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The land topograph and location will have bad effect on the water resources feeding the creek. 

The rookery is the only one in Olmsted county and west of the Mississippi River and cutting 

those trees will force those birds to leave and never return which will affect the ecosystem 

balance. Cutting those old trees is a bad idea and every effort should be made to save this 

beautiful forest and the birds 

 

Hanan Absah 

Coldwell Banker Burnet 

315-278-7324 



Hello - please, please do not allow the destruction of the unique heron rookery in Olmsted 

County to be destroyed simply for the sake of adding 10 luxury homes to the coffers. There are 

multiple options for people to build their homes in Rochester township that are beautiful settings 

and great neighborhoods, but there are zero opportunities to replace this rare natural habitat 

that had thrived for decades - the only known upland great blue heron rookery in 

Minnesota.  The EAW prepared by out-of-state consultants bought by the developer is obviously 

biased and states inaccurate information easily disproven by long-time area residents and 

unpaid experts in this field. It includes a LOT of eye-glazing verbiage that has nothing to do with 

the fact that this rookery already exists on the property in question and it will no longer do so 

should this development take place. Why does it matter whether contractors and homeowners 

will control the use and disposal of hazardous wastes if the habitat for these beautiful creatures, 

whose numbers are declining, has already been bulldozed down? Once gone, it cannot be 

replaced. The EAW is not addressing the matter at hand. At bare minimum, a true 

environmental impact statement with a thorough investigation and review should be performed. 

This is a gem in our region - something to be treasured, not destroyed. 

 

Thank you to our Rochester Township Board for listening to our concerns! 

 

Kim Adams 





The Pavilion Estates EAW shows that the MNDNR has known of the rookery in the suburban lots to the 
east for at least 24 years showing the nesting site in the 1997 County Biological Survey and mentioning 
the rookery in the EAW for the Lily Farm suburban development. They did not think that it was 
significant enough to halt suburban, or urban development and have never publicly cited the rookery as 
a unique or special resource. 

After repeated studies of Olmsted County habitants and ecological resources, the MNDNR never cited 
the Pavilion Estates property as deserving any special protection. The development, if conducted in 
accordance with the rules that protect active nests should be allowed to proceed without the need for 
an Environmental Impact Statement or any further study. 

Sincerely, 

Emmanuel Baba-Lola. 

 





We support saving the Rookery. Please do a thorough EIS. 

Thanks. 

Gerald and Denise Bonde 



Pavilion Estates
EAW Public Input Meeting

August 23, 2021

Jeff Broberg, LPG



















The EAW checklist does not adequately address the Great Blue Heron rookery and the birds’ 

decline statewide.  Rookeries must be protected!  Please require an Environmental Impact 

Assessment. 

 

Linda Burns 



Dear Roger, 
  
I am writing as a concerned citizen of Rochester and Olmsted County about the 
potential negative impacts of the Pavilion Estates Development on the unique heron 
rookery and critical forest habitat in the Cascade Creek watershed of Rochester 
Township, specifically to voice my support for a more thorough investigation in the form 
of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) before granting permission to the 
developer to bulldoze the forest and build new luxury homes in the vicinity of the 
rookery. 
  
Furthermore, public comments that natural resource experts have made, based on 
reviews of the current Environmental Impact Statement (EAW), make a strong case that 
a deeper and more thorough environmental review and investigation in the form of an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is needed. I strongly urge the township board to 
question the accuracy, clarity, and completeness of the information in the developer’s 
Environmental Impact Statement (EAW). 
The developer’s EAW alleges that this Great Blue Heron rookery is not significant and 
has minimal bird activity, despite the contrary opinions of Minnesota natural resource 
experts and accounts of neighbors who have observed significant nesting activity for 
decades.   
It’s my hope that the Rochester Township board, after carefully considering all the 
options, casts its vote on the side of thousands of area citizens who wish to save the 
rookery and protect its unique mature upland hardwood forest habitat by allowing the 
state of Minnesota to purchase the land at fair market value so that it may be turned into 
a state Scientific and Natural Area (SNA), as this is clearly the best solution available to 
all parties.   
Heron rookeries are rare, unique, and irreplaceable. Housing developments should 
proceed, but only when proposed for more suitable and hence far less environmentally 
sensitive, unique places on our landscape. 
Sincerely, 
  
Daniel & Ellen Butterfass 
4875 Scenic View Drive SW 
Rochester MN 55902 
 



To the Township Board Members: 
 
Unless we choose to put blinders on, it is clear that the EAW lacks critical information 
upon which to make an informed decision regarding the fate of the Great Blue Heron 
rookery.  
 
Our former State DNR Nongame Wildlife Program Director Carrol Henderson concluded 
that the Rochestor Rookery rises to the level of a protected Scientific and Natural Area. 
By contrast, the developer deemed it unworthy of such attention and protection.  
 
WIth 45 years of experience studying birds in our state, I would not be so quick to 
dismiss Mr. Henderson's concerns.  
 
You owe it to the citizens of Rochestor as well as of Minnesota, to do your due diligence 
before destroying something that cannot be replaced. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Judy Chucker 
 







August 26, 2021 

 
From:  Elizabeth Copper 
  6843 Nelson Rd. 
  Cotton, MN 55724 
  ecopper@san.rr.com 
   
To:   roger@tcpamn.org 

Randy Staver/ Rochester Township Clerk 
Roger Ihrke/TCPA –Rochester Township ZoningAdministrator 
Address: 4111 11th Ave SW Rm 10 
Rochester, MN 55902 

 
Subject:  Pavilion Estates Subdivision – Environmental Assessment Worksheet  
 
I am a Minnesota property owner and a seasonal resident.  I have worked as a biologist for a number of 

years primarily monitoring endangered birds.   

I am writing to ask that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared for the Olmsted County 

development project, the Pavilion Estates.  The Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) provided 

by the landowner’s consultant is an advocacy document which does not adequately address the 

biological significance of the site and the potential adverse effects to the natural resource values of the 

property. 

Attention was called to this project by an adjacent property owner concerned with disturbance to a 

colony of nesting great blue herons (Ardea Herodias).  Apparently, the neighbor was not aware of the 

proposed development and/or the rapid pace at which it was proceeding until surveyors were observed 

on the development site.  Concerned that tree removal was potentially imminent despite the presence 

of herons at the colony a restraining order was sought and granted based on Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

Protection.  Because there had been no published environmental review of the development prior to its 

speedy zoning processing an EIS was requested.  The property owner in the face of the restraining order 

funded preparation of an Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW).  Local jurisdictions, not aware of 

the potential natural resource issues had not required even an EAW much less any more thorough 

evaluation.  Since the herons are the reason the EAW is being done a map at the beginning of the EAW 

showing the locations of heron nesting on the development map would be helpful.   

The EAW, which the state Environmental Quality Board (EQB) describes as brief and informative rather 

than an advocacy document is not brief (188pp) and is clearly an advocacy document. The disparaging 

description of those who raised concerns about the heron colony (p. 7) inappropriate in a government 

document is clear evidence of the bias of the EAW.  The EAW is structured to refute the assertion that 

this is property appropriately reviewed through an EIS.  Concern about great blue herons is dismissed 

referencing a variety of sources but does not address the decline of the breeding population in 

Minnesota identified in long‐term Breeding Bird Surveys.  The Minnesota Ornithologists Union Breeding 

Bird Atlas documents a single breeding location in Olmsted County for the species despite it being a 

heron with wide distribution in North America.  Great blue herons are not listed as endangered or 



threatened but as they forage primarily in wetlands, they are a wetland indicator species and wetlands 

are recognized by both state and federal policy and regulation.  

