated water into the Jordan aquifer when the well is pumping. When the well 
is not pumping the Jordan under artesian pressure will flow into the aquifer above. It is recommended that should 
the multi-aquifer wells be supplanted by the dewatering water permanently, then the wells should be sealed by a 
licensed well contractor.  

4.2.2.1.c Analysis – Existing Nitrate Impairment  

2. Water Quality Sampling  

The statement “Surrounding drinking water supply wells are generally completed in the deeper underlying Jordan 
Aquifer” is not accurate according to the figures 4-23 and 4-24, only slightly more are completed in the Jordan 
Aquifer. The “assumed wells”, places of habitation without a well record are usually assumed to be completed in 
either the Prairie du Chien or screened in the unconsolidated sediments due to their age and abundance of water 
in those aquifers at the time they were drilled.  
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4.2.2.2.c  Analysis  

The location of the temporary sedimentation basin should not be located where the 12 borings or any previous 
borings related to prior attempts to develop this site for a mine were located since the borings can be considered a 
void in the bedrock and storing/ponding of water on top could create conditions for a sinkhole or other bedrock 
collapse.   

The EIS identifies PAHs, metals and solids as potential contaminants from stockpiling concrete and asphalt. The 
haul back material from industrial sites, airports or fire foam use could contain PFAS. How can the applicant ensure 
that no PFAS containing  are transported to the site? Please clarify how the stormwater gets managed to prevent 
migration of contaminants. It is recommended that the dewatering effluent be tested for PAH, PFAS and metals.  

4.3.1.2.2 Method of Analysis -Well Inventory  

Dakota County provided two GIS layer shape files in September 2023 to Barr Engineering. One layer is composed of 
wells with a unique well number and the well construction details and the other is a layer of points where wells are 
assumed to be located based on habitation and no well record has been located. This data is not referenced in the 
References Section. Please confirm if the data provided was used in this EIS.  

The static water levels and pump setting information from the original well construction records used in the 
analysis and this information is likely inaccurate because the well records could be as old as 1975 and the static 
water level likely has changed and as pumps are replaced or water levels decline, the pump information and the 
placement of the pump are different from the original construction records.   

4.3.1.2.4 Monitoring and Mitigation - Well Inventory  

a. Verification of Well Pump Setting  

The method of verifying pump settings was not described. If well pumps are pulled to measure drop pipe length, 
the wells are required to be disinfected.  

b. Groundwater Monitoring  

The current use of well PW-1 is industrial. The future use of the well is monitoring. If well PW-1 is used as a 
monitoring well, it must be changed with Dakota County and added to the Dakota County Annual Registered Well 
Permit Application, including any new environmental monitoring wells that are proposed to be drilled. All water 
quality data and static water levels are required to be submitted with a complete permit application annually.  

c. Well Owner Agreements  

Should the three high-capacity irrigation wells no longer be needed the wells should be sealed by a licensed well 
contractor.  

Often when a well fails or the water declines below the well pump intake, a well contractor can provide a tank of 
water for emergency out of water situations. Most contractors only have one of these tanks available and they can 
be in high demand.  Should the quarry dewatering cause multiple wells to run out of water at the same time the 
applicant should consider owning several truck mounted water tanks to provide well owners water until the 
problem can be resolved.   
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d. MDNR Well Interference Resolution  

The discussion of well interference should not be limited to water level changes but should address changes in 
water quality. The dewatering pumping may change the water quality in private wells to where a drinking water 
quality standard is exceeded where it was not before the dewatering began.  

4.3.1.4.3 Monitoring and Mitigation - Flood Analysis  

Dewatering discharge water during a flood should not be diverted to an area in the mine where historical borings 
were drilled as these can be considered a void and lead to sinkhole formation or bedrock collapse.  

4.3.1.7.1 Background Information – Nitrates  

The EIS states “According to the Dakota County well inspector, the drinking water supply wells in the area are 
generally completed in the deeper underlying Jordan aquifer (Dakota County, 2024c) as Dakota County will not 
issue well permits to well drillers for water wells constructed above the Jordan aquifer.” This statement needs to 
be clarified, wells are allowed to be screened in the quaternary aquifer and wells completed in the Prairie du Chien 
are prohibited in the vicinity of the mine.   

