
For the best experience, open this PDF portfolio in
 
Acrobat X or Adobe Reader X, or later.
 

Get Adobe Reader Now! 

http://www.adobe.com/go/reader




From: Kyle Mehrken
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 1:10:56 PM


To Whom it may concern,


I am a farmer from Thief River Falls and am writing you concerning the
draft nitrogen fertilizer rule.  I would ask you to significantly change
or eliminate the draft nitrogen fertilizer rule.   As a fourth
generation farmer, I want what is best for the environment, so I may
pass onto the next generation what was passed onto me.  This rule does
not help us improve the environment.


We have been applying nitrogen fertilizer for generations in
northwestern Minnesota and do not have a problem with nitrates in ground
water.   Your goal of this rule has already been accomplished in
northwestern Minnesota!  By not changing or eliminating this rule, you
will not only alienate yourselves from farmers, but also I fear will
cause more farmers not to apply nitrogen fertilizer according to the
best management practices because of the time crunch that most nitrogen
fertilizer will need to be applied.  Farmers are very good stewards of
the land and utilize technology such as variable rate application,
nitrogen inhibitors, and other best management to limit the loss of
nitrogen fertilizer.


Please don't apply a blanket policy for a few problem areas.  Let us
continue to do our job without blanket restrictions and you will
continue to get the results you are after.  We all want a safe and clean
Minnesota to live in.


Sincerely,


Kyle Mehrkens



mailto:mehrkens@wiktel.com

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: Kyle Mehrkens
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: N Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 7:22:06 AM


Dear Fertilizer Technical Unit Supervisor Larry Gunderson,


I am writing in regards to the MDA proposed N Fertilizer Rule. I am asking that the rule be
 rewritten and consider the huge economic impact it will have on Minnesota's farm families.
First of all, the rule relies on faulty data collected from domestic wells. Well casings have
 many maintenance and construction issues that can lead to the well being compromised and
 showing levels of N higher than in the surrounding groundwater. The result is that farm
 families are considered guilty before the actual source of the N is determined. The MDA
 should only use test results from properly constructed monitoring wells.
Secondly, the application of the rule may have devastating economic effects on farm families.
 Farmers are already careful about the rate of N used on their fields. This is an expensive input
 that is vital for a good harvest. We do not want to waste N or pollute groundwater. In many
 areas there is not proper infrastructure to get N to farmers in the fall. Fall road restrictions
 could make fertilizers unavailable and spell doom for farm families. In addition, there is not
 adequate manpower and machinery to get all the fields fertilized in the spring. These
 challenges and the economic impact on farm families and rural economies has not been
 looked at or considered at all in this rule.
Finally, the rule's use of townships is too broad. Each field acts differently than the next.
 Looking at soils and the conservation practices on a field level should be a part of the rule
 before any restriction is put on the use of N fertilizer.
Please take the time to look into these issues and rewrite the rule in a way that will treat farm
 families fairly. The rule should look at the true source of N and the true levels of N and be
 built upon sound science.


Regards, 
Kyle Mehrkens 
13290 120th Ave NE
Thief River Falls, MN 56701 



mailto:mehrkensfarms@gmail.com
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From: Joann Brown
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:04:36 AM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve
 the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.


2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.


3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Ms. Joann Brown
8240 39th Ave N
New Hope, MN 55427
7635457369



mailto:Brown8240@comcast.net

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of kkokett@hotmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 5:46:22 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Kim Kokett
2243 Buchanan St NE
Minneapolis, MN 55418-3815



mailto:mailagent@thesoftedge.com

mailto:kkokett@hotmail.com

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of kclayton@fmr.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:31:27 AM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Katherine Clayton
348 5th Ave Sout
South Saint Paul, MN 55075-2619



mailto:mailagent@thesoftedge.com

mailto:kclayton@fmr.org

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: Laurence Margolis
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 8:27:50 PM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Mr. Laurence Margolis
3916 Avondale St
Mitka, MN 55345
9529319606



mailto:margolislaurence@gmail.com

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of josephmmorse@gmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Sunday, August 27, 2017 6:11:22 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Joesph Morse
23375 Buffalo Ridge Rd
Winona, MN 55987-6064



mailto:mailagent@thesoftedge.com

mailto:josephmmorse@gmail.com

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: Kristin Hogquist
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 12:53:40 PM


Thank you for giving me the chance to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen
 Fertilizer Rule. The Rule proposed by the agency is weak and fails to protect our ground from agricultural
 pollution.


Part 2, in particular, includes a flaw that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore our groundwater and
 drinking water resources.


The MDA's proposed rule unreasonably limits application of the Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water
 resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the 1989 Groundwater Protection
 Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some groundwater.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you
Kris Hogquist


Ms. Kristin Hogquist
1911 Ashland Ave
Saint Paul, MN 55104
6516463181



mailto:hogqu001@umn.edu

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: Joan Hughes
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Saturday, August 26, 2017 2:07:03 PM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve
 the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.


2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.


3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Ms. Joan Hughes
4088 Utica Ave S
St Louis Park, MN 55416
9529227440



mailto:joanhughes03@gmail.com

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of wannebo@uslink.net
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 5:51:23 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Larry Wannebo
39911 County Road 66
Crosslake, MN 56442-3096



mailto:mailagent@thesoftedge.com

mailto:wannebo@uslink.net

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: Jonathan Johnson
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 8:40:05 AM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


Jonathan Johnson
PO Box 65
Grove City, MN 56243
jjohnson@isd465.org



mailto:jjohnson@isd465.org

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 9:37:47 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Jim Wyffels
Organization: CFS


Email: jwyffels@cfscoop.com
Zip Code: 55946
Comment: Like the rule for no application to frozen ground but that is all. We need to


 apply our nitrogen in the fall with N-Serve because the industry is not setup
 for all applications nitrogen in the spring. Not enough storage at the plants for
 all sources of . Urea, Nh3 or UAN. Yes these prouducts can go on later as a
 side dress application but same applies. Storage of all our needs for one
 season.


 



mailto:MDA.Info@state.mn.us

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us

mailto:katie.wolf@state.mn.us






From: Laura Jester
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 6:42:48 AM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Ms. Laura Jester
16145 Hillcrest Ln
Eden Prairie, MN 55346
952-270-1990



mailto:laura.jester@keystonewaters.com

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 2:35:43 PM


Larry Gunderson
Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Roberts Street North
St. Paul, MN 55155-2538


Dear Mr. Gunderson,


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


I do not think a one-size-fits-all strategy is the best approach to maintaining or improving
 groundwater in a state as large and diverse as Minnesota. Instead of prohibiting fall nitrogen
 applications across the entire state based solely on soil type, you should take into account the
 many factors that reduce the risk of nitrate leaching in the different parts of the state,
 including northern and western Minnesota. You should take a regional approach and work
 with growers and other local experts to identify the best strategies, for each region, before
 regulating nitrogen applications as proposed in Part 1 of the rule.


By prohibiting fall applications of nitrogen in such a large area of Northwest Minnesota, you
 would be creating a major problem because we do not have the infrastructure, at supply
 companies and individual farms, to apply and incorporate all the acres in a very short
 application window in the spring. (Infrastructure includes: people, equipment, storage
 capacity and large distances between fields and to the fertilizer source-Mississippi River)
 There could be unintended consequences because P and K may be incorporated in the fall and
 N in the spring, causing more tillage and possible erosion in some situations. It would also
 raise the cost of production.


Nitrogen is expensive and I am doing whatever I can to keep it available for the crops that I
 grow. I use many different strategies to do this economically and I am always looking for
 additional ways. That is why research is so important.


I am not opposed to changing and adopting to new information or technology, however to
 make big changes, as proposed in Part 1, it would be good to know the changes are needed
 and will have a positive impact on our groundwater quality. I encourage you to seek out
 current well testing data and expand the monitoring of ground water in our area before
 regulating. I believe most of us are doing a good job of limiting nitrogen loss in order to keep
 it available for our crops to use. Research will help us do more.


Thank you for your willingness to listen and work with local and regional growers to find the
 best solutions. I understand you added additional listening sessions and extended the
 comment period in order to get additional input. I hope the input you are getting will
 encourage you to change Part 1 of the Rule so that regulation does not take place in regions
 that need additional testing and consideration of regional risk factors. I am willing to work
 with you and others to help identify regional factors that contribute significantly more or less
 risk. This along with testing should happen before the regulation in Part 1 takes place.



mailto:admin@smallgrains.org

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us





Sincerely,


John Proulx


56750


john_proulx@hotmail.com


12182893485








From: Kathleen Stack
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 10:30:40 AM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Kathleen Stack
740 Mississippi River Blvd S
apt.7E
Saint Paul, MN 55116
651 698 1925



mailto:kathys_78@comcast.net

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: John Monnich
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: FW: Comment on Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 11:50:51 AM


Correction – please disregard previous email. Thank you
 
I suggest an option is to use more foliar Nitrogen because it is far more efficient and leads to
less contamination of ground water and soil as well as compaction of soil.
University of California trials in Salinas Valley indicates due to extremely low salt index no
phytotoxicity with foliar polymethelmine urea and yields equivalent to traditional
 applications to soil.
 
If I can be of any assistance please contact me.
 
 
 
John R. Monnich
President, Caltec Ag. Inc.
Founder, Past President and Board Member CAPCA


(209) 575-1295
 
From: John Monnich [mailto:jmonnich@caltecag.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 18, 2017 9:34 AM
To: 'larry.gunderson@state.mn.us' <larry.gunderson@state.mn.us>
Subject: Comment on Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 
I suggest an option is to use more foliar Nitrogen because it is far more efficient and leads to
less contamination of ground water and soil as well as compaction of soil.
University of California trials in Salinas Valley indicates due to extremely low salt index no
phytotoxicity with foliar polymethyl me urea and yields equivalent to traditional applications
 to soil.
 
If I can be of any assistance please contact me.
 
John Monnich
John R. Monnich
President, Caltec Ag. Inc.
Founder, Past President and Board Member CAPCA


President Silkwood Wines
Silkwood Wines Owner, Wine Maker
Past President, Board Member Petite Sirah Advocacy Group



mailto:jmonnich@caltecag.com

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us





Board Member, San Joaquin Valley Wine Makers
Monnich Farms
 
 
 
 








From: Katie Winslow
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 12:30:04 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


Katie Winslow
412 Belle St W
Cannon Falls, MN 55009
wins0115@umn.edu



mailto:wins0115@umn.edu

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: Ken Lanoue
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: N Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 8:09:55 AM


Dear Fertilizer Technical Unit Supervisor Larry Gunderson,


I am writing in regards to the MDA proposed N Fertilizer Rule. I am asking that the rule be rewritten and consider
 the huge economic impact it will have on Minnesota's farm families.
First of all, the rule relies on faulty data collected from domestic wells. Well casings have many maintenance and
 construction issues that can lead to the well being compromised and showing levels of N higher than in the
 surrounding groundwater. The result is that farm families are considered guilty before the actual source of the N is
 determined. The MDA should only use test results from properly constructed monitoring wells.
Secondly, the application of the rule may have devastating economic effects on farm families. Farmers are already
 careful about the rate of N used on their fields. This is an expensive input that is vital for a good harvest. We do not
 want to waste N or pollute groundwater. In many areas there is not proper infrastructure to get N to farmers in the
 fall. Fall road restrictions could make fertilizers unavailable and spell doom for farm families. In addition, there is
 not adequate manpower and machinery to get all the fields fertilized in the spring. These challenges and the
 economic impact on farm families and rural economies has not been looked at or considered at all in this rule.
Finally, the rule's use of townships is too broad. Each field acts differently than the next. Looking at soils and the
 conservation practices on a field level should be a part of the rule before any restriction is put on the use of N
 fertilizer.
Please take the time to look into these issues and rewrite the rule in a way that will treat farm families fairly. The
 rule should look at the true source of N and the true levels of N and be built upon sound science.


