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From: Gale symens
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: N Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:45:33 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, 
Gale symens 
39198 930th St
Heron Lake, MN 56137 



mailto:gpkpj@mvtvwireless.com

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of graden@tds.net
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:36:26 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,


Graden West
PO Box 422
New London, MN 56273-0422



mailto:mailagent@thesoftedge.com

mailto:graden@tds.net
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From: graincom@hickorytech.net
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Fwd: Bold new approaches needed to shrink Gulf of Mexico dead zone and meet elusive goals -- ScienceDaily
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:09:18 AM
Attachments: Hypoxic Area.pdf


Scavia et al. PNAS Hypoxia.pdf


I would like to include this letter and reports as a reply to comments on the proposed nitrogen
 rule thanks 


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Satish Gupta <gupta002@umn.edu>
Date: August 2, 2017 at 10:04:32 AM CDT
To: David A Craigmile <dacmile@farmerstel.net>
Cc: Chuck Wingert <charles@wingertrealty.com>, Dan Roberts
 <rober710@umn.edu>, Duane Kroll <krollfarms.mn@gmail.com>, Gary
 Joachim <soygary@charter.net>, Greg Bartz <gbartz@sleepyeyetel.net>, Greg
 Mikkelson <graincom@hickorytech.net>, Ron Jacobson <rcj56@hotmail.com>,
 Steve Commerford <comagro@comcast.net>, Stu Frazeur
 <stufrazeurtiling@gmail.com>, Tim Dritz <dritzfarm@gmail.com>, Willis
 Anthony <anthony@mvtvwireless.com>, Adam S Birr <abirr@mncorn.org>,
 David Kee <david@mnsoybean.com>, Drew Kessler
 <dkessler@houstoneng.com>, George Rehm <rehmx001@umn.edu>, Jeremy
 Geske <jeremy@mawrc.org>, Joe Smentek <Joe@mnsoybean.com>, Mike
 Youngerberg <mike@mnsoybean.com>, Paul Meints <pmeints@mncorn.org>,
 "Steve & Sue Sodeman" <ssodeman@mvtvwireless.com>, Warren Formo
 <warren@mawrc.org>
Subject: Re: Bold new approaches needed to shrink Gulf of Mexico dead
 zone and meet elusive goals -- ScienceDaily


Hi Dave,


Many thanks for sharing the Science article. I saw that recently but I have not had chance to read it
 yet. Also, thanks for the link to PNAS article. I have attached a copy of PNAS article in case you do
 not have access to this article. 


Kari Wolf and Nathaniel Baeumler, my two students have been looking at Iowa and Minnesota River
 N data and we are coming to the conclusion that N loads are primarily driven by climate i.e. higher
 rainfall, higher streamflow, higher baseflow and thus higher N loads. Flow weighted concentrations
 are in the narrow range and will be difficult to manipulate (lower) using management practices. 


As long as water percolates through soil, it will carry soluble salts including nitrate. If water
 percolation is stopped or reduced, it will lead to more sediment and phosphorus losses in overland
 flow to rivers. This is mainly the consequence of changing climate - more precipitation in recent
 years. We are also finding that in dry years, we have small N loss but if there is higher rainfall in
 subsequent years, stored N is also finding its way to the rivers. This is very similar to what Gyles
 had found in his drainage plots. 
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the northern Gulf of Mexico
Donald Scaviaa,b,1, Isabella Bertania, Daniel R. Obenourc, R. Eugene Turnerd, David R. Forreste, and Alexey Katinc



aGraham Sustainability Institute, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI 48104; bSchool for Environment and Sustainability, University of Michigan, Ann
Arbor, MI 48104; cDepartment of Civil, Construction, and Environmental Engineering, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC 27695; dDepartment of
Oceanography and Coastal Sciences, College of the Coast and Environment, Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge, LA 70803; and eVirginia Institute of
Marine Science, College of William and Mary, Gloucester Point, VA 23062



Edited by Jonathan J. Cole, Cary Institute of Ecosystem Studies, Avon, NC, and approved July 7, 2017 (received for review March 31, 2017)



A large region of low-dissolved-oxygen bottom waters (hypoxia)
forms nearly every summer in the northern Gulf of Mexico because
of nutrient inputs from theMississippi River Basin andwater column
stratification. Policymakers developed goals to reduce the area of
hypoxic extent because of its ecological, economic, and commercial
fisheries impacts. However, the goals remain elusive after 30 y of
research and monitoring and 15 y of goal-setting and assessment
because there has been little change in river nitrogen concentra-
tions. An intergovernmental Task Force recently extended to
2035 the deadline for achieving the goal of a 5,000-km2 5-y average
hypoxic zone and set an interim load target of a 20% reduction of
the spring nitrogen loading from the Mississippi River by 2025 as
part of their adaptive management process. The Task Force has
asked modelers to reassess the loading reduction required to
achieve the 2035 goal and to determine the effect of the 20% in-
terim load reduction. Here, we address both questions using a prob-
abilistic ensemble of four substantially different hypoxia models.
Our results indicate that, under typical weather conditions, a 59%
reduction in Mississippi River nitrogen load is required to reduce
hypoxic area to 5,000 km2. The interim goal of a 20% load reduction
is expected to produce an 18% reduction in hypoxic area over the
long term. However, due to substantial interannual variability, a
25% load reduction is required before there is 95% certainty of
observing any hypoxic area reduction between consecutive 5-y
assessment periods.



ensemble modeling | hypoxia | Gulf of Mexico | nitrogen-loading targets



Alarge region of low-dissolved-oxygen (DO) bottom waters
(hypoxia; DO < 2 mg·L−1) has formed nearly every summer



in the Gulf of Mexico for at least the last three decades (1–3).
Hypoxia forms because of respiration of organic matter in bot-
tom waters and a vertically stratified water column restricting
reaeration (4–6). Both factors are related to the outflow of
freshwater and nutrients from the Mississippi River Basin, which
typically peaks in March through May. Nutrients stimulate phy-
toplankton production, much of which settles in early summer,
and bottom water DO (BWDO) is consumed during its de-
composition. River outflows create a fresher, warmer surface
layer above a colder, saltier bottom layer, limiting the vertical
diffusion of DO (2).
Policymakers developed hypoxia reduction goals because of



ecological, economic, and commercial fisheries impacts (7–10).
However, the goals remain elusive after >30 y of research and
monitoring (3, 11) and >15 y of assessment and goal-setting (5, 12–
16). A Gulf Task Force recently agreed to retain the 5-y moving
average goal of a 5,000-km2 hypoxic zone, but extended the dead-
line from 2015 to 2035 (17). The timeframe was reset because the
2015 hypoxic zone was 16,760 km2 and the most recent 5-y average
was 14,024 km2



—greater than the long-term average of 13,751 km2



(1). Missing the goal was not unexpected because the 5-y average
load of late spring nitrogen (N) from the Mississippi River remains
similar to the 1980–1996 baseline (Fig. 1) and far from the 45%
reduction the Task Force recommended (17). To support its
adaptive management process and to ensure progress, the Task



Force established a milestone of a 20% reduction in N load by 2025
(17). Two questions emerged during their deliberations: (i) Has the
required load reduction changed? and (ii) what hypoxic area would
result from meeting the 20% load reduction milestone?
We explore both questions with an ensemble of four different



models developed independently to produce annual forecasts
(Fig. 2) and to evaluate load reduction scenarios. The University
of Michigan (U-M) model is a one-dimensional Bayesian adap-
tation of a river model that predicts DO downstream from sources
of nutrient-stimulated organic matter, accounting for its decom-
position and DO reaeration. The North Carolina State University
(NCSU) Bayesian biophysical model is a mass-balance model of
the eastern and western Gulf shelf that predicts DO in terms of
nutrient-stimulated primary production, wind-driven transport,
sedimentation, decomposition, sediment DO demand, and rea-
eration. The Louisiana State University/Louisiana University
Marine Consortium (LSU/LUMCON) and the Virginia Institute
of Marine Sciences (VIMS) models are linear regressions based
on different assumptions and statistically identified relationships
for the response of hypoxia to nutrients and stratification. Further
details are in Methods.
The benefits of using multiple models are being increasingly



recognized (18–23). Because each model is a different represen-
tation of the real world, the advantages of multiple models include
viewing problems from different conceptual perspectives, testing
the effects of different assumptions, and reducing decision risk
(22). The integration of the models provides increased confidence
when they agree and helps identify knowledge gaps when they
do not. However, multimodel efforts addressing policy-relevant
natural resource issues often lack rigorous frameworks to quantify
how model uncertainties propagate into formal ensembles. As for
climate and weather forecasting (24), there is a need to develop



Significance



The number of coastal hypoxia areas is spreading worldwide,
with severe environmental and societal impacts. The second-
largest hypoxic zone occurs in the northern Gulf of Mexico,
where anthropogenic nutrient load is a key driving factor, as in
many coastal waters. We address policy-relevant questions
raised by Gulf stakeholders and decision-makers using an en-
semble approach that integrates results from multiple models.
Through development of a rigorous framework to propagate
intramodel and intermodel uncertainty into the ensemble, we
provide policymakers with the response of hypoxic area to a
range of different nitrogen load reduction scenarios, with
corresponding probabilistic statements that allow for quanti-
tative risk assessment of alternative policy strategies.
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probabilistic ensembles to help bridge the gap between research
and policymaking (25–29). Our work advances that goal by for-
mally propagating model uncertainty into our ensemble predic-
tions to allow for quantitative risk assessment and policies that
are robust within realistic uncertainty ranges.