Both Figures 4-23 and 4-24 are referenced in this section and are located in the appendix.  Recommend 
not publishing the well owner’s water quality results with the well identifier (Unique Number) to respect well 
owners’ privacy. Consider removing the nitrate results from these maps for the final EIS document.  

4.3.1.7.2 Method of Analysis – Nitrates  

The EIS states “Although sand point wells (a shallow type of well driven into the ground) are not regulated, new 
water supply wells completed by a licensed well driller cannot be permitted in the water table aquifer (Dakota 
County7, 2024c).” This statement needs to be clarified, sand point (also known as drive point wells) are 
allowed and are regulated. Licensed well drillers are allowed to drill a screened well in the quaternary 
aquifer, whereas wells completed in the Prairie du Chien are prohibited in the vicinity of the mine.  

4.3.1.8.3 Subsidence from Karst Sinkholes and Cover Collapse  

Potential for Karst is this area is understated in the current draft. There are multiple karst features in the DNR Karst 
Feature Inventory in the general area with accompanying remarks. In addition, a more recent sinkhole occurrence 
was documented by Dakota County staff on 5/28/2025 (details: Lat 44.544007 long -93.147622; 1.88m horizontal 
accuracy; Remark: Dakota County inspected on 5/28/2025. The land owner stated that it opened on May 7th when 
major railway reconstruction was occurring to the west, and specifically that pounding was occurring to drive large 
pilings for retention walls. The land owner filled shortly after with gravel and as of 4/13/2026 it has not collapsed 
again. Approximately 2 yards of material had been swallowed prior to my inspection). Please provide evidence for 
the statement, “At the Site where the rock will be removed as part of mining, there is no potential for sinkhole 
development.”. The blasting and excavation of the limestone can cause collapse the underlying bedrock where 
caverns and large fractures may exist.  

Recommend that Inset 4-67 Karst Regions of MN be zoomed in, and the mine footprint added.  

 



 
 

 

Physical Development Division 
P 952-891-7000   F 952-891-7031   W www.dakotacounty.us 
A Dakota County Western Service Center  •  14955 Galaxie Ave.  •  Apple Valley  •  MN 55124 

 

ASTM D8512-23 Standard Practice for Preliminary Kart Terrain Assessment for Site Development summarizes karst 
concerns at this site in Section 5.2:  

  

  

  

4.3.1.8.5 Results – Subsidence  

3. Evaluation of Karst Features Inventory Points Database and Nearby Off-Site Water Well Records and Thickness 
of Cover   

See comments from 4.3.1.8.3 in regards to risk of karst. In addition, Dakota County Soil and Water Conservation 
Staff inspected #19D52 and verified it to be sinkhole. This sinkhole was subsequently filled. The statement that 
“The evidence suggests that this feature may be related to a non-karst subsidence (e.g., collapse of a foundation or 
old dug well)” is not based in fact and no evidence was provided. Sinkhole 19D0000052 is field verified in the Karst 
Feature Inventory on the DNR’s webpage and has the following remark: 
 

“22 Apr 2019:  Telephone call from Todd Matzke, Resource Conservationist, Dakota Co. SWCD, Todd 
reported a new sinkhole opened on 17 or 18 Apr 2019. Todd sent a location map and several photos of 
the new sinkhole. The sinkhole is a vertical shaft in the St. Peter Sandstone.  Todd said [it] was 8 ft in 
diameter and 35 ft deep. He is interested to see if there is a drain at the bottom. Todd provided a location 
map and photos of the new sinkhole. On the LiDAR hillshade map the shaft appears to be in the middle of 
a shallow, round depression about 6 m in diameter. ECA Jr.” 
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A depression as described in the remark can be seen clearly on the 2011 hillshade available at Dakota County and 
elsewhere. A review of the historical plat map years 1896 and 1916 as well as air photos between 1937 and 2000 
do not indicate any human habitation that would indicate an “old dug well” would be the cause and the feature is 
set back approximately 75 feet from the foundation developed in 2001. Human habitation is not visible in air 
photos until 2002, the year built for the home is 2001.  
 
