


 

i 

 

Table of Contents 
Table of Contents ..................................................................................................................................... i 

Tables ...................................................................................................................................................... 2 

Appendices .............................................................................................................................................. 2 

1. INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................................... 2 

2. EAW NOTIFICATION, DISTRIBUTION, AND COMMENT PERIOD .......................................................... 2 

3. COMMENTS RECEIVED .................................................................................................................... 2 

4. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS .............................................................................................................. 3 

4.1 COMMENTS FROM GOVERNMENT AGENCIES .............................................................................. 3 

4.1.1 MnDOT .................................................................................................................................. 3 

4.1.2 MPCA ..................................................................................................................................... 3 

4.1.3 Met Council ........................................................................................................................... 4 

4.1.4 MN DNR ................................................................................................................................ 6 

4.1.5 RWMWD ............................................................................................................................... 6 

4.2 COMMENTS FROM the general public .......................................................................................... 8 

4.2.1  ...................................................................................................................... 8 

4.2.2 Michael Hager ....................................................................................................................... 8 

4.2.3 Oliver of Gladstone, Maplehood United ............................................................................. 10 

4.2.4 John Zakelji, President of Friends of Maplewood Nature ................................................... 11 

4.2.5 Shelley Buck ........................................................................................................................ 11 

5. FINDINGS OF FACT ........................................................................................................................ 12 

5.1 Project Description ...................................................................................................................... 12 

5.1.1 Proposed Project ................................................................................................................. 12 

5.1.2 Site Description and Existing Conditions............................................................................. 14 

5.1.3 Decision Regarding the Potential for Significant Environmental Effects ............................ 14 

A. Type, Extent, and Reversibility of Environmental Effects ....................................................... 14 

B. Cumulative Potential Effects ................................................................................................... 19 

C. Extent to Which Environmental Effects are Subject to Mitigation ......................................... 20 

D. Extent to Which Environmental Effects can be Anticipated and Controlled .......................... 22 

E. RECORD OF DECISION .................................................................................................................... 23 



 

2 

 

Tables 
Table 5 (from EAW). Land Cover of the Project Site Before and After the Proposed Development 
Table 6 (from EAW). Green Infrastructure of the Project Site Before and After the Proposed Development  
Table 7 (from EAW): Required Permits and Approvals for Proposed Project  

Appendices 
Appendix A. Agency and Public Comments Submitted to the City of Maplewood 
Appendix B.  City of Maplewood Resolution Finding of No Need for EIS 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 
The Century Ponds project is a proposed low-density development consisting of single-family 
homes and townhomes on a 92.25 acre former golf course in the City of Maplewood, Ramsey 
County, Minnesota. It is located in the southwest quadrant of Lower Afton Rd E (CSAH 39) and 
Century Ave S (CSAH 25) and will include internal roads and connection to municipal utilities. 

An Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) was prepared pursuant to Minnesota Rules 
Part 4410.4430, Subp. 19. Residential Development. The EAW and the respective comments 
have been reviewed in accordance with Minnesota Rules 4410.1700 to determine if the project 
has potential for significant environmental effects. This document includes responses to 
comments received by the City of Maplewood, the Findings of Fact supporting the decision, and 
the Record of Decision indicating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not necessary for 
this project.  

2. EAW NOTIFICATION, DISTRIBUTION, AND COMMENT 
PERIOD 

In accordance with Minnesota Rules 4410.1500, the EAW was completed and distributed to 
persons and agencies on the office of Environmental Quality Board (EQB) distribution list. The 
notification was published in the EQB Monitor on July 1, 2025, initiating the 30-day public 
comment period. A news release was published on June 27, 2025 on the City of Maplewood’s 
website providing the general public with access to the EAW document. The comment period 
ended on July 31, 2025. 

3. COMMENTS RECEIVED 
GOVERNMENT AGENCIES:  
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The City received comment letters from five government agencies. These include: 

• Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) – dated July 3, 2025 
• Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) – dated July 21, 2025 
• Metropolitan Council (Met Council) – dated July 30, 2025 
• Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MN DNR) – dated July 31, 2025 
• Ramsey Washington Metro Watershed District (RWMWD) – dated July 22, 2025 

None of the comments recommended the preparation of an EIS.  

GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENTS: 

The City received five comments from the general public. These include: 

•  – dated July 8, 2025 
• Michael Hager – dated July 30, 2025 
• Oliver of Gladstone, Maplehood United – dated July 30, 2025 
• John Zakelji, President of Friends of Maplewood Nature – dated July 30, 2025 
• Shelley Buck – dated July 31, 2025 

4. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
This document responds to comments individually. It includes summaries of comments 
followed by responses. The complete comment letters and emails are included in Appendix A. 
Responses to comments are generally confined to substantive issues that “address the accuracy 
and completeness of the material contained in the EAW, potential impacts that may warrant 
further investigation before the project is commenced, and the need for an EIS on the proposed 
project.” (MN Rules 4410.1600). Some of the comments included general remarks or 
recommendations. Such comments are noted for the record and further detail of the 
statements or recommendations is included in Appendix A. 

4.1 COMMENTS FROM GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 

4.1.1 MnDOT  

Comment: MnDOT has reviewed the EAW and has no comments since the proposed project 
should have little or no impact on MnDOT’s highway system 

Response: This comment has been noted for the record. 

4.1.2 MPCA 

Comment: Wastewater – Section 12.b.i.1 states that the project is expected to add 
approximately 145 pounds per day to the sanitary sewer which equates to approximately 17 
gallons per day. These values should be clarified. Projects served by Metropolitan Council 
Environmental Services (MCES) typically use 274 gallons per day (gpd) per home for planning 
purposes. With 207 homes that would result in an average daily design flow of 56,718 gpd. 
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Response: These values should be updated to the City of Maplewood’s predicted flow 
rate of 275 gal./unit/day per 1 parcel as referenced in the City’s comprehensive sanitary 
sewer plan. Therefore, the average daily design flow for sanitary sewer would be 56,925 
gallons per day. This correction is summarized below in the Finding of Facts section. 

Comment: Wastewater – this section also mentions that other improvements are needed to 
the sanitary sewer system that the project will connect to. More details about those 
improvements necessary for the project should be provided. A location map showing the sewer 
route to the wastewater treatment plant and where improvements are needed should be 
provided.  

Response: This section mentions that the City of Maplewood’s 2040 Comprehensive 
Plan involves improvements to sanitary sewer system throughout the city to meet the 
needs of increased development throughout the area. However, there are no 
improvements that are needed to the existing system that the development ties into 
meet the demands of the proposed development.  

The site is proposed to be served by an existing stub at MH18 along regional interceptor 
1-MW-410 located near the northwest corner of the property and at an existing City of 
Woodbury sanitary stub located in the southwest corner (off Century Ave.). There will 
be no improvements made to the existing sanitary systems that the proposed 
development is tied into. Wastewater will follow its current existing route to the MCES 
Metro Plant. 