Results
The U-M model (30) explained 69% of the variability in hypoxic
area extent over 1985–2011. This model (and all others) was
subjected to a leave-one-year-out cross-validation, in which it
explained 45% of hypoxic area variability. This model’s annual
hypoxia forecasts have compared well with measurements, es-
pecially for years without storms or high winds (R2 = 70%;
Fig. 2). Its load–response curve indicates that a reduction in
hypoxia to 5,000 km2 requires a 58% [95% credible interval (CI):
49–70%] decrease in May total nitrogen (TN) load relative to the
1980–1996 average (Table 1). A 20% reduction would produce a
hypoxic extent of 15,000 km2 (95% CI: 13,500–16,500 km2). The
NCSU model, calibrated for 1985–2011, explains ∼75% of the
variability in BWDO and 70% of the variability in hypoxic area.
The cross-validation performed similarly to the full calibration
(R2 = 72% for BWDO) (31). This model was first used for
hypoxia forecasts in 2015 (Fig. 2) and estimates that reaching the
hypoxia goal requires a 56% (95% CI: 50–62%) decrease in
spring bioavailable N load (Table 1). A 20% reduction would
produce a hypoxic extent of 12,400 km2 (95% CI: 10,800–
14,000 km2). The LSU/LUMCON model explains 92% of the
variation in hypoxic extent since 2000, after removing 5 y with
high wind/storms. The cross-validation on the same calibration
dataset showed similar model performance (R2 = 87%). Its an-
nual forecasts have been fairly accurate since 2002 (Fig. 2).
Without the five high-wind/storm years, its forecasts accounted
for 56% of the observed variability, and the model indicates that
a 56% (95% CI: 50–64%) reduction in the May nitrite+nitrate
(NO) load is needed to meet the hypoxia goal (Table 1). A 20%
reduction would produce a hypoxic extent of 15,600 km2 (95%
CI: 14,400–16,800 km2). The VIMS model explained 64% of the
variability in hypoxic area between 1985 and 2015, and the cross-
validation explained 52% of the interannual variation. A sim-
plified version of the model has been used to produce blind
forecasts since 2014 (Fig. 2). This model indicates that an 80%
(95% CI: 50%) reduction in the May NO load is needed to meet
the hypoxia goal (Table 1), while a 20% load reduction would
result in a hypoxic area of 12,900 km2 (95% CI: 10,700–
15,000 km2).
The ensemble modeling results indicate that, under typical



weather conditions, a 59% reduction in N load from the 1980–
1996 baseline would be required to reach the goal. The 20%



reduction interim goal would result in 13,900 km2 (95% CI:
11,100–16,400 km2), corresponding to an 18% reduction in
hypoxic extent over the long-term, and a 1% reduction compared
with the most recent 5-y period (Fig. 3 and Table 1).



Discussion
While multiple models have been used to inform hypoxia man-
agement in the past, in this work, multiple models are synthe-
sized within a probabilistic framework to develop a “consensus”
estimate of how the system will respond and to quantify the
uncertainty in that estimate. By developing the ensemble, we
explore and quantify uncertainty due to differences in model
structure and inputs (32), which is not captured by the individual
models themselves. Our four models differ substantially in
mechanistic form, type of N load driver, internal sources of DO
demand, and criteria for selecting calibration datasets. For ex-
ample, the VIMS and LSU/LUMCON models are linear regres-
sions with different assumptions on the form of the relationship
between nutrients, stratification, and hypoxia, whereas the U-M
and NCSU models are based on different mechanistically derived
relationships. In addition, while the VIMS and LSU/LUMCON
models use NO as the primary nutrient driver, the U-M model
uses TN, and the NCSU model uses an estimation of bioavailable
N (Fig. 1). The U-M and LSU/LUMCON models use nutrient
load as the primary driver, and, as a result, their response curves
are steeper than the VIMS curve, which attributes more variation
in hypoxia to freshwater discharge and wind. The NCSU model
provides a compromise in that load, freshwater discharge, and
wind are incorporated into its mechanistic framework. The U-M,
NCSU, and VIMS models use the period of record from 1985 for
calibration, whereas the LSU/LUMCON model is calibrated from
2000 on, under the hypothesis that the nutrient–hypoxia rela-
tionship has changed over time. Finally, the U-M, NCSU, and
VIMS models define outlier years according to quantitative me-
teorological criteria, whereas the LSU/LUMCON model defines
outliers based on sea conditions during the midsummer sampling
cruise (Methods).
Despite these differences, the individual model results show



similar responses to load reductions (Fig. 3), and the mean en-
semble results indicate that a 59% reduction from the 1980–
1996 average N load is needed to meet the Task Force goal
(Table 1). The worst-case scenario in our ensemble results (up-
per bound of predictive intervals) indicates that even an 80%
load reduction (which is likely infeasible) may not meet the goal



Fig. 1. May nitrogen loads from the Mississippi and Atchafalaya rivers
(MT N·day−1) for TN, nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen (NO), and bioavailable ni-
trogen (NO + ammonia + 12% of organic N).



Fig. 2. Observed hypoxic area (1985–2015) and forecast track record
(2002–2015) for the four models. Gray bars are estimates of hypoxia area from
LUMCON (1), and open bars are geostatistical estimates (with 95% confidence
intervals) (70). The annual forecasts made assuming normal weather condi-
tions are shown as circles (red, U-M; purple, LSU/LUMCON; blue, VIMS; and
orange, NCSU). Filled and open circles identify normal weather and “wind/
storm” years, respectively (as defined by each model).
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(Table 1 and Fig. 3). However, this scenario represents the tail of
the probability distribution and is unlikely. We estimate that the
probability that hypoxia would be <5,000 km2 under an 80% load
reduction is 87%. The 59% reduction is larger than the 45%
reduction called for in the most recent Action Plan (17), but
within the range of previous individual models (5, 30, 31, 33–36).
This percentage is also higher than recommendations made for
other eutrophic systems. For example, a multimodel effort (20)
recommended a 40% phosphorus (P) load reduction for Lake
Erie under the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (37); the
Chesapeake Bay agreement calls for a 25% reduction in N load
and a 24% reduction in P (38); and the Neuse River Strategy
calls for a 30% reduction in N load (23).
The Task Force also set an interim N load reduction target of



20% by 2025 (17). Our analysis suggests that a 20% reduction may
not have a measureable effect within the next 5–10 y. According to
the ensemble modeling results, a 20% reduction will result in a
13,900-km2 mean hypoxic region (95% CI: 11,100–16,400 km2),
which is not significantly different from the current 5-y average of
14,024 km2 (Table 1). However, over the long term (as opposed to
a 5-y average, which is subject to annual anomalies), a 20% re-
duction would produce an 18% reduction in hypoxic area, relative
to model-estimated current conditions (Fig. 3).
An important contribution of this study, relative to previous



Gulf hypoxia modeling efforts, is the characterization of model
structure and input uncertainty, in addition to model parameter
and predictive error uncertainty (32). We developed two types of
predictive intervals that distinguish different sources of uncer-
tainty and which are relevant to different types of management
questions (Fig. 3). The credible interval for the mean of the four
models quantifies the deterministic uncertainty associated with
the response curve (Fig. 3, shaded area), which can be parti-
tioned between within-model uncertainty (i.e., parameter un-
certainty) and across-model uncertainty (i.e., input and structural
uncertainty). If hypoxia observations are taken over a large
number of years (i.e., n > 30), we expect the observed mean will
fall within this credible interval. For load reductions of 0–50%,
the across-model uncertainty accounts for 60% of the total un-
certainty on average. For an 80% reduction, the across-model
uncertainty accounts for 70%, reflecting the increasing influence
of structural uncertainty. At large load reductions, the VIMS
predictions are substantially larger than the other models (Fig. 3)
because the model attributes more variation in hypoxia to river
discharge and wind forcing, and less to N load. Greater ensemble
uncertainty is expected at large load reductions where observa-
tional data are scarce and the response of the system is less
certain. This is especially true for empirical models, where ex-
trapolating predictions near or outside of the calibration range
requires caution. Across-model structural uncertainties un-
derscore the need for continued research to address mechanistic
uncertainties (discussed below). In general, our results show that
across-model uncertainty represents a considerable portion of
the overall deterministic uncertainty, and accounting for this
uncertainty will lead to more dependable, albeit wider, credible
intervals.



The 5-y predictive interval (Fig. 3, gray lines) addresses the
additional uncertainty that arises when estimating a mean value
from a limited sample size (e.g., the 5-y period used to assess the
Hypoxia Task Force goal) (17). The portion of overall un-
certainty due to model prediction error can be used to estimate
the minimum load reduction required to achieve a statistically
significant decrease in hypoxia across 5-y periods. Our results
suggest that a 25% load reduction would be required to be 95%
certain to observe a reduction in hypoxic area when comparing
any two 5-y periods. This supports our finding that the 20% in-
terim load reduction may not produce a measurable effect over
5- to 10-y time scales.
All models are simplified representations of the real world, and



the models used here are no exception. Although N has histori-
cally been considered the main nutrient driver of hypoxia in the
Gulf, the relative roles of N vs. P limitation of primary production,
and how that ratio may change seasonally and spatially, remains
unclear (39). Based on studies suggesting P limitation on the Gulf
shelf at critical time periods, the Task Force adopted a dual nu-
trient strategy, with the same percent reduction goals for N and P
(5, 17). While our models are not designed to answer this ques-
tion, other modeling supports the dual strategy, with percentage
reductions for N and P loads in line with our N load recommen-
dations (40, 41). Expanding the models to incorporate both N and
P loads, coupled with better understanding of the stoichiometry
regulating primary productivity, has the potential to significantly
improve our ability to assess different N and P load-reduction
scenarios. Until then, we believe that current evidence points to-
ward a dual-nutrient strategy as the most prudent management
approach (39).
There is uncertainty in how internal nutrient loads and sediment



oxygen demand (SOD) will modulate the system’s response to
external load reductions, which presents a challenge for long-term



Table 1. Model estimates of the load reduction required to
meet the 5,000-km2 Task Force goal and estimates of the hypoxic
area expected in response to a 20% load reduction



Model



Load reduction
needed for 5000 km2



hypoxia, % (95% CI)



Hypoxia area
expected for a 20%



load reduction,
1,000 km2 (95% CI)



U-M 58 (49–70) 15.0 (13.5–16.5)
NCSU 56 (50–62) 12.4 (10.8–14.0)
LSU/LUMCON 56 (50–64) 15.6 (14.4–16.8)
VIMS 80 (50–) 12.9 (10.7–15.0)
Ensemble 59 (50–) 13.9 (11.1–16.4)



Fig. 3. Load–response curves for the individual models, with the ensemble
mean curve, 95% CIs accounting for deterministic uncertainty (shaded area),
and 95% predictive intervals accounting for prediction error (averaged
across a 5-y period) and deterministic uncertainty (gray solid lines). Gray
dotted vertical and horizontal lines indicate the mean hypoxic area expected
in response to a 20% load reduction from the 1980–1996 long-term
average, and the mean load reduction required to achieve the 5,000-km2