In addition, the comparison of the karst profile in Castle Rock Township to that of the karst profile in Fountain 
Township in Fillmore County is a poor argument and only indicates that the geology and karst occurrences are 
different. Drawing attention to differences between karst occurrences and landscape features in a different county 
does not prove that karst conditions do not exist in Castle Rock Township.  
 

Below is an air photo from Spring of 2019 and the sinkhole is visible.   
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Below is an air photo from fall of 2019 and the sinkhole has been filled.  

  

4.3.4.3 Background Information - Blasting  

The EIS states “A typical blast which is composed of the staggered detonation of 25-60 holes lasts only one to two 
seconds.”  Please clarify if the drilling and blasting may occur multiple times on the same day or limited to once.  

The EIS states “Ground vibration results from a very small amount of energy that is released during the blast as it 
travels away from the blast in waves through the ground. As the ground vibrations propagate further away from 
the blast, the residual energy dissipates quickly near the source and more slowly far from the source and may 
produce perceptible vibrations off-site.”  We are aware of a sinkhole located approximately 7,600 feet northwest 
of the property (see comments from 4.3.1.8.3). The landowner believes it was caused by vibrations created by 
construction on the new bridge located approximately 1,000 feet west of the sinkhole.   

Transportation  

Dakota County Transportation staff offer the following comments on the transportation mitigation section (page 
204): 

• Section 7.4 Transportation – Item 1 (Pave CR 53 from site access to CSAH 86): 
The County will review construction plans and specifications to ensure compliance with County and State 
standards. This review will include pavement design, typical section, and turn lane requirements. Turn lanes 
will be evaluated at both the site access and the CR 53/CSAH 86 intersection. Review will occur through the 
County’s permitting process for work within County right-of-way. 
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• Section 7.4 Transportation – Item 2 (Access permit from Dakota County): 
The County’s 2040 Transportation Plan (July 2021) establishes access spacing guidelines to promote safe and 
efficient roadway operations. Prior to developing road improvement plans, coordinate with the County 
Transportation Department on access locations and any required turn lanes. 

County Road 53 has been identified in the County’s 2040 Transportation plan as a potential jurisdictional transfer 
and a high priority goal. The 2040 Plan provides a guideline to meet Dakota County’s strategic goals. The latest 
plan was adopted in 2021 and is updated every 10 years. 

The County will budget for a project in year 2027 of the 2027-2031 Capital Improvement Program for the CR 53 
transfer. The official jurisdictional transfer will require Sciota, Waterford and Dakota County to enter into 
agreement defining terms of the jurisdictional transfer. 

 
If you have any questions relating to our comments, please contact me at 952-891-7007 or 
Georg.Fischer@co.dakota.mn.us   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Georg T Fischer, Assistant County Manager 
Physical Development Division 
 
 
cc:   Commissioner Mike Slavik, District 1 
         Heidi Welsch, County Manager 
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Environmental Review Map Waterford
Parcel ID: 410040050010, 410040075010

Review Date: April 15, 2026
Aerial Photo: 2022

Copyright 2026,  Dakota County
This drawing is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be
used as one.  This drawing is a compilation of records, information and data located
in various city, county, and state offices and other sources, affecting the area shown,
and is to be used for reference purposes only.  Dakota County is not responsible for
any inaccuracies herein contained.  If discrepancies are found please contact the
Dakota County Environmental Resources Department.
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Environmental Review Report  
 Haz Waste Generators 

 ID Generator Address City Waste_Name Size_ Status 
  2544 Landscapes Plus 28030 Chippendale Blvd Northfield Used Oil MQG Generator  
Dakota County Site Inventory 
 Site ID MPCA Leak ID MPCA_VICID Site Name Site Classification Comments File Status 
  9009   Castle Rock Dump Agricultural Disposal Open 
  9035   Brockton Dump Industrial Waste Disposal Open 
  9048   Marigold Foods & Topp Farm Agricultural Disposal Open 
  9110   Knutson Dump Large, Unlimited Variety Open 

 
MPCA "What's in My Neighborhood" Site Data 
 
 Active Institutional Controls  
 Name Flag Address City MPCA Activities MPCA IDs (Y or N)  
 Gerald W & Deborah K  Y 27590 Biscayne Ave W Randolph Feedlots 037-88520 N 
 Kramer Farm 
 Gary Neil Farm Y 2020 280th St Northfield Feedlots 037-88186 N 