4.1.3 Met Council  

Comment: Item 7 – Climate. Discussion of anticipated climate trends is adequate. In addition to 
native plants, the project proposer should consider climate adapted vegetation to better 
withstand and mitigate the impacts of drought and large rain events. In Table 5, Land Cover of 
the Project Site Before and After Proposed Development, 39 acres of “Residential” are 
identified in the “After” column. Met Council staff notes that “Resident” is a land use and not a 
land cover. Council staff recommend showing the 39 acres of “Residential” as either 
“Impervious surface” or “Lawn/Landscaping” to better reflect the changing conditions and 
climate adaptation and resilience impacts. 

Response: This comment has been noted for the record. The correction the land cover 
table in the EAW is summarized below in the Finding of Facts section. 

Comment: Item 10 – Land Use – Comprehensive Plan. The City will need to amend the 2040 
future land use map so the adopted 2040 plan is consistent with the proposed development. 
The proposal includes 239 new homes in a mix of detached single family and townhomes. The 
site is guided Park; and to develop as proposed, a residential designation is needed.  

Response: The City is aware of the amendment. As part of the land entitlement process, 
the project proposer will be including a comprehensive plan amendment and rezoning 
application to change the site’s guided Park designation to residential. 
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Comment: Item 10 – Land Use – Forecasts. This expected development fits within the current 
2040 and 2050 forecast for the community. The City may consider requesting a forecast 
adjustment if the proposed development will be built and absorbed before the 2030 Census; 
please contact Met Council Community Development staff to discuss. 

Response: This comment has been noted for the record. 

Comment: Water Resources – Sanitary Sewers. The Metropolitan Disposal System has 
adequate capacity for this project location. Based on the wastewater information provided in 
the EAW, the site is proposed to be served either northwest to an existing stub at MH18 along 
regional interceptor 1-MW-410 or a portion to the northwest and a potion to the southeast to 
an existing local Woodbury sewer. A direct connect permit is required for the northwest 
connection to the existing stub on 1-MW-410. Contact Tim Wedin, Interceptor Engineering at 
the Metropolitan Council Environmental Services regarding this connection.  

Service to the southeast through Woodbury’s local system represents unmetered flow from 
Maplewood to Woodbury, with the flow eventually being captured at Woodbury’s billing 
meter, M018. AN intercommunity agreement with Woodbury to determine how wastewater 
billing will be handled is required. There are existing agreements in place between the two 
cities. One of those agreements is for the Century Avenue sewer and could potentially be 
updated to include the proposed new service area. An MPCA sanitary sewer extension permit is 
also required, which includes Metropolitan Council revie and approval. Please reach out to 
David Sahli at MPCA regarding the MPCA sanitary sewer extension permit.  

An amendment to the adopted 2040 Plan is required before review of the MPCA sanitary sewer 
extension permit application and the Metropolitan Council direct connect permit application be 
completed.  

Response: The project proposer is aware of the required sanitary sewer permits that are 
required and will obtain these permits prior to project construction.  

Comment: Water Resources – Water Supply. Development and redevelopment, particularly at 
the scale of this proposal, provide several opportunities to incorporate practices that improve 
water efficiency and protect water quality. As more site-specific plans are developed, Council 
staff encourage the City to identify risks to water quality and incorporate mitigation strategies 
that protect surface water and groundwater resources. We also encourage City to identify and 
implement opportunities for water conservation and efficiency, to minimize any increases in 
water demand. 

Response: The site is designed to meet the local and state requirements to protect 
water quality. Water conservation strategies may be identified during the plan’s 
approval process. 

Comment: Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The anticipated greenhouse gas emissions are 
reasonable and the proposed mitigation measures are appropriate. The proposer should 
consider use of energy conservation planting strategies, such as vegetation that provides shade 
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to east and west-facing windows while avoiding shade to south-facing windows to maximize 
solar exposure during the winter and minimize solar exposure in the summer. 

Response: The project proposer has received your comment for consideration on using 
energy conservation planting strategies. 

4.1.4 MN DNR 

Comment: The DNR appreciates that native seed mixes will be utilized within the development, 
especially because the project area is located within a High Potential Zone for the federally-
endangered rusty patched bumble bee. Please note that further coordination with DNR is 
required regarding the state-threatened Sullivant’s milkweed that has been found on site. The 
project proposed should contact reports.nhis@state.mn.us with further information about the 
location and number of individuals present in order to discuss approved avoidance measures 
and/or the need for a Permit to Take. 

Response: The project proposer is aware of the requirements for Sullivant’s milkweed 
and will coordinate with the DNR about determining the appropriate avoidance 
measures and/or need for a Permit to Take. 

4.1.5 RWMWD 

Comment: Section 7 (Table 4) of the EAW describes the climate adaption strategies, including a 
statement that “98% of the site will be enhanced open/natural area,” however, the current 
plan shows less than 98% open/natural area under proposed conditions. 

Response: This is an error in the EAW document. The proposed enhanced open/natural 
area on site will compromise approximately 24% of the site. 

Comment: Section 7 (Table 4) of the EAW states there is “low risk” for contamination as a result 
of the project. Is there any evidence of existing soil or water contamination from previous land 
uses? What level of geotechnical investigation has been completed for any potential existing 
contamination that may be disturbed through proposed grading and/or excavation activities? 

Response: A Phase I and Phase II environmental site assessment (ESA) were previously 
completed on the site by AET. The results of the Phase II indicated that the 
concentrations of agricultural chemicals on site are likely natural occurring and not 
indicative of a release. Therefore, the Phase II did not recommend further investigation 
or cleanup of the site. The proposed grading and excavation activities are not 
anticipated to encounter any contamination on site. 

Comment: Section 10.a.iii states that the “nearest floodplain is approximately one mile north of 
the project site;” however, RWMWD regulates all areas modeled to be inundated in the 100-
year rainfall event as floodplain. Per comments provided to the applicant in Feb 2025, the 
project design will need to include cut/fill volumes below the 100-year water surface elevation 
in each wetland and floodplain area based on the RWMWD stormwater model to demonstrate 
RWWMD Rule D requirements are met. 
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Response: The design engineer received the comment on the February 2025 submittal. 
The next submittal package will include the requested cut/fill volumes below the 100-
year water surface elevation to meet the RWMWD Rule D requirements. 

Comment: Section 11 of the EAW states that approximately “300,000 cubic yards of soil 
movement” is expected during the project. RWMWD recommends disturbance of the site in 
phases to more effectively implement the erosion and sediment control plan and Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 

Response: The project proposer will work with the contractor to phase grading as 
efficiently as possible for the site. 

Comment: Section 12.b.ii of the EAW indicates that “most runoff will remain onsite by traveling 
to the wetlands or into the constructed stormwater ponds.” RWMWD Rule C requires that 
stormwater runoff directed to wetland areas is pretreated. Due to the acreage proposed to be 
disturbed, temporary sediment ponds will be required per the state’s NPDES permit 
requirements and RWMWD Rule F. 

Response: The design engineer is aware of RWMWD’s Rule C requiring stormwater 
runoff to be pre-treated in stormwater basins before draining into the wetlands on site. 
Stormwater on site will be routed to temporary sediment ponds during construction and 
permanent stormwater basins post construction to be treated before draining into the 
wetlands on site. The stormwater for the proposed development is designed to meet 
the City of Maplewood, RWMWD, the MPCA’s NPDES permit requirements. 