Regards,
Ken Lanoue
2175 Lyon Redwood
Milroy, MN 56263   <http://admin.phone2action.com/email/open/leg/60865/21882010>



mailto:kclanoue@mnval.net
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 9:23:41 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Kelli Sorenson
Organization: Farmer


Email: karastede@jacks.sdstate.edu
Zip Code: 56266
Comment: I am very apposed to the proposed Nitrogen Rule. I have multiple concerns.


 First is the idea that stopping fall applications of Nitrogen will decrease
 Nitrate Levels because when we apply in the fall the Soil temperature is
 below 50degrees so very little is converted to the leachable form until late
 spring, almost the same time as spring applied fertilizer. I think there needs to
 be more research done on the amount of nitrates that come from Legumes like
 Alfalfa and Clover, because these plants produce and use more than three
 times as nitrogen as we apply for corn. The next issue is in trying to put a
 number on how much should be applied with the Phosphorus, or just in
 general trying to put a number on how much to apply because as we produce
 higher yields the crop used more nutrients. And probably the biggest issue
 that I have with this rule is that there is no feasible way to apply all of our
 fertilizer in the spring because over 90% of the corn is planted in a 7day
 period, this would mean that we would have to apply about 5 times as much
 fertilizer in the same amount of time.
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From: Leslie Everett
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Jeffrey Peterson; Ann Lewandowski; Lucia Levers
Subject: Comments on Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 2:38:36 PM


Hello Larry,


Below my address block are my comments on the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule


Les Everett
Agronomist
University of Minnesota Water Resources Center
173 McNeal Hall
1985 Buford Ave
St. Paul, MN 55108
612-625-6751


Part One: 
I agree that fertilizer nitrogen should be prohibited in the fall and on frozen soils in areas with
 vulnerable groundwater, with the exceptions listed in the draft rule. University of Minnesota
 and state BMPs have long recommended against fall application in these areas. The criteria
 for definition of vulnerable groundwater should reflect vulnerability as measured by
 groundwater nitrate data collected in recent decades. 


Part Two:
The health risk standard for nitrate in drinking water is 10 ppm. Human health should be the
 highest priority for the state, but the staging of actions in this proposed rule places agricultural
 production economics at a higher priority than human health. That is unacceptable. No urban
 water supply system would be permitted to deliver water with 10ppm or more nitrate to 10%
 of its customers. The health of rural water consumers should receive protection equal to that
 of the urban population.


1. We should not tolerate having 10% of the drinking water wells above the health risk
 standard while waiting for agricultural producers to decide to adopt or not adopt voluntary
 BMPs. The voluntary BMP promotion should be implemented when less than 10% of the
 wells are at 10ppm (Current Mitigation Level 1). Mandatory, verified adoption should begin
 at least by the 10% mark (Current Mitigation Level 2). 


2. Mandatory record keeping should be required at or below the 10% mark (Current
 Mitigation Level 2) so that adoption of BMPs can be verified. BMP adoption survey results
 cannot be verified if no records are being kept.


3. With health risk prevention as the highest priority, alternative practices must be mandatory
 where standard BMPs are inadequate to keep nitrate levels below the health risk standard.
 Level 4 should become mandatory adoption of alternative practices that would ensure
 reduction of nitrate contamination of groundwater once three years of mandatory BMP
 adoption has occurred without successfully reducing nitrate to below 10ppm on 90% of the
 wells. 


4. The determination of mitigation level should depend solely on the level of health risk, not
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 the level of practice adoption. Therefore the limit of a one-level increase in each three year
 cycle should be removed. MDA should not be sentencing rural water consumers to additional
 years of hazardous water consumption before setting mandatory requirements.


Raising human health to the highest priority thus requires shifting the recordkeeping and BMP
 mandatory adoption requirements by one mitigation level in the current draft set of four levels
 and requires alternative practices when the standard BMPs fail to deliver water that meets the
 health risk standard. 








From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 8:00:22 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Joel Covert
Organization: Family Farmer


Email: joelcovert01@gmail.com
Zip Code: 55021
Comment: Hi, Sorry for the late email on this subject. My family farms in SE Rice


 County and we are 100% for clean drinking water and keeping our lakes and
 streams free of pollution from agricultural runoff. My family has taken
 additional steps to help keep the environment clean by voluntarily adding
 filter strips around a stream that goes through our farm that eventually goes
 into the Mississippi. We had help in creating the filter strips by working with
 our local soil and water group in Rice County. I believe that we should
 continue to work with local staff to help keep water clean. There are many
 alternative ways to help keep pollution out of our water like variable rate
 nitrogen applications that will also help to limit the amount of nitrogen
 applied to the soil. Having a partner like your local county workers will really
 benefit the buy in from the farm community. I have questions about the
 decision to limit the area that we farm from Fall Nitrogen Fertilizer. I don't
 believe that we have bedrock located close to the soil surface and we have
 had a recent local test of the well water in our area from our local Soil and
 Water group that I believe came back negative for high levels of nitrogen in
 our region I would really enjoy more feedback of why my area was chosen as
 an area to limit fall nitrogen applications. Thank you, Joel Covert
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 12:19:34 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: John David Cole
Organization: Family Farmer


Email: 
Zip Code: 56220
Comment: I am hoping this does not extend to spreading manure in the fall. I raise corn,


 soybeans and alfalfa. I also have a 40 head cow/calf herd. I simply have no
 place to put the manure until after fall harvest. It would be a hardship not to
 be able to spread manure in the fall. I also own a mile of creek bottom. It is
 surrounded by trees and pasture but is grazed by the 40 head of cows
 mentioned above. It will literally break me if I can not graze the pasture
 because of the cattle walking through and potentially defecating nitrates into
 the stream. There is also discussion of sentiment ponds at the end of each tile
 line to catch nitrates. Again, if I have to put sentiment ponds at the end of
 each tile I may be finished farming. Most of all I hope any law is enforce
 equally. Recently, the state road ditch contiguous to my property has been
 declared a no mow zone. There are people mowing the state road ditch and
 evening farming the state road ditch near me but that contiguous to my
 property is a no mow zone. I can't mow but others can mow and some even
 farm the state right-of-way. Again, my comment is to somehow ensure equal
 enforcement of the Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule/law.
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From: Kate Clayton
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 9:16:58 AM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Ms. Kate Clayton
348 5th Ave S
South St. Paul, MN 55075
802-595-1674
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of johnnymnster@gmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 8:16:24 AM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


John Munster
313 7th Ave NE
Minneapolis, MN 55413-2026
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 3:10:52 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Kenneth Ascheman
Organization: Self-Employed Grain Farmer


Email: bluehouse272@comcast.net
Zip Code: 56143
Comment: I believe that anhydrous should be applied in the spring, even if a producer has


 land in a non-vulnerable area of the state. In eastern Jackson county, we used
 to apply in the fall, but switched to a spring application as the soil gets so hard
 due to the clay loam composition. We found that with a spring application,
 the process was much easier on the equipment due to the soil being loose
 from the freeze/thaw of the winter. More importantly, we discovered that we
 achieved a better yield with a spring application. We were obviously losing
 some of the nitrogen over the late fall and winter months. Better utilization of
 the nitrogen is a win for both our operation and the environment.
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 8:48:27 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: John Lee
Organization: AGVISE Laboratories


Email: johntlee@polarcomm.com
Zip Code: 56701
Comment: 1. NW-MN soils need to be considered differently than southern MN soils. 2.


 More time frozen (no losses when frozen) 3. Heavy clay subsoil (even under
 many sandy soils on the beach ridges) 4. Much lower rainfall area than
 southern MN 5. N rates based on fall soil nitrate test (unlike much of southern
 MN where not nitrate test is used) 6. All N applied in the spring will cause
 stand loss in some crops like sugarbeets 6.Really need to show there is an
 issue in NW-MN by testing more wells for nitrate. Get the same density of
 samples as southern MN before putting reg in place for NW-MN


 



mailto:MDA.Info@state.mn.us

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us

mailto:katie.wolf@state.mn.us






From: Kendra Hunding
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 9:12:00 PM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Ms. Kendra Hunding
1518 Osceola Ave
Saint Paul, MN 55105
6516983945
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From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 7:31:13 AM


Larry Gunderson
Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Roberts Street North
St. Paul, MN 55155-2538


Dear Mr. Gunderson,


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


I do not think a one-size-fits-all strategy is the best approach to maintaining or improving
 groundwater in a state as large and diverse as Minnesota. Instead of prohibiting fall nitrogen
 applications across the entire state based solely on soil type, you should take into account the
 many factors that reduce the risk of nitrate leaching in the different parts of the state,
 including northern and western Minnesota. You should take a regional approach and work
 with growers and other local experts to identify the best strategies, for each region, before
 regulating nitrogen applications as proposed in Part 1 of the rule.


By prohibiting fall applications of nitrogen in such a large area of Northwest Minnesota, you
 would be creating a major problem because we do not have the infrastructure, at supply
 companies and individual farms, to apply and incorporate all the acres in a very short
 application window in the spring. (Infrastructure includes: people, equipment, storage
 capacity and large distances between fields and to the fertilizer source-Mississippi River)
 There could be unintended consequences because P and K may be incorporated in the fall and
 N in the spring, causing more tillage and possible erosion in some situations. It would also
 raise the cost of production.


Nitrogen is expensive and I am doing whatever I can to keep it available for the crops that I
 grow. I use many different strategies to do this economically and I am always looking for
 additional ways. That is why research is so important.


I am not opposed to changing and adopting to new information or technology, however to
 make big changes, as proposed in Part 1, it would be good to know the changes are needed
 and will have a positive impact on our groundwater quality. I encourage you to seek out
 current well testing data and expand the monitoring of ground water in our area before
 regulating. I believe most of us are doing a good job of limiting nitrogen loss in order to keep
 it available for our crops to use. Research will help us do more.


Thank you for your willingness to listen and work with local and regional growers to find the
 best solutions. I understand you added additional listening sessions and extended the
 comment period in order to get additional input. I hope the input you are getting will
 encourage you to change Part 1 of the Rule so that regulation does not take place in regions
 that need additional testing and consideration of regional risk factors. I am willing to work
 with you and others to help identify regional factors that contribute significantly more or less
 risk. This along with testing should happen before the regulation in Part 1 takes place.
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Sincerely,


John J Field


58201








From: Berg, Jeffrey (MDA)
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: RE: Question about Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
Date: Wednesday, June 28, 2017 8:50:47 AM


I just got off the phone with Jim Thompson.
 
I explained Ksat information to him & discussed that our draft vulnerable soil criteria uses the soil
 profile from 0 -5 feet.  We discussed a couple of soil mapping unit examples in his area (Lac Que
 Parle County).
 
He also noted that 70% of the P product they sell is MESZ which also contains 12% N (as well as S
 and Zn).  They commonly apply this in fall.  He said the P levels are often low in this area (single
 digits), so if P is applied at recommended rates N may be >20 pounds per acre.  He said that they
 may have to change the way they apply fertilizer (fall & spring N & P application) to meet the Rule,
 and hoped this could be considered in the rule.  He also thought that the N in MESZ may be slower
 to release, since it is within a coating.?
 
I encouraged him to provide comments to us, and that I would make notes as well.
 


From: Gunderson, Larry (MDA) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 27, 2017 8:08 AM
To: Berg, Jeffrey (MDA) <jeffrey.berg@state.mn.us>
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA) <katie.wolf@state.mn.us>
Subject: FW: Question about Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 
Jeff, can you contact Jim? Refer to this page on our website -
 http://www.mda.state.mn.us/chemicals/fertilizers/nutrient-
mgmt/nitrogenplan/mitigation/wrpr/wrprpart1/vulnerableareamap.aspx
 
Let Katie and I know how it goes so we can record the communication.
 