Task Force goal. For comparison, observations (70) from 1985 to 2011 for
years when the loads were below the 1980–1996 baseline are superimposed
on the graph for normal years (filled circles) and wind/storm years (open
boxes).
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forecasting. Currently, only the NCSU model accounts for this
process by predicting changes in SOD as a function of long-term
average nutrient loads. There is also uncertainty in predicting the
impacts of climate change on meteorological and hydrological
patterns, and how those impacts may affect the system’s suscepti-
bility to hypoxia. For example, the frequency, intensity, and timing
of droughts and storms are predicted to shift as a result of global
climate change (42), with potential interacting effects on the timing
and amount of nutrient delivery, the intensity and duration of
stratification, the solubility of oxygen, and biogeochemical cycling
(43, 44). More research is needed to enhance our predictive un-
derstanding of how these and other processes may cause shifts in
internal feedbacks and complex nonlinearities in response to
management actions (45–47). However, until these structural un-
certainties are decreased, we think that it is critical to develop
probabilistic models and probabilistic ensembles of models whose
results are communicated to decision-makers to support adaptive
strategies that consider uncertainties in system response.
Despite these uncertainties, our results show that the hypoxia



response to N load reductions is robust across substantially dif-
ferent and independent models, providing increased confidence
that the load reduction proposed will achieve management goals.
The strong relationship between nutrient loading and hypoxia
illustrated here is also consistent with the results from sediment
cores studies that indicate little to no hypoxia on the Gulf shelf
before the escalation of nitrogen fertilizer use in the mid-1900s
(48). However, it matters little whether the load reduction target
is 30%, 45%, or 59% if insufficient resources are in place to
make even modest reductions. Recent analyses by the De-
partment of Agriculture (49, 50) comparing modeled nutrient
losses between the present state and a hypothetical past without
conservation practices indicate that there is some level of con-
servation effectiveness. However, while there are undoubtedly
significant lag times between action on the land and changes in
loads (51, 52), river nitrate concentrations have not declined since
the 1980s (53, 54), and the current 5-y running average nitrate load
to the Gulf is not significantly different from the 1980–1996 baseline
(ref. 17; https://toxics.usgs.gov/hypoxia/mississippi/oct_jun/index.
html) after US Farm Bill conservation programs have spent more
than $28 billion in the 20 Mississippi Basin states since 1995 (55).
Most large-scale environmental restoration efforts are struc-



tured within an adaptive management framework (56)—one that
sets goals, takes action, measures progress, and adjusts actions if
needed. With little documented progress in loads or hypoxic
extent, clearly something more or something different is needed
(57). Several analyses have demonstrated a range of approaches
and potential pathways toward the desired load reduction, in-
cluding altering fertilizer application rates (58), using cover crops
(59), nutrient management (60, 61), alternatives to corn-based
biofuels (62, 63), and combinations of the above (12, 34, 64–68).
Most of these studies emphasize the value of targeting funding to
locations and practices that make the most difference. It is time
to ask what is preventing more extensive implementation of
some or all of these strategies.



Methods
Nutrient Loads. All models use N load estimates developed by the US Geological
Survey (USGS) (https://toxics.usgs.gov/hypoxia/mississippi/nutrient_flux_yield_est.
html). The U-Mmodel uses the May TN load; the LSU/LUMCON and VIMSmodels
use the May NO load; and the NCSU model uses a “bioavailable” N load cal-
culated for the 30- to 90-d period preceding each cruise and estimated as in-
organic nitrogen (NO and ammonia-N) plus 12% of the organic N (31). Previous
studies suggested no apparent correlation between hypoxic area (or predictive
errors) in 1 y and either N load or hypoxic extent in the previous year. Thus,
including predictors representing carryover effects from the previous year did
not substantially improve model fit (31, 35, 69). The loads used by each model
show similar interannual patterns (Fig. 1). Reductions discussed herein are
expressed as a percent reduction from the 1980–1996 average—the Task Force
baseline (13, 14, 17).



Hypoxic Extent. The models are calibrated to hypoxic conditions derived
fromBWDOmeasurements taken duringmidsummer shelf-wide cruises (1). The



LSU/LUMCON and VIMS models are calibrated to manually interpolated
estimates (1), whereas the NCSU and U-M models are calibrated to geo-
statistically based estimates (70). While there are some differences be-
tween these two approaches, they track each other well over the last two
decades (Fig. 2).



Impact of Weather Extremes. Because some models do not account for wind–
hypoxia interactions, and because major storms are relatively rare, the re-
sponse curves are generated for “normal weather” years. The results are
conservative because storm events reduce hypoxia. For example, strong
westerly winds can force the hypoxic region to “pile up” (shrinking the
hypoxic area while maintaining volume), and storms can increase mixing,
disrupting stratification and reaerating the water column. These disruptions
can reduce the size of the hypoxic area at the time of the survey cruises, but
are transitory. Monitoring data indicate that the DO levels return to prestorm
conditions within 2 wk (71, 72).



The U-M, NCSU, and VIMS models identified 6 of the 31 y since 1985 with
unusual weather based on quantitative criteria (30). “High wind years”
(1998 and 2009) were years with unusually strong westerly winds in the 2-mo
period preceding the shelf-wide cruise. The westerly wind velocities for
these years were 0.96 and 1.11 m·s−1, respectively, compared with a mean
of −0.44 m·s−1. “Storm years” (1988, 1989, 1997, and 2003) met two criteria:
(i) National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) storm track
data showed tropical storms or hurricanes in the vicinity of the study area
within 2 wk of the shelf-wide cruise; and (ii) wind stress (wind speed
squared) at coastal stations was unusually high in the 2 wk leading up to the
shelf-wide cruises (>35 m2·s−2). The LSU/LUMCON model eliminated 5 of the
16 y since 2000 (2003, 2008, 2009, 2011, and 2013) based on sea conditions
within 2 wk before and during the cruise, later confirmed by review of
National Weather Service records. The identification of different years by
different models reflects an intrinsic level of subjectivity in classifying a year
as having “unusual” weather. Including all models in the ensemble allows us
to better capture that uncertainty.



U-M Model. This is an adaptation of a river model (73), predicting DO con-
centrations downstream from point sources of organic matter loads. It uses
mass balance equations to estimate the DO consumed during organic matter
decomposition and to predict the DO deficit (74) in longitudinal profiles of
subpycnocline DO concentration downstream from the outflows of the
Mississippi and Atchafalaya Rivers. Organic matter loads are calculated from
the May TN loads by converting TN to algal carbon and the associated DO
demand based on Redfield and respiratory ratios (75). The length of the
hypoxic zone is the sum of all locations along the longitudinal profile where
DO is below the hypoxic threshold. Hypoxic length is converted to area
through empirical relationship (30). The model is calibrated through Bayesian
inference over the period 1985–2011 (30). The model has been compared with
others (18) and was used to explore N vs. P control (76), provide guidance for
the Gulf Action Plans (13, 14), and explore impacts of climate change (77). The
load–response curve was developed with parameter estimates for normal
weather years.



NCSU Model. This Bayesian biophysical model predicts BWDO concentrations
in western and eastern segments of the Louisiana–Texas shelf that are
separated by the Atchafalaya River outfall (31). BWDO predictions are
converted to hypoxic area by using empirical relationships between mean
BWDO and hypoxic area, both of which are determined from a geostatistical
model (70). The model is a steady-state solution to mechanistic, mass-
balance equations (31), and is calibrated within a Bayesian framework
that accounts for prior information on model parameters. It systematically
characterizes parameter and prediction uncertainty (78). Important prior
information includes SOD (79) and vertical carbon flux (80) measurements.
The east and west shelf sections are segmented into upper and lower layers,
where upper layers accommodate transport of freshwater and nutrients
across the shelf. The transport of flow and loads along the shelf are regu-
lated by long-term, along-shore wind velocities obtained from NOAA
weather stations. Monthly water flow and load estimates are linearly in-
terpolated to determine bioavailable N loads for consecutive 30-d averaging
periods leading up to the beginning of the annual shelf-wide cruises.
Surface-layer nutrients are subject to an effective settling rate that accounts
for organic matter production and sinking. The DO in the bottom layer is
controlled by water column DO demand, SOD, and reaeration which is
influenced by the rate of freshwater flow and short-term wind stresses.



In the original model application (31), SOD is treated as a “long-term”



demand that does not change from year to year. However, SOD is expected to
respond to sustained nutrient loading reductions that reduce organic matter
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fluxes to the sediment over the long-term (74, 81, 82). To quantify this change
in SOD, we use a relationship developed for coastal estuaries (83):



SOD= a
�



Lc
1+kLch



�b



where SOD is sediment oxygen demand (mol O2 m−2·y−1), Lc is organic car-
bon deposition rate (mol C m−2·y−1), h is the thickness of the lower layer (m;
∼20 m for both shelves), and a, b, and k are parameters with mean values of
0.76, 0.79, and 0.00079, respectively. The average vertical carbon flux in the
original model (31) was 5.48 mol C m−2·y−1 and SOD was 3.76 mol C m−2·y−1.
Based on Eq. 1, the modeled carbon flux produces an SOD, which is 29.8%
lower than the SOD determined by the model. Therefore, Eq. 1 is multiplied
by 1.425 for our load-reduction scenarios. Some adjustment is to be expec-
ted, given the uncertainty in Eq. 1 and the modeled benthic fluxes, and the
differences between the Gulf shelf and the estuaries used to establish Eq. 1
(31, 82). To create the load–response curve, the model was run for 21 normal
weather years with actual wind and flow conditions, and a range of N load
reductions. Thus, the response curves are based on average hydrological and
meteorological conditions under various load reductions.