The EQB call for brevity in an EAW is to assure that the information is readily findable but the length of 

this EAW will clearly discourage all but the most dedicated reader. The length appears to be an attempt 

to simulate an EIS without the neutrality. 

The rarity of great blue heron nesting based on the Breeding Bird Atlas in Minnesota is not 

acknowledged.  While these herons are recorded in all 87 counties they were confirmed breeding in only 

47 counties not including Olmsted and in only 1.9% of the atlas blocks.  Breeding was recorded only in 

single atlas blocks in only three of the six counties surrounding Olmsted.  Those recorded in Dodge and 

Mower were the first for the list of breeding counties.  In other words, great blue heron colonies are a 

rarity in southeastern Minnesota.  Given the disappearance of wetlands, climate‐change induced 

drought and the scarcity of this heron as a breeding species in southeastern Minnesota and the biased 

perspective of the EAW, an EIS is certainly warranted. 

No information was provided on the size of the colony on the project site.  Comments on the Save the 

Rookery Facebook page suggested that the colony on the project site had been present for multiple 

years.  The species account in Cornell’s Birds of the World indicates that colonies may persist at the 

same location for decades and individuals frequently return to the same nest site.  Available foraging 

habitat is essential to nest site selection, but other significant factors include larger woodlands, 

vegetative or water buffer from human activity, and lower road density. Potential predator presence is 

also a factor in nest site selection with tall trees being the choice in areas with mammalian predators. 

Deciduous trees with leafy crowns are selected to provide protection from aerial predators such as the 

bald eagles nesting nearby.  Nests are found mostly in trees up to 30m or more above the ground and 

can show high fidelity to tree species.  My personal experience in California is that great blue herons can 

nest in suburban/urban areas but always in the tallest available trees.  A description including species, 

density, and height of the forested area in and around the Pavilion Estates property should be provided 

in the EIS.   

The need for an EIS is not just concern about the nesting great blue herons, but also about the loss of 

already severely depleted forest which in this case provides prime habitat for heron nesting.  

Southeastern Minnesota is geologically unique and historically supported extensive hardwood forest the 

remnants of which are rapidly disappearing.  Forest in Minnesota often appears to be treated generally 

like corn – it is a crop to be harvested and is readily zoned as agricultural land.  The value of forest 

presence and cover to water quality, groundwater retention, wildlife values as well as adjacent land 

benefits is not acknowledged in the EAW.  The EAW suggests that water quality will be improved by this 

residential development.  It appears that the woodland on and adjacent to the property area is one of 

the larger contiguous blocks remaining on the west side of Rochester at the western edge of historical 

hardwood forest. The project will essentially bisect the woodland black and all surrounding woodland 

should be surveyed for vulnerable natural resource values that will certainly be affected. 

While no thorough natural resource surveys were conducted of the property and DNR data were not 

made available the EAW did reference data from nearby development surveys that indicated the 

presence of several sensitive or listed species.  That combined with the presence of a heron nesting 

colony argues strongly for an EIS and adequate property surveys. 



The presence of Cascade Creek is acknowledged and bisects the property but effects to the creek are 

dismissed without addressing wildlife use of the creek and no mention is made of the $1.5 million 

wetland restoration project underway downstream and potential effects.  Included in the restoration 

plans are potential trail systems leading to the nearby park which receives mention only as nearby 

public land.   

Environmental corridors are identified as valued in state and local land use planning and zoning but the 

role of the property in the seemingly evident environmental corridor of Cascade Creek is not mentioned 

as a benefit of existing conditions or vulnerability to adverse effects of development.   

The Watershed Health Assessment data deserved a more balanced treatment as arguments can be 

made from the data that the development is in an area deserving  the closer examination from an EIS.    

Current zoning practices missed this project as one deserving more thorough environmental review and 

those practices should be revisited to avoid future conflicts.  The property was originally zoned Resource 

Protection (RP)‐natural resources, then RP‐ag.  The county then included it in Urban Service Area zoning 

and the property owner beginning late in 2020 proceeded to request zoning changes that would allow 

the development project to proceed.  As the EAW indicates wooded lots are more profitable in the real 

estate market but conservation of wooded areas can be encouraged and expanded to increase land 

profitability while also contributing to reforestation which is broadly recognized in the scientific 

community as desirable and beneficial to combat climate change.  The property owner is not well‐

served in this case by the cavalier treatment by his local land use agencies of the resources present on  

his property. Being a member of the County Soil and Water Conservation District, the local purveyor of 

the Water Conservation Act it is hoped the property owner can encourage more rigorous environmental 

review from his planning colleagues. 

The time spent in EIS preparation will also allow the “activists” time to seek adequate funding from 

conservation organizations, local jurisdictions, and community members to purchase some or all of the 

property assuring the property owner of adequate compensation. 

When determining whether to pursue an EIS remember the purpose of the Minnesota Environmental 

Policy Act: 

(1) to declare a state policy that will encourage productive and enjoyable harmony 
between human beings and their environment; 

(2) to promote efforts that will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and 
biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of human beings; and 

(3) to enrich the understanding of the ecological systems and natural resources 
important to the state and to the nation. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, 

 

Elizabeth Copper 

 



Dear Rochester Township Board Members: 
 
I am very concerned about the proposed development that would destroy a Great Blue 
Heron rookery in NW Olmsted County. This is a very valuable natural resource that can 
never be recovered if destroyed by development. It would grieve me greatly if I can no 
longer occasionally spot Great Blue Herons in my city. These magnificent creatures 
deserve our protection and support.  Please require a full environmental impact 
statement.  Thank you. 
 
 

 
(Photo taken late afternoon 8/17/2021 in Silver Lake looking North to 7th Street NE.) 
 

Marty Cormack 

2748 Hawk Ridge CT SE 

Rochester, MN 55904 
 



Lynn D. Cornell 
Rochester Township, Minnesota 
August 26, 2021 

 
Rochester Township Board Members 
Attn: Roger Ihrke 
Township Cooperative Planning Association 
4111 11th Avenue Southwest, Room 10 
Rochester, Minnesota 55902 
 
Re: Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) for Pavilion Estates 
 
Dear Gentlemen: 
 
I am writing with concerns about the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) for the 
proposed Pavilion Estates development.  I will defer to the unpaid regional experts on the 
scientific details that are being submitted as comments on this EAW, but I will also make a few 
comments from my perspective as a Rochester Township resident, concerned citizen, and 
birdwatcher. My main concerns are that the EAW is biased, incomplete, and clearly rushed.  
 
According to the Minnesota Administrative Rules 4410.1600 regarding EAW comments, “The 
comments shall 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.” This EAW falls short on accuracy and completeness 
and falls short on potential environmental impacts. According to the Minnesota Administrative 
Rules 4410.1700 Decision On Need For EIS, Subpart 1: “Standard for decision on need for EIS. 
An EIS shall be ordered for projects that have the potential for significant environmental 
effects.” I believe this proposed development has the potential for significant environmental 
effects, and thus an EIS should be ordered. 
 