Larry
 
Larry Gunderson, Supervisor
Fertilizer Technical Unit
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Robert Street North
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155
651-201-6168
Larry.Gunderson@state.mn.us
 


From: James Thompson [mailto:jim.montecenex@outlook.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 27, 2017 7:00 AM
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA) <larry.gunderson@state.mn.us>
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Subject: Question about Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 
Hello Larry,
 
I had a question about where to find more information about what goes in to determining an area as
 being a sensitive area.  As I look across the geography I cover, most of the shaded areas make very
 good sense to me.  However, there is a large area that I would like to know more about “why it is a
 shaded area”.
 
Where can I find information on what puts a particular area into a vulnerable category?
 
Thanks for your assistance!
 
------
 
Jim Thompson
Monte Ag Center
320-269-8856 Office
320-226-5377 Cell
jim.montecenex@outlook.com
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From: keith tordsen
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Sunday, August 20, 2017 5:00:06 AM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


keith tordsen
34344 730th St
Round Lake, MN 56167
flacket@rconnect.com
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From: Judi Poulson
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 8:54:16 AM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve
 the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.


2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.


3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Ms. Judi Poulson
1881 Knollwood Dr
Fairmont, MN 56031
5072355288
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From: Joel Nelson
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: N Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 1:39:36 PM


Dear Fertilizer Technical Unit Supervisor Larry Gunderson,


I am writing in regards to the MDA proposed N Fertilizer Rule. I am asking that the rule be rewritten and consider
 the huge economic impact it will have on Minnesota's farm families.
First of all, the rule relies on faulty data collected from domestic wells. Well casings have many maintenance and
 construction issues that can lead to the well being compromised and showing levels of N higher than in the
 surrounding groundwater. The result is that farm families are considered guilty before the actual source of the N is
 determined. The MDA should only use test results from properly constructed monitoring wells.
Secondly, the application of the rule may have devastating economic effects on farm families. Farmers are already
 careful about the rate of N used on their fields. This is an expensive input that is vital for a good harvest. We do not
 want to waste N or pollute groundwater. In many areas there is not proper infrastructure to get N to farmers in the
 fall. Fall road restrictions could make fertilizers unavailable and spell doom for farm families. In addition, there is
 not adequate manpower and machinery to get all the fields fertilized in the spring. These challenges and the
 economic impact on farm families and rural economies has not been looked at or considered at all in this rule.
Finally, the rule's use of townships is too broad. Each field acts differently than the next. Looking at soils and the
 conservation practices on a field level should be a part of the rule before any restriction is put on the use of N
 fertilizer.
Please take the time to look into these issues and rewrite the rule in a way that will treat farm families fairly. The
 rule should look at the true source of N and the true levels of N and be built upon sound science.


Regards,
Joel Nelson
10186 572nd Ave
Lyle, MN 55953   <http://admin.phone2action.com/email/open/leg/60865/21889945>
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Saturday, August 19, 2017 7:06:45 AM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Jon Dammann
Organization: 


Email: jonedward@centurylink.net
Zip Code: 55354
Comment: I am not sure how to start this but the way I have been using nitrogen in my


 operation is fall applied nh3 with a tool bar. I also have added a N Serve
 injection system on my bar a couple years ago. The bar I have is one that I
 own my self so I can do my work when the ground is fit. also my dry fertilizer
 is put down in fall before the ground is worked up. Soil samples are taken to
 know the amount needed. Starter fertilizer is also added with the planter. I
 know there is a lot of talk about all this work should be done in the spring but
 with the small window of planting how will all this work get done? There are
 already farmers not able to plant some days being they cant get product from
 the coops. There would have to be a lot of more equipment in the country to
 keep everyone happy and where is the money to come from for all of this.
 Also the talk of split apply nitrogen when that is to happen there is a lot of
 other things going on at that time of the year. Most of this sounds good on
 paper but put it in motion in the real word and most of it doesn't work. We
 also have family that take up some of are time. Sounds like the city people
 just think we snap are fingers and it is done but put the weather in and it is a
 hole different story. I could go on but I think that will do for now. Jon
 Dammann
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From: Montgomery, Bruce (MDA)
To: Wolf, Katie (MDA); Berg, Jeffrey (MDA)
Cc: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments 8-15-17 #3
Date: Tuesday, August 15, 2017 3:47:23 PM


 
 
From: Kevin Strauss [mailto:kevin@crwp.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 15, 2017 10:31 AM
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA) <larry.gunderson@state.mn.us>
Subject: Public Comment on Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 
Dear Larry,
 
After reviewing the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule, I have to say that I'm impressed. 
 
For decades, it seemed as if county and state water quality regulators had ignoring the looming
 problem (or potential problem) if nitrogen leaking into our drinking water. 
 
While this rule is almost 30 years overdue, it is a positive step in the right direction, assuming
 that the rule that get's adopted is close to the draft rule.
 
So where can it go wrong?
1. Giving landowners three seasons to adopt BMP practices is generous. The Agribusiness
 Lobby will push for 4 or 5 years. But keep in mind, We've been educating producers about
 fertilizer BMPs for the past 30 years. Landowners know what these practices are. So if after
 being informed that local practices are polluting groundwater, producers don't adopt practices
 after 3 years, giving them another year or two (or 5) will have no impact on BMP adoption.
 We've been trying "voluntary" conservation for 40 years, and it's given us most of the
 pollution we see in our groundwater today.
 
2. An 80% adoption level for BMPs makes sense. Total (100%) adoption is unlikely for any
 activity. Don't get pressured into reducing this adoption level. We saw this happen when
 Agribusiness Lobbyists convinced the Natural Resource Conservation Service to water down
 their conservation requirements. Now what the NRCS calls "conservation farming" actually
 doesn't lead to cleaner water. 
 
3. In Minnesota, almost everyone drinks groundwater and protecting our drinking water supply is one of the
 most important jobs of state government.
 
4. Of course the agribusiness industry and farm groups oppose new regulations. Every industry opposes new
 regulations. In the 1950s, the car industry claimed that requiring seat belts in cars would be "too expensive
 and drive them out of business." Agriculture groups are using the same phrases about this new health and
 safety regulation. The question remains, what will we drink if a business pollutes our groundwater?
 
4. Even farmers and farm organizations agree that current farming practices lead to groundwater pollution.
 In many cases, 20-30% of applied nitrogen fertilizer leaks into our groundwater. This unregulated pollution
 is a big problem, especially for small towns and private wells. And this problem will only get bigger of the
 Department of Agriculture doesn't implement an effective way to reduce nitrogen pollution.
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5. This legislation is long overdue. If the Department of Agriculture bows to agribusiness industry pressure
 and weakens  what is already a moderate law, then we can all expect to pay much more to drill deeper wells
 or filter farm pollution from our drinking water.


--
Kevin Strauss
Community Engagement Coordinator
Cannon River Watershed Partnership www.crwp.org
kevin@crwp.net
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From: K Sand
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:29:54 AM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve
 the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.


2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.


3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


K Sand
17301 Charmy Downs
Wayzata, MN 55391
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From: Katy Flaherty
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 5:18:51 PM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve
 the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.


2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.


3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Ms. Katy Flaherty
1301 E 131st St
Burnsville, MN 55337
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From: K Hutchins
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:07:13 PM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve
 the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.


2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.


3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Ms. K Hutchins
537 17th Ave NW
St Paul, MN 55112
6516367844
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From: Kerry Dittbenner
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Rule
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 1:03:56 PM
Attachments: MCPR-Draft-N-Rule-Comments-to-MDA-Board-version.docx


Kerry Dittbenner
Regional Sales Agronomist


PO Box 158 | 82063 380th Street | Lewisville, MN 56060
c: 507-995-2386
 <http://www.cfscoop.com/> www.cfscoop.com |  <https://www.facebook.com/CentralFarmService> Facebook | 
 <https://twitter.com/cfscoop> Twitter


This message may contain confidential material from Central Farm Service for the sole use of the intended
 recipient(s) and may not be reviewed, disclosed, copied, distributed or used by anyone other than the intended
 recipient(s). If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and delete all copies of
 this message.
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Larry Gunderson


Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division


Minnesota Department of Agriculture


625 Robert Street North


St. Paul, MN  55155





Dear Mr. Gunderson,





This letter is in response to the MDA’s informal request for comments on the proposed nitrogen fertilizer rule. After numerous meetings and interactions between Minnesota Crop Production Retailers members, Certified Crop Advisors, and the Minnesota Department of Agriculture representatives, we have four major recommendations:








1. Eliminate Part 1 of the proposed rule. 


2. Increase support for continued BMP development and implementation while recognizing that precision agriculture adoption is a primary vehicle which modern production agriculture is utilizing to improve fertilizer use efficiency and substantially reduce environmental risk including ground water.


3. Refine the township testing program to ensure that results reflect actual groundwater conditions without the influence of well condition problems 


4. If Part 1 is not eliminated, we highly recommend MDA substantially change the fall P limitations. 





Minnesota fertilizer retailers, agronomist, certified crop advisors, and growers are committed to helping ensure the safety of drinking water, now and into the future. They are also committed to continuing to provide for a hungry world. Safe drinking water and a prosperous agricultural industry can co-exist, in fact, they must. 





While MCPR supports the stated intent of the proposed rule to help insure that nitrogen fertilizers are used as efficiently as is practicable, we strongly disagree with the approach taken in Part 1 of the proposed rule. As has been frequently stated by MDA staff at the listening sessions regarding the proposed rule, farmers are already adopting the “right time” recommendations as promoted through the fertilizer industry’s 4R program and supported by University of Minnesota research at a very high rate on those soils generally considered to be vulnerable to groundwater contamination. There is no need for Part 1 of the proposed rule. 





Furthermore, Part 1 may serve to increase water pollution as an unintended consequence. MDA staff have heard testimony that portions of Part 1 of the proposed rule will encourage less precise placement of soil nutrients according to the nutrient need of each portion of the field which will motivate growers to select less precise application, reduced cost application products and services and thereby actually decrease nutrient efficiency and increase water pollution in some cases. MDA could well move “backward” precision agricultural advances rather than promote more advanced nutrient practices.





At your listening sessions, you have heard loudly and clearly from many farmers and agronomy professionals expressing concerns with the Ksat approach outlined in the proposed rule. There are also concerns with the subjective definition of vulnerable soil based on bedrock or karst “near” the surface. 





You have also heard many examples of various farming practices being recommended which are used by farmers that encompass all the 4R principles which include the right rate at the right time in the right place using the right form of fertilizer. Building from a research base begun at land grant universities and now expanded to include industry and on-farm research, farmers continue to fine tune nitrogen rates, adjust timing and utilize products that reduce risk of nitrogen loss. Promotion of research and education to further develop and demonstrate beneficial nitrogen management practices has been effective in the past and strongly supported by Minnesota Agriculture through such voluntary efforts as the Agriculture Fertilizer Research and Education Council. we believe that increased support for these efforts would do more to protect groundwater and improve farm sustainability than will Part 1 of the proposed rule. 





MCPR appointed ag professions who served on the task force that assisted the MDA in updating the Nitrogen Fertilizer Management Plan. We believe that during the lengthy discussion that took place over about two years and 18 meetings, great emphasis was brought to creating a statewide framework only from the perspective of addressing groundwater nitrate issues wherever they occur in the state, with any remediation efforts focused on the specific areas where groundwater nitrate levels are elevated as outlined in part two of the proposed rule. In fact, the question was asked several times, “will your efforts expand into areas beyond the irrigated sands and karst regions?” and the answer was always “no, we just don’t see problems there.” How then did we get to the vulnerable soils map associated with the proposed rule? 