LSU/LUMCON Model. This model is a regression of summer hypoxic zone size as a
function of May nitrate load, similar to what has been done for lakes (84, 85).
The model assumes that the hypoxic zone is driven mostly by the spring N load
and that other influences cause variations around a relatively stable baseline.
Previous studies (36, 86) suggested that the relationship between load and
hypoxic extent changed over time due to the system becoming more sensitive
to N loading as the result of incremental changes in organic matter accumu-
lated in the sediments (87), increases in the nitrate fraction of the total N pool,
and long-term climate change. As a result, the model coefficients varied over
time, but stabilized after 15 y (36). Therefore, the model is calibrated for years
2000–2015. The N loading data are log10-transformed to linearize the curvi-
linear relationship observed between load and the estimates of hypoxic extent.



VIMS Model. This regression model uses river NO concentration, river dis-
charge, and wind to estimate hypoxic area (35). To create load–response
curves for the present analysis, the river NO concentration was varied to
achieve load reductions, and river discharge and wind were held constant at
the 2000–2015 averages.



Creating an Ensemble. The ensemble load–response curve uses individual
models’ curves and their parameter uncertainty. For each load reduction, we
determined each model’s predictive distribution based on the model’s mean
and 95% CIs. The ensemble predictive distribution for each load was based on
Monte Carlo (MC) sampling from the predictive distributions of the individual
models (10,000 samples from each model), thereby obtaining an estimate of
the deterministic uncertainty (i.e., including input, structural, and parameter
uncertainty) associated with mean ensemble predictions. Negative predictions
obtained through MC sampling were set to zero. We compared ensemble
deterministic uncertainty with that obtained by accounting for both de-
terministic uncertainty and the uncertainty associated with model prediction
error. We determined eachmodel’s prediction error variance from the last 10 y
(2005–2015; excluding 2009 as unusual weather) of blind-forecast errors, using
a maximum-likelihood estimation. Whenever blind forecasts were not avail-
able, then the forecast error was set to the model’s cross-validation error, or to
the mean absolute error of the U-M and LSU/LUMCON blind forecasts for that
year, whichever was greater. Because the Task Force goal is based on a 5-y
running average, we divided the models’ prediction error variance by 5 to
estimate the uncertainty associated with a 5-y mean prediction. We then
added each model’s prediction error variance to the variance associated with
deterministic uncertainty to get the overall predictive variance. The ensemble
distribution was generated through MC sampling from the overall predictive
distributions of the individual models, as described above.
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The distribution of hypoxic area in the Gulf of Mexico (Figure attached) shows the same pattern. Dry
 years, there is less hypoxic area and vice versa. Examples of dry years are 1988, 1989, 2000, 2012.
 When precipitation is higher like in 1993, there is substantial increase in the hypoxic zone. If a dry
 year is followed by a regular or a higher precipitation year like in 2001 and 2002, there are even
 higher losses due to stored N. In this changing climate (higher precipitation), it is a challenging
 problem to solve. 


It will be interesting to see what these two articles conclude in terms of climate vs. management
 practices.


Satish


On Wed, Aug 2, 2017 at 9:15 AM, David A Craigmile <dacmile@farmerstel.net>
 wrote:


https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2017/07/170731164432.htm


Recent info on the N issue from Science Daily and AAAS.......


-- 
Satish C. Gupta 
Raymond Allmaras Professor 
of Emerging Issues in Soil and Water 
Dept. of Soil, Water, and Climate
1991 Upper Buford Circle
University of Minnesota
St. Paul, MN 55108
Tel: (612) 625-1241
Fax: (612) 625-1241
e-mail:gupta002@umn.edu
http://info.soils.umn.edu/prof_site/sgupta/index.php
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of jeanineschlink@gmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 7:36:29 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,


Jeanine holden
969 Osceola Ave
Saint Paul, MN 55105



mailto:mailagent@thesoftedge.com
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From: Gary Anderson
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:21:46 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. Gary Anderson
698 Hoyt Ave E
St. Paul, MN 55106
651-771-9142
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From: Elizabeth Neuvar
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 11:34:38 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. Elizabeth Neuvar
215 10th Ave S Unit 409
Minneapolis, MN 55415
6127098475
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From: Gwen Helget
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 8:40:03 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,


Gwen Helget
508 7th Ave NE
Sleepy Eye, MN 56085
gwen_helget@sleepyeyetel.net
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From: Glen Groth
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 9:40:05 AM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


As a father of two young girls, water quality is important to me. As a farmer, maintaining my farm for those two
 girls is also important. I feel it is necessary to protect our groundwater, but that effort must be balanced with the
 need to maintain a vibrant agriculture economy.


I encourage MDA and MPCA to carefully consider the economic impacts of any restriction on the application of
 Nitrogen on Minnesota farms. There are many things that farmers can do and are already doing to apply nitrogen in
 a way that maximizes productivity while protecting waters. Current good practices should be encouraged. There are
 some steps proposed by environmental groups that should not be considered. These include such mandating a
 different crop rotation, prohibiting Nitrogen applications all together, and mandating cover crops.


Farmers need flexibility when managing their crops. Firm mandates should be avoided.


Sincerely,


Sincerely,


Glen Groth
30367 County Road 11
Houston, MN 55943
winonafarmbureau@gmail.com
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From: Jennifer Rogers
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 3:40:02 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.


Mrs. Jennifer Rogers
14126 Garland Ave
Apple Valley, MN 55124
9524328982
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of hedeencf@arvig.net
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 7:56:30 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,


Florence Hedeen
703 First St. West
Park Rapids, MN 56470-9527
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of janet_court@hotmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 6:11:25 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,


Janet Court
1216 POWDERHORN TER APT 13
Minneapolis, MN 55407-1645
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From: Gene Stengel
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: N Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 7:04:38 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, 
Gene Stengel 
2433 530th St
Granite Falls, MN 56241 
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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 2:46:09 PM


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


Name: GERRY KODET
Organization: COOP COUNTRY FARMERS COOP


Email: gkodet@coopcountry.com
Zip Code: 56284
Comment: we have been practicing programs for less soil erosion, nitrogen loss by using


 n-serve for anhy ammonia and instinct 11 for urea. we do cover crops such as
 oats or wheat on 90% of the sugar beet acres for wind erosion and runoff. we
 can not handle on the fertilizer spreading in the spring. when weather permits
 the farmers need to be planting and not waiting for their fertilizer. sure don't
 want farmers applying their fertilizer post application for runoff with the
 heavy rains we get in the end of may and june periods. now the fertilizer is
 applied and worked in the same day. we are stewards of the soil now. don't
 change the channel.
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From: Jenni Ryan
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 8:24:55 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.


Mrs. Jenni Ryan
752 Goodrich Ave
Saint Paul, MN 55105
6513292971
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From: Eric Fick
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 11:00:05 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,


Eric Fick
786 71st St
Beaver Creek, MN 56116
efick@live.com
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From: Jake Thompson
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 3:30:04 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,


Jake Thompson  Four Hill Farms, Inc
21990 Highway 34
Barnesville, MN 56514
fourhillfarms@yahoo.com
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From: Jeffrey tank
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: N Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 2:49:35 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,
Jeffrey tank
16195 MN-30
Hayfield, MN 55940   <http://admin.phone2action.com/email/open/leg/60865/21892148>
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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 9:00:38 PM


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


Name: James Sorenson
Organization: Farmer


Email: james_shirley1@hotmail.com
Zip Code: 56266
Comment: I am very concerned about this proposed nitrogen rule in two areas. The first is


 in only being able to apply 20lbs of Nitrogen from DAP or MAP. I use 2.5A
 Grid sampling on my farm and Variable rate according to U of M
 Recommendations. When I do this my average DAP rate is between 250lbs
 and 275lbs. Which gives me an average rate of Nitrogen from just my
 Phosphorus fertilizer of close to 50lbs. The other issue which is probably the
 larger issue is that when we apply Urea in the fall it is always when the soil
 temperature is well below 50 degrees so the amount of total Nitrogen that is
 able to leach is very minimal. I also think that some more research needs to be
 done with regards to the amount of Nitrates that come from natural fixing of
 nitrogen like from soybeans and Alfalfa and other Legumes. The reason that
 we apply our fertilizer is to reduce soil compaction in the spring and also
 there is no possible way to apply all of the fertilizer in the spring.
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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 1:30:51 PM


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


Name: Grant Binford
Organization: Binford Farms


Email: binfordcattle@gmail.com
Zip Code: 56156
Comment: August 25, 2017 Grant Binford Binford Farms 1266 170th Ave Luverne, MN


 56156 Dear Mr. Gunderson: I would like to participate in the comment period
 for the Nitrogen Fertilizer rule. These are a few of my questions and
 concerns: What do we know that is absolute factual about how much of the
 nitrates that are found in ground water samples is naturally occurring? How
 can we know with certainty which industry is responsible for what percentage
 of nitrate increase there might be? There needs to be more collaboration with
 well monitoring with the local stakeholders. Being involved in the livestock
 industry, I have deep concerns with the inclusion of manure into future
 nitrogen fertilizer rule regulations. If the desired levels are not met with
 proposed rules, then where will manure application fall into with future rule
 making? The economic shockwaves of losing fall application would be
 devastating to all livestock producers and crop producers who are benefiting
 from the soil enhancing attributes that manure produces when applied during
 the fall time period. These rules will have a large economic impact to our
 state and how much more needs to be learned about how surface nitrogen
 could enter our ground water before we should proceed recklessly.
 Respectfully, Grant Binford Grant Binford
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From: Info, MDA (MDA)
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2017 12:44:00 PM


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


Name:   Jerad Liedberg  
Organization:          
Email:   jerad.liedberg@gmail.com       
Zip Code:        56762  
Comment:         I strongly oppose the support of the Minnesota Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule. This rule will put
 unnecessary regulation on my farm and will ultimately increase my costs and freedom to operate my farm. I am a
 responsible and educated producer and already know where fall nitrogen works and where it doesn't. Don't take my
 rights to make my own decisions and put them in the hands of a government official. Sincerely, Jerad Liedberg,
 Marshall County Farmer      
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From: Ian Radtke-Rosen
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 9:35:26 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. Ian Radtke-Rosen
22300 Penn Ave
22300 Penn Ave.
Lakeville, MN 55044
9526863879
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From: Gretchen Supalla
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 10:30:05 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.