Subp. 7. Criteria: “In deciding whether a project has the potential for significant environmental 
effects, the following factors shall be considered: 
A. type, extent, and reversibility of environmental effects; 
B. cumulative potential effects. The RGU shall consider the following factors: 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 proposer to minimize the 
contributions from the project; 
C. the extent to which the environmental effects are subject to mitigation by ongoing public 
regulatory authority. The RGU may rely only on mitigation measures that are specific and that 
can be reasonably expected to effectively mitigate the identified environmental impacts of the 
project; and 
D. the extent to which environmental effects can be anticipated and controlled as a result of other 
available environmental studies undertaken by public agencies or the project proposer, including 
other EISs.”  



 
As someone who has enjoyed birds in general since as long as I can remember, I am particularly 
concerned about the great blue heron (GBH) nesting site (rookery) that is located on the site of 
the proposed development. This particular rookery has existed for decades according to the 
current landowner and the neighbors, and is “unique in all of science” due to its upland location 
according to regional experts Mr. Carrol Henderson and Dr. Bonnie Ploger, who stated it was 
“unlike any of the other rookeries she has previously studied” (p. 163 of EAW document). Dr. 
Ploger also testified that disturbance of the area would “almost certainly result in colony 
abandonment” (p 262). If this is the case, then why does the EAW preparer not address this 
issue? The only response we seem to hear from the developer’s paid consultant and EAW 
preparer, Mr. Jeff Broberg is bullish statements that the experts are wrong, there is no decline in 
the great blue heron population, and the herons will just go elsewhere. Mr. Broberg made such 
statements at the Rochester Township special meeting on August 23, 2021 and at the Olmsted 
County Commissioners meeting on April 6, 2021, as well as in the EAW. Besides the scientific 
merit of this unusual rookery, where else are the herons supposed to go? The EAW does not 
address this issue. At the August 23 Township meeting, for which he arrived unprepared, Mr. 
Broberg likened the heron rookery to hummingbirds in a lilac bush. Mr. Broberg said 
sarcastically, “I’d better not trim my lilac bush, there might be a hummingbird in there.” This is a 
completely false analogy. Great blue herons have communal nesting colonies. They return to 
their nests year after year, in this instance for decades, to raise a new generation of herons each 
year. They nest high in the trees, and in a community, to be protected from predators. There are 
few nesting sites in the area. Mr. Broberg’s brash statements show a clear bias and a disregard 
for scientific information. For this reason, the EAW should not be considered an adequate 
document to evaluate the environmental impact of development at this site.  
 
At the August 23 meeting, Mr. Broberg also claimed that the Minnesota DNR agency itself cut 
down trees that contained a small great blue heron rookery near the Isinours Station Campground 
in southeast Minnesota, and that the great blue herons simply went across Watson Creek and 
nested there instead. After speaking with a Minnesota DNR wildlife supervisor in charge of 
southeast Minnesota, she stated that first, the DNR would never cut down trees that contained 
great blue heron nests, and second, that there also is currently no great blue heron rookery along 
Watson Creek. Again, Mr. Broberg created a story without regard to truth and without any 
verification. I am not even addressing all of Mr. Broberg’s false statements here. The EAW, as 
prepared by Mr. Broberg, should be viewed with skepticism as an adequate document to evaluate 
the potential impact of development at this site.  
 
Furthermore, the EAW preparer shows bias in referring to concerned citizens as “activists”. At 
both the August 23 Township special meeting and at the Olmsted County Commissioners 
meeting on April 6, Mr. Broberg tried to push a false narrative that due to a neighbor’s dispute, 
the neighbors “engaged activists to develop and maintain a ‘Save the Rookery’ website and 
social media campaign” (p 7 of the EAW). I created the website as a reference point for news 
and information about this threatened rookery and mature forest, and the potential impacts of 
development of this site. I take offense at Mr. Broberg’s false narrative and personal attacks. I 
am a concerned citizen. I have not been an “activist” in the past (although I don’t believe that 
should be used as a pejorative term). While I had observed great blue herons flying overhead and 
wading in the streams around town, I learned about the rookery from my neighbor, who sent out 



information about the threatened rookery on a neighborhood email list. We are not immediate 
neighbors of the threatened rookery. The word has spread from one neighbor and friend to the 
next. There are now over 900 members on the “Save the Rookery” Facebook group. We have 
had over 25,000 website page views and over 8500 unique visitors to the website. This is an 
organic, grassroots effort by concerns citizens who want to volunteer their time and money to 
protect this great blue heron rookery and mature forest. That is exactly why we refer to ourselves 
as “rookies” – we are all new at this kind of effort! The numbers show the great concern that 
citizens have for appropriate housing developments, not developments in the wrong areas. We 
value our existing forests and sensitive natural areas.  
 
The EAW is inaccurate. For example, the EAW states that “No active nests were documented in 
the colony in spring 2021 surveys.” I am not sure what the EAW preparer’s definition is of 
“spring”, but I visited the forest near the rookery on April 23, 2021, keeping a safe distance from 
the birds (per my concern for their wellbeing as well as required by a court’s restraining order). I 
believe April 23 qualifies as spring in Minnesota, even though it occasionally snows here in 
April. I could view these birds from a distance due to the lack of leaf coverage at the time. I 
observed dozens of nests and probably 30 great blue herons in and around the nests, displaying 
mating behaviors. I only observed from one viewpoint and was not intending to count them; but 
the EAW statement is clearly false that there were no active nests were present there in the 
spring of 2021. Mr. Broberg is not a bird expert, but the developers hired an out of state bird 
expert, Molly Tuma, who viewed the herons on one day in June 2021, at which time the birds 
were not readily viewable due to heavy leaf cover (p 38 of EAW). This EAW is incomplete 
because there was not an adequate evaluation of the bird activity due to the time the EAW 
preparation, in the summer of 2021.  
 
The EAW does not address the significant decline in North American birds overall (Rosenberg et 
al., Science 366, 120–124, 4 October 2019) and does not address the decline in great blue herons 
in Minnesota, particularly since the year 2000 according to the Breeding Bird Survey (Robert B. 
Janssen, "Birds in Minnesota" published by the University of Minnesota Press; see figure below, 
used with permission). “Humans impact Great Blue Herons by destruction and degradation of 
habitat, by disturbance of nesting colonies and key feeding areas, and by causing direct mortality 
(reviewed by Parnell et al. 1988, Butler 1997, Vennesland 2000)”, according to the Cornell Lab 
of Ornithology’s Birds of the World website. The EAW does not accurately and completely 
address the effect of the degradation of habitat, which is exactly what is being proposed to be 
done to the rookery in question in the Pavilion Estates development plan. Instead, the EAW uses 
data from eBird sightings of great blue herons to argue that there is no problem with destroying 
their breeding habitat. eBird is a community tool where any bird observer can log their sightings; 
I use it, and have logged great blue herons in the area. The great blue heron is a large bird that 
often flies overhead, and is one of the most recognizable birds to the casual observer (including 
myself), and that is one reason it is logged frequently, as opposed to smaller, less recognizable or 
less readily seen birds. The Rochester area is a more heavily populated region, with many 
birders, and thus there are more people in the area that can report great blue herons in eBird. 
However, eBird data cannot be used to determine the impacts of destroying the breeding habitat 
of these colonial nesting birds. The chart is misleading, and the eBird data have no relevance to 
the questions that should be addressed by this EAW. The conclusions drawn based in part on the 
eBird map – “The GBH has a very large and stable population at the National, state, and county 



levels” [sic] -- and that there is no impact on great blue heron populations by destroying their 
nesting colonies- are invalid.  
 
