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Technical Memorandum 
To: Rick West 

 Otter Tail County Engineer 

Through: Larry Kramka 

Senior Environmental Project Manager  

From: Katherine M. Lind 

 Environmental Scientist 

Subject: Star Lake Casino Development EAW – Third Party Review: Initial Assessment of 

Completeness (HEI Project No. 6394-012) 

Date: September 22, 2016 

 
Otter Tail County has contracted with Houston Engineering, Inc. (HEI) to conduct a completeness review of the 
draft Star Lake Casino Development, Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) and data submittal. HEI 
has completed its initial review of the EAW for completeness and adequacy. The review consisted of verifying 
the use of appropriate supporting data and that items 1-20 of the prepared EAW are sufficient to meet EAW 
requirements as provided in the Environmental Quality Board (EQB), EAW Guidelines (October 2013), and 
Minnesota Rules Chapter 4410. Based on this initial review, we find the drafted EAW and data submittal to be 
generally sufficient, but incomplete in a few key areas. We did not find any major deficiencies requiring 
extensive rework or analysis. One area that needs to be addressed throughout the document is to incorporate 
information regarding the powerline connected action. Each of the questions needs to include any relevant 
information regarding the powerline project.  
 
The following additional items have been identified as incomplete or in need of additional information prior to 
recommending approval and submittal of the EAW for public comment: 
 

1) Item 3, RGU Contact: Bill Kalar is spelled incorrectly 

2) Item 6, Project Description: The Project Description provides an explanation of the basic nature and 
characteristics of the project along with construction related activities, but it does not describe the 
ongoing operational activities of the project (p. 2/3 of 24). Impacts and effects from the proposed 
operational activities should then be discussed throughout the remainder of the document. The project 
acreage needs to be consistent throughout the document. 

3) The Great River Energy (GRE) and Lake Region Electric Cooperative projects are identified in the draft 
EAW as “connected actions” to the project. In order to address MN Rules Chapter 4410.1000 subp. 4, 
a fuller description of the project and environmental impacts and effects of the these electric-utility 
related projects should be provided in the document. The identified environmental assessments that 
were conducted for these projects can be utilized and referenced in the present project EAW.  
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4) The table provided in Item 6c should describe the number of hotel units and RV sites as residential 
units (may be itemized) in accordance with the way the RGU considers these sites. 

5) A more detailed project timeline that includes actual dates and progression of project activities is 
recommended (p.3 of 24). 

6) Item 7, Cover Types: The Before/After acreages do not match the sum (227 acres) that is provided in 
the table (p. 4 of 24). 

7) Item 8, Permits: It appears that portions of the water supply system will be outside of the trust land and 
subject to Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) plan review requirements for a transient non-
community public water supply system.  

8) Item 9, Land Use: The EAW indicates compliance with Otter Tail County’s Shoreland Management 
Ordinance Standards. In general, this section (item b in particular) should provide a more factual 
description of how the project does or does not comply with the applicable standards/plans that provide 
a basis for a conclusion in the final findings of fact on the compatibility of the proposed development. 
The accompanying discussion appears to only consider the requirements for Star Lake, but does not 
consider the Unnamed lake (Lake ID: 56048700) identified as a Natural Environment Lake. The EAW 
needs to address the compatibility with the standards for the overlapping shoreland districts on the 
property. Additionally, the following are recommended:  

 Although not required, it would be helpful to the RGU and public to have a figure included that 
illustrates the overlapping shoreland districts.  

 The Star Lake Improvement District was never formed, therefore this reference should be 
removed (see Item 9.a.ii. on page 6).  

 Reference to Star Lake as a General Use Lake is incorrect and instead should be General 
Development. 

9) Item 10, Geology and Soils: This section appears to be complete. The following items are 
recommended:  

 The legend on map Figure 8 should be updated to include the description of the Agt rock unit, 
as the project is located within this unit. It is noted that the EAW document text (p. 7 of 24) 
matches the referenced source map description 1.  

 The EAW references soil boring information for the site. It is recommended that a more 
complete reference to the geotechnical investigation(s) be included as readily available 
supplemental information to the bedrock and surficial geology maps provided in Figures 8 and 
9. 

10) Item 10, Soils and Topography:  We recommend that the USDA-NRCS soil percentages presented 
in the EAW document (p. 7/8 of 24) and the information in Figure 10B match for clarity.  

11) Item 11.a Surface Water Resources (p. 9 of 24): For completeness, the following are recommended: 

 The first paragraph in Item 13a. be moved to this section.  

 The EAW lists the two public waters but does not provide a description of the water resources. 
General descriptions of these public waters should be included. Helpful description information 

                                                      
1 S-21 Geologic Map of Minnesota-Bedrock Geology, Jirsa, Mark A., Boerboom, Terrence J.; Chandler, V.W.; 
Mossler, John H.; Runkel, Anthony C.; Setterholm, Dale R. (Minnesota Geological Survey, 2011). 
https://conservancy.umn.edu/handle/11299/101466 (accessed Sept 15, 2016).  

https://conservancy.umn.edu/handle/11299/101466
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may be available through the MDNR, LakeFinder online database 
(http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/lakefind/index.html). 