 Fort Snelling Chapel  Y 101 Snelling Lake Road Saint Paul Construction Stormwater C00038895 N 

 Parking Lot 
 Statewide Realestate  Y 3150 280th St W Northfield SSTS, Licensed Organization L3162 N 
 Services 
 CSAH 86 & TH 3 Y Northfield Construction Stormwater C00074175 N 

 Triple "O" Dairy - Scott  Y 29433 Northfield Blvd Randolph Feedlots 037-94462 N 

 Otte 
 Garlan E & Kathleen  N Address Unknown Northfield Feedlots 037-88240 N 
 Dubbels Farm 
 DHL Express - MSP N 1940 Cargo Rd Minneapolis Industrial Stormwater MNR0535MM N 
 George W & Rozetta R  Y 1462 280th St W Randolph Feedlots 037-88238 N 

 Hallcock Farm 
 Lloyd Adelmann Farm Y 2226 280th St W Northfield Feedlots 037-88190 N 
 SP 1920-42 Y TH 3 at Dakota County  Castle Rock  Construction Stormwater C00045569 N 

 SAH 86 Township 
 John G & Lanna R Baker  Y 29399 Burma Ave Northfield Feedlots 037-88189 N 
 Farm 
 Ferdinand Volkert Farm Y 29500 Arkansas Ave Randolph Feedlots 037-88182 N 
 
 Thomas G Devney Farm Y 28951 Arkansas Ave Northfield Feedlots 037-88188; MPCA-INT 3248 N 
 
 George W Hallcock Farm Y 1995 280th St W Randolph Feedlots 037-88522 N 
 934th ALW Aircraft  N 760 Military Hwy Minneapolis Construction Stormwater C00027964 N 

 Parking Apron Repairs 
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End of Report 
 



An equal opportunity employer. 

 

P r o t e c t i n g ,  M a i n t a i n i n g  a n d  I m p r o v i n g  t h e  H e a l t h  o f  A l l  M i n n e s o t a n s  

May 11, 2026 

 

Tom Davis 

Waterford Township Clerk  

Waterford Township Minnesota 

P.O. Box 531  

Northfield, MN 55057 

 

Dear Mr. Tom Davis, 

 

Thank you for providing the Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) with the opportunity to 

comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Waterford Township Limestone 

Quarry project. The mission of MDH is to protect, maintain, and improve the health of all 

Minnesotans. The careful planning and development of projects such as this one supports this 

mission and is an important step in ensuring health in all policies. 

 

MDH would like to reiterate the importance of monitoring both water quantity and water quality 

as this project progresses, to not only protect against well interference, but also to protect drinking 

water sources against increasing concentrations of naturally occurring contaminants such as 

arsenic and manganese. Increased pumping/dewatering and subsequent lowering of the water table 

has the potential to activate naturally occurring contaminants, thus affecting overall water quality. 

For example, the Quaternary deposits are from the Des Moines Lobe which can be associated with 

increased levels of arsenic and manganese. 

 

MDH recommends baseline determinations of arsenic and manganese concentrations before 

dewatering begins along with annual monitoring of water quality (compared to baseline 

concentrations) throughout the life of the project to help ensure that project activities are not having 

a negative impact on the drinking water quality of nearby residential or public drinking water 

wells. 

 

Health starts where we live, learn, work, and play. To create and maintain healthy Minnesota 

communities, we have to think in terms of health in all policies. Thank you again for the 

opportunity to provide comments on this Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Waterford 

Township Limestone Quarry project. Feel free to contact me at (651) 201-4907 or 

david.bell@state.mn.us if you would like to discuss our recommendation or if you have any other 

questions regarding this letter.  

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

mailto:david.bell@state.mn.us


P A G E  2  O F  2  
D E I S  W A T E R F O R D  T O W N S H I P  L I M E S T O N E  Q U A R R Y  
M A Y  1 1 ,  2 0 2 6  
 

 

 

 

David Bell 

Environmental Review Coordinator 

Environmental Health Division 

Minnesota Department of Health 

PO Box 64975 

Saint Paul, MN 55164-0975 
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