Figure: Great Blue Heron reports recorded per Breeding Bird Survey route in Minnesota from 
1967 to about 2017 (from Robert B. Janssen, "Birds in Minnesota" published by the University 
of Minnesota Press; used with permission) 

 
This EAW is incomplete. For example, the EAW must include the Natural Heritage Review; this 
EAW does not include it. The Natural Heritage Information System (NHIS) includes a section on 
“Biotics”, which includes “Animal aggregations. Certain types of animal aggregations, such as 
nesting colonies of waterbirds (herons, egrets, grebes, gulls and terns), … are tracked regardless 
of the legal status of the species that comprise them. The tendency to aggregate makes these 
species vulnerable because a single catastrophic event could result in the loss of many 
individuals.” [reference: https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/nhnrp/nhis.html] This includes the great 
blue heron rookery that neighbors of the property have observed for decades. From a distance, I 
myself observed and photographed numerous nests at this rookery, with at least 30 birds 
displaying mating behaviors, in April 2021.  
 



Page 42 of the EAW reports that WSE Engineering, Inc, requested to review the Minnesota DNR 
Natural Heritage Database but had not yet received the report. Not having received this report 
means that this EAW is incomplete and was submitted to the RGU (Rochester Township) in a 
rushed manner. Not waiting for the report does not excuse the EAW preparers from taking a 
required step of reviewing the Natural Heritage Information System (NHIS). The EAW preparers 
instead rely on a report from another area from 2014. The “surrogate report” from 7 years ago 
does not excuse the EAW preparers from taking this required step as part of the EAW.  
 
This EAW does not address the impact of removing a significant portion of mature forest 
including tree canopy, and its impacts with respect to climate change. According to Carrol 
Henderson (Minnesota Ornithologists’ Union, Minnesota Birding, July-August 2021, Vol 58, no 
4), there are roughly 120 acres left of mature contiguous forest left in Rochester Township; this 
proposed development involved 30 acres of mature contiguous forest, which is 25% of the entire 
mature contiguous forest in the Township! There is not one mention of the word “climate” in the 
entire EAW. In 2021, this is a glaring omission.  
 
The EAW is supposed to be a scientific – although readable and understandable – document. The 
EAW is unorganized, and certainly not readable or understandable to the general public. The 
EAW contains numerous typos and missing references. Examples: p 113: “WSE Surveyors 
Connelly property nesting tree survey, May 26, 2021 Error! Bookmark not defined.” [sic]; p 
130 of the pdf document (also labeled as p 19 on the document page), Figure 9, “(cite source 
(website?).” [sic]; p 131, “Figure 10..” [sic], ““(cite source (website?).” [sic]. For other 
statements in the EAW, I cannot find the references. It appears that the EAW preparer included a 
lot of information in this very long document to have the appearance of a scientific document, 
when it is actually a rushed and sloppily constructed document. But most important, the 
conclusions drawn are not based on the data. 
 
For all of these reasons, I believe the Township cannot accept this EAW as complete and 
accurate. The EAW does not address potential impacts that may warrant further investigation. 
The Township thus must request an Environmental Impact Statement. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Lynn D. Cornell, M.D. 
 





Hello Roger, 
This message is in regard to the planned development that would destroy the Great Blue Heron 
Rookery. 
In May we held our 23rd annual Festival of Birds in Detroit Lakes. Due to the pandemic, we only 
held two morning field trips on Friday and Saturday for birders to go to conservation sites to see 
birds. Each trip could only have 30 birders who had to drive to a meeting spot. 
Birders came from Montana, North Dakota, Arizona, Connecticut, South Dakota, Oregon, Virginia 
and MN to bird! That means they bought a flight ticket, rented a car, stayed in a hotel, 
purchased meals and so on. For one or two trips of 5 hours each to see birds! By the way, birders 
travel great distances every year to attend our birding festival. 
  
It is worth the township’s time to request an EAW that is clear and easy to understand. 
Furthermore, asking for an EIS would clarify environmental concerns. 
  
Saving the rookery can have long term tourism benefits as well as educational value for students. 
Our local refuge has several US FWS programs for surrounding school students. The Great Blue 
Heron Rookery is a true treasure your community has in nature that cannot be replaced, please 
work to preserve it. 
  
Thank you, 
  
 
 

    c l e o n e   s t e w a r t 
    Detroit Lakes Tourism Director l Festival of Birds co-chair 
    700 Summit Avenue  l  Detroit Lakes MN 56501 

    218.847.9202  l   C 218.841.0225   
    https://visitdetroitlakes.com/event/festival-of-birds-in-detroit-lakes-minnesota/ 
 

http://www.visitdetroitlakes.com/
https://visitdetroitlakes.com/event/festival-of-birds-in-detroit-lakes-minnesota/


To Whom It May Concern,  
 

I would beg you to please reconsider the approval of developing the area that is 
currently funcitoning as an important rookery for great blue herons. I would urge you to 

listen to and consult with Carrol Henderson who is working and consulting with the Save 
the Rookery movement. Damaging this area is a frightening proposition. Destruction of 

habitat, especially those used for rearing young, is an endeavor that has unforseen 
consequences. Many species depend on areas such as this, not just the great blue 

heron. Developing it will have an impact on many species - both flora and fauna. The 
removal of something small can often impact the environment on a large scale. Trophic 

cascades resulting from habitat and species lost impact the entire landscape.  
 

Natural spaces are worth our protection. We have the unique opportunity to have this 
rookery in our county. It is a responsibility and an priviledge that we should not treat 

flippantly.  
 

Thank you for your time and your consideration. I hope you will help us protect the 
rookery of this magnificent species. The loss of this area would cause great grief to 

many of us in Olmsted County.  
 

Sincerely,  
 

Katie Eberhard  
 



this rookery needs to be left for the herons. it is very ubique in that it is an upland 
rookery uncommon for them, usually they are over water sites. but they are used 
annually to replentish their kind and we dont need more death in the bird world with all 
the threats to their existence. please give them a chance, there are lots of acres to build 
on but let the herons be, sell to an approppriate entity that will protect the nesting site is 
the answer here. 
 
brad ehlers, rochester 
 



Dear Mr. Ihrke, 
Please help Rochrster take a more balanced approach to development by supporting 
the unique green heritage of our local rookery. Places like these are priceless, and a 
unique feature of our rural community. As a medical destination, we need to preserve 
and highlight what we have that others don’t- not destroy it. 
 
Sincerely, 
Shawna Ehlers 
 



















































































Roger, 
 
Given the 50% decline in reported Minnesota Great Blue Heron breeding bird sightings 
from 1967 to 2017, and a statement by Carrol Henderson, former director of the 
Minnesota DNR Nongame Wildlife Program, that he considers this rookery to be unique 
in Minnesota and worthy of designation as a state Scientific and Natural Area, I am 
writing to encourage a more thorough review of the Pavillion Estates EAW to include an 
EIS.  
 