Given the significant problems with the methods used to generate the vulnerable soils map, the most practical solution is to delete Part 1 of the proposed rule and all language associated with it entirely. 





Throughout the development of the updated Nitrogen Fertilizer Management Plan and in the MDA’s presentations on the proposed rule, much emphasis has been placed on the involvement of local advisory teams, especially farmers and their nutrient management advisors. The requirement that local advisory team members “provide support” to the commissioner for the implementation of the response activities should be deleted. As stated in the name, the function of the team is to “advise” the commissioner, not provide funding for this regulatory program.


 


About part two of the proposed rule, there are significant concerns with the current approach. First, the Township Testing Program County reports show that in some townships the number of wells is very small, sometimes due to a low number of wells and sometimes due to low participation. We propose that the MDA put forth greater effort targeting those areas in Level 2, 3 and 4 to ensure that all residents are made aware of groundwater conditions in the county by requiring that at least 80% of wells in the township be tested and screened for potential non-fertilizer nitrate sources prior to level 2, 3 or 4 designations. 





It is also very important that the MDA provide greater emphasis on the difference between initial and follow-up sampling, as first round results can be misleading. It is important for all residents in affected areas to know that their drinking water is safe. It is also extremely important for all stakeholders to know that wells that may be influenced by nitrate sources other than fertilizer are NOT being used in the determination of mitigation level. Township well testing reports should not be released until after round two testing has been completed and all ineligible wells have been removed from the calculation of mitigation level. 





Subpart 2 C


For some farmers, a common practice is the fall application of phosphate in a quantity that is sufficient to meet the needs of a 2-year corn/soybean crop rotation usually applied for the corn growing year.  This practice reduces fuel consumption, and soil compaction by reducing the number of trips across a field, and reduces time and labor costs.  





Some of the low to medium testing soils with average or better yield expectation could need in the range of 150 lbs. P2O5/ac to meet the crop requirements for the 2-year corn/soybean rotation.  The amount of nitrogen delivered (approximately 30 lb./ac of N) with this application would be accounted for in determining the correct N rate applied for the corn so the N rate would not be over applied.  An exception for the application of agronomically appropriate rates of phosphate to meet the needs of a 2-year corn/soybean rotation should be included in the exceptions under Subpart 2C.


Potash is also commonly applied in the same operation with the phosphate application.  If there is no exception made for agronomically appropriate rates of fall applied phosphate for a 2-year corn/soybean rotation then farmers will need to apply and retailers will need to be able to deliver on average an additional 75 lb./ac of P2O5 and 75 lb./ac of K2O each spring (based on potash rates between 50 and 150 lb./ac for soybean and corn average needs).


The ability of farmers and retailers to deliver and apply the additional volume of phosphate and potash fertilizer product to be applied in the spring could be further constrained by the switch of nitrogen application from fall to spring and the change from fall anhydrous ammonia to spring urea or UAN with its lower N analysis resulting in higher volumes to meet the same N requirement.


Subpart 6 – Fall Application uses the term “inorganic nitrogen fertilizer”.   Nitrogen fertilizer is defined in subpart 13.  Would the addition of the word inorganic in subpart 6 mean that the rule would allow for the addition of manipulated organic fertilizer after Aug. 31st?  All Nitrogen fertilizers should be treated in the same way, regardless of whether the N source is organic or inorganic, since all nitrogen sources are potential nitrate sources.  The term “inorganic” should be removed from the definition in Subpart 6.








The MDA has a role in setting appropriate expectations with the public about the time frames around expected water quality improvements.  Lag times for water quality changes mean that nitrate well monitoring results are not necessarily indicative of the management practice changes that have occurred over the last 5-10 years.  The emphasis on well water monitoring for changes in nitrate levels in a 3-year time is sending a message to the public that the department expects to see changes to water nitrate levels in a short time period.  This creates potential for unmet public expectations and rising concerns leading to more restrictive regulations on fertilizer use that may or may not reduce nitrate levels in the 3-year period.  The education component under the water resource requirements must also include public education on the timeframes for expected changes in water quality and other factors that affect nitrate levels in monitored wells.  The proposed rule should include a requirement to fund education efforts for all stakeholders.


We are concerned about the complexity of evaluating nitrogen management practices. While we support the commissioner’s intent to ensure that farmers are using nitrogen as efficiently as possible, factors such as weather greatly influence crop growth and nitrogen uptake. We are concerned that the general recommendations currently found in University of Minnesota’s BMPs are not well understood and there is a fear that the MDA may set unreasonable nitrogen rate limits through this regulation. An important factor in allowing the precision agriculture to determine fertilizer application practices and rates is the acknowledgement of “on-farm trials” according to appendix 6 which are included in as necessary method of truth testing the University of Minnesota BMPs standards. This issue is compounded by the fact that the MDA has taken on a larger role in nutrient management education by choosing to add nutrient management staff within its own ranks. MDA staff must be able to work with precision ag programs to be able to manage the University BMP recommendations within the frame work of “on-farm trials”.





As it takes on a larger role in regulation, the MDA should provide additional funding to the University of Minnesota and Extension and agricultural organizations for the purposes of BMP research and education. Direct MDA activities should be confined to the regulatory functions being created, specifically water monitoring and BMP adoption assessment. 








If you have any questions or would like to discuss these comments, feel free to contact me. 





Bill Bond


Bill Bond, Executive Director


Minnesota Crop Production Retailers


15490 101Ave N, Suite 100, Maple Grove, MN 55369


Off. Direct Ph. 763-235-6472, www.mcpr-cca.org, bill@mcpr-cca.org 


image1.png





image2.png










From: Kathleen Kaysinger
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Saturday, August 26, 2017 8:20:32 AM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve
 the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.


2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.


3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Dr. Kathleen Kaysinger
4754 Winterset Dr
Minnetonka, MN 55343
9539353706
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From: Info, MDA (MDA)
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Tuesday, August 01, 2017 7:04:36 AM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment Form.


Name:   kirk watt       
Organization:          
Email:   kirkwatt32@hotmail.com 
Zip Code:        56547  
Comment:         i live in western mn in clay county. I don't believe with our high depth of clay soils that we have a
 issue with ground water contamination. We have been putting fertilizer on in the fall for years. We are by the
 aquifer that supplies moorhead water and their hasn't been a problem that i know of. Their are certain areas in mn
 that might be susceptible but that does not mean every area is        



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=DE63DE571827480B9EE398FF4A84EFC1-MDA INFO

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of John J. Finazzo Sr.
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 11:01:29 AM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


John J. Finazzo Sr.
1070 North Shore Drive W
Mound, MN 55364-9726
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of jlissick@gmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 8:01:32 AM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Judy Lissick
4276 Greenhaven Court
Vadnais Heights, MN 55127
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of leealandstrom@prodigy.net
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 6:06:23 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act.The Act applies to ALL
 groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to CORRECT THESE FLAWS and
 require more timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Lee Ann Landstrom
2701 Yosemite Av S
Minneapolis, MN 55416-1855
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From: John Duevel
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 9:00:09 AM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


John Duevel
2199 49th St NE
Willmar, MN 56201
johnduevel@icloud.com
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From: John Kantar
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 8:33:55 PM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Mr. John Kantar
3426 Saint Paul Ave
Minneapolis, MN 55416
6129274890
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From: LeAnn Melberg
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 3:00:03 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


LeAnn Melberg
89277 County Road 22
Cosmos, MN 56228
leann@melbergfarms.com
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From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 4:37:46 PM


Larry Gunderson
Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Roberts Street North
St. Paul, MN 55155-2538


Dear Mr. Gunderson,


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


I do not think a one-size-fits-all strategy is the best approach to maintaining or improving
 groundwater in a state as large and diverse as Minnesota. Instead of prohibiting fall nitrogen
 applications across the entire state based solely on soil type, you should take into account the
 many factors that reduce the risk of nitrate leaching in the different parts of the state,
 including northern and western Minnesota. You should take a regional approach and work
 with growers and other local experts to identify the best strategies, for each region, before
 regulating nitrogen applications as proposed in Part 1 of the rule.


By prohibiting fall applications of nitrogen in such a large area of Northwest Minnesota, you
 would be creating a major problem because we do not have the infrastructure, at supply
 companies and individual farms, to apply and incorporate all the acres in a very short
 application window in the spring. (Infrastructure includes: people, equipment, storage
 capacity and large distances between fields and to the fertilizer source-Mississippi River)
 There could be unintended consequences because P and K may be incorporated in the fall and
 N in the spring, causing more tillage and possible erosion in some situations. It would also
 raise the cost of production.


Nitrogen is expensive and I am doing whatever I can to keep it available for the crops that I
 grow. I use many different strategies to do this economically and I am always looking for
 additional ways. That is why research is so important.


I am not opposed to changing and adopting to new information or technology, however to
 make big changes, as proposed in Part 1, it would be good to know the changes are needed
 and will have a positive impact on our groundwater quality. I encourage you to seek out
 current well testing data and expand the monitoring of ground water in our area before
 regulating. I believe most of us are doing a good job of limiting nitrogen loss in order to keep
 it available for our crops to use. Research will help us do more.


Thank you for your willingness to listen and work with local and regional growers to find the
 best solutions. I understand you added additional listening sessions and extended the
 comment period in order to get additional input. I hope the input you are getting will
 encourage you to change Part 1 of the Rule so that regulation does not take place in regions
 that need additional testing and consideration of regional risk factors. I am willing to work
 with you and others to help identify regional factors that contribute significantly more or less
 risk. This along with testing should happen before the regulation in Part 1 takes place.
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Sincerely,


Jim Murn


56584


jmurn@skaurud.com


218-766-2002








From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 1:38:27 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Larry Rahn
Organization: 


Email: 
Zip Code: 56353
Comment: On my farm, we spread the Nitrogen on the field and work it into the soil and


 then we plant our corn and soybeans. This makes the Nitrogen most available
 for the plants to use as they grow and mature. We don't apply more Nitrogen
 or fertilizer than what the corn and soybeans will use during their growing
 season. We normally use less Nitrogen on our soybeans, because they
 produce Nitrogen on their own.
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From: Lance Reitmeier
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 7:20:05 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Lance Reitmeier
33171 255th St SW
Fisher, MN 56723
ljreitmeier@gmail.com
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of karrie.vrabel@gmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 7:26:26 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Karrie Vrabel
3844 BLOOMINGTON AVE
Minneapolis, MN 55407-2842
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 11:55:51 AM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Lauren Proulx
Organization: Minnesota Wheat and Proulx Brothers