Comment: Section 21.c. of the EAW references an incorrect infiltration requirement. Per the 
watershed district, 1.1” of runoff from impervious surfaces is required to be captured and 
infiltrated onsite. Where infiltration is not feasible due to poor soils, additional volume is 
required to be captured and filtered in accordance with RWMWD Rule C. 

Response: The design engineer is aware of RWMWD’s Rule C and the 1.1” of runoff 
from impervious surfaces. The soils on-site are not suitable for infiltration; therefore, 
the stormwater management system will use filtration systems per RWMCD’s 
requirements. 

Comment: Based on findings from Section 14 of the EAW, care should be taken to preserve 
habitat and protect species that are endangered, threatened, or of special concern, including 
Henslow’s sparrow, Sullivant’s milkweed, Northern long-eared bat, monarch butterfly, and 
Rusty patched bumble bee. If the proposed development is approved, RWMWD implements 
grant funding for water quality practices and native habitat restoration. Coordination on any 
additional water quality or habitat improvements could be made with RWMWD staff; however, 
the project must first demonstrate meeting the minimum permit requirements. 

Response: This comment has been noted for the record. 
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4.2 COMMENTS FROM THE GENERAL PUBLIC 

4.2.1  

Comment: D.R. Horton has a history of hiring illegal aliens for their construction work sites. 
What assurances and compliance verification processes are in place to ensure that illegal 
immigrants are not being employed at this job site? Whether they are being hired directly or by 
a subcontractor.  

Response: The EAW document is a planning document that addresses categories of 
social, economic, and environmental issues potentially present on a project. This 
comment is not related to addressing the accuracy and/or completeness of the EAW 
and is not relevant to the content of the EAW. 

4.2.2 Michael Hager 

Comment: Environment – regardless of DR Horton’s assertion the animals and environment 
would not be impacted in any meaningful way it is incompressible given the number of single-
family homes and townhomes of that magnitude including roads to carry the additional traffic 
will impact the following: 

• Impact to endangered/threatened species – Rusty Patched Bumble Bee, Northern Long 
Eared Bat and Monarch butterflies 

• Protection of animals including turkeys, deer, and coyotes 
• Increase of noise and light pollution from new homes and townhomes, streetlights, and 

increased vehicle traffic 
• Negative impact of run-off caused by fertilizer, gas, oil, and rainwater in such a small 

area 

Response: The EAW acknowledges that impacts to some plants and wildlife will be 
unavoidable with the proposed design. However, the proposed design is mindful of 
creating a large area of contiguous native species habitat that will benefit plant and 
wildlife species after the development is created. In addition to the proposed 
landscaping plan, this native enhancement area creates a buffer between existing 
residential areas adjacent to the site to reduce noise and light pollution from the 
development. The proposed development follows the Ramsey-Washington Metro 
Watershed District rules to route stormwater to stormwater basins to pre-treat the 
water before it flows into the surrounding wetlands thus enhancing the water quality of 
the wetlands on site.  

Comment: Safety – this D.R. Horton will increase the overall risk of those living in the existing 
neighborhood in the following ways: 

• Increased vehicle traffic. The City has already acknowledged the frequency of cars 
driving on Linwood Ave. at excessive speeds. Adding additional single-family homes and 
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townhomes will increase the traffic on Linwood Ave. and will further exacerbate an 
already unsafe road for neighbors driving and walking on Linwood Ave. 

• There are currently no sidewalks on Linwood Ave. on either side of the street and with 
the new D.R. Horton development there are no proposed sidewalks to ensure the safety 
of people walking on Linwood Ave. even though vehicle traffic will increase. 

Response: The County required that the traffic from the townhomes proposed in the 
southern part of the project area have access only through Linwood Ave and not to both 
Century Ave. S and Linwood Ave. The traffic study in Appendix G of the EAW analyzed 
the traffic volumes anticipated to Linwood Ave. and found that the existing and 
proposed conditions along Linwood Ave. are expected to operate safety and efficiently 
with the additional traffic from the proposed development.  

There is a 5’ concrete sidewalk proposed along northern Linwood Ave. bordering the 
proposed townhome area that will connect to the 10’ public bituminous trail at the 
southeast corner of the property near Linwood Ave. This will ensure that pedestrians 
have a safe area to walk along Linwood Ave. 

Comment: If a stop sign is added in front of any of the homes on Linwood Ave. it will increase 
the risk of getting into an accident and additional traffic congestion for the current neighbors. 

Response: No stop sign is proposed in front of any of the homes on Linwood Ave. A stop 
sign is only proposed along the west side of the townhome road for vehicles exiting the 
development onto Linwood Ave. 

Comment: It seems that the existing homes/neighbors along Linwood Ave. are bearing the 
brunt of additional traffic which also increases the risk to our safety. 

Response: The County required that the traffic from the townhomes proposed in the 
southern part of the project area have access only through Linwood Ave and not to both 
Century Ave. S and Linwood Ave. The traffic study in Appendix G of the EAW analyzed 
the traffic volumes anticipated to Linwood Ave. and found that the existing and 
proposed conditions along Linwood Ave. are expected to operate safely and efficiently 
with addition of the traffic from the proposed development.  

Comment: As I have mentioned multiple times at the D.R. Horton public meetings the 
park/walking path requested by the City Council of D.R. Horton be placed closest to Linwood 
Ave. to create space next to Linwood Ave. and provide a buffer for the existing homes on 
Linwood Ave. It would also make it easier for the general public to access the park and not have 
it hidden deep into the new development which will likely only be used by the people in the 
D.R. Horton development. 

Response: The park is centrally located on the proposed development to allow the 
public to easily access the area from multiple locations bordering the site. In addition, 
there is a proposed parking area near the park that the public can drive to access the 
park and the walking trails that connect to it.  
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Comment: It seems unbalanced the proposed townhomes with the smallest lot size is right 
across from the existing homes on Linwood Ave. that have 1+ acre lots. This will negatively 
impact property values of the existing homes on Linwood Ave. 

Response: This comment will be reviewed as part of the City’s land entitlement process. 

Comment: A buffer/set back should be added to the plan to minimize noise and light pollution 
from those already living on Linwood Ave. This was added to the most recent D.R. Horton 
proposal for the west side of the development. Why isn’t there a similar buffer created for the 
existing residents of Linwood Ave.? Again, we feel we are bearing the brunt of the burden of 
the D.R. Horton development compared to other surrounding/existing neighborhoods. 

Response: The proposed development has a 30-foot setback from the edge of Linwood 
Ave. right of way to the edge of the first proposed townhomes per the City of 
Maplewood required setback requirements. 

Comment: We are requesting a minimum 6-foot berm and vegetation be added to the D.R. 
Horton development on the Linwood Ave. side to minimize noise and visual pollution to the 
existing homes on Linwood Ave. 