Thank you, 
Dick Estry 
615 21st St NE 
Rochester, MN 55906  
 





Roger, 

 

   In regards to the unique Rookery in Rochester Township, there is a lack of complete 

information in the EAW.  Please request an EIS so more information about what impacts the 

planned development will have on the Rookery and also the environmental health of the region. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

R. Friedhoff 



Roger, 
 
It is utterly ridiculous that a housing development (Pavilion Estates) is being proposed 
where a Great Blue Heron rookery currently resides. There are plenty of barren 
locations around Rochester that could be developed instead. Please do the responsible 
thing and let the Great Blue Herons and other wildlife keep their home. 
 
Thanks. 
 
-- Michelle Friessen 
Rochester, MN 
 



 
Good evening, 
 
God created this earth for everyone. Not just the people fortunate enough to have 
money and buy the land. Just because I can't afford to buy this land, doesn't mean I 
shouldn't have a say in protecting it. We need to protect these types of areas. 
 
I was born and raised in Rochester. The forests surrounding the city and vital to our 
ability to thrive. When they bulldoze everything and we're left with just money, we will 
know what's really important and what we really need to survive for generations. Money 
is great, but I think you know that in the end it's not what is most important. We need to 
protect the precious natural resources and habitats we have left, because without those 
things, we have nothing. 
 
Please don't let this intact forest area be destroyed. It would have negative 
consequences for the entire area, as forests like this are home to countless species of 
wildlife. Where will they live? These people can surely find other homes to live in, a 
different place to build. It's not the case for all the life in the forest. 
 
Please help protect our beloved planet by preserving natural spaces like this. The kids 
and their kids would appreciate woodland areas being preserved so they can have 
better air quality and a healthy environment.  
 
Everything is connected. Please don't destroy this forest. Don't throw away the last 
remaining parts of the Big Woods. We need these trees and all the wildlife living 
amongst them. Please don't destroy what truly would benefit all of the people, over a 
hundred thousand and beyond, so that only a few may live in luxury in this precious 

place. Please read "The Lorax" and think about what side you are on .  
 
Thank you for accepting the public's input on this extremely important issue. 
 
Sincerely, 
Gina Gile 
1121 33rd St NW 
Rochester, MN 55901 
 



I am writing to urge that we save the rookery. These birds are important and we must protect 

the earth and mitigate human damage. 

 

Ellen 

--------------------------- 

Ellen L. Goode 

703 10th Ave. SW 

Rochester, MN 55902 USA 



HI! I live in Rochester, MN and love to watch the eagles, and especially the blue herons, 
enjoy our local lakes and reservoirs. I have reviewed the EAW with regards to the Blue 
Heron Rookery and find the information incomplete and potentially risking our local Blue 
Heron population as well as the environmental health of the region. I would urge that an 
EIS be undertaken to better understand the possible impact of this development on the 
Blue Heron Rookery. Thank you 
Sincerely, Dr. Kari Grabowsky 
 



Dear Mr. Ihrke, 
 
I am writing in concern for the Great Blue Heron rookery in Rochester Township.  It is of 
great importance to me that we protect the breeding ground for these birds that have 
been in significant decline in the past decades. 
 
Before anything drastic is done to this site, I would like to see an environmental impact 
statement done independent of the developer.  I am convinced it will find that this is a 
rare site that is worth preserving.  We need to listen to environmental experts in this 
area, including Carrol Henderson, who argue this site is important and will be destroyed 
by the proposed development. 
 
Thank you for helping to protect these creatures. 
 
-- Dave Gross 
Zumbro Valley Audubon Board 
 



Rochester Township Board, 
 
Thank you for keeping the public in the loop regarding the Pavilion Estates project. I 
appreciate that both the project's organizers and public commenters will have time to 
publicly speak tomorrow night. 
 
As the project continues, I'm looking forward to hearing possible options for how the 
development might be conscientious of local wildlife. My current understanding is that 
creating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the best way to publicly 
communicate the best options. I am confident that the decision makers already embrace 
a uniquely Minnesotan love of the outdoors and will choose the most prudent option 
presented in an EIS. 
 
Best, 
 
Josh Halverson 
Educator at Mayo High School 
Rochester, MN 55901 
 



Now, just a minute.  The rookery is not worth saving?  Here we are at the cusp of a climate 

crisis and this man is denying the planet one more wild place, not to mention threatening 

extinction of a bird species? 

 

All individuals have individual responsibilities to start reversing the man made plight Earth is in.  

 

Sally Hausken 



Dear Mr. Ihrke, 

I have read the EAW prepared by the proposed Pavilion Estates developer.  I don’t agree with 

aspects of the document.  I have been a birder most of my life and I’m now in my sixties.  Great 

Blue Herons are in decline all over Minnesota.  If there is an unusual, woodland heronry on a 

property slated for development (and other information I have read would indicate that this is 

true for the proposed Pavilion Estates) an Environmental Impact Statement is warranted. 

 

Thank you, 

Ann Cary Hevener 



To members of Rochester Township Planning Association 

 

I would like to voice my concern regarding the impending destruction of a Great Blue Heron 

rookery which has existed in the area of concern for several decades as observed first hand by 

area residents. Nesting and the rearing of young herons have been a part of this particular 

rookery for years. 

It is not uncommon now to hear of animal habitat loss and/or destruction and of animal species 

being placed on threatened or endangered lists. Breeding surveys, in fact, have found Great 

Blue Heron numbers in Minnesota to be in decline. Because of this, I feel it only right and also 

necessary to have an Environmental Impact Statement completed before further action is taken 

on the development of this area. The Environmental Assessment Worksheet, which was 

completed by out-state consultants, hired by the developer of the property in question, is not an 

impartial assessment. Knowing that Great Blue Herons have nested in this particular rookery 

and have continued to return to nest and raise young, should be a solid reason to call for an 

Environmental Impact Statement. Information gathered from this assessment would then follow 

with a more informed decision regarding the future of this rookery. 

Thanking you, 

Jacque Hick 









Roger Ihrke 

Rochester Township Board Members 

Township Cooperative Planning Association 

4111 11th Ave SW, Room 10 

Rochester, Minnesota 55902 roger@tcpamn.org 

  

Re: Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) for Pavilion Estates 

  

Dear Mr. Ihrke and the Rochester Township Board Members: 
  

Members of the Kiwanis Club of Rochester want to express our concern about the proposed 
Pavilion Estates development that threatens a great blue heron rookery and mature forest.  
Over our lifetimes, we have seen for ourselves the decline in bird populations overall; our 
observations are supported by scientific data. Great blue herons are in decline in Minnesota 
and throughout North America, according to the federal Breeding Bird Survey, and as shown in 
Robert B. Janssen’s "Birds in Minnesota" (U of MN Press, 2019). The Environmental Assessment 
Worksheet (EAW) is not accurate in that it does not reflect the decline in Minnesota great blue 
heron populations, nor does it completely address the effect of habitat loss – particularly this 
nesting site - as a cause of this population decline.  Still, the EAW concludes that the “GBH has a 
very large and stable population… at the National, state, and county levels” [sic]. Why does the 
EAW make this conclusion when this is clearly not the case? The EAW is inaccurate and 
misleading at least on this point, and so we believe this justifies a more complete 
environmental study in the form of an Environmental Impact Statement.  
Moreover, it is our understanding that only 100 - 120 acres of Rochester Township consists of 
upland contiguous mature forest, which includes the approximately 30 acres of forest that is 
home to our great blue heron rookery. This fact is also not addressed in the EAW, and the 
impacts of loss of forest in our community deserve a more thorough investigation in the form of 
an Environmental Impact Statement. 
Kiwanis is a global organization of volunteers dedicated to improving the world one child and 
one community at a time. Kiwanis Club members value wildlife and the environment, which 
includes being good stewards of our county lands. We want our children and their children to 
be able to see great blue herons in the wild, and not just in books.  
  