Email: lauren1@gvtel.com
Zip Code: 56754
Comment: Dear Mr. Gunderson, As a first time mother-to-be, expecting this December,


 who lives and works in an area clasified as vulnerable soils on your map,
 nitrates leaching is a big concern to me. I brought water samples from my
 home, both wells at my families main farm yard and from my work to the
 Minnesota Farm Bureau water meeting in Ada, MN this year. They all came
 back not detectable or below .23ppm nitrates, which is a huge relief. I have
 been an Agronomist for over 5 years in northern and NW MN working for a
 farm input co-op and grass seed company and now MN Wheat. I also married
 into a farm about 2 year ago and our acres are between Crookston and St
 Hilaire, MN. I've learned from experience and from the growers that wet
 fields and not being able to get out and get work done is a more normal year.
 If they had to pick they would pick drought conditions over too wet because
 they say at least they get something in a drought whereas they may not be
 able to ever travel across the field in too wet of a year. The biggest problem I
 see with the Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule is that yields will very likely suffer,
 especially in our cool season crops hurting the growers and communities
 around them. The spring would be busier but with the same amount of hours
 in a day, growers and input dealers would be that much more stressed and
 worked. They would know that every second counts and I imagine more
 mistakes and worst of all accidents happening. If there was scientific evidence
 that waiting until spring would be beneficial, that would be one thing.
 Growers constantly have to adjust to change and somehow they would get
 through not being able to apply N in the fall too but without it, it causes more
 problems than necessary. I did a lot of soil sampling at my old job in the
 counties along the Canadian border and I sent my samples to a lab in
 Northwood, ND called Agvise and they have records of nitrogen levels that
 could be looked at for these vulnerable soils. Nitrogen is one of the growers
 biggest expenses in crops that need it added and with its risks of loss, growers
 are working every year on increasing its efficency. They can't afford to apply
 too much or in the wrong environment.That is why precision agriculture is a
 more common practice and/or growers are trying split applcations and/or
 topdressing their N. I think after looking at the soil test values and well water
 tests, it would make sense why nitrates in our groundwater is not an issue in
 this part of the state at least. The rule also states no application of nitrogen to
 frozen soils? Is that frozen inches thick or is that 32 degrees and once the sun
 comes out is thawed back to where the nitrogen could be worked in? Again,
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 growers don't want to waste their money and wouldn't apply N where they
 know it could volatilize or with anhydrous ammonia- not seal and escape. I
 attended the listening session in McIntosh, MN and when I learned that farms
 who were certified in the MN Ag Water Quality Program were expemt from
 this rule, I wondered why other BMP's weren't considered okay for everyone.
 It's clear there are many things growers can do to ensure clean water and
 eliminating fall nitrogen applications is only one that may or may not help
 across the entire state. I think more education for growers along with every
 other person living and working in this state would be more benefical than
 what is currently stated in this rule. Everyone has a role in this and teaching
 people now so that hopefully the information is carried on for generations to
 come is so important. That is where I suggest the MDA put some resources
 along with regional research on nitrogen BMP's along with well testing.
 Thank you for giving us a chance to add comments to this Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. I would guess there is noone who wants to hurt our beautiful state but
 instead want to be part of improving and maintaining its water quality. Call
 anytime with questions. Lauren Proulx 218-556-3174


 








From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of freu0016@umn.edu
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 10:41:17 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Laura Freund
5815 Emerson Ave N
Minneapolis, MN 55430-2620
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From: Keith mireault
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: N Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 4:50:31 PM


Dear Fertilizer Technical Unit Supervisor Larry Gunderson,


I am writing in regards to the MDA proposed N Fertilizer Rule. I am asking that the rule be rewritten and consider
 the huge economic impact it will have on Minnesota's farm families.
First of all, the rule relies on faulty data collected from domestic wells. Well casings have many maintenance and
 construction issues that can lead to the well being compromised and showing levels of N higher than in the
 surrounding groundwater. The result is that farm families are considered guilty before the actual source of the N is
 determined. The MDA should only use test results from properly constructed monitoring wells.
Secondly, the application of the rule may have devastating economic effects on farm families. Farmers are already
 careful about the rate of N used on their fields. This is an expensive input that is vital for a good harvest. We do not
 want to waste N or pollute groundwater. In many areas there is not proper infrastructure to get N to farmers in the
 fall. Fall road restrictions could make fertilizers unavailable and spell doom for farm families. In addition, there is
 not adequate manpower and machinery to get all the fields fertilized in the spring. These challenges and the
 economic impact on farm families and rural economies has not been looked at or considered at all in this rule.
Finally, the rule's use of townships is too broad. Each field acts differently than the next. Looking at soils and the
 conservation practices on a field level should be a part of the rule before any restriction is put on the use of N
 fertilizer.
Please take the time to look into these issues and rewrite the rule in a way that will treat farm families fairly. The
 rule should look at the true source of N and the true levels of N and be built upon sound science.


Regards,
Keith mireault
601 4th Ave NE
Crookston, MN 56716   <http://admin.phone2action.com/email/open/leg/60865/21894973>
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From: John Busman, PhD
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Saturday, August 19, 2017 8:30:05 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


I do wonder about the background for the prepared map for vulnerable areas in our part of SW Minnesota. It does
 not match well head protection areas, nor does it reflect local knowledge of aquifers. In the galacial till areas where
 we farm, such a map is difficult to prepare, and suspect simply because the scattered and often isolated aquifers
 have not been well defined. Hence the extreme difficulty in finding good yielding wells in the area.


Already our farm has implemented a nitrogen management plan including spring application and nitrogen stabilizers
 for all of our acres. This has been facilitated by the USDA CSP program. The decision to participate in the program
 made sense for us, as it improves nitrogen management for the greater good.


I agree that better nitrogen management is needed. However such management must be fact based and tailored to
 match local agricultural practices. Also needed is recognition of the growing role of manure in fertility management
 and the time and soil condition constraints associated with manure application.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the department to focus on
 helping farmers implement best management practices that work on each farm, rather than a one-size fits all
 approach. Local variations in soils, farming practices, and domestic water requirements need to be considered in the
 of the working document.


Sincerely,


John D. Busman, VP, Busman Farms, Inc.
PO Box 193
Chandler, MN 56122
busmanjd@gmail.com
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From: John Swanson
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 9:50:04 AM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.  I do not believe the maps are as acurate as they should be.


I have only been applying nitrogen on the sandy soils in the spring for several years.  I believe it is better to
 incentive  farmers rather than mandate.   Farmers can not afford to lose  the expensive fertilizer they apply.  More
 data and trials and training would be a better approach.  In the northern growing regions Nitrogen  in the water has
 not been a large problem.  It will be a real challenge for getting fertilizer on if we can only do it in the spring.  Not
 all soils on your maps could have problems.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


John Swanson
13218 Elmer Hanson Dr SE
Mentor, MN 56736
johnswanson@gvtel.com
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From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 4:35:16 PM


Larry Gunderson
Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Roberts Street North
St. Paul, MN 55155-2538


Dear Mr. Gunderson,


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


I do not think a one-size-fits-all strategy is the best approach to maintaining or improving
 groundwater in a state as large and diverse as Minnesota. Instead of prohibiting fall nitrogen
 applications across the entire state based solely on soil type, you should take into account the
 many factors that reduce the risk of nitrate leaching in the different parts of the state,
 including northern and western Minnesota. You should take a regional approach and work
 with growers and other local experts to identify the best strategies, for each region, before
 regulating nitrogen applications as proposed in Part 1 of the rule.


By prohibiting fall applications of nitrogen in such a large area of Northwest Minnesota, you
 would be creating a major problem because we do not have the infrastructure, at supply
 companies and individual farms, to apply and incorporate all the acres in a very short
 application window in the spring. (Infrastructure includes: people, equipment, storage
 capacity and large distances between fields and to the fertilizer source-Mississippi River)
 There could be unintended consequences because P and K may be incorporated in the fall and
 N in the spring, causing more tillage and possible erosion in some situations. It would also
 raise the cost of production.


Nitrogen is expensive and I am doing whatever I can to keep it available for the crops that I
 grow. I use many different strategies to do this economically and I am always looking for
 additional ways. That is why research is so important.


I am not opposed to changing and adopting to new information or technology, however to
 make big changes, as proposed in Part 1, it would be good to know the changes are needed
 and will have a positive impact on our groundwater quality. I encourage you to seek out
 current well testing data and expand the monitoring of ground water in our area before
 regulating. I believe most of us are doing a good job of limiting nitrogen loss in order to keep
 it available for our crops to use. Research will help us do more.


Thank you for your willingness to listen and work with local and regional growers to find the
 best solutions. I understand you added additional listening sessions and extended the
 comment period in order to get additional input. I hope the input you are getting will
 encourage you to change Part 1 of the Rule so that regulation does not take place in regions
 that need additional testing and consideration of regional risk factors. I am willing to work
 with you and others to help identify regional factors that contribute significantly more or less
 risk. This along with testing should happen before the regulation in Part 1 takes place.
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Sincerely,


Jonathan Roehl


56537


jonroehl@yahoo.com








From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 7:32:03 AM


Larry Gunderson
Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Roberts Street North
St. Paul, MN 55155-2538


Dear Mr. Gunderson,


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


I do not think a one-size-fits-all strategy is the best approach to maintaining or improving
 groundwater in a state as large and diverse as Minnesota. Instead of prohibiting fall nitrogen
 applications across the entire state based solely on soil type, you should take into account the
 many factors that reduce the risk of nitrate leaching in the different parts of the state,
 including northern and western Minnesota. You should take a regional approach and work
 with growers and other local experts to identify the best strategies, for each region, before
 regulating nitrogen applications as proposed in Part 1 of the rule.


By prohibiting fall applications of nitrogen in such a large area of Northwest Minnesota, you
 would be creating a major problem because we do not have the infrastructure, at supply
 companies and individual farms, to apply and incorporate all the acres in a very short
 application window in the spring. (Infrastructure includes: people, equipment, storage
 capacity and large distances between fields and to the fertilizer source-Mississippi River)
 There could be unintended consequences because P and K may be incorporated in the fall and
 N in the spring, causing more tillage and possible erosion in some situations. It would also
 raise the cost of production.


Nitrogen is expensive and I am doing whatever I can to keep it available for the crops that I
 grow. I use many different strategies to do this economically and I am always looking for
 additional ways. That is why research is so important.


I am not opposed to changing and adopting to new information or technology, however to
 make big changes, as proposed in Part 1, it would be good to know the changes are needed
 and will have a positive impact on our groundwater quality. I encourage you to seek out
 current well testing data and expand the monitoring of ground water in our area before
 regulating. I believe most of us are doing a good job of limiting nitrogen loss in order to keep
 it available for our crops to use. Research will help us do more.


Thank you for your willingness to listen and work with local and regional growers to find the
 best solutions. I understand you added additional listening sessions and extended the
 comment period in order to get additional input. I hope the input you are getting will
 encourage you to change Part 1 of the Rule so that regulation does not take place in regions
 that need additional testing and consideration of regional risk factors. I am willing to work
 with you and others to help identify regional factors that contribute significantly more or less
 risk. This along with testing should happen before the regulation in Part 1 takes place.
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Sincerely,


ken johnson


56713


kjkj@invisimax.com








From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 6:04:36 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: John Dubbels
Organization: Dubbels Farms


Email: jwdubbels@gmail.com
Zip Code: 56537
Comment: Involved with CSP ,do not fall apply any N. I feel there are a multitude of


 practices one can use to mitigate N loss(ESN,split apply,strip till, covers).
 Part one is not an issue, however part two could be a problem since you are
 relying on neighbors to do their part to maintain and hopefully lower
 groundwater contamination.When you already follow BMP's,what happens
 then
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of kfeilmeyer@hamline.edu
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 11:06:19 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Kimberly Feilmeyer
935 Linwood Ave
Saint Paul, MN 55105-3205
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From: Julia and Mark Maunder
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:03:31 PM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve
 the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.


2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.


3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Mr. Julia and Mark Maunder
7108 4th Ave S
Richfield, MN 55423
(612) 866-0235
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of kdrache@comcast.net
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 7:21:25 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Kay Drache
3067 Zarthan Ave S
Minneapolis, MN 55416-2025
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From: Keith Buresch
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 4:20:05 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Keith Buresch
85234 State Highway 86
Lakefield, MN 56150
bss@frontiernet.net
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From: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
To: Berg, Jeffrey (MDA)
Subject: FW: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Tuesday, September 05, 2017 7:59:12 AM


Another comment. Form letter at the top and individual comments at the bottom.