Response: The site is designed with the required City of Maplewood setbacks. The 
proposed development has a 30-foot setback from the edge of the Linwood Ave. right of 
way to the edge of the first proposed townhomes. To minimize noise and visual 
pollution, D.R. Horton’s landscape plan shows dense landscape plantings to create a 
buffer between Linwood Ave. and the proposed townhomes. Additionally, the site 
design proposes to preserve the existing wetland area on the eastern side of the project 
and create a stormwater basin adjacent to the wetland to the east that borders Linwood 
Ave. This will create additional buffer and open space between Linwood Ave. residents 
and the proposed development. 

Comment: What is the plan for city water and sewer for the existing homes on Linwood Ave.? Is 
this something that can be discussed with the current residents? 

Response: The City and project proposer will review the improvements to the utilities in 
the area as part of the land entitlement process and will update residents in the area on 
the utility layout for the project. 

4.2.3 Oliver of Gladstone, Maplehood United 

Comment: The current proposal carves up the site for low-density single-family homes – 
duplicating a suburban model that’s already proven fiscally unsustainable. The spread-out, low-
density development like this simply does not generate enough long-term tax revenue to cover 
the future costs of infrastructure maintenance. I urge the city to allow a broader, more inclusive 
range of housing type: duplexes, townhomes, small-scale multifamily, cottage courts. I urge the 
city to reimagine this project through the lens of its 2040 plan, long-term fiscal health, social 
inclusion, and climate resilience. Consider forming a design task force or using a charrette 
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process to explore alternative site plans that reflect Strong Towns values and community 
engagement.  

Response: The city will consider these policy changes during the comprehensive plan 
amendment process for the site. 

4.2.4 John Zakelji, President of Friends of Maplewood Nature 

Comment: The EAW does not acknowledge all of the Rusty patched bumble bee observations 
at this site. Page 28-29 mentions a “sighting in July 2024 in the northwestern pond area.” 
Actually, there were two widely separate sightings, one in the northwestern pond area and a 
second in the south central area, both verified on Bumble Bee Watch. The ecological survey in 
the EAW, Appendix E, pages 3 and 6, does not acknowledge either of the above 2024 sightings. 

Response: In the EAW document, there was an inadvertent omission of text clarifying 
that the project proposer is aware of the separate sightings on the site in July 2024. 
Based on the data from the Bumble Bee Watch, the sightings are listed as occurring on 
7/28/2024 in separate areas of the site as mentioned instead of only in the 
northwestern pond area. The project proposer is aware of the separate sightings. The 
ecological survey was conducted in June 2024 and referenced data from the Bumble Bee 
Watch at that time. The July 2024 sightings were not confirmed at the time that the 
ecological survey was finalized and thus the ecological survey did not reference these 
sightings. 

Comment: Perhaps this is not the role of the EAW, but we ask the city and D.R. Horton to 
describe how the above environmental mitigation steps will be monitored and maintained in 
both the short and long term. We look forward to working with the city and D.R. Horton 
regarding issues such as conservation easements, ownership of natural areas, delineation of 
responsibility and funding of maintenance of natural areas, public access, short and long term 
plans for maintenance and preservation of natural areas, and education and encouragement 
for homeowners and the HOA to provide the natural habitat in yards and other private areas in 
the development.  

Response: The project proposer and the City of Maplewood are still discussing how the 
mitigation steps will be monitored and maintained. The decisions that are made will be 
included in the developer’s agreement for the project. The project proposer and the City 
of Maplewood will continue to keep the Friends of Maplewood updated once decisions 
have been made.  

4.2.5 Shelley Buck 

Comment: I have serious concerns about the impact this proposed development will have, 
especially on our plant and animal relatives. To say that bats, cranes, butterflies, and bees 
“would likely disperse to adjacent and/or similar habitats” is so out of touch and disrespectful 
to these relatives as well as those of us who love and enjoy them. I also have concerns that D.R. 
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The sentence in the EAW discussing the rusty patched bumble bee sightings in July 2024 is 
updated to say: “Additionally, in July 2024, the rusty patched bumble bee was found in the 
northwestern and south central part of the site and is recorded on the Bumble Bee Watch 
website.” 

5.1.2 Site Description and Existing Conditions 

The project site was formerly a golf course called the Ponds at Battle Creek that closed in 
September 2021. The project site is currently zoned as Farm Residential. The majority of land 
cover is brush, grassland, and wetlands with an abandoned club house and parking lot located 
towards the center of the project site. There are numerous cart trails located throughout the 
project site. The land has remained undisturbed since the golf course closed, aside from 
mowing activity completed by Ramsey County.  

5.1.3 Decision Regarding the Potential for Significant Environmental Effects 

Minnesota Rules 4410.1700, Subp. 7 lists four criteria that shall be considered in deciding 
whether a project has the potential for significant environmental effects. Those criteria and the 
City’s findings are presented below. 

A. Type, Extent, and Reversibility of Environmental Effects 

Minnesota Rules 4410.1700, Subp. (A) indicates the first factor that the City must consider is 
the “type, extent, and reversibility of environmental effects.” The City’s findings are set forth 
below. 

• Climate Adaption and Resilience 
Analyzing general average annual temperature, total annual precipitation, and the 
drought severity index, the general trends for eastern Minnesota include warmer 
temperatures, less precipitation, and more variable and extreme conditions, such as 
higher maximum temperature and more variable precipitation that could lead to more 
drought periods. The project has identified adaptations that will be implemented into 
the development design to mitigate future climate trends in the area.  

• Cover Types 
The project will convert an approximately 92.25-acre abandoned golf course to low and 
medium density residential development that will include lawn/landscaping, 
stormwater infrastructure, open grassland area, and an internal roadway network. The 
green infrastructure on the site after development will include constructed filtration 
systems and proposed habitat enhancement areas. 

• Land Use 
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A Comprehensive Plan Amendment to reclassify the property as a park into residential 
development in the City’s Comprehensive Plan was applied for by project proposer. The 
amendment is currently pending approval from the City of Maplewood. The proposed 
Century Ponds Project is consistent with the envisioned growth of the adjacent land use 
in the area. There are no special zoning areas identified such as shoreland, floodplain, 
wild and scenic rivers, critical area, or agricultural preserves on or adjacent to the site. 

• Geology, Soils, and Topography/Land Forms 
Site grading during construction is expected to require an average of 11 feet of cut over 
92.25 acres. This yields an estimate of 300,000 cubic yards of soil movement. Grading 
activities will construct new roads, building residential pads, sidewalks, trails, a park, 
and stormwater features. During construction, appropriate sediment and stormwater 
best management practices will be utilized to prevent erosion and runoff from the site. 
After construction, the soils will be stabilized to minimize erosion and stormwater 
facilities will regulate surface water runoff to pre-treat water before it drains into 
surrounding water features. 