Sincerely, Austin Jorgenson, President, Kiwanis Club of Rochester 
 

mailto:roger@tcpamn.org


Hello,  
I just wanted to pass along my thoughts that we only get one chance to do things right 
the first time, and holding off long enough to get the EIS done first, and have all the 
information before you before making that final decision has got to be the right thing to 
do!  
We are the stewards of this land and the impacts we make affect much more than 
ourselves! Please consider all aspects!  
If you go forward without it, you are just blinded by the money and should be ashamed 
of yourselves!  
Please take the extra steps needed and let the EIS be done first!  
Thank you!  
 
Sue Kee 
220 10 1/4 St SE 
Rochester, MN 55904  
 



I am writing to express my opinion that the EAW does not meet acceptable standards 
for clarity and thoroughness. I believe an Environmental Impact statement is warranted, 
especially in regard to the heron rookery  
 
Thank you  
Cassie Kennedy  
 



Hello, Township officials.  
 
An EIS needs to be issued. We cannot continue on the trajectory of taking up land for our own 
use without considering the moral standing of Others. With a square mile area that rivals St. 
Paul, and only half the population, Rochester can do better. So much better.  
 
This process demonstrates a need to have better land-use planning that conserves landscapes 
that provide disproportionately important ecological services. Forests, wetlands, and intact 
natural areas should be assigned a dollar value for the services they provide to greater 
Rochester. We need to move beyond the tax base discussion which does not reflect the totality 
and future costs to Rochester as we mitigate flooding and higher urban temperatures. 
Increased costs for infrastructure can be minimized as they are so often many times favoring 
the few over the many.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kelly 
 

 
 
 
Kelly Rae Kirkpatrick, MS 
 
Ward 4 Representative 
City of Rochester, Minnesota 
201 4th Street SE, Rochester, MN 55904 
 



Greetings, 
 
I am writing in opposition to the Pavilion Estates Subdivision project.  I admit to being a 
big fan of great blue herons.  They are one of our largest bird species. They are 
majestic.  They are efficient and patient hunters.  Their plumage is beautiful.  And they 
are harbingers of spring after long winters.  And to see one the wing, almost seeming 
to float along via smooth, deep strokes of its wings, with neck tucked back in on itself, 
is impressive, and elegant.  
 
After reviewing the EAW, I find numerous shortcomings, misstatements, and lack of 
facts which are biased against the need to protect the great blue heron rookery and the 
local ecosystem it depends on.  There are also policy assumptions that should be 
challenged.  But that isn't my purpose in writing. 
 
My specific request is to urge the Township to require an EIS.  The EAW is insufficient 
and, in many ways, not credible.  I base that idea on the very fact that this specific 
rookery is unique in Minnesota.  And that fact isn't given appropriate weight in the 
EAW.   
 
The birds that nest in this colony are living in a sustained balance with their local 
ecosystem.  (That is more than we can say for much of humanity.)  And that has 
occurred without the self-degradation of the nesting area typical of a great blue heron 
rookery.  There is much to be learned in how this comparatively modest colony of great 
blue herons sustain itself, apparently for decades.  As such, protecting their ecosystem 
is not only valuable to the birds, but for research.  Further, this colony serves as a 
"canary in a mine" for humanity.  It serves as an indicator of our willingness to not 
cross a line that disallows the validity of their existence. 
 
I urge the Township to require an EIS. 
 
Best, 
 
-- 

Michael A Koutnik 
 



Hello, 
 
As a concerned citizen, student, and bird lover in Minnesota, I urge you to work to 
protect Great Blue Herons and their rookery in Rochester. This is a declining species, 
and any measures taken that would destroy their habitat should be deeply concerning to 
all of us. Please do the right thing. 
 
Thank you, 
Halle Lambeau  
 









There are plenty of areas to develop but too few rookeries. Save the rookery. I have been a 

birder for over 30 years. Our local group has traveled all over the state to see such wonders. 

Marietta Keenan 

40838 County Rd 126 Rochert MN 





Hello Mr. Ihrke, 

 

I am emailing you in support of the heron rookery and efforts to save the nesting site. I am 

concerned regarding the lack of complete information in the EAW. I also request that an EIS is 

done. We need to know what impacts the planned development with have upon the rookery and 

the further impacts it will have on the environmental health of the region. 

 

 

We can no longer participate in “development at all costs.” We are seeing all over the country, 

indeed the world, the impacts unrestricted development has on the world and the environment. 

It is not just that these birds deserve to not be displaced by development. It is also that our very 

attitudes towards the environment must change. And a first step in making that change is 

actually following existing practices, such as truly filling out an EAW in good faith rather than 

doing to bare minimum to check a box. And to do an EIS. 

 

Thank you in advance for your time, 

Anna Matetic 





Dear Mr. Ihrke, 
  
I am writing as a concerned citizen regarding the Enviornmental Assessment Worksheet 
published by the Minnesota State Environmental Quality Board regarding the Pavilioin 
Estates heron rookery. 
  
In my reading, there are numerous inaccuaracies in the worksheet that require further 
evaluation. The worksheet does not well reflect nor describe the impact of the proposed 
development would have on the climate and health of our community. I am particularly 
struck by the lack of attention to the benefits of retaining the wooded lot intact, or any 
effort to investigate or interrogate preservation of the area. This analysis should be 
comprehensive, and include multiple factors, including not only the rookery itself, but the 
integral forest, waters, plan and animal life, health benefits, education benefits and 
impact of loss of the intact property on the surrounding woodlands, waters, plant and 
animal life, and the Rochester Township, Rochester City and larger surrounding 
communities. This analysis is especially important in light of the very considerable 
growth and development that has taken place in the Township and the surrounding 
community in the last decades, with irreplaceable loss of intact natural areas. 
It is my view that a formal Environmental Impact Statement is necessary and should be 
requested by the Township before granting any further development permits. 
  
Sincerely, 
Eric Matteson 
600 4th St. SW #407 
Rochester, MN 55902 
 



Dear all,  
You have received many emails and phone calls asking for a more thorough 
Environmental Impact Statement regarding the land which is now the heron rookery. 
I won't go into all the technical and environmental reasons because I know you've heard 
them dozens of times. 
What I wish, is that you look into your heart and really, really see the impact this will 
have on, of course the herons who live there...but also the Rochester 
community.  Nature and wildlife and caring for our environment is healing for OUR 
souls. When we help out nature - it gives back to us tenfold. This is a very stressful 
couple of years we've been through. Viewing, and experiencing nature is a huge stress 
relief. We all feel better about ourselves when we help someone or something. This is a 
perfect opportunity to help out a declining population of herons. In the future when you 
look back on your public service years in the city of Rochester and Olmstead County - I 
know, and you know too, that you will want your legacy to reflect protecting this rookery, 
NOT bulldozing trees and building another housing development. The birds don't have a 
say in this. They are counting  on you to advocate for them. 
Very sincerely,  
Annie Mattson  
 



Roger, 
 
As a Salem Road resident, just about 1 miles from the proposed International Properties 
development site, I have a strong interest in caring for our local environment and unique 
ecology.  We see Great Blue Herons on a regular basis and always marvel at how 
beautiful and unique they are.   
 