Larry Gunderson, Supervisor
Fertilizer Technical Unit
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Robert Street North
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155
651-201-6168
Larry.Gunderson@state.mn.us


-----Original Message-----
From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com [mailto:mailagent@thesoftedge.com] On Behalf Of ksboser@gmail.com
Sent: Monday, September 04, 2017 8:36 AM
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA) <larry.gunderson@state.mn.us>
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Hello,


My name is Katie Boser, and I am a resident of Morrison County, MN. We have some of the most polluted
 waterways and drinking water in the state- our nitrates are significantly higher than other areas of the state. We
 have residents who need advocacy. Here is a link to an article from one of our most recent county board meetings,
 detailing the problem.


http://mcrecord.com/2017/09/02/planning-commission-to-recommend-feedlot-expansion-in-agram/
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We have mothers in our community who unknowingly were drinking water with high nitrates. They have had
 miscarriages, children with birth defects, and health problems. After moving to an area with less nitrates in the
 water their problems ceased. We have people who can't afford reverse osmosis systems and are forced to serve this
 water to their young, developing children!


PLEASE HELP US! We don't know what to do, or where to go!
Katie Boser


Sincerely,


Katie  Boser
206 Edward St. N.
Pierz, MN 56364








From: Linda Moua
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 9:28:17 AM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Linda Moua
1061 Montreal Ave
310
Saint Paul, MN 55116
7632675207
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From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 7:29:41 AM


Larry Gunderson
Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Roberts Street North
St. Paul, MN 55155-2538


Dear Mr. Gunderson,


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


I do not think a one-size-fits-all strategy is the best approach to maintaining or improving
 groundwater in a state as large and diverse as Minnesota. Instead of prohibiting fall nitrogen
 applications across the entire state based solely on soil type, you should take into account the
 many factors that reduce the risk of nitrate leaching in the different parts of the state,
 including northern and western Minnesota. You should take a regional approach and work
 with growers and other local experts to identify the best strategies, for each region, before
 regulating nitrogen applications as proposed in Part 1 of the rule.


By prohibiting fall applications of nitrogen in such a large area of Northwest Minnesota, you
 would be creating a major problem because we do not have the infrastructure, at supply
 companies and individual farms, to apply and incorporate all the acres in a very short
 application window in the spring. (Infrastructure includes: people, equipment, storage
 capacity and large distances between fields and to the fertilizer source-Mississippi River)
 There could be unintended consequences because P and K may be incorporated in the fall and
 N in the spring, causing more tillage and possible erosion in some situations. It would also
 raise the cost of production.


Nitrogen is expensive and I am doing whatever I can to keep it available for the crops that I
 grow. I use many different strategies to do this economically and I am always looking for
 additional ways. That is why research is so important.


I am not opposed to changing and adopting to new information or technology, however to
 make big changes, as proposed in Part 1, it would be good to know the changes are needed
 and will have a positive impact on our groundwater quality. I encourage you to seek out
 current well testing data and expand the monitoring of ground water in our area before
 regulating. I believe most of us are doing a good job of limiting nitrogen loss in order to keep
 it available for our crops to use. Research will help us do more.


Thank you for your willingness to listen and work with local and regional growers to find the
 best solutions. I understand you added additional listening sessions and extended the
 comment period in order to get additional input. I hope the input you are getting will
 encourage you to change Part 1 of the Rule so that regulation does not take place in regions
 that need additional testing and consideration of regional risk factors. I am willing to work
 with you and others to help identify regional factors that contribute significantly more or less
 risk. This along with testing should happen before the regulation in Part 1 takes place.
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Sincerely,


John M. Barrett


56721








From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 8:38:12 AM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Kent Ulwelling
Organization: 


Email: ktulwell@mchsi.com
Zip Code: 52155
Comment: Part II of the rule regarding limiting N from P sources in fall even when using


 grid sampling and VRT would be a ridicules rule. In regards to environmental
 impact versus fall NH3 or manure applications it falls way down the list.
 Early fall and excessive applications of manure have much greater impact on
 both nitrogen and phosphorus movement issues than fall applications of DAP
 or MAP.
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 12:34:44 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Kyle Lilly
Organization: Timac Agro USA


Email: lillky01@luther.edu
Zip Code: 55426
Comment: Dear Mr. Gunderson: This letter is in response to the MDA’s informal request


 for comments on the proposed nitrogen fertilizer rule. As a professional who
 is trained in soil chemistry and advises farmers on nitrogen management on a
 daily basis, I feel the need to comment on the proposed rule. 1. I support the
 overall intention of the proposed rule to reduce nitrate pollution to our state's
 water supply. 2. The criteria used to determine vulnerable groundwater areas
 is questionable. Nitrate is not only leached through the soil profile under
 saturated conditions. Water flow in unsaturated conditions is another concern.
 Cation exchange capacity can also influence nitrate leaching. 3. Many farmers
 fall broadcast diammonium phosphate fertilizers supplying 18% total nitrogen
 based on soil test recommended build up and sufficiency needs. The amount
 of nitrogen applied will often exceed 20 pounds per acre. I suggest removing
 this requirement on limiting the amount of nitrogen supplied through the
 major phosphate based fertilizers, diammonium phosphate and
 monoammonium phosphate. Farmers need to fall apply these fertilizers to
 reduce soil compaction and to free up valuable time in the spring. Further, the
 form of nitrogen in these fertilizers, the ammonium form, is not as leachable
 as a nitrate based form. 4. MDA may want to consider incorporating
 nitrification inhibitors into Part 1 of the proposed rules. Certain chemistries
 and products have been proven to reduce nitrate leaching. 5. The township
 testing program should be refined to ensure that results reflect actual
 groundwater conditions without the influence of well condition problems. It is
 important to have an adequate sample size before making large scale
 decisions. If you have any questions or would like to discuss these comments,
 feel free to contact me. Best regards, Kyle Lilly, MS - Soil Science, CCA,
 CPSS 712-520-2509 lillky01@luther.edu
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 12:53:25 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Larry Wilhelm, Pres.
Organization: East Central Corn Growers Assoc.


Email: sharonlarrywilhelm@yahoo.com
Zip Code: 55371
Comment: We have always done split application of Nitrogen on our farm, because of the


 lighter soil and to help prevent leaching of Nitrogen. We use 3 different types
 of Nitrogen-this helps our plants as they grow. Our plants are the healthiest
 they've even been because of this. It really helps keep the Nitrogen where the
 plants can utilize it the best and prevents it from leaching.
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From: John Middleton
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Saturday, August 19, 2017 7:10:04 AM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


I am glad the Farm Bureau sent me this form letter. Though as a member I stand in opposition to almost all of their
 positions.


I support a ban or limitation on fall applied nitrogen to sensitive areas in order to help mitigate water pollution from
 run off over the winter and spring.


Sincerely,


John Middleton
5875 290th St W
Northfield, MN 55057
farmers@fazendaboaterra.com
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From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 4:34:38 PM


Larry Gunderson
Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Roberts Street North
St. Paul, MN 55155-2538


Dear Mr. Gunderson,


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


I do not think a one-size-fits-all strategy is the best approach to maintaining or improving
 groundwater in a state as large and diverse as Minnesota. Instead of prohibiting fall nitrogen
 applications across the entire state based solely on soil type, you should take into account the
 many factors that reduce the risk of nitrate leaching in the different parts of the state,
 including northern and western Minnesota. You should take a regional approach and work
 with growers and other local experts to identify the best strategies, for each region, before
 regulating nitrogen applications as proposed in Part 1 of the rule.


By prohibiting fall applications of nitrogen in such a large area of Northwest Minnesota, you
 would be creating a major problem because we do not have the infrastructure, at supply
 companies and individual farms, to apply and incorporate all the acres in a very short
 application window in the spring. (Infrastructure includes: people, equipment, storage
 capacity and large distances between fields and to the fertilizer source-Mississippi River)
 There could be unintended consequences because P and K may be incorporated in the fall and
 N in the spring, causing more tillage and possible erosion in some situations. It would also
 raise the cost of production.


Nitrogen is expensive and I am doing whatever I can to keep it available for the crops that I
 grow. I use many different strategies to do this economically and I am always looking for
 additional ways. That is why research is so important.


I am not opposed to changing and adopting to new information or technology, however to
 make big changes, as proposed in Part 1, it would be good to know the changes are needed
 and will have a positive impact on our groundwater quality. I encourage you to seek out
 current well testing data and expand the monitoring of ground water in our area before
 regulating. I believe most of us are doing a good job of limiting nitrogen loss in order to keep
 it available for our crops to use. Research will help us do more.


Thank you for your willingness to listen and work with local and regional growers to find the
 best solutions. I understand you added additional listening sessions and extended the
 comment period in order to get additional input. I hope the input you are getting will
 encourage you to change Part 1 of the Rule so that regulation does not take place in regions
 that need additional testing and consideration of regional risk factors. I am willing to work
 with you and others to help identify regional factors that contribute significantly more or less
 risk. This along with testing should happen before the regulation in Part 1 takes place.
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Sincerely,


Jerry Lee


56751


jlee@wiktel.com








From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of jillscholz59@gmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 8:01:36 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Jill Scholz
6516 40th Ave N
Minneapolis, MN 55427-1406
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From: Joseph Longtin
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 12:23:49 PM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve
 the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.


2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.


3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Mr. Joseph Longtin
1353 Wilderness Run Dr
Eagan, MN 55123
9495334966
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From: Kevin Etzler
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:30:04 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer and a person who wants the best for farmland, I am writing to express my concerns with the Minnesota
 Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen fertilizer rule. Water is important to me, my family and neighbors,
 however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in this proposed rule.


You can't look at just soil types and decide what land is ok and what land is not.  For example, we use cover crops
 and have tiled over half of our land.  A majority of the land that we tiled would fall into the areas that prohibit fall
 nitrogen.  You can test the water that comes out of these pumps and see.  We as farmers want to be good stewards
 of our land and we treat it that way.  I don't see how somebody in the cities can tell us that we are doing it wrong. 
 We don't want to lose our fertilizer in runoff, that costs us money of which there isn't much now in farming.  How
 will all of the fertilizer companies handle the huge glut of trying to put it all on in the spring?  It might be
 impossible for them.  I think each county should work with farmers and test and come up with ideas to help rather
 than force something down our throat.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Kevin Etzler
3043 State Highway 210
Foxhome, MN 56543
kevinetzler@gmail.com
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From: Larry Larson
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: I have a concern on this nitrogen Application when it comes to application of my Hog manure. I do not have


 holding capacity to hold six months must apply in summer and winter. Restriction on when manure application
 threatens the future of my farming bu...


Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 9:50:34 AM


Sent from my iPhone
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From: Lee Manthei
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Sunday, August 20, 2017 10:30:05 AM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


Lee Manthei
14610 586th Ave
Mapleton, MN 56065
lomanthei@gmail.com
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From: Joy Eidem
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 11:10:05 AM


Mr. Gunderson,


As I review the  Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule, I am saddened by the lack of respect given to
 the residents of out-state Minnesota.  It appears there is no understanding our people or our
 businesses, our livelihood.  The message we receive is that people from the metro-area are
 superior in every way.  "St. Paul" knows what is best for all areas of this state.  It is this type of
 mentality that has brought us to the mess our great nation is in today.  Last November
 millions of people throughout this country and this state voted for a political novice, a
 Washington outsider, to become our president.  For many this vote was born out of
 frustration.  These people voted as they did because they believed that for no logical reason
 their businesses were being regulated into non-profitability.


It is troubling when the water in a bottle of water from a reputable company, sold in a
 reputable store, tests higher in nitrogen than the wells in our area, and still we are told that a
 ban on fall nitrogen application is necessary for the safety of our well water.  We live in the
 Red River Valley.  Our water wells are very deep.  Between our topsoil and our water wells we
 have over 100 feet of clay.  That clay acts as a barrier to prevent nitrogen from rushing into
 aquafers that supply our wells.