• Water Resources 
• Wetlands and Surface Waters 

Kjolhaug Environmental Services completed a wetland delineation in November 
2023 of the site. 14 wetlands were delineated onsite. The Ramsey-Washington 
Metro Watershed District (RWMWD) approved the wetland delineation and 
issued a Notice of Decision in May 2024. RWMWD approved that Wetlands 1, 2, 
3, 4, 7, and 8 are considered incidental wetlands since they are excavated in 
historic upland areas. These wetland areas were created as part of the 
development of the Ponds at Battle Creek golf course in 2002. Incidental 
wetlands, as defined under the Wetland Conservation Act, are wetlands that 
were created in non-wetland areas and impacts to these features are not 
regulated.  
 
 
 

• Wastewater 
The project is expected to produce normal domestic wastewater that will be 
typical of residential development and will be designed within the limitations of 
the existing sanitary sewer system. The project is proposed to be connected to 
the existing stub in the northwest corner of the property to serve the northern 
part of the site and the southern part of the site will connect to the City of 
Woodbury’s sanitary stub located in the southeast corner (off Century Ave.) to 
serve the townhomes. By splitting the sanitary sewer into north and south 
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service areas, it will lead to less construction activities impacting the wetlands 
located in the central part of the site central wetland area. 

• Water Quality 
Compliance with stormwater requirements will minimize and mitigate potential 
adverse effects on receiving water. Project construction will add impervious 
surfaces to the site which consists of streets, residential homes, and driveways. 
Stormwater rate and volume controls will limit increases in runoff volume and 
associated pollutant transport. Runoff will be pretreated in stormwater basins on 
site before draining into surrounding wetlands and stormwater runoff quality 
and quantity will be designed to meet the City of Maplewood, Ramsey 
Washington Metro Watershed District, and the MPCA’s National Pollutant 
Discharge and State Disposal System (NPDES/SDS). This will mitigate potential 
adverse effects on water quality. 

• Water Appropriation  
Temporary groundwater appropriation may be necessary during construction for 
mass grading and to install utilities. The irrigation well on site will be abandoned 
and sealed prior to redevelopment. The proposed development will connect to 
St. Paul Regional Water Services.  
 

• Contamination/Hazardous Materials/Wastes 
The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s (MPCA) “What’s in my Neighborhood” 
(WIMN) search indicated that there is one known or documented existing 
contamination hazard in the project site – an active and permitted hazardous waste 
generator, very small quantity, associated with the prior golf course. The generator will 
be removed prior to the construction grading and disposed of at an approved waste 
facility. Within 0.5 miles of the project, there are 41 known or documented 
contamination hazards. The MPCA’s website indicates that these sites have been 
properly investigated and managed. Therefore, these sites are not expected to 
adversely impact the project site. 
 

• Fish, Wildlife, Plant Communities, and Sensitive Ecological Resources (Rare Features) 
The project is expected to convert approximately 76 acres of golf course grassland and 
existing impervious surface into residential development, stormwater features, and 
open grassland habitat. The existing natural wetlands on site will be preserved in their 
existing state as part of the development. During construction, the mobile wildlife 
present on the project site will likely disperse to adjacent and/or similar habitats. Areas 
previously planted with native and non-native flowering plants may be disturbed during 
construction. However, as part of the development, protective buffers will be created 
around preserved wetlands and open space will be reestablished with native vegetation 
and trees, creating suitable habitat and resources for small birds, mammals, and insects, 
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including pollinators. If a threatened and endangered species survey is necessary for the 
project, it will be completed prior to construction to ensure appropriate avoidance and 
minimization measures are taken. 

• Historic Properties 
There are no historic properties or archaeological sites identified on the project site. The 
SHPO review letter stated that there has been prior disturbance of the site due to the 
golf course, and that due to the site’s proximity to archaeological sites found off-site, a 
Phase I archaeological survey is recommended. 

• Visual  
Unique scenic views include several natural wetlands with native vegetation and wildlife 
on site.  Century Ponds will not create any unusual visual impacts. The visual effect will 
transition views from predominately open brush and grassland to single family homes, 
townhomes, public access roads, and stormwater basins. The site will maintain a large 
open contiguous area in the southern part of the project site. 

• Air 
Dust will be generated during the construction process on the site. Mitigation of the 
short-term dust and odors impacts will be managed through proper coordination and 
construction planning. 

The proposed residential subdivision will generate small sources of stationary source 
emissions through natural gas/electricity used in heating and cooling of the homes. This 
will result in direct and indirect sources of stationary greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) at 
a small quantity. Emissions are expected to be similar to those of the single-family and 
multi-family residential units near the site.   
 
The project does not require an indirect source permit. No baseline air quality 
monitoring or modeling is proposed and no measures to mitigate the increase in vehicle 
related emissions are being considered. 

• Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Carbon Footprint 
The greenhouse gases that will be emitted during the project’s lifetime include 
construction vehicles, land use conversion, off-site utilities, residential vehicle usage, 
and off-site waste management. The development will incorporate mitigation measures 
into the design and development of the project to reduce the project’s GHG emissions.  
 

• Noise 
Noise levels will temporarily increase during construction of the site then stay consistent 
with the residential development adjacent to the property when construction is 
completed. The nearest receptors to the site are single family residential homes, 
apartment complexes, a retirement community, and a correctional facility. Noise levels 
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on site will vary during construction depending on where construction is occurring on site, 
time of operation, and distance between receptors and construction equipment. 

 
Construction noise can be mitigated by restricting construction work to daytime hours. 
Contractors will be required to minimize noise impacts by maintaining equipment 
properly, including noise controls as specified by manufacturers. The project will adhere 
to the Maplewood noise rules and standards that indicates noise should occur within 
specified levels depending on land use and time of day. 
 
After construction, noise levels are expected to be at or near existing levels for a typical 
residential development. Where berms and landscaping will be used to provide noise 
mitigation for the surrounding residents and businesses. Similar to construction noise, the 
residential use of the property will adhere to the City’s noise rules and standards. The St. 
Paul gun range will continue to be a source of noise once construction is completed. Based 
on a sound study performed on site, it was recommended that windows on townhomes 
on the south side of the site, facing the range, be doubled paned to mitigate noise. 
 

• Transportation 
A Traffic Study was completed in 2025 to analyze the concept plan for the site. 
Operations analysis results identify a Level of Service (LOS) which indicates the quality of 
traffic flow through an intersection. Intersections are given a ranking from LOS A 
through LOS F. LOS A indicates the best traffic operation with vehicles experiencing 
minimal delays. LOS F indicates an intersection where demand exceeds capacity, or a 
breakdown of traffic flow.  
 
Based on the traffic operations analysis of existing conditions, all study intersections 
operate adequately under existing AM and PM peak hours. The signalized intersections 
(Century Avenue and Lower Afton Road/Valley Creek Road, Century Avenue/Lake Road 
and Century Avenue/Apartments) operate at overall intersection LOS B or better. 
Through/stop intersections (Century Avenue with Parkwood Drive, Pouliot Parkway, and 
Linwood Avenue) operate acceptably with overall intersection LOS A and minimal side-
street delay (LOS A). 
 