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,


Gretchen Supalla
23639 155th St
New Richland, MN 56072
gsupalla@gmail.com
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From: jane mobeckwilson
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 8:59:22 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. jane mobeckwilson
1138 Shryer Ave W
roseville, MN 55113
6514883209
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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 8:20:15 PM


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


Name: Jason Norton
Organization: Farmer


Email: norton@wasecawireless.com
Zip Code: 56093
Comment: If we as farmers are as concerned about clean water as we say we this should


 be a bare minimum to protect our waters. This rule will far out protect our
 waters better than Daytons land grab with the outrageous Bufferstrip Law.
 With what we know now about nitrogen, if spring or sidedress applictions
 cant be done the farm should be held accountable for the loss of Nitrogen.
 Those of us out there trying to do it right are being out bid for land by Mega
 Farmers just covering ground without regard for the environment of the small
 family farms.
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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 10:53:54 AM


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


Name: Howard C. Midje
Organization: Retired design engineer, Soil Conservation Service, USDA and farm owner


Email: louisehoward@frontiernet.net
Zip Code: 55018
Comment: On occasion we have made a fall application of anhydrous ammonia, but we


 have always made sure the soil temperature was less than 50 degrees
 Fahrenheit. Nitrogen will not migrate down through the soil profile below this
 temperature. Our well test as of August 8, 2017 for nitrogen was less than
 0.03 mg/L. The last issue of “Successful Farming” has suggestions for
 nitrogen management at www.farmersedge.ca/smartfarmers.
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From: David Wells
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Saturday, August 19, 2017 10:50:05 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,


F. David Wells
PO BOX 45
ENDICOTT, WA 99125
davidwe9@hotmail.com
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From: Gordon Vosberg
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: N Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 5:34:26 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, 
Gordon Vosberg 
1438 270th Ave
Westbrook, MN 56183 
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From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 4:35:59 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,


Jared Sands


56710


jwsandsinc@invisimax.com


7017392730








From: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
To: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: FW: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Tuesday, September 12, 2017 11:50:23 AM


 
 
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: MDA.Info@state.mn.us [mailto:MDA.Info@state.mn.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 27, 2017 1:53 PM
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA) <larry.gunderson@state.mn.us>
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
 


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


Name: geoffrey saign
Organization: individiual/writer


Email: geoff@geoffreysaign.net
Zip Code: 55116
Comment: I support the strictest standards possible to keep nitrates/nitrogen fertilizer out


 of rivers, streams, lakes, watersheds, and groundwater. All access points
 should have natural ground cover to prevent, stop, mitigate any nitrate
 infiltation to water. Nitrate use should be minimized on farms. We are ruining
 waterways, gulf of mexico, etc with fertilizer usage. Thank you. Geoff
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From: Jane Porterfield
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Monday, August 21, 2017 7:41:33 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. Jane Porterfield
404 Timberland Dr
Burnsville, MN 55337
952-895-9284
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From: James frazee
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:07:18 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. James frazee
16629 Canterbury Dr
Minnetonka, MN 55345
9529350182
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From: Jeff Sievers
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen
Date: Tuesday, July 25, 2017 11:09:50 AM


I live in hubbard county. Land of beautiful woods and waters, and corn-potato  and bean fields. Park rapids had to
 build a water purification  plant not to many years ago because of farmland contamination.  R.D. Offutt says I can
 grow potatoes anywhere as long as I can put water and fertilizer on it, not giving any concern to the effects it will
 have on the land. Don't let him or his people tell you anything different. It's about time we stop this rampant
 destruction  of our lakes, rivers and ground waters. We need regulation of these fertilizers now before we destroy
 what we take for granted  and for the future  use and enjoyment of our natural resources.
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From: Jeremiah Hasnedl
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: N Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 2:51:16 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,
Jeremiah Hasnedl
150th Ave SE
Saint Hilaire, MN 56754   <http://admin.phone2action.com/email/open/leg/60865/21892190>
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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 3:54:13 PM


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


Name: Jeff Schoer
Organization: 


Email: jeff.schoer@gmail.com
Zip Code: 56293
Comment: I not sure I understand the difference between parts 1 and 2 of the rules impact


 my farm. but I did lookup on the interactive map and it seems like there are so
 many small areas that impact small % of every farm field we have. I can see
 areas that are very sandy would affect ground water very quickly as water
 flows very easily through that. We have very heavy clay soils in our area that
 hold water all too well. We use all variable rate equipment for our fertilizer
 application in spring or in the fall. we have had all our soils grid sampled and
 know what CEC rate is on every acre. we know that most soils in Redwood
 county have a very high Nitrogen holding capacity. MAP or DAP
 applications in the fall have very little N in them and the Nitrogen in those
 products are not in a volatile form until the soils warm up in the spring and
 break the Nitrogen down into a useable form of N. Urea we know should
 never be applied in the fall because it is more volatile then other sources of
 Nitrogen we have available to us. Fall applied NH3 is very stable when
 applied to soil that is 50 degrees or less, because the form of N is not mobile
 until after the soil warms in the spring. If you think about NH3 placed in the
 ground only 8" deep in the fall and not being mobile until after the soil temps
 warm in the spring time. That makes it the most eco friendly Nitrogen
 available to us because we plant corn in the spring as soon as the 2" soil temp
 is 50 degrees. at that time the 8" soil temp is still below 50 degrees and the
 NH3 as not started to mobilize yet. So as soon as the NH3 starts being broken
 down into a mobile form the corn plant is there sucking it up. Lets contrast
 that with spring applied Nitrogen, it is spread on the top of the field worked in
 at a depth of about 2 to 3 inches and then planted. Now the Nitrogen sitting in
 the top soil is warmed very quickly and starts to break down before the corn
 plant even starts germinating, letting the Nitrogen be mobile three to four
 weeks before the corn plant is large enough to start sucking up all the
 Nitrogen. Lets make sure this time before we implement new regulations that
 it is actually going to help what we are trying to help with. Unlike taking all
 the sulfur out of our fuels across the USA, and now we are finding out that
 when we apply sulfur to our fields it helps to stabilize the nitrogen causing
 less Nitrogen loss. Just makes me wonder that if we had the small amount of
 sulfur in our rain we wouldn't have as much nitrogen lost as it would attach to
 the sulfur molecules. PS. lets not forget about our friends living in the cities
 and suburbs who in the last years have applied a Nitrogen rate of 4 to 5 times
 the rate needed to grown their lawns. A farmer living off the land is like a
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 business place that only spends enough money on their inputs as they will
 reclaim in profitability. A person just wanting his/her lawn greener than the
 neighbors have no incentive to not over apply their Nitrogen. Jeff Schoer


 








From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of gary_schettl@entegris.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:46:26 AM


Dear Mr.:


I support clean water regardless if it costs more!  I'm disturbed by the recent trend of drain tiling farm fields which
 gives agricultural pollution a direct route to our rivers and streams.


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,


Gary Schettl
116 Arabian CT
Jordan, MN 55352-3405
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of eric.mattson@mn.nacdnet.net
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 2:06:17 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,


Eric Mattson
702 9th St NW
Buffalo, MN 55313-1010
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From: Janice Hallman
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 3:39:43 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. Janice Hallman
5355 Anderlie Ln
Saint Paul, MN 55110
6514027562
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From: Jeff Sorenson
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Rule
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 11:45:09 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Larry,
I am very concerned with the proposed Nitrogen Rule. I am an Agronomist with Legend Seeds and in
 this role I work with hundreds of growers on Management plans including fertilizer plans, I am also
 very closely tied to my family farm by Morgan.
Some of the issues that I have with this plan are:
I use to work at a local coop and the main reasons that we applied fertilizer, Nitrogen included, in
 the fall was because we simply couldn’t apply enough acres in the spring. Most of the corn in MN is
 planted in about a 7 day time frame, verses in the fall the Retailers apply fertilizer for about 6
 weeks, or in other words these places would not only have to buy 6 times as much equipment they
 will also have to find 6 times as many employees, which already is a challenge to find enough help at
 that time of year.  Fertilizer is also applied in the fall to help reduce compaction in the spring of the
 year, so now if we are applying fertilizer in the spring and compacting the soil we will now have
 more run off and in my opinion have more water quality issues. 
Another big aspect  that is being overlooked in this all is that when we apply Fertilizer in the fall the
 soil temperature is either below 50 degrees or we apply a nitrogen stabilizer, so the amount of
 fertilizer that converts to the Nitrate form before spring applied fertilizers is very little.  I have
 actually taken Nitrogen tests in the spring for a number of years and each time I find no difference
 in Nitrate levels between areas that had fall applied fertilizer and areas that had no fertilizer applied
 yet.  Almost all of the Nitrogen is still in the Ammonium form and has not converted to the Nitrate
 form yet .  But the interesting thing when I started doing these Nitrogen soil test was that there was
 a lot of Nitrate Nitrogen in the soil where there was no fertilizer applied because Soybeans produce
 their own Nitrogen(to the tune of 600#) so even though we can’t control this there is actually more
 leaching potential in a Soybean or Alfalfa field than there is in a Corn field.
The final part of this rule that needs to be addressed is that if there is going to be an exemption for
 Nitrogen from Phosphorus fertilizer this amount needs to be higher than 20#. Because when I make
 Variable rate recommendations based of U of M Rates for just making up for crop removal my
 average Nitrogen that I get from just DAP is about 50#of Nitrogen.  And it works best to put a little
 Urea with that to make a flat 50# so in the spring we have an even amount of Nitrogen and we don’t
 have to variable rate in the spring also.  I think there should be a higher average amount that can be
 applied in the fall. Also even though right now the recommendations call for about 250# of DAP as
 our yields keep increasing the amount of crop removal of increases so we will need to be applying
 even more DAP just to  keep nutrient levels where they are.
And I think that at the end of the day farmers put a lot of science into how and why they apply the
 fertilizer that they do because they can’t afford to waste any fertilizer, this is why there is so much
 that is Grid sampled and Variable Rate applied right now.  And I truly believe that farmers are the
 ones that are most effected by any Nitrate leaching because if it truly is coming from these fields
 then our wells are the ones most effected and thus we for sure want to be applying the right
 fertilizer’s. 
 
Thanks
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Have Great Day
 
Jeffrey Sorenson, CCA
Legend Sales Agronomist
507-317-1663
jsorenson@legendseeds.net
 


 
Legend Seeds, Inc.
103 Hwy 14 East |  PO Box 241 | De Smet, SD 57231
O: 605-854-3346 | T: 800-678-3346 | F: 605-854-3135 |
 www.legendseeds.net
 
Join the Legend Seeds Conversation. Visit Legend on Twitter and Facebook today!