Scientist tell us that nitrogen does not move in soil 50 degrees or colder.  Our fertilizer is
 applied late in the fall when soil temperatures are lower than 50 degrees.  Our early crops
 which benefit from fall fertilization are usually in the ground before soil temperatures rise
 above 50 degrees, thus they are already putting that nitrogen to good use as the
 temperatures begin to rise.


The margins for profit in farming are very slim.  For that reason farmers are always looking for
 methods and practice which increase profitability.  Soil testing each fall has been one of the
 methods farmers have been using for many years.  The soil samples are sent to accredited
 labs to be analyzed.  The farmer then receives a print-out detailing which nutrients and how
 much of each nutrient are needed to produce a good crop.  It is neither environmentally nor
 fiscally responsible to put too much of any nutrient on the land.


If farmers  were forced to put nitrogen on their fields only in the spring, they would be put at
 an enormous economic disadvantage.  Their crops would have to be put in later on soil which
 has been compacted by the equipment needed to apply the nitrogen and work it in.  The
 seeds would be placed in soil which has lost critical moisture due to the above process.  Crops
 planted later, on compacted soil, with less moisture will produce an inferior crop.  Each
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 farmer will produce less product thus earning less income.  Less income means fewer taxable
 dollars, which in turn means less income for the state of Minnesota.


Thank you for the opportunity to share my views on this matter.  Please give careful
 consideration to all the views you receive on Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.  Although this may
 be one of many projects you are working on,  it is of crucial importance to the farmers of
 Minnesota.


Joy Eidem
joyeidem@hotmail.com








From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Thursday, August 10, 2017 11:12:34 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Joel Howard
Organization: 


Email: Jmhoward5@live.com
Zip Code: 56726
Comment: I understand the desire and the well intentions of the proposal but I fear it fails


 to address the scope of the real problem. This proposal is so broadly
 reactionary that ultimately nothing is achieved. I live in Roseau County and
 the way that nitrates or any other form of pollution is going to find its way
 into our well systems is through the countless uncapped and unaccounted for
 old Wells that no one has taken account for. They are located everywhere.
 This should be the immediate concern of the land owners and general public.
 Let's work on prevention.
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of Juliann Rule
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 6:46:25 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Juliann Rule
35002 115th Ave
Avon, MN 56310-9636
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From: Larry Bogolub
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:44:11 AM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve
 the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.


2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.


3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Mr. Larry Bogolub
1424 Lincoln Ave
Lincoln Ave
Saint Paul, MN 55105
6512907676
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From: Kim Larson
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 10:00:05 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


Kim Larson
7911 County Road 5 NW
Willmar, MN 56201
klarsonfarms@gmail.com
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of raykris@aribo.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 6:31:30 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Kris Sigford
4158 Coffman Lane
Minneapolis, MN 55406-3644
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From: John Briel
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 9:01:34 AM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Mr. John Briel
2733 W. Belden Ave Apt 910
Chicago, MN 55406
6124434234
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From: Lawrence Landherr
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 6:39:07 PM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Mr. Lawrence Landherr
7740 W Highway 61
Schroeder, MN 55613
2186639085
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of julylarson@comcast.net
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 4:46:19 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Julie Larson
8648 Tyler St NE
Minneapolis, MN 55434-2354
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From: Joan Hohag
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:00:05 PM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a farmer, I am writing to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in
 this proposed rule.


The Department of Agriculture needs to conduct more thorough research before nitrogen limitations are put into
 place. Instead of a rule, the Department should support outreach and education efforts to further the adoption of
 improved nitrogen management practices. Research focus should be on the most up-to-date best management
 practices, timed applications of nitrogen fertilizer, and usage of precision agriculture technology.


Water quality is a top priority for Minnesota farmers and ranchers. However, I urge the Department to do away with
 the first part of the proposed rule and instead focus on helping farmers implement best management practices that
 work on each farm, rather than another one-size fits all approach.


Sincerely,


Joan Hohag
4108 Elder Ave SW
Waverly, MN 55390
joanhohag@gmail.com
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From: Jerome Fragodt
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Rule
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 2:24:38 PM


I think you need to relook at the 20 lbs of nitrogen from the phosphate need to remember that
 doing crop removal you need to put more phosphate on than 20 lbs of nitrogen. Just a thought
 because all of our recs I would say is more than 20 lbs.
 
 
 
 
Thanks,
 
Jerome Fragodt
Fertilizer Manager
Montevideo Cenex
Work: 320-269-8856 | Cell: 320-368-0990
Email: fertmgr@montevideocenex.com
Website: www.montevideocenex.com
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 10:38:49 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Kevin Dreyer
Organization: Grain Farmer


Email: 
Zip Code: 56567
Comment: I don't see any problem with the draft N fert rule. Looks like common sense to


 me.
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of lcharpentier@aveda.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 7:26:22 AM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


**** I am sending this form letter to state in Political terms so you understand BUT I really feel very strongly about
 this issue!!! PLEASE stand up for my Great-Great Grandchildren.  Minnesota's forefathers were so forward
 thinking and in these past few decades that has been so lost!!****


Sincerely,


Linda Charpentier
718 4th St E
Saint Paul, MN 55106-5109



mailto:mailagent@thesoftedge.com

mailto:lcharpentier@aveda.com

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:52:23 AM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: John Wurtzberger
Organization: Minnesot Soybean


Email: wujo0401@gmail,com
Zip Code: 56085
Comment: In central Minnesota using a section to determine if fertilizers can be fall


 applied leads to serious application problems. This needs to be research more
 thoroughly to see if this has any effective merit.I have land that is CER 90 but
 it is located in one of the sections MDA calls volinable. This is not a correct
 way of doing things.
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 9:02:15 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Kevin Kasella
Organization: 


Email: 
Zip Code: 
Comment: Our farm is using split application of nitrogen. We basically "spoon feed" our


 crops to avoid contamination of ground water. In other words, we apply it as
 needed vs. all at once. We also use a nitrogen inhibitor. Crop rotation, as well
 as use of cover crops are also part of our land stewardship program.
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of jl@youbetnet.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 9:26:31 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


John Lindblom
2068 Stegeman Trl
Mora, MN 55051-7446
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 8:45:27 AM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Kevin Possin
Organization: 


Email: 
Zip Code: 55987
Comment: I am a landowner in the Winona area. Every rain, I see our stream muddied


 because farmers fail to use buffer strips. My well is threatened by nitrates
 from surrounding farms. Do everything possible to restrict fertilizer pollution.
 Thank you.
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 8:39:32 AM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Josh Betcher
Organization: JB Farms


Email: jb.farms@hotmail.com
Zip Code: 55956
Comment: I have 3 main concerns with this proposed rule. How does well condition


 impact the test results, how does applying all 100% of nitrogen needs in the
 spring effect the risk of a critical loss of nitrates form a single weather event,
 and what escalated risk is presented by stockpiling larger amounts of nitrogen
 for an additional 6 months (November to May)? First, I believe that well age,
 condition and depth can significantly impact the amount of nitrates in a water
 source. I do not believe farmers should be directly or indirectly responsible
 for maintenance on private and public wells not owned by the farm. Second,
 the elevated risk of water contamination from a single weather event in the
 spring is a real concern. If all farms in a localized region are applying their
 needs in the same 2 week window in the spring there will be a great risk of
 having a significant rain event or extremely saturated soils that would lead to
 increased pollution. I feel that the weather risk is mitigated by applying at
 multiple times throughout the year. Lastly, both organic (manure) and
 inorganic (commercial fertilizer) storage facilities are sized according to
 current market conditions and do not have the capacity to hold a full annual
 need of these inputs. I believe that this could be the most significant impact to
 small and medium farmers. Many small and medium farms can only afford to
 stockpile for 6 months worth of manure. If these smaller farms are required to
 add to current manure storage, it may prove t them out of business. If
 structures are improved to hold this full amount, I still feel that this is a
 greater risk than current conditions since there will be a higher volume in
 stock pile. I urge you to consider the conditions of he wells you are testing,
 the risks presented by applying all nitrogen needs at one time, and the risk of
 stockpiling all of those needs for a longer period, in the review of these
 proposed rules and make a decision that does improve the environment but
 includes the viability of agriculture businesses in these regions.
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From: Kim Labo
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 8:58:00 AM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve
 the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.


2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.


3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Ms. Kim Labo
1406 Midway Pkwy
St paul, MN 55108
612-627-1513
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 2:08:03 PM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Kate Stenzel
Organization: Central Farm Service/Central Advantage GS


Email: kstenzel@centraladvantagegs.com
Zip Code: 55060
Comment: Larry Gunderson Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division Minnesota


 Department of Agriculture 625 Robert Street North St. Paul, MN 55155 Dear
 Mr. Gunderson, This letter is in response to the MDA’s informal request for
 comments on the proposed nitrogen fertilizer rule. After numerous meetings
 and interactions between Minnesota Crop Production Retailers members,
 Certified Crop Advisors, and the Minnesota Department of Agriculture
 representatives, we have four major recommendations: 1. Eliminate Part 1 of
 the proposed rule. 2. Increase support for continued BMP development and
 implementation while recognizing that precision agriculture adoption is a
 primary vehicle which modern production agriculture is utilizing to improve
 fertilizer use efficiency and substantially reduce environmental risk including
 ground water. 3. Refine the township testing program to ensure that results
 reflect actual groundwater conditions without the influence of well condition
 problems 4. If Part 1 is not eliminated, we highly recommend MDA
 substantially change the fall P limitations. Minnesota fertilizer retailers,
 agronomist, certified crop advisors, and growers are committed to helping
 ensure the safety of drinking water, now and into the future. They are also
 committed to continuing to provide for a hungry world. Safe drinking water
 and a prosperous agricultural industry can co-exist, in fact, they must. While
 MCPR supports the stated intent of the proposed rule to help insure that
 nitrogen fertilizers are used as efficiently as is practicable, we strongly
 disagree with the approach taken in Part 1 of the proposed rule. As has been
 frequently stated by MDA staff at the listening sessions regarding the
 proposed rule, farmers are already adopting the “right time” recommendations
 as promoted through the fertilizer industry’s 4R program and supported by
 University of Minnesota research at a very high rate on those soils generally
 considered to be vulnerable to groundwater contamination. There is no need
 for Part 1 of the proposed rule. Furthermore, Part 1 may serve to increase
 water pollution as an unintended consequence. MDA staff have heard
 testimony that portions of Part 1 of the proposed rule will encourage less
 precise placement of soil nutrients according to the nutrient need of each
 portion of the field which will motivate growers to select less precise
 application, reduced cost application products and services and thereby
 actually decrease nutrient efficiency and increase water pollution in some
 cases. MDA could well move “backward” precision agricultural advances
 rather than promote more advanced nutrient practices. At your listening
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 sessions, you have heard loudly and clearly from many farmers and agronomy
 professionals expressing concerns with the Ksat approach outlined in the
 proposed rule. There are also concerns with the subjective definition of
 vulnerable soil based on bedrock or karst “near” the surface. You have also
 heard many examples of various farming practices being recommended which
 are used by farmers that encompass all the 4R principles which include the
 right rate at the right time in the right place using the right form of fertilizer.
 Building from a research base begun at land grant universities and now
 expanded to include industry and on-farm research, farmers continue to fine
 tune nitrogen rates, adjust timing and utilize products that reduce risk of
 nitrogen loss. Promotion of research and education to further develop and
 demonstrate beneficial nitrogen management practices has been effective in
 the past and strongly supported by Minnesota Agriculture through such
 voluntary efforts as the Agriculture Fertilizer Research and Education
 Council. we believe that increased support for these efforts would do more to
 protect groundwater and improve farm sustainability than will Part 1 of the
 proposed rule. MCPR appointed ag professions who served on the task force
 that assisted the MDA in updating the Nitrogen Fertilizer Management Plan.
 We believe that during the lengthy discussion that took place over about two
 years and 18 meetings, great emphasis was brought to creating a statewide
 framework only from the perspective of addressing groundwater nitrate issues
 wherever they occur in the state, with any remediation efforts focused on the
 specific areas where groundwater nitrate levels are elevated as outlined in part
 two of the proposed rule. In fact, the question was asked several times, “will
 your efforts expand into areas beyond the irrigated sands and karst regions?”
 and the answer was always “no, we just don’t see problems there.” How then
 did we get to the vulnerable soils map associated with the proposed rule?
 Given the significant problems with the methods used to generate the
 vulnerable soils map, the most practical solution is to delete Part 1 of the
 proposed rule and all language associated with it entirely. Throughout the
 development of the updated Nitrogen Fertilizer Management Plan and in the
 MDA’s presentations on the proposed rule, much emphasis has been placed
 on the involvement of local advisory teams, especially farmers and their
 nutrient management advisors. The requirement that local advisory team
 members “provide support” to the commissioner for the implementation of
 the response activities should be deleted. As stated in the name, the function
 of the team is to “advise” the commissioner, not provide funding for this
 regulatory program. About part two of the proposed rule, there are significant
 concerns with the current approach. First, the Township Testing Program
 County reports show that in some townships the number of wells is very
 small, sometimes due to a low number of wells and sometimes due to low
 participation. We propose that the MDA put forth greater effort targeting
 those areas in Level 2, 3 and 4 to ensure that all residents are made aware of
 groundwater conditions in the county by requiring that at least 80% of wells
 in the township be tested and screened for potential non-fertilizer nitrate
 sources prior to level 2, 3 or 4 designations. It is also very important that the
 MDA provide greater emphasis on the difference between initial and follow-
up sampling, as first round results can be misleading. It is important for all
 residents in affected areas to know that their drinking water is safe. It is also
 extremely important for all stakeholders to know that wells that may be