Overall, the proposed development is expected to have minimal impact to the existing 
transportation system. Traffic impacts will be further analyzed during the City’s 
preliminary plat review process.  Any traffic mitigation identified in the review will be 
implemented with project construction.  This will include both vehicular and pedestrian 
improvements and turn lane recommendations. 
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B. Cumulative Potential Effects 

Minnesota Rule 4410.1700, Subp. 7 (B) indicates that the second factor the City must consider 
is whether the proposed project has potentially significant cumulative effects. This includes 
“whether the cumulative potential effect is significant, whether the contribution from the 
project is significant when viewed in connection with other contributions to the cumulative 
potential effect; the degree to which the project complies with approved mitigation measures 
specifically designed to address the cumulative potential effect; and the efforts of the project 
proposer to minimize the contributions from the project.” The City’s findings are described 
below. 

The potential cumulative effects on public infrastructure include municipal water supply 
systems, sanitary sewer conveyance and treatment systems, stormwater management systems, 
traffic and transportation systems. The development will be connected to the watermain, 
which is proposed to be extended from the existing service stubs on Lower Afton Road, Mailand 
Road right-of-way and Linwood Avenue to create a looped system. Sanitary sewer is proposed 
to be connected to the existing stub in the northwest corner of the property to serve the single 
family residential homes and to the City of Woodbury’s sanitary stub located in the southeast 
corner (off Century Ave.) to serve the townhomes. These utilities have capacity and pressure 
adequate to meet the needs of the development. The project will drain to the Metropolitan 
Council treatment facility in Saint Paul. 

Stormwater runoff from projects within the City of Maplewood will ultimately drain into the 
Mississippi River. The federal, state, and local stormwater regulations for development projects 
combined with the implementation of BMPs to control erosion and sedimentation during 
construction are anticipated to minimize cumulative effects of pre- and post-development 
runoff into downstream surface waters.  

The effects on traffic and transportation for this project include three entry points to the site: 
one on Century Ave. S, one on lower Afton Rd, and one Linwood Ave E. These changes will 
allow access to the site, while having no significant impact on traffic flow of the surrounding 
area. The City of Maplewood has the capacity to support the public infrastructure needed to 
support this project; therefore, cumulative effects on public infrastructure are not anticipated.  

The cumulative effects of suburban development can affect natural resources such as 
groundwater and waterbodies. It can also result in loss of wetlands and fragmentation of 
wildlife habitat. Eight wetlands were delineated in November 2023. The project will preserve 
the natural wetlands on site and enhance the buffer surrounding them. In addition, the open 
enhancement area will provide a large contiguous habitat corridor that provides additional 
protection to wetlands on site. Therefore, it is unlikely that significant changes to existing 
natural habitat will occur as a result of the development.  
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C. Extent to Which Environmental Effects are Subject to Mitigation 

Minnesota Rule 4410.1700, Subp 7 (C) indicates that a third factor the City must consider is the 
“extent to which environmental effects are subject to mitigation by ongoing public regulatory 
authority.” The City’s findings are described in Table 7 below. 

Environmental effects on water quality, wetlands, and traffic are subject to additional approvals 
and/or mitigation through requirements of local, state, and federal regulations, ordinances, 
management plans, and permitting processes. Potential environmental effects associated with 
this project will be mitigated in accordance with applicable rules and regulations. The following 
permits and approvals are required for the project addressed under the EAW.
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D. Extent to Which Environmental Effects can be Anticipated and Controlled 

Minnesota Rules 4410.1700, Subp 7 (D) indicates the final factor the City must consider is the 
“extent to which environmental effects can be anticipated and controlled as a result of other 
environmental studies undertaken by public agencies or the project proposer, including other 
EISs.” The City’s findings are set forth below. 

1. The proposed project design, plans, EAW, related studies, and mitigation measures 
apply knowledge, approaches, standards, and best management practices gained from 
previous experience and projects that have, in general, successfully mitigated potential 
offsite environmental effects. 

2. The EAW, in conjunction with this document, contains or references the known studies 
that provide information or guidance regarding environmental effects that can be 
anticipated and controlled. 

3. Other project studies under environmental reviews in Minnesota have included studies 
and mitigation measures comparable to those included in this EAW. 

4. There are no elements of the project that pose the potential for significant 
environmental effects that cannot be addressed by the project design, assessment, 
permitting, and development processes, and by ensuring conformance with regional 
and local plans. 

5. The environmental effects of this development can be anticipated and controlled by the 
permit application and review processes of the City of Maplewood, Ramsey Washington 
Watershed District and regulatory agencies. 

6. The City of Maplewood finds that the environmental effects of the project can be 
adequately anticipated and controlled given the results of the environmental review and 
permitting process. 
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E. RECORD OF DECISION 
Based on the EAW, the response to comments, and the Findings of Fact, the City of 
Maplewood, the RGU for this environmental review, concludes the following: 

1. The EAW was prepared in compliance with the procedures of the Minnesota 
Environmental Policy Act and Minnesota Rules, Parts 4410.1000 to 4410.1700 (2015); 

 
2. The EAW satisfactorily addressed the issues for which existing information could have 

been reasonably obtained; 
 

3. Based on the criteria established in Minnesota Rules 4410.1700, the project does not 
have the potential for significant environmental effects; 

 
4. The City makes a “Negative Declaration,” and 

 
5. An EIS is not required.







 
 
July 21, 2025 
 
 
 
VIA EMAIL 
 
Michael Martin 
City of Maplewood 
1830 County Road 8 
Maplewood, Minnesota 55109 
michael.martin@maplewoodmn.gov 
 
RE: Century Ponds – Environmental Assessment Worksheet 
 
Dear Michael Martin: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Environmental Assessment Worksheet 
(EAW) for the Century Ponds project (Project) located in Ramsey County, Minnesota. The Project 
consists of a low-density development consisting of single-family homes and townhomes on a 92.25-
acre former golf course in the City of Maplewood, Ramsey County, Minnesota. It is located in the 
southwest quadrant of Lower Afton Road East (CSAH 39) and Century Avenue South (CSAH 25) and will 
include internal roads and connection to municipal utilities. Regarding matters for which the Minnesota 
Pollution Control (MPCA) has regulatory responsibility and other interests, the MPCA staff has the 
following comments for your consideration. 
 
Wastewater 

• Section 12.b.i.1. states that the Project is expected to add approximately 145 pounds per day to 
the sanitary sewer which equates to approximately 17 gallons per day. These values should be 
clarified. Projects served by Metropolitan Council Environmental Services (MCES) typically use 
274 gallons per day (gpd) per home for planning purposes. With 207 homes that would result in 
an average daily design flow of 56,718 gpd. 

• This section also mentions that other improvements are needed to the sanitary sewer system 
that the Project will connect to. More details about those improvements necessary for the 
Project should be provided. A location map showing the sewer route to the wastewater 
treatment plant and where improvements are needed should be provided. 

 
We appreciate the opportunity to review this Project. Please be aware that this letter does not 
constitute approval by the MPCA of any or all elements of the Project for the purpose of pending or 
future permit actions by the MPCA. Ultimately, it is the responsibility of the Project Proposer to secure 
any required permits and to comply with any requisite permit conditions. If you have any questions 
concerning our review of this EAW, please contact me by email at chris.green@state.mn.us or by 
telephone at 507-476-4258. 
  