********************************************************************************
This is an electronic transmission and is therefore unsigned.


This e-mail is intended solely for the addressee(s) and may contain confidential or privileged information. If you
 have received it in error please notify Legend Seeds immediately by telephone and delete the e-mail. Copying,
 distributing, disclosing or taking any action in reliance on this e-mail by any person other than the addressee is
 strictly prohibited. Views and opinions are those of the sender unless clearly stated as being that of Legend
 Seeds.


While Legend Seeds takes reasonable precautions to minimize the risk of an attachment to this e-mail containing
 computer viruses, the possibility may still exist. Legend Seeds cannot accept liability for any damage which you
 may sustain as a result of a software virus.  We recommend that you carry out your own virus checks before
 opening any attachment.
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of merz@prtel.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 11:51:23 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,


Elizabeth Merz
111 W Lincoln Ave
Fergus Falls, MN 56537-2163
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of jeff@psg.us
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:26:26 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,


JEFF ZLONIS
10415 Jamaca Ave N
Saint Paul, MN 55115-1347
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of Jan Best
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 8:51:26 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,


Jan Best
2825 Rapala dr
Remer, MN 56672-3086
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of gbratvold@usinternet.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 8:21:28 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,


Gretchen Bratvold
3444 Edmund Blvd
Minneapolis, MN 55406-2942
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From: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
To: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: FW: NFR
Date: Tuesday, September 12, 2017 11:50:10 AM


 
 
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: havtchnrdataa [mailto:havtchnrdataa@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 22, 2017 9:33 AM
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA) <larry.gunderson@state.mn.us>
Subject: NFR
 
Are we living in America or Russia? Good grief! A farmer will now be told how to fertilize
 his land. President Trump, help us all.
 
Greg Hallstrom
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of Jean Greenwood
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 7:31:32 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,


Jean Greenwood
4515 Garfield Ave S.
Minneapolis, MN 55419-4848
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From: Janet Neihart
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 4:36:55 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.


Ms. Janet Neihart
6751 Geneva Ave S
Cottage Grove, MN 55016
6512613579
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From: Hollie Molenaar
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 8:20:03 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,


Hollie Molenaar
6035 Kandi Chippewa Line NE
Raymond, MN 56282
hol_skog@hotmail.com
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From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 4:35:02 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,


Jade Estling


56673








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 9:23:53 PM


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


Name: Gary Gertz
Organization: Gertz Farms


Email: gertzfarms@gmail.com
Zip Code: 56144
Comment: The nitrogen fertilizer rule will have great implications in my are most of the


 land that we farm has been determined that it is not suitable for fall nitrogen.
 We have been using BMP for many years, by split applying nitrogen in three
 separate applications. we put 50 pounds out in the fall with the P,K and micro
 nutrients, then in the spring 10 pounds with the planter then side dress on 80
 to 90 pounds at 6 collar corn with UAN. I feel that our ground is not in the
 extreme vulnerable area just because their is bed rock 10 ft bellow the surface
 that we should be limited to 10 pounds. I believe that if fall applications were
 limited to 50 pounds in the fall would be more realistic so we can apply the P
 and K in the fall and would not have to wait for the coop in the spring to
 apply it also the weight of the machine would be very hard on the ground the
 ground with the large clay base that our soil has. with the nitrate well testing
 they are not all ways telling the complete story, ground water in my area has
 always had high nitrate in the water. Within the last 20 years my well nitrate
 levels have dropped slightly, even with us using more nitrogen in row crop
 production. I hope you take my comments into consideration!
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From: Jake Chisholm
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 2:30:07 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,


Jake Chisholm
3554 County Highway 19
Gary, MN 56545
jacob.chisholm@chisholmfarms.com
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of jacichristenson@gmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 9:56:32 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,


Jaci Christenson
12309 Fiona Ave n
White Bear Lake , MN 55110
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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 2:52:11 PM


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


Name: Edward Davis
Organization: 


Email: ed@edwardgdavis.com
Zip Code: 55106
Comment: I am happy that corporate industrial farming will finally include the proper


 environmental stewardship that will hopefully change their techniques to both
 feed the people of world WITHOUT destroying the world itself.
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of gary@capitolconnections.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 7:41:22 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.


Sincerely,


Gary Botzek
1711 County Road B W Ste 207
Saint Paul, MN 55113-4057
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From: James Kukowski
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: N Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 3:36:46 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,
James Kukowski
17485 Co Rd 6
Strathcona, MN 56759   <http://admin.phone2action.com/email/open/leg/60865/21893339>
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From: Gregory Dornink
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Monday, August 21, 2017 4:10:07 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,


Gregory Dornink
22445 Kestrel Rd
Preston, MN 55965
gdornink@gmail.com
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From: Jason Fick
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:40:05 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,


Jason Fick
877 71st St
Luverne, MN 56156
jasfick@yahoo.com
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From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 4:33:52 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
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Sincerely,


Gary Wagner


56716


awgfarms@rrv.net


2188917905








From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 7:29:34 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,


Jeffrey A. Broadwell


56542


socokid@gvtel.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 9:00:32 AM


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


Name: Gary Larson
Organization: 


Email: gblars@farmerstel.net
Zip Code: 56220
Comment: I appreciate the work you have done to help improve the nitrogen in


 groundwater. We are trying to be good stewards of our nitrogen applications,
 including using stabilizers if they are needed. I do question some of the
 vulnerable groundwater maps. I assume they are generated from the county
 soil maps which are a good guide but not specific enough for small areas. Our
 soils have a lot of clay and do not let water easily percolate through. From
 experience, I question some of the maps of vulnerable ground. Will we be
 able to actually test those areas and get an accurate determination? Thank
 you.
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of jprohlik@mmm.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 8:26:24 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,


Jason Rohlik
218 Broadway
Hanska, MN 56041-7708
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From: Garth Kruger, Ph.D
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 3:10:06 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,


Garth Kruger
29337 310th Ave NW
Warren, MN 56762
consultant_@hotmail.com
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From: Jeff Einck
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: MN Draft Rule
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 8:08:07 AM


Larry


Good Morning


I understand the idea of the draft Rule to help with Ground water.  Which we all feel is
 important.  But I would like to see us use other ways to protect the water.    One is the buffers
 that are getting put in from Dayton.   How is this going to effect runoff.   Should help.


Also Lets use more products in the fall Like INSTINCT.   The data shows this works.


As in SW MN,   We do spread a lot of fall N in form of UREA and NH3.    BUT we visit with the
 customer about which fields it will work on.   If the field floods in the spring or has a lot of
 course soils,   we wait till spring.   The farmer also doesn't want to loose his N that he paid for.


IF we do have to do a Rule.    We would like to see the N from Dap to be ignored.   As for
 operations to get the fertilizer spread in the spring,  it helps a lot to be able to Variable rate
 the P and K in the fall.   So we only have to spread the N in the spring.    If  we have to spread
 all 3 in the spring,   we won't be able to accomplish this in a timely manner so will have to
 resource to spreading the whole works conventional, which will mean putting too much P and
 K where we don't need it.   I believe this is not what we all intended.


Jeff Einck
Chandler Coop
Agronnomy Manager
CCA
MCPR Board Member
507-920-6218
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of ejga_sun@hotmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 9:31:31 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,


Emily Groebner-Albrecht
40279 591st AVE
New Ulm, MN 56073
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From: jatd@tvutel.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: rep.steve.green@house.mn
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 4:27:33 PM


 RE: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule


Would you sign a blank check and give it to a stranger? We went to the
hearing at Hawley.  There are 1790 townships in Minnesota. You say
that you hope to test wells in 300 townships by 2019 .The only ones
listed were townships you have already tested. Who are the other
townships? How can you possibly write a rule ,one rule fits all, based
on the few wells that you have tested  at the time of the hearing in
Hawley?


At the hearing you replied to a question, if this nitrate testing
would lead to anything else. And the answer was no, yet your own
handouts states different. If a persons' wells nitrate test  detects
nitrate the homeowner is offered a followup test for nitrate and also
a pesticide test. Who is going to set the level of nitrate that is
acceptable and is the homeowner just being offered a followup test or
will they be required to have a new nitrate test and a pesticide test
under the rule being written?


When you change the map you presented,the one that you admitted was
incorrect , will landowners be able to express their approval or
disapproval.


When a new well is drilled ,the water from the new well is tested.The
results are sent to the Department of Health. We didn't hear any
statistic from the Dept of Health of the wells that were rejected
because of contamination. When a mortgage underwriters require well
testing, how many wells failed? Several farmers at the Hawley hearing
mentioned that they have the water coming from their tiling systems
tested regularly. Farm groups have provided the funds for water
testing and gather the information from these test. Will data from
sources other then your testing be used in looking at nitrogen use on
farm land?


There was not a economic impact statement on the cost of this rule on
tax payers and landowners.Restricting application of nitrogen
fertilizer in the fall on agricultural lands what else will this rule
deal with. We were very impressed with the quality of testimony from
the farmers at the Hawley meeting. Farmers know their land and know
the cost of planting and harvesting a crop . They know that over
spending in planting their crops is not a wise economically and not
cost effective. They do a multitude of things such as soil testing,
plant tissue testing etc to effectively apply fertilizer. Dealing with
a department such as the Department of Agriculture without an
oversight mechanism that would prevent abuse of power in implementing
such a rule to protect landowners.


We agree with Minnesota Agri-Women request that the Department of
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Agriculture delay implementation of this  rule until facts are known
by using sound scientific methods and if there even is a nitrate
problem in northern Minnesota. And if regulations will solve a problem
if one exists. Also other factors that would contributed to water
quality such as lawn chemicals,decaying organic matter.


Sincerely,


Jerome and Ann Schoenborn
2398 260th st
Waubun, Mn 56589


cc:State Senator Paul Utke








From: Greg Boerboom
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 9:20:04 AM


Dear Supervisor Gunderson,


I am a farmer and wish to express concerns with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's proposed nitrogen
 fertilizer rule. Water is important to me and my family and I want to maintain the safest, purist and best water
 possible, however, there are concerns that need to be addressed in this proposed rule.