 A map showing public water resources is recommended for Star (ID# 56038500) and 
Unnamed lake (ID#56048700). 

12) Item 11.a.ii., Wells: The well discussion appears complete. It is recommended that the EAW include:  

 A map showing the locations of existing and proposed wells in relation to the project; and 

 Moving paragraph 4 under Item 10 (p. 7 of 24) describing the six domestic water wells within 
one mile of the project, to this section.  

13) Item 11.b.i.2, Wastewater: Although an adequate description of the system and its design flow is 
provided, the wastewater discussion appears incomplete in the discussion of potential effects to 
groundwater and surface water as required in 11.b.i.3. We also recommend that a more robust 
discussion of the suitability factors considered for the site be provided in the narrative.  

14) Item 11.b.ii., Stormwater: For completeness, the following are recommended: 

 The stormwater runoff on site is described, though the actual effects of the project on 
stormwater could be better characterized by providing the amounts and composition 
(qualitative and/or quantitative) of stormwater runoff from the site and describing the 
techniques planned to minimize adverse impacts from stormwater quantity and quality.  

 Typical erosion and sediment control measures for both during and after construction should 
be described. It appears that additional information provided through the CUP application 
regarding grading can be incorporated.  

 The current text includes a statement that ponds will be designed to control up to a 100-year 
rain event but does not provide the associated duration. It is also noted that the EAW identifies 
that all stormwater runoff from the entire site will be directed to retention ponds post 
construction and we want to make sure that this is correct. 

15) Item 11.b.iii., Water Appropriation: This section is currently incomplete for the following reasons:  

 The description is confusing as it implies that dewatering may not be necessary, yet describes 
a well thought out plan for managing construction dewatering.  

 The EAW should identify the likely receiving waters and some description of how the 
anticipated discharge will/will not affect those water bodies.  

 The water supply discussion does not provide an estimate of the quantity or duration of use 
anticipated.  

 The discussion regarding the installation of new wells on the site for water supply should 
include additional data on any test wells, aquifer tests that were performed, and anticipated 
sustainability of the groundwater resource to support the new appropriation. This should 
include a discussion regarding known water appropriations within the vicinity in order to 
characterize the potential effects of the new appropriation on the regional groundwater supply.  

 We recommend that a map figure indicating existing wells within 1.5 miles of the site be 
included and locations of any test wells, or completed production wells, be referenced.  

 Any avoidance/minimization/mitigation measures established by the project, such as water 
conservation practices, should be discussed here. 

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/lakefind/index.html
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 Lastly, there does not appear to be any discussion on the relationship between the 
groundwater and surface water resources (e.g., wetlands) and potential impacts (if any) from 
the proposed groundwater appropriation to the adjacent surface water resources. A discussion 
of the groundwater and surface water interactions is recommended to make this section more 
complete. 

16) Item 11b.iv., Surface waters – wetlands: It is recommended that the proposer provide additional 
information that has likely been provided as part of the USACE Section 404 permitting application and 
the WCA replacement plan submittals to better describe the nature of the proposed effects to wetland 
resources on the project site, sequencing, and wetland quality.  

17) Item 12a., Contamination/Hazardous Materials/Waste: The discussion regarding the Phase I and 
Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) conducted for the project provides a good background 
on what was found on the site. However, it is unclear from the discussion what was or will be done with 
the identified sites. Particularly, the text suggests that the contamination will be addressed in 
accordance with MPCA regulations and guidelines, but then continues to say MPCA is not requiring 
any additional action. It is unclear to the reader whether any additional action is forthcoming and needs 
clarification. 

18) Item 12b., Contamination/Hazardous Materials/Waste: This section appears complete with the 
exception of providing more specific estimates of the composition and quantities of solid wastes 
generated by the operating facility. It is recommended that the first two paragraphs of this section be 
moved to 12.a. as they more precisely describe the pre-project conditions.  

19) Item 13.a., Fish and wildlife habitats:  Additional information on the fishery of Star Lake should be 
included as an adjacent resource. 

20) Item 14, Historic properties: A letter/documentation received from the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) is required. 

21) Item 16.b., Vehicle emissions:  The reference to a non-attainment area should have an 
accompanying description of what non-attainment means, since not all readers in this area maybe 
familiar with this term. 

22) Item 17, Noise: The discussion in item 17.(3), includes reference to pile driving during construction. An 
estimate of the duration of pile driving activities should be included and we recommend that a 
discussion of the timing of this operation be included. 

23) Item 18.a.2, Transportation:  The discussion provided in the text is confusing. We recommend that 
this area be reworded to better describe the information referenced in the figures. 

 
Additionally, the following are not requirements, but recommendations that may assist the EAW audience in 
their review of the document: 

 Provide detailed references in the document text and web-links (when available) to referenced sources 
(e.g., plans, such as the Limited Star Lake Comprehensive Plan, reports, assessments, etc.). These 
references should be utilized throughout the document and compiled within a bibliography. 

 Provide identifiers to the appendices (e.g., page-by-page labels as to what Appendix it is [A, B, C, etc.] 
or provide labeled Appendix spacer-pages) for the ease of the reader. 