Michael Martin 
Page 2 
July 21, 2025 

Sincerely, 

Chris Green 
This document has been electronically signed. 

Chris Green, Project Manager 
Environmental Review Unit 
Resource Management and Assistance Division 
 
CG:rs 
 
Attachment 
 
cc: Dan Card, MPCA (w/ attachment) 
 Melinda Neville, MPCA (w/ attachment) 
 Nicole Peterson, MPCA (w/ attachment) 
 Colin Boysen, MPCA (w/ attachment) 
 Lauren Dickerson, MPCA (w/ attachment) 
 Deepa deAlwis, MPCA (w/ attachment) 
 Innocent Eyoh, MPCA (w/ attachment) 
 Julie Henderson, MPCA (w/ attachment) 
 David Sahli, MPCA (w/ attachment) 
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Item 12: Water Resources - Sanitary Sewers (Roger Janzig, ES roger.janzig@metc.state.mn.us) 
The Metropolitan Disposal System has adequate capacity for this project location. 
Based on the wastewater information provided in the EAW, the site is proposed to be served either 
northwest to an existing stub at MH18 along regional interceptor 1-MW-410 or a portion to the 
northwest and a portion to the southeast to an existing local Woodbury sewer. A direct connect 
permit is required for the northwest connection to the existing stub on 1-MW-410. Contact Tim 
Wedin, Interceptor Engineering at the Metropolitan Council Environmental Services (651-602-4571) 
(Timothy.Wedin@metc.state.mn.us) regarding this connection.  
 
Service to the southeast through Woodbury’s local system represents unmetered flow from 
Maplewood to Woodbury, with the flow eventually being captured at Woodbury’s billing meter, M018. 
An intercommunity agreement with Woodbury to determine how wastewater billing will be handled is 
required. There are existing agreements in place between the two cities. One of those agreements is 
for the Century Avenue sewer and could potentially be updated to include the proposed new service 
area. An MPCA sanitary sewer extension permit is also required, which includes Metropolitan 
Council review and approval. Please reach out to David Sahli at MPCA (651-757-2687) 
(David.Sahli@pca.state.mn.us) regarding the MPCA sanitary sewer extension permit. 
 
An amendment to the adopted 2040 Plan is required before review of the MPCA sanitary sewer 
extension permit application and Metropolitan Council direct connect permit application can be 
completed. 
 
Item 12: Water Resources – Water Supply (Lanya Ross, ES 651-602-1803)  
Development and redevelopment, particularly at the scale of this proposal, provide several 
opportunities to incorporate practices that improve water efficiency and protect water quality. As 
more site-specific plans are developed, Council staff encourages the City to identify risks to water 
quality and incorporate mitigation strategies that protect surface water and groundwater resources. 
We also encourage the City to identify and implement opportunities for water conservation and 
efficiency, to minimize any increases in water demand. 
 
Item 18: Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Shawn James, CD 651-602-1233)   
The anticipated greenhouse gas emissions are reasonable and the proposed mitigation measures 
are appropriate. The proposer should consider use of energy conservation planting strategies, such 
as vegetation that provides shade to east and west-facing windows while avoiding shade to south-
facing windows to maximize solar exposure during the winter and minimize solar exposure in the 
summer. 

 
This concludes the Council’s review of the EAW. The Council will not take formal action on the EAW. If 
you have any questions or need further information, please contact Patrick Boylan, Principal Reviewer, at 
651-602-1438 or via email at patrick.boylan@metc.state.mn.us. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Angela R. Torres, AICP, Senior Manager 
Local Planning Assistance 
 
CC: Tod Sherman, Development Reviews Coordinator, MnDOT - Metro Division  

Mark Jenkins, Metropolitan Council District 12 
 Chai Lee, Metropolitan Council District 13 
 Patrick Boylan, Sector Representative/Principal Reviewer 
 Reviews Coordinator 
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Mr. Michael Martin 
City of Maplewood 
Assistant Community Development Director 
 
Re: Century Ponds EAW 
 
Ramsey-Washington Metro Watershed District (RWMWD) has two regulatory roles in the review and 
permitting of the proposed development. First, RWMWD is the Local Government Unit (LGU) 
responsible for implementation of the Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) for this area of 
Maplewood, with collaboration and oversight from the MN Board of Water & Soil Resources (BWSR), 
MN Department of Natural Resources (DNR), and Ramsey County. Second, RWMWD has adopted 
watershed district rules for land-disturbing activity within its jurisdictional area.  
 
The RWMWD rules at a local watershed level regulate things like stormwater management, flood 
control, wetland management, and erosion and sediment control. A preliminary permit application 
submittal was received by RWMWD on 2/10/25 with comments provided to the permit applicant on 
2/17/25. RWMWD staff, in collaboration with the watershed district’s engineering consultant Barr 
Engineering, will review a future revised application when it has been submitted by the developer and 
provide updated comments within the context of the watershed district’s rules. Following the review 
process, staff will provide a recommendation to the RWMWD Board of Managers, who are ultimately 
responsible for approving or denying grading permit requests for the purposes of land-disturbance and 
construction activities.  
 
RWMWD staff appreciate the opportunity to submit additional comments/feedback on the following 
for consideration: 
 

- Section 7 (Table 4) of the EAW describes climate adaptation strategies, including a statement 
that “98% of the site will be enhanced open/natural area,” however the current site plan shows 
less than 98% open/natural space under proposed conditions. 

- Section 7 (Table 4) of the EAW states there is “low risk” for contamination as a result of the 
project. Is there any evidence of existing soil or water contamination from previous land uses? 
What level of geotechnical investigation has been completed for any potential existing 
contamination that may be disturbed through proposed grading and/or excavation activities? 

- Section 10.a.iii states that the “nearest floodplain is approximately one mile north of the 
project site,” however RWMWD regulates all areas modeled to be inundated in the 100-year 
rainfall event as floodplain. Per comments provided to the applicant in Feb 2025, the project 
design will need to include cut/fill volumes below the 100-year water surface elevation in each 
wetland and floodplain area based on the RWMWD stormwater model to demonstrate 
RWWMD Rule D requirements are met.  



 

 

- Section 11 of the EAW states that approximately “300,000 cubic yards of soil movement” is 
expected during the project. RWMWD recommends disturbance of the site in phases to more 
effectively implement the erosion and sediment control plan and Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  

- Section 12.b.ii of the EAW indicates that “most runoff will remain onsite by traveling to the 
wetlands or into the constructed stormwater ponds.” RWMWD Rule C requires that stormwater 
runoff directed to wetland areas is pretreated. Due to the acreage proposed to be disturbed, 
temporary sediment ponds will be required per the state’s NPDES permit requirements and 
RWMWD Rule F. 

- Section 21.c of the EAW references an incorrect infiltration requirement. Per the watershed 
district’s rules, 1.1” of runoff from impervious surfaces is required to be captured and infiltrated 
onsite. Where infiltration is not feasible due to poor soils, additional volume is required to be 
captured and filtered in accordance with RWMWD Rule C. 

