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Personal background and qualifications: 

• Ph.D. (2008 University of Minnesota) in a natural resource management field (Fisheries) 

• Hobbyist bird watcher for over 30 years, with 15 years focused on Olmsted County 

• Board member for Zumbro Valley Audubon Society, 2008-present 

• Member of the Minnesota Ornithologists’ Union which keeps the official ornithological 

records for the state. I have contributed over 78,300 bird records to their official database, 

the vast majority being from Olmsted County 

• Avid contributor to eBird, a citizen-science project (eBird.org). I have contributed 6,000 

individual checklists from Olmsted County with a total of 275 species of birds. 

Comments 

1) The EAW repeatedly states what it terms as the “8th St. Rookery” is the primary 

rookery in the area and the “Section 6 Rookery” is of little consequence. The evidence cited 

that leads to this claim is fully insufficient and lacking scientific rigor. My observations 

lead to an opposite conclusion. 

I was first made aware of the presence of a rookery in Section 6 late in the evening of March 19, 

2021, and on March 20, I drove the public roads in the area until I easily located the rookery due 

to the activity of great blue herons at it. I could observe it from the west end of 8th St. SW, which 

I believe is the same general area that much of the EAW survey was conducted. I observed four 

herons that day, one of which was standing in a visible nest. Notably, these were the first great 

blue herons I had observed anywhere in 2021, indicating that they were newly arrived from their 

spring migration. From the same location on March 22 and 23, I observed 4 and 6 herons, 

respectively. Again, herons were observed occupying nests. 

On March 25 I was invited as a board member of the Zumbro Valley Audubon Society to view 

the rookery from the Segura and Adamson properties. Approaching from the northwest, but 

careful to maintain a sufficient distance so as not to disturb the herons, I counted 25 herons at the 

rookery site, mostly in nests or standing on limbs adjacent to nests (others in our group counted 

over 30 birds). In addition, I could count 25 nests just from the single vantage point. Because of 

the thickness of the tree canopy (even before leaf-out), the topography of the rookery rising in 

front of us before dropping off downhill, and our desire not to disturb the herons, I feel this was 



only a partial accounting of the nests and herons that were present at the Section 6 Rookery that 

day. 

I continued to make observations from the west end of 8th St. SW, with a high count of 28 herons 

observed at the Section 6 Rookery on April 17th (Table 1). It should be noted that these are “snap 

counts” of birds observable at a single moment in time. This is different than a several hour 

survey in which it is possible to double-count the same individual as it leaves and returns 

repeatedly to a nesting site. Also note (as mentioned in the EAW) that this location is quite 

distant and not ideal for seeing the entire rookery. I unfortunately did not keep careful notes on 

the number of nests able to be observed from this location before leaf-out, but I believe it was 

approximately 10. Since I was able to see 25 nests from the vantage point of the 

Segura/Adamson properties, it is obvious that only a partial view of the rookery was visible from 

8th St. SW (and again, I believe those 25 nests observable from the better vantage point was in 

itself only partial). The topography and angle-of-view from the 8th St. SW vantage point also 

leads me to believe that the majority of nests and herons that were visible were on the portion of 

the rookery located on the Connelly property. 

Date Herons observed Notes 

20 March 4  

22 March 4  

23 March 6  

25 March 25 From Segura/Adamson property 

8 April 13 First observed nesting osprey 

12 April 13  

17 April 28  

18 April 15  

21 April 10  

2 May 18  

3 May 15  

10 May 8  

16 May 4 First herons seen at 8th St. Rookery 

29 June 1  

16 July 1  

17 July 1  

18 July 1  

Table 1. Herons observed in 2021 from the Lily Farms subdivision (except where noted) and 

recorded by me in eBird (ebird.org).  