We own Phoenix Farm on Salem road, and think of ourselves as caretakers of a 
beautiful property with the responsibility to care for an improve it for 
future generations.  We've invested significantly in restoring our hillside to prairie, 
removing non-native species and planting natives wherever we can, as well as keeping 
bees, in part to create a little more habitat for birds and other species call the area 
home. 
 
I was extremely concerned when I started seeing the Save the Rookery signs, and 
started to learn more.   
 
To me, I think it would be a shame - and potentially criminal - to allow this development 
to move forward without a full Environmental Impact Statement.  I have read the EAW 
submitted, but have serious doubts about the claims made in the EAW.  It is not at all 
clear that the Rookery is not unique in this area.  The experts dispute that strongly, and 
we cannot take a report prepared by consultants for the developer themselves at face 
value.   
 
Instead, the Township should move this to a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
to fully assess the environmental impact on the Great Blue Heron population.  To do 
less would be irresponsible and would likely open the township up to expensive legal 
battles.   
 
As a Township tax payer, I would hate to fund a legal battle through my own 
taxes.  Instead we should do the right thing, and commission the EIS.   
 
Ideally we should also consider designating the area a Scientific and Natural Area 
(SNA) to preserve this unique ecosystem.   
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sean 
  
-- 
Sean McCauley 
4404 Salem Road SW 
Rochester, MN 55902 
 









Michael Melford
Rochester Township, MN

August 23, 2021
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Why Live in Rochester Township?

Photos by Hugh M Smith / Life  and  Lens Travel
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Lynn Cornell
Rochester Township

August 23, 2021



Save the Rookery

• Grassroots group dedicated 

to saving a Great Blue 

Heron nesting site (rookery) 

& mature forest in Rochester 

Township



North American Birds in 

Decline
• Loss of biodiversity due to 

“habitat loss, climate change, 

unregulated harvest, and 

other forms of human-caused 

mortality”

• Net loss approaching 3 billion 

birds, or 29% of 1970 

abundance

Rosenberg et al., Science 366, 120–124, 4 October 2019 



Great Blue 

Herons in decline



Great Blue 

Herons in decline 

in MN
• Number of Great Blue Heron reports 

recorded per Breeding Bird Survey 

route in Minnesota from 1967 to about 

2017

• GBH numbers have declined 

significantly since about 2000

• From Robert B. Janssen, "Birds in 

Minnesota" published by the Univ of 

MN Press, used with permission



What can we do?

Prevent habitat loss

Protect 

environmentally 

sensitive areas



Carrol Henderson,

former director of the DNR 

nongame wildlife division

featured in Audubon Magazine

July 16, 2021 



Save the Rookery

• Grassroots group started in Spring 

2021

• Website with action items, news, links, 

information savetherookery.org

• 25,000+ website page views, 8500 

unique visitors

• Facebook group, now over 900 

members! Instagram & Twitter 

accounts - follow us! @savetherookery



Save the Rookery
• Consulted with regional bird experts & 

ecologists - unpaid volunteers

• Developed conservation plan & 

compromise plans for this site

• Engaged with other citizens to spread 

the word about this threatened rookery

• Incorporated as 501c3 nonprofit July 

2021

• >100 individual donors



Save the Rookery

• Petitioned state to request 

EAW (Environmental 

Assessment Worksheet) for 

this proposed development 

• >1000 signatures within 

weeks!!

• Township requested EAW



EAW

• EAW prepared by the developer 

is biased, unclear, inaccurate, 

and rushed

• Typos, missing references, lacks 

executive summary, etc

• Refers to Save the Rookery group 

as “activists”… we are citizens 

and neighbors of the rookery



EAW
• Misrepresentation of heron 

population in Minnesota

• Misrepresentation of this 

heron colony 

• “No active nests were 

documented in the colony in 

spring 2021 surveys” (p 51 of 

EAW)



Spring 2021



Spring 2021



Spring 2021



Spring 2021



Spring 2021



Lack of forest in Township

• There is little contiguous 

upland mature forest left in 

Rochester Township—

perhaps only 100 to 120 acres

• This parcel is ~30 acres

• Neighbors willing to donate 

adjacent land with rookery & 

forest



Goals of Save the Rookery

• Purchase this land for preservation 

as a MN Scientific and Natural Area 

(SNA)

• MN National Heritage committee 

recommended this area for SNA 

designation

• Unique rookery in Minnesota -

upland location



Scientific & Natural Areas 

(SNAs)
• “Scientific and Natural Areas are 

exceptional places where native 

plants and animals flourish; 

where rare species are protected; 

and where we can know, and 

study, Minnesota's fascinating 

natural features.”

https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/snas



Scientific & Natural Areas 

(SNAs)
• “Scientific and Natural Areas are 

public lands open to recreational 

activities that do not disturb natural 

conditions.  SNAs are established 

for their outstanding ecological 

features, which we want people to 

enjoy.”

• Currently 168 SNAs in Minnesota-

including 2 rookeries

https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/snas



Thank 

You!





To Whom It May Concern, 
 
Once again, native habitat is being destroyed in the city of Rochester without proper 
consideration of its impact and sequel on current and future generations, which is why 
we need an Environmental Impact Study at the Rookery Site. Of course, another 
housing development (or industrial development, or “luxury” apartment complex, or 
bank) seems to persuade city planners and township representatives that the city is 
doing well and “progress” is occurring.  In actuality bulldozing an upland rookery, which 
endangered species use as a nesting ground, for houses is blatant neglect and 
irresponsibility of the developer, city planner, and associated parties.  Perhaps it’d be 
efficacious and responsible to investigate the big picture; moreover, It seems obvious 
that this should be a legitimate part of developing any untouched forest, wetland, or 
grassland, during a time in history when it is more important than ever to conserve 
any remaining natural habitats.  
 
When will members of society and those “in charge” begin to understand that 
you cannot rebuild wildlife habitats and forests? 
 
I am writing as a citizen of Rochester and a concerned human with the current state or 
lack thereof, any sustainable, protective, or climate-focused initiatives.  Allowing another 
development without consideration of its environmental impact is callous and blatantly 
wrong. 
 
Feel free to reach out for any additional follow-up, 
 
Dr. Morgan Miller 
651-380-8169 
 









Roger, 
         We just want to comment on our support of saving the rookery from destruction in 
SW Rochester. It is vital to these birds that are declining in population in our state as a 
nesting site that has been in use by their population for many years and hopefully, 
continuing into the future. We want to be able to ensure these beautiful and unusual 
birds will be around and healthy for our children and grandchildren for many years to 
come! Thanks for your help in saving this one of a kind rookery in Olmsted county. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Rick & Susy Olsen 
1427 - 15th Avenue NW 
Rochester, MN 55901 
 



In regards to the subdivision, since when do we have out-of-state organizations do our 
EAW’s?  Looking at their comments on this rookery, it is clear they have a biased view 
of this situation. Rookeries are all unique. They are adapted to their location. The 
declining number of these birds should launch a very defined study. I believe they 
should stay where they are. 
  