- Based on findings from Section 14 of the EAW, care should be taken to preserve habitat and 
protect species that are endangered, threatened, or of special concern, including Henslow’s 
sparrow, Sullivant’s milkweed, Northern long-eared bat, monarch butterfly, and Rusty patched 
bumble bee. If the proposed development is approved, RWMWD implements grant funding for 
water quality practices and native habitat restoration. Coordination on any additional water 
quality or habitat improvements could be made with RWMWD staff, however the project must 
first demonstrate meeting the minimum permit requirements. 

 
Thank you, 
 
Nicole Maras 
Ramsey-Washington Metro Watershed District 
Regulatory Program Manager 
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Ponds EAW Comments from Friends of Maplewood Nature – 7-30-25 

To: 

Michael Martin 

Assistant Community Development Director | City of Maplewood 

1830 County Road B E 

Maplewood, MN 55109 

Michael.Martin@MaplewoodMN.gov 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft EAW for Century Ponds. 

The Friends of Maplewood Nature appreciates that DR Horton and their consultants met with us and 
other environmental advocates on October 24, 2024 to discuss environmental issues.  And we appreciate 
that the draft EAW addresses many of the issues that we raised, particularly in the following quote from 
the EAW page 31: 

In addition to the (DNR) guidelines outlined above, the project proposer has identified measures 
to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to protected species found on site.  
 
• Rusty patched bumble bee and monarch butterfly: The development will include 21 acres of 
enhancement areas throughout the site. These areas will be seeded with native seed mix and 
provide a larger contiguous area of native foraging habitat for wildlife and pollinator species. The 
site will minimize the use of herbicides throughout these native planting areas and avoid the 
application of insecticides and fungicides.  

• The USFWS has been contacted throughout the planning stages of this project. The 
USFWS has stated that since the project does not have a federal nexus, the project 
proposer is not federally subject to the Endangered Species Act requirements. The 
USFWS is aware that the rusty patched bumble bee has been seen on the site and 
recommended that voluntary foraging enhancement on the site could help mitigate 
potential impacts to pollinator species. Additionally, though the rusty patched bumble 
bee is not a MN DNR protected species, the MN DNR did recommend reseeding 
disturbed soils with native species of grasses and forbs using BWSR Seed Mixes and 
MnDOT Seed Mixes. As stated above, the project is committed to enhancing a large 
continguous area of native habitat to provide an abundance of foraging and nesting 
habitat for pollinator and wildlife species.  

 
Plant species of special concern: 
 

• 8 swamp white oaks will be removed and 4 swamp white oaks will be preserved. The 
proposed project intends to plant an additional 20 swamp white oaks throughout the 
property.  



• One Kentucky coffee tree was documented on the project site and will remain 
undisturbed.  
• White wild indigo, rattlesnake master, and creeping juniper are present in the sporadic 
native plantings on site. Impacts to some of these sporadic plantings will occur; however, 
other native plantings will be preserved and included in a larger contiguous native 
planting area.  

 
• Impacts to natural wetlands and their surrounding buffers will be avoided. The wetland buffers 
will be enhanced with native vegetation.  
• Any slopes requiring erosion control blanket will use biodegradable fabrics (natural netting) to 
mitigate impacts to wildlife.  
• Trees that will be cleared during construction will be replaced throughout the site per the City’s 
tree ordinance.  

However, the EAW does not acknowledge all of the Rusty patched bumble bee observations at this site: 

• Page 28 – 29 mention a “sighting in July 2024 in the northwestern pond area.”  Actually, there 
were two widely separated sightings, one in the northwestern pond area and a second in the 
south central area, both verified on Bumble Bee Watch: 
 

o https://www.bumblebeewatch.org/sightings/bee/193402/ 
o https://www.bumblebeewatch.org/sightings/bee/195777/ 

 
• The ecological survey in the EAW, Appendix E, pages 3 and 6, does not acknowledge either of the 

above 2024 sightings. 

Perhaps this is not the role of an EAW, but we ask the city and DR Horton to describe how the above 
environmental mitigation steps will be monitored and maintained in both the short and long term.  We 
look forward to working with the city and DR Horton regarding issues such as: 

o Conservation easements 
o Ownership of natural areas 
o Delineation of responsibility and funding for maintenance of natural areas 
o Public access 
o Short and long term plans for maintenance and preservation of natural areas 
o Education and encouragement for homeowners and the HOA to provide natural habitat in yards 

and other private areas in the development 

 

John Zakelj, President 

Friends of Maplewood Nature 



July 31, 2025 

Michael Martin 
Assistant Community Development Director 
City of Maplewood 
1830 County Road B E 
Maplewood, MN 55109 
 
Haŋ (Hello), Mr. Martin: 
 
I am submitting my comments on DR Horton’s EAW for the Century Ponds proposed housing 
development. I live around the corner from this site and have serious concerns about the impact this 
proposed development will have, especially on our plant and animal relatives. I am a Dakota wiŋyaŋ 
(woman) and a former Tribal president for Tinta Wita (Prairie Island Indian Community). As a Dakota, I 
have a different worldview. I see the plants, animals, water as relatives just as us 2-leggeds are.  
 
I am alarmed at the flippant attitude towards our plant and animal relatives on this site. The milkweed is 
used as food in a soup and the #1 food source for butterflies and bees. The white wild indigo is used in 
cooking. The Kentucky coffee tree is used in medicine, particularly to relieve constipation. The juniper is 
used in ceremonies and the berries are a food medicine for us. The white oak is a food source for us and 
animals. It is also a part of our ceremonial stories.  
The bats, whooping cranes, monarch butterfly, and rusty patched bumble bee are all reliant on these 
plants. It is a whole eco-system that relies on one another. To say that the bats, cranes, butterflies, and 
bees “would likely be deterred” and “mobilize to other suitable habitats in the surrounding area” or “will 
likely disperse to adjacent and/or similar habitats” is so out of touch and disrespectful to these relatives 
as well as to those of us who love and enjoy them. We are constantly losing natural spaces around here 
and to continually say they can just go somewhere else is wrong! 
 
I also have concerns that DR Horton does not seem apt to do a Phase I archeological survey simply 
because it is not required. The area around us from this site to Wakan Tipi and Wicaȟapi Regional Park 
have great significance to the Dakota people. I strongly suggest you require DR Horton to do the Phase I 
archeological survey. They would work with Minnesota Indian Affairs Council and should also work with 
Prairie Island’s THPO on this. As a Dakota person I am really tired of us being left out of these kinds of 
projects. We have a different relationship with the land than most and I feel we need to be more 
thoughtful in this process.  
 
I’m not sure how they are funding this project but if there are any federal funding sources used or 
federal permits needed, they have to do a Section 106 review. I know the MnSHPO report spells this out 
but I wanted to reiterate it since there is a history in Minnesota of not taking this seriously. As a Tribal 
leader I had to deal with my fair share of disregard to us and our history. 
 
If you have any questions or comments, do not hesitate to contact me at shelcbuck@aol.com or 651-
271-1498.  
 
Pidamayaye ye (thank you), 
 
Shelley Buck 
748 Linden Cir S., Maplewood, MN 55119 