While in the neighborhood to observe the herons on April 8, I located an osprey building a nest 

on the prominent cell-phone tower located south of 8th St. SW. This was ornithologically 

significant as it was the first documented occurrence in history of ospreys attempting to breed in 

Olmsted County. However, for purposes of this EAW, its location was significant because it is 

located very close to the “8th St. Rookery.” After April 8, I likely spent more total time observing 

the osprey nest from a vantage point on 8th St. SW near the cell tower than I did observing the 

Section 6 Rookery. Despite the large amount of time spent focused on the cell tower area, I did 



not observe any heron activity in the vicinity until May 16 when I observed 4 herons near the 

base of the tower. Note that this was more than 8 weeks after the much greater activity was first 

observed at the Section 6 Rookery and more than 5 weeks after I started making concerted and 

repeated observations near the tower. I was also at this time able to see 2 nests at the 8th St. 

Rookery. 

During continuing observations through May and June, herons could be found at both locations, 

with 4 being the most ever observed at the 8th St. Rookery (most of these observations are not 

included in Table 1 as I was not recording them into eBird). During this time there was a large 

decline in numbers that I observed at the Section 6 Rookery as compared to March through early 

May. Much of this was due to leaf-out further obscuring visibility into the rookery. However, I 

postulate that a decline in visible activity was also caused by a change in behavior due to the 

stage of the breeding season. After the high-activity period of nest building, nest repairing, nest 

defending, and courting was completed, the herons probably were literally “hunkered-down” in 

their nests while incubating eggs and thus much less visible. The sudden appearance of a few 

birds with high activity at the 8th St. Rookery in Mid-May could possibly be due to some birds 

from the main, larger Section 6 Rookery moving to the 8th St. Rookery site after a failed nesting 

attempt (for whatever reason). This is an open question still, but my general impression was that 

the 8th St. Rookery activity in the last half of May was similar to what I observed for behavior at 

the Section 6 Rookery in early April (i.e. these birds were getting a late or second start in 

nesting).  

While I made repeated observations at both rookery sites from March through late July, the 

EAW observational data consists only of: 1) nest observations in February (when they were 

empty as would be expected); 2) 4.5 hours of observations on June 16 which found some activity 

at both rookeries with adult behavior indicative of active nesting at the Section 6 Rookery and an 

adult seen incubating at the 8th St. Rookery; and 3) 2 hours of observations on June 20 which 

found active nests and adult activity at the 8th St. Rookery and low activity at the Section 6 

Rookery. Note that from only that minimal observation time (limited to a five day span in the 

second-half of June) the EAW concludes (and states repeatedly without qualification throughout 

the document) that the 8th St. Rookery is the main rookery and the Section 6 rookery is of minor 

consequence.  

Further note, that the only scientifically direct comparison that could even begin to answer the 

question of whether one rookery was more active than the other was a ONE HOUR survey on 

June 20 when activity at both locations was observed concurrently. During this minimal period, 

six observations were made at the 8th St. Rookery and one observation was at the Section 6 site. 

Somehow, which is unclear to me, 6 observations vs. 1 observation was calculated to be 7 times 

more activity as declared and repeated throughout the document. It should also be pointed out 

that some of these observations could be of the same bird or birds making repeated trips to and 

from the nests.  

In general, these late June observations are in-line with what I observed during this same time 

period—it is just that it completely misses the high activity that I observed at the Section 6 

Rookery from March through May. The other piece of supporting evidence used to make this 



claim is that the 8th St. Rookery was noted by the DNR in a 1997 report.  However, the EAW 

cites Mr. Connelly acknowledging the existence of the rookery on his land during the same time 

period, and the Segura’s have spoken with former land-owners who remember the Section 6 

Rookery from the 1980s. The repeated and stressed conclusion in the EAW that the 8th St. 

Rookery is the main rookery is scientifically tenuous at best and is opposite to the conclusion 

drawn from my more frequent observations. Further rigorous study through an EIS is needed to 

make an educated decision on this unique rookery. This needs to be done before the irreversible 

destruction of this rookery is allowed to proceed.   

 