Research is key and 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.
 Today's technology is so advanced and continues to advance rapidly, taking advantage of this advancement is
 imperative to maintaining our water quality.


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. One size fits all is not a solution.


Sincerely,


Greg Boerboom
3152 300th St
Marshall, MN 56258
greg@boerboomag.com
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From: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
To: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: FW: nitrogen fertilizer rule
Date: Wednesday, June 14, 2017 9:54:47 AM


Another comment
 
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: Eric Wright [mailto:ewright@countryprideservices.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 12, 2017 4:33 PM
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA) <larry.gunderson@state.mn.us>
Subject: nitrogen fertilizer rule
 
Larry,
 
I have read the draft proposal on the “Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule”. It seems as though it is aimed
 at commercial fertilizer applications only. Nowhere in the draft are “Manure” applications
 even mentioned in the rule. I work in the retail fertilizer industry and have been for 24 years. I
 have seen a lot of changes in that time with fertilizer programs and applications. One of them
 is “Variable Rate Application”. This program is totally based on a grid sample format of the soil
 mainly to be more efficient with the fertilizer usage in the field. We are a dealer that currently
 uses DAP for our P source. As you know DAP also has N in it as well. As the rate increases so
 does the N. We also variable rate the N source with a stabilizer, be it 32% UAN, NH3, or Urea,
 either in the fall or in the spring depending on the farm. This is so the rate of N is consistent
 throughout the field so as not to over apply the N as well as provide protection to their
 investment. Our customers find this very cost effective as well as beneficial to the
 environment. Manure applications on the other hand do not do this. While their rates per
 acre are limited what time of year are they doing this operation? Mostly starting in late
 August after small grain harvest in to September starting on early soybean harvest, finishing
 up in late October, maybe November. Why is this allowed to happen? Soil temps at this time
 of year are above the text book 50 degree maximum requirement for N applications when
 conversion from Ammonium to Nitrate occurs. I understand their reasoning for doing this,
 however, it has nothing to do with Nitrogen application, usage, or the environment. It has
 totally to do with the operation of the livestock and the disposal of the manure that has been
 generated to make more room for it. There are other areas that are never mentioned in this
 proposed regulation that include urban runoff as well.
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    I believe that the state of Minnesota has a problem with our groundwater and drinking
 water supplies. I also believe that this proposal will not change the outcome as it currently
 stands solely based on what I have explained above.
 
 
Respectfully,
 
Eric Wright
Agronomy Manager
Country Pride Services Cooperative
Bingham Lake, MN
   








From: Greg Schwarz
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:30:05 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.


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.


One section of land where I own and operate approximately 80 acres is split virtually and visually in half.  The
 western half is vulnerable according to your proposed rule.  The eastern half, where the farm ground is located, is
 not vulnerable.  It seems excessive to limit farming practices on the highly productive land just because the western
 half of the section is vulnerable.  This is section 6 of Sharon Township in Le Sueur County.


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,


Greg Schwarz
30012 Lexington Rd
Le Sueur, MN 56058
loneoak12@gmail.com
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From: Smallgrains.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Comments on Fertilizer Rule
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 4:35:33 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,


Eric Proulx


56716


eric.proulx@chsinc.com








From: Info, MDA (MDA)
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Monday, July 17, 2017 4:00:39 PM


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


Name:   Eric Proulx     
Organization:    CHS Ag Services        
Email:   eric.proulx@chsinc.com 
Zip Code:        56762  
Comment:         I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed MDA Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule. The
 proposed Nitrogen Fertilizer Management Plan is not based on any sound scientific research and the MDA is
 assuming there is a positive correlation of well nitrate levels    
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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 12:50:10 PM


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


Name: Gene Tiedemann
Organization: farmer


Email: gtiedemann@rrv.net
Zip Code: 56722
Comment: We live on our drinking water. We want it clean for our children and grand


 children. Base your N. recommendations on local conditions and water tests.
 We should all have a local technical committee.
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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 8:10:40 PM


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


Name: Erik Rockstad
Organization: 


Email: gbgejr@loretel.net
Zip Code: 56510
Comment: I am a farmer from Ada and most of the land I farm is east of highway 9. I am


 very opposed to this rule. I haven't seen any test results to indicate there is a
 nitrate problem in our water. I do live here so I understand the concern about
 the water supply and I would not want excessive amounts of nitrates in my
 drinking water but local testing has indicated the levels are well below the
 standard or not even measureable. If testing would have been completed in
 our area and indicated there is a problem, I would understand the neccesity
 for the rule. However, your lack of testing in this area of the state should
 exempt us from this rule. If future testing indicates differently so be it. I
 typically fall apply nitrogen on about 20% of my acres. To reiterate, I am very
 opposed to this rule, especially without proper testing and research. Soil types
 alone are not the only indicator. Pleae reconsider your mapped areas of the
 state.
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From: Gordon Kassenborg
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Sunday, August 20, 2017 11:20:04 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.


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,


Gordon Kassenborg
5955 80th Ave N
Glyndon, MN 56547
gordonkassenborg@msn.com
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From: Jeff Masco
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 8:04:21 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. Jeff Masco
2720 40th Ave S
MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55406
6127214677



mailto:jcm55406@comcast.net

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of ekogden@q.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 6:51:23 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,


Elinor Ogden
1505 Xanthus Lane
Minneapolis, MN 55447-2515
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of grupert@arjaynet.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:51:28 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,


Greg Rupert
4777 McComber Rd
Duluth, MN 55803-9458
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From: Evan Schmeling
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 11:09:03 AM


   I'm sending this note to tell you that I agree 100% with this ruling on nitrogen in fragile areas. Minnesota, as well
 as other states, has been blessed with a lot of porous limestone and it is a total different soil in its structure. We have
 found that putting N on when the crop needs it is a much better way to use it, and it's cheaper because the practice
 of fall applying it has often been overdone just make sure there is enough left for the crop the next season. I have
 been split applying it in the year of crop growth and have been amazed at how it takes less than expected this way.
 Most farmers have the means to apply it in this manner so I don't believe it would be any hardship in any way. The
 one I see resisting this move is the "super-big" farms that travel all over and need custom application done in the
 fall.


   Thank you, Evan Schmeling 70245 160 Ave. Hayfield, MN.


   I'm a 249 acre farmer in Sec. 1 Westfield Township, Dodge county, Mn.
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of Janice Scofield
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 4:06:19 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,


Janice Scofield
3656 Colorado Ave N
Minneapolis, MN 55422-1923
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From: Jacob Sukalski
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 2:50:03 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,


Sincerely,


Jacob Sukalski
2284 20th St
Fairmont, MN 56031
jacob_sukalski@hotmail.com
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of greta.gaard@uwrf.edu
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 9:21:30 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,


Greta Gaard
3034 41st Ave S
Minneapolis, MN 55406-2231
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of Jason Astleford
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:56:26 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,


Jason Astleford
5736 1st Av S
Minneapolis, MN 55419-2406
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of GAIUS POEHLER
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 5:41:22 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,


GAIUS POEHLER
476 HERSCHEL ST APT 10
Saint Paul, MN 55104-3608



mailto:mailagent@thesoftedge.com

mailto:mailagent@thesoftedge.com

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us






From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of 2016buyer@gmail.com
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 9:31:18 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,


Jeanne Johnson
1600 E Lake Brophy Rd Nw
Alexandria, MN 56308-8260
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From: Eric Ramstad
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 1:43:09 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. Eric Ramstad
2316 28th Ave S
2316 28th av s
minneapolis, MN 55406
6127217643
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From: Edelle Rose
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 10:28:40 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.


Edelle Rose
4337 29th Ave S
4337 29th Ave S
Minneapolis, MN 55406
651-278-9058
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From: Gail Dieleman
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 1:20:40 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 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. Gail Dieleman
11705 45th Ave N
Plymouth, MN 55442
7635591523
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From: Gerald Stencel
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 4:40:04 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,


Gerald Stencel
27851 70th St
Waseca, MN 56093
jerrykathystencel@gmail.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 11:45:43 AM


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


Name: geoffrey saign
Organization: public


Email: geoff@geoffreysaign.net
Zip Code: 55116
Comment: I am in favor of the strictest possible Nitrate limitations to farmers to bring


 river and groundwater inputs down to 0. This is long overdue and has
 wreaked havoc in the Gulf, rivers, and our drinking water. Enough is enough.
 Please end nitrate input into our water resources.
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From: mailagent@thesoftedge.com on behalf of jeni@mepartnership.org
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 8:31:25 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,


Jeni Gregory
3940 18th Ave S
Minneapolis, MN 55407-2825
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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 1:48:35 PM


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


Name: Jake Collins
Organization: 


Email: 
Zip Code: 55011
Comment: On our farm we have sandier soil, so we only apply the amount of Nitrogen


 that our crop will utilize during that growing season. We split apply our
 Nitrogen, so our crops have it when they need it most during the growing
 season. We are always very careful how much and where we apply Nitrogen
 to keep it away from our water supply and to prevent leaching. We are very
 careful what we use for Nitrogen and how we use it as it is very expensive
 and we try to be cost effective too.