 influenced by nitrate sources other than fertilizer are NOT being used in the
 determination of mitigation level. Township well testing reports should not be
 released until after round two testing has been completed and all ineligible
 wells have been removed from the calculation of mitigation level. Subpart 2 C
 For some farmers, a common practice is the fall application of phosphate in a
 quantity that is sufficient to meet the needs of a 2-year corn/soybean crop
 rotation usually applied for the corn growing year. This practice reduces fuel
 consumption, and soil compaction by reducing the number of trips across a
 field, and reduces time and labor costs. Some of the low to medium testing
 soils with average or better yield expectation could need in the range of 150
 lbs. P2O5/ac to meet the crop requirements for the 2-year corn/soybean
 rotation. The amount of nitrogen delivered (approximately 30 lb./ac of N)
 with this application would be accounted for in determining the correct N rate
 applied for the corn so the N rate would not be over applied. An exception for
 the application of agronomically appropriate rates of phosphate to meet the
 needs of a 2-year corn/soybean rotation should be included in the exceptions
 under Subpart 2C. Potash is also commonly applied in the same operation
 with the phosphate application. If there is no exception made for
 agronomically appropriate rates of fall applied phosphate for a 2-year
 corn/soybean rotation then farmers will need to apply and retailers will need
 to be able to deliver on average an additional 75 lb./ac of P2O5 and 75 lb./ac
 of K2O each spring (based on potash rates between 50 and 150 lb./ac for
 soybean and corn average needs). The ability of farmers and retailers to
 deliver and apply the additional volume of phosphate and potash fertilizer
 product to be applied in the spring could be further constrained by the switch
 of nitrogen application from fall to spring and the change from fall anhydrous
 ammonia to spring urea or UAN with its lower N analysis resulting in higher
 volumes to meet the same N requirement. Subpart 6 – Fall Application uses
 the term “inorganic nitrogen fertilizer”. Nitrogen fertilizer is defined in
 subpart 13. Would the addition of the word inorganic in subpart 6 mean that
 the rule would allow for the addition of manipulated organic fertilizer after
 Aug. 31st? All Nitrogen fertilizers should be treated in the same way,
 regardless of whether the N source is organic or inorganic, since all nitrogen
 sources are potential nitrate sources. The term “inorganic” should be removed
 from the definition in Subpart 6. The MDA has a role in setting appropriate
 expectations with the public about the time frames around expected water
 quality improvements. Lag times for water quality changes mean that nitrate
 well monitoring results are not necessarily indicative of the management
 practice changes that have occurred over the last 5-10 years. The emphasis on
 well water monitoring for changes in nitrate levels in a 3-year time is sending
 a message to the public that the department expects to see changes to water
 nitrate levels in a short time period. This creates potential for unmet public
 expectations and rising concerns leading to more restrictive regulations on
 fertilizer use that may or may not reduce nitrate levels in the 3-year period.
 The education component under the water resource requirements must also
 include public education on the timeframes for expected changes in water
 quality and other factors that affect nitrate levels in monitored wells. The
 proposed rule should include a requirement to fund education efforts for all
 stakeholders. We are concerned about the complexity of evaluating nitrogen
 management practices. While we support the commissioner’s intent to ensure







 that farmers are using nitrogen as efficiently as possible, factors such as
 weather greatly influence crop growth and nitrogen uptake. We are concerned
 that the general recommendations currently found in University of
 Minnesota’s BMPs are not well understood and there is a fear that the MDA
 may set unreasonable nitrogen rate limits through this regulation. An
 important factor in allowing the precision agriculture to determine fertilizer
 application practices and rates is the acknowledgement of “on-farm trials”
 according to appendix 6 which are included in as necessary method of truth
 testing the University of Minnesota BMPs standards. This issue is
 compounded by the fact that the MDA has taken on a larger role in nutrient
 management education by choosing to add nutrient management staff within
 its own ranks. MDA staff must be able to work with precision ag programs to
 be able to manage the University BMP recommendations within the frame
 work of “on-farm trials”. As it takes on a larger role in regulation, the MDA
 should provide additional funding to the University of Minnesota and
 Extension and agricultural organizations for the purposes of BMP research
 and education. Direct MDA activities should be confined to the regulatory
 functions being created, specifically water monitoring and BMP adoption
 assessment.


 








From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of jaenblom@gmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 30, 2017 6:26:21 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our groundwater from
 agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if farm operators adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of ineffective "best management
 practices" (BMP's).
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: The rules rely on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize
 farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs will still leave us with high concentrations of
 nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


John Enblom
14755 113th Street South
Hastings, MN 55033
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From: Joshua Houdek
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 1:57:40 PM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule proposed by the agency is inadequate and fails to protect our ground from
 agricultural pollution.


While Part 1 of MDA's proposed rule is satisfactory, Part 2 includes three major flaws that undermine the state's
 ability to protect and restore our groundwater and drinking water resources.


1. Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to achieve the
 clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protect Act, and unreasonably limits application of the
 Groundwater Protection Act to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as
 directed by the Act. The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rule only applies to some
 groundwater.
2. Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Level III or IV regulatory
 authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The Act calls
 for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of already-common BMPs.
3. Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rule relies on agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit
 rather than protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater
 and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust state and local intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated by
 agricultural practices.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Mr. Joshua Houdek
2327 E Franklin Ave Ste 1
Minneapolis, MN 55406
6126599124



mailto:joshua.houdek@sierraclub.org

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of josephwenzel@msn.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Saturday, August 19, 2017 1:16:16 PM


Dear Mr.:


Thank you for the opportunity to com``qament on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's draft Nitrogen
 Fertilizer Rule. The Nitrogen Fertilizer Rules proposed by the agency is inadequate, and fails to protect our ground
 from agricultural pollution.


The MDA's proposed Part 2 rule includes three major flaws that undermine the state's ability to protect and restore
 our groundwater and drinking water resources.


        1.      Failure to honor the goals of the 1989 Groundwater Protection Act: The MDA's proposed rule fails to
 achieve the clearly stated non-degradation goal of the Groundwater Protection Act, and unreasonably limits its
 application to drinking water resources instead of applying the law to protect all groundwater as directed by the Act.
 The Act applies to ALL groundwater, but the MDA's proposed rules only apply to some groundwater.
        2.      Limiting state regulatory authority: Under the proposed rule, the MDA can't apply Phase III or IV
 regulatory authority if local landowners adopt certain farming practices, even if contamination remains severe. The
 Act calls for clean groundwater and safe drinking water - not just the adoption of in effective BMPs.
        3.      Unacceptable reliance on the wrong BMPs: Reliance on ineffective requirements: The rules rely on
 agricultural BMPs designed to maximize farm profit rather that protect groundwater. Following such BMPs may
 result in high concentrations of nitrate in groundwater and drinking water resources.


I strongly urge you to work with agricultural and water quality stakeholders to correct these flaws and require more
 timely and robust
intervention where groundwater and drinking water resources are contaminated. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the MDA's proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


Sincerely,


Joseph Wenzel
93 Midwest Ave. N
Lake Elmo, MN 55042
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From: MDA.Info@state.mn.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 11:19:47 AM


The following information has been submitted through the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
 Comment Form.


Name: Ken Hove
Organization: Farmer


Email: Ken.Hove@plantpioneer.com
Zip Code: 56542
Comment: Quit treating the whole state with your "one size fits all" rules. The N problem


 leaching is in the southern part of the state.
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From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 4:34:22 PM


Larry Gunderson
Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Roberts Street North
St. Paul, MN 55155-2538


Dear Mr. Gunderson,


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule.


I do not think a one-size-fits-all strategy is the best approach to maintaining or improving
 groundwater in a state as large and diverse as Minnesota. Instead of prohibiting fall nitrogen
 applications across the entire state based solely on soil type, you should take into account the
 many factors that reduce the risk of nitrate leaching in the different parts of the state,
 including northern and western Minnesota. You should take a regional approach and work
 with growers and other local experts to identify the best strategies, for each region, before
 regulating nitrogen applications as proposed in Part 1 of the rule.


By prohibiting fall applications of nitrogen in such a large area of Northwest Minnesota, you
 would be creating a major problem because we do not have the infrastructure, at supply
 companies and individual farms, to apply and incorporate all the acres in a very short
 application window in the spring. (Infrastructure includes: people, equipment, storage
 capacity and large distances between fields and to the fertilizer source-Mississippi River)
 There could be unintended consequences because P and K may be incorporated in the fall and
 N in the spring, causing more tillage and possible erosion in some situations. It would also
 raise the cost of production.


Nitrogen is expensive and I am doing whatever I can to keep it available for the crops that I
 grow. I use many different strategies to do this economically and I am always looking for
 additional ways. That is why research is so important.


I am not opposed to changing and adopting to new information or technology, however to
 make big changes, as proposed in Part 1, it would be good to know the changes are needed
 and will have a positive impact on our groundwater quality. I encourage you to seek out
 current well testing data and expand the monitoring of ground water in our area before
 regulating. I believe most of us are doing a good job of limiting nitrogen loss in order to keep
 it available for our crops to use. Research will help us do more.


Thank you for your willingness to listen and work with local and regional growers to find the
 best solutions. I understand you added additional listening sessions and extended the
 comment period in order to get additional input. I hope the input you are getting will
 encourage you to change Part 1 of the Rule so that regulation does not take place in regions
 that need additional testing and consideration of regional risk factors. I am willing to work
 with you and others to help identify regional factors that contribute significantly more or less
 risk. This along with testing should happen before the regulation in Part 1 takes place.



mailto:admin@smallgrains.org

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us





Sincerely,


KEVIN L. MARTIN


56560