I also asked the developer if there couldn’t be a compromise?  Design the subdivision 
around the natural habitat?  I grew up in a river valley in Fillmore County and used to 
love to watch the herons glide from the bluff down to the shallow water area of the Root 
River. For the most part, I think people really like seeing nature around them, and large 
birds like the herons are unique. 
  
Please consider a more thorough EAW. It certainly can’t hurt and a MN organization 
would be more in tune to OUR natural resources. All we want is a factual, unbiased 
report on the rookery. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Colleen Penrose 
 



I read through the EAW and felt that not only did it “skim” pretty superficially all aspects 
of the rookery and the forest, but it read as though it was biased against the 
birds!  EAW’S should be very detailed about the effects of removing a mature forest, all 
the animals that lose their homes, not just the Herons.   I didn’t really feel like I got the 
whole report here. 
  
Please consider having a thorough EAW done that covers EVERYTHING that should be 
considered before unloading the bull dozer. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Colleen Penrose      
 



In regards to the subdivision, since when do we have out-of-state organizations do our 
EAW’s?  Looking at their comments on this rookery, it is clear they have a biased view 
of this situation. Rookeries are all unique. They are adapted to their location. The 
declining number of these birds should launch a very defined study. I believe they 
should stay where they are. 
  
I also asked the developer if there couldn’t be a compromise?  Design the subdivision 
around the natural habitat?  I grew up in a river valley in Fillmore County and used to 
love to watch the herons glide from the bluff down to the shallow water area of the Root 
River. For the most part, I think people really like seeing nature around them, and large 
birds like the herons are unique. 
  
Please consider a more thorough EAW. It certainly can’t hurt and a MN organization 
would be more in tune to OUR natural resources. All we want is a factual, unbiased 
report on the rookery. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Colleen Penrose 
 

I read through the EAW and felt that not only did it “skim” pretty superficially all aspects 
of the rookery and the forest, but it read as though it was biased against the 
birds!  EAW’S should be very detailed about the effects of removing a mature forest, all 
the animals that lose their homes, not just the Herons.   I didn’t really feel like I got the 
whole report here. 
  
Please consider having a thorough EAW done that covers EVERYTHING that should be 
considered before unloading the bull dozer. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Colleen Penrose                                  
 



To whom it may concern: 

 

I hope that these comment will be accepted as I just got home from work and could not make 

the 4 PM deadline.  As a mother, physician, community member, animal lover, and resident of 

Rochester, I would like to add my voice to the plea to save the heron rookery in Rochester.  The 

environmental impact of its loss would be devastating not only to the heron population and the 

unique hardwood forests of Rochester, but could contribute to larger issues including erosion 

and flooding.  How can one be so willing to destroy a natural resource that is irreplaceable? Just 

this morning on my run I saw 3 great blue herons in the Zumbro River - I cannot imagine 

Rochester without them.  I have read the EAW and do not think that it is accurate or 

thorough.  A more comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement is warranted. 

 

My neighborhood is full of “Save the Rookery” signs and you should know that there is 

significant public sentiment to save this natural treasure. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Katharine A. R. Price, M.D. 



Greetings, 
 
I'm writing to show my support for the Great Blue Heron Rookery which is about to be 
disturbed to make way for yet another development to the West of Rochester.  
 
Each species of bird has evolved over millennia to a very specific lifestyle. Certain birds only eat 
fruit while certain birds only eat other animals (and no birds are supposed to eat bread). 
Certain birds do not migrate while others do. Certain birds easily nest in our yards even on the 
ground and some are easily disturbed by humans and nest in large groups in trees. The Great 
Blue Heron are the latter. This particular land has shown that it is a good location for Great Blue 
Herons to nest - it has the right combination of location, trees and food sources. The fact that 
they nest in this location is a testament to this conclusion. While it may be easy for those who 
wish to develop this land to say that the birds will simply relocate to a new nesting site, 
developing this area will cause an unnecessary, detrimental disruption which may actually (and 
hopefully only temporarily) wipe out the breeding population in Olmsted County. These birds 
will return in the Spring from migratory grounds to the South expecting to build their nests in 
the same trees that they have for decades. They are going to return to fewer or no trees and 
significant human disturbance below due to construction. They will then attempt to find 
another suitable location on short notice during the narrow window that they are able to 
successfully build a nest, breed and raise a brood to a point that the fledglings are old enough 
and self-sufficient enough to be able to successfully migrate. It is a logical conclusion that many 
of these birds will fail to successfully breed next year at all while they try to "reset" into a new 
suitable breeding location.      
 
Given the current human-made environmental catastrophes that are occurring on a regular 
basis, NOW is the time that we need to start siding with nature more often.  
 
Remember: "Only when the last tree has died and the last river been poisoned and the last fish 
been caught will we realize we cannot eat money" - Cree Indian Proverb. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Kind regards, 
Melissa Stewart Ring, Juris Doctor 
Comprehensive Bird Biology Certification from Cornell Lab of Ornithology 
922 7th Ave SE 
Rochester, MN 55905 
 



Hello, 
I am part of a Rochester Chapter of the Izaak Walton League - we have property on 
Salem Road not too far from the rookery. We have had the privilege of hosting guests 
from the rookery at the wetlands many times over many years. Their elegance and 
grace add to the peace and serenity of our wetlands property, which we share with the 
residents of Rochester Township and beyond. 

The Rochester township board is charged with many decisions that affect the citizens of 
Rochester Township as well as the larger Olmsted County community. In this case your 
decisions impact other members of this community, the great blue herons. Just as there 
are rules and regulations that govern how land is developed, there are likewise rules 
and regulations that govern how some land is held back from development. Some land 
is documented to be of a significant nature that makes it more valuable to leave 
undeveloped than valuable to develop for the few who would look to gain from 
developing it. I am requesting that the Rochester township board continue to follow the 
wise course of slow and documented data for making the decision that affects the land 
in question. I know at this point you have an overwhelming amount of documentation 
and information from a wide variety of expert sources. I so appreciate the time and 
consideration you have already shown with this particular piece of property. The 
environmental assessment report in my opinion is still not enough information to warrant 
moving forward. An environmental assessment statement would be warranted to ensure 
every effort is made to get as full and unbiased data and interpretation as possible 
before allowing trees and homes in these trees to be destroyed, thus changing an 
invaluable asset to our community. 

Peace, 
Julie Roenigk 





Good morning, Mr. Ihrke, 
 
I am a longtime resident of Olmsted county and would like to add my voice 
to those who are working to save the Great Blue Heron nesting site in 
Rochester Township. 
 
People say that if the rookery is destroyed and developed into housing that 
the birds will move somewhere else, but they are running out of habitat and 
I feel it's important to preserve our local rookery. 
 
Many bird species are declining and one of those is the Great Blue 
Heron.  Habitat loss is directly attributable to their decline. 
 
Thank you for considering saving this valuable land and preserving the 
rookery. 
 
Jenniene Rogers 
 





August 13, 2021 
Mr. Roger Ihrke, 
  
Here are my comments regarding the EAW for the Proposed Development. 
https://tcpamn.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/Pavilion