 



mailto:MDA.Info@state.mn.us

mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us

mailto:katie.wolf@state.mn.us






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 12:36:33 PM


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


Name: Greg Roesler
Organization: 


Email: rfarms3@gmail.com
Zip Code: 56068
Comment: https://docs.google.com/document/d/1yfTu-


1mXd5FSGwSUDcZYGuvnc9X2gD7fEMUK_MydcjM/edit?usp=sharing To
 whom it may concern regarding the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule: My first
 issue regarding the workings of the rule if you proceed down this path is the
 designation of “vulnerable groundwater areas”. Using A horizon soil type is a
 very dishonest way of predicting water movement to groundwater. Subsoil
 and Substratum content and depth would be the only honest way to predict
 water movement to groundwater. On my own ground you have some A
 horizon soil types listed that have over 180 foot of clay before you will find a
 drinking water source in the St Peter Sandstone layer. There is very little
 chance of a direct source pollution unless there is an uncapped well or poor
 workmanship drilling a well (and most of those have collapsed over time).
 You need to take time and do this correctly now instead of a prolonged legal
 battle that the public will have to pay for. On a personal note regarding the
 above issue, I have 2.1ac of Fieldon Canisteo. I will personally dig as deep as
 you want and I will guarantee you the only water moving through that clay
 layer is through a tile line. I also have 21.5 ac of Coland silty clay loam in
 which that area of the field has very sticky clay layer just below it. There are
 many other examples in my fields and others all over south central Minnesota.
 Why use such a sloppy way of determining groundwater vulnerability?! If the
 state wants the farmers to take this issue seriously, they MUST do a better job
 of setting up the program. My second point of contention is in regards to the
 step process that is in the draft. There seems to be a lot of open ended
 statements, and there is a hefty reliance on the interpretation from the
 commissioner as the only decision maker. You need to have concrete
 statements that give a definitive guidance so there can be no “back room
 deals” made for area restrictions or alternative management products. A third
 concern is how the process is started. There are land areas of the state that
 have exceeded the minimum 10ppm (10 milligrams per liter) long before
 production agriculture was on the landscape. The older generation talks about
 how small pigs would not survive in some of Southwest Minnesota because
 of the drinking water back in the late 1800s, when they didn’t know their
 water was naturally high in nitrates. So how do you justify penalizing people
 in those areas if the levels are naturally high? The threshold level in the rule is
 another issue that I believe requires scrutinization. In 1974 when the Safe
 Drinking Water Act was passed the EPA made up thresholds based on non-
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enforceable health goals. Like the USDA recommended 5 basic food groups,
 this EPA recommended threshold was made as a GOAL, not a LAW. Over
 time bureaucrats like to have pieces of law behind their name so they can
 have a legacy. A level of 10ppm nitrates should be a goal, but not enforceable
 over private property, where this limitation is going to have significant
 economic impact on the producer, yet marginal (if any) impact on the
 environment. No known cases of Blue Baby Syndrome have occurred in
 Minnesota since 1980, as reported by the Star Tribune on September 19,
 2015. No community systems exceeded the standard for nitrate in 2014
 (MINNESOTA DRINKING WATER ANNUAL REPORT F OR 2014). My
 final point is in regards to liability risk for landowners. The state seems to be
 doing the leg work for the lawyers of an environmental group. My concern is
 that the state will eventually want our farm records and private information. If
 we participate in your programs, the well and farm records should not be
 public information. If it does become public, the state of Minnesota should
 exempt any lawsuit from using this information. If these conditions are met in
 full we may be able to have a win win situation. Thank you for your time
 Sincerely, Greg Roesler
 http://www.health.state.mn.us/divs/eh/water/com/dwar/report2014.pdf
 http://psep.cce.cornell.edu/facts-slides-self/facts/nit-heef-grw85.aspx
 http://www.startribune.com/contaminated-wells-aren-t-just-a-rural-problem-
just-ask-homeowners-in-washington-county/328382251/
 http://www.mda.state.mn.us/~/media/Files/chemicals/nfmp/draftnfertrulefs.pdf


 








From: Howard Hamilton
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 7:40:05 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,


Howard Hamilton
1729 260th Ave
Currie, MN 56123
hj2hamilton@gmail.com
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From: Info, MDA (MDA)
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comment
Date: Monday, July 17, 2017 4:06:28 PM


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


Name:   Eric Proulx     
Organization:    CHS Ag Services        
Email:   eric.proulx@chsinc.com 
Zip Code:        56762  
Comment:         The proposed NFMP is not based on any sound scientific research and the MDA is assuming there
 is a positive correlation of well nitrate levels to nitrogen fertilizer use. Farmers are stewards of the land they farm,
 as they need to make the best agronomic decisions to support their livelyhood and over applying nitrogen is not
 conducive to that.      
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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 9:10:34 AM


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


Name: Jared Nordly
Organization: CHS Border States


Email: jared.nordly@chsinc.com
Zip Code: 56225
Comment: Just wanted to express my concerns on the proposed nitrogen Management


 Plan from an ag retailer and farmer prospective. Storage would be a huge
 concern for us as we currently move 65% of our fertilizer in the fall and if a
 big portion of that had to shift to spring, we would not have the storage or the
 logistics to make that e real possibility. The other huge concern would be the
 fact that we would nearly have to double or application equipment, trucks and
 people which we already are having a very difficult time doing. From a
 farmer's prospective, they would be looking at added expense and loss of
 yeild due to delayed planting and the additional compaction that they would
 encounter if we had to apply their fertilizer in the spring ahead of planting.
 We have 98% of our fertilizer that goes out in the fall being applied with the
 protection of a nitrogen stabilizer on it so we feel we are doing a great job
 alreaady of following nitrogen BMP.
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From: Elizabeth Wroblewski
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:13:29 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. Elizabeth Wroblewski
222 Amherst St
Saint Paul, MN 55105
651-315-4811
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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 6:58:38 AM


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


Name: Jeremy Lundberg
Organization: Lundberg Farms


Email: jeremy@lundbergfarmsinc.com
Zip Code: 56271
Comment: I have reviewed the vulnerable groundwater map. Our Farm operation covers a


 4 county area in west central MN. With the majority in Chippewa and Swift
 county. On the map our main farm is located 3/4 mile north of MN HWY 40,
 20 Miles west of Willmar MN. there are brown spots in each of our fields by
 our main farm, of which I do not understand. I have heard of no well testing
 where nitrate levels were above the 10ppm which is standard drinking water
 levels. Also with cation exchange capacities in the 20s and 30s I do not
 understand how Fall Nitrogen would leech to groundwater in our area. I also
 do not understand the testing methods that established one little brown spot
 per field. On the other hand we farm some sandy soils near Appleton and
 Near Glenwood MN. On sandy soils we have went away from all fall
 Nitrogen and also spring and went to summer with all our Nitrogen needs. I
 think there is too many variables with the current map and that soil CEC
 numbers should be considered when deciding how to regulate Nitrogen.
 Thank you for your time Jeremy Lundberg Lundberg Farms
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From: Montgomery, Bruce (MDA)
To: Wolf, Katie (MDA); Gunderson, Larry (MDA); Schaust, Jen (MDA)
Subject: Farmers Union--- Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule
Date: Wednesday, July 19, 2017 7:37:53 AM


From: Thom Petersen [mailto:thom@mfu.org]
Sent: Tuesday, July 18, 2017 9:06 PM
To: Frederickson, Dave (MDA) <dave.frederickson@state.mn.us>
Cc: Stokes, Susan (MDA) <susan.stokes@state.mn.us>; Montgomery, Bruce (MDA)
 <bruce.montgomery@state.mn.us>; Place, Whitney (MDA) <whitney.place@state.mn.us>; Dolkar, Tenzin (GOV)
 <tenzin.dolkar@state.mn.us>; Gary Wertish <gary@mfu.org>; Bryan Klabunde <Bryan@mfu.org>; Stamper,
 Joshua (MDA) <joshua.stamper@state.mn.us>
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule


Commissioner:


On behalf of MFU President Gary Wertish and the membership of Minnesota Farmers Union (MFU), I am writing
 to officially request an extension of the August 11th deadline to submit comments for the Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer
 Rule of at least one month. MFU appreciates the effort that has been made by MDA and staff to have an open,
 informational and accessible process, but we are starting to have questions from members in especially Northwest
 and East Central Minnesota and we do worry about timing on commenting and understanding impacts. MFU has
 not had an opportunity to discuss in person with our full board which does need meet until the 18th of August, one
 week after deadline. For our organization that opportunity would be helpful to be able to discuss before
 commenting. Again, thank-you for the work of your agency and your staff they have been very helpful, and we urge
 consideration of an extension.


Thom Petersen, Director of Gov't Relations
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From: James Zeller
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Sunday, August 27, 2017 8:25:38 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. James Zeller
10255 Greenbrier Rd
Apt 302
Minnetonka, MN 55305
952-393-9544
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From: Jeremy Hanson
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: N Fertilizer Rule
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 8:54:07 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, 
Jeremy Hanson 
8490 Cedar Lake Ct
Morristown, MN 55052 
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From: Glen Graff
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA)
Subject: RE: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule slides
Date: Wednesday, June 28, 2017 9:33:46 AM


Larry
  Thank you for sending the slides.   I would like to talk to you sometime about the map used for Part
 1.  In my opinion the DNR map is flawed.  I don’t believe all the areas on that map are truly
 vulnerable.  On our farm we have put the shallow bedrock areas into grass either pasture or
 waterways.   With the current map farmers don’t get credit for the good things we are doing or any
 incentive to improve.  I also have a problem with the penalty for being in the vulnerable area. 
 Where is the science that banning fall application will or will not make any difference to the amount
 of nitrates in the groundwater.  The U of M has stated that fall applied Anhydrous will result in the
 highest yields.   Farmer logic tells me that fall applied N is better than spring.   Part 2,  I like that you
 prove a problem exists before action is taken.  At this point I would suggest the Part 1 is dropped
 and move forward only with part 2.   Or at least take the map out of the rule and work on definitions
 so vulnerable areas can be improved and rewarded.
 
Thanks
Glen N. Graff
 
Graff Feedlots, LLC.


26114 470th Ave.
Sanborn, MN 56083
507-920-6705 – cell
grafffeedlots@gmail.com
 
 


From: Gunderson, Larry (MDA) [mailto:larry.gunderson@state.mn.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 27, 2017 3:02 PM
To: grafffeedlots@gmail.com
Cc: Wolf, Katie (MDA) <katie.wolf@state.mn.us>
Subject: Draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule slides
 
Hi Glen, I’ve attached the slides for the draft Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule presentation in Marshall as you
 requested.
 
Larry
 
Larry Gunderson, Supervisor
Fertilizer Technical Unit
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 Robert Street North
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155
651-201-6168
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From: Jason Larsen
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 11:20:05 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,


Sincerely,


Jason Larsen
9370 345th Ave
Blue Earth, MN 56013
boxljason@ymail.com
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From: Gary Nygard
To: Gunderson, Larry (MDA)
Subject: Nitrogen Fertilizer Rule Comments
Date: Monday, August 21, 2017 1:40:03 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,


Sincerely,


Gary Nygard
2400 90th St SW
Appleton, MN 56208
gcnygard7@gmail.com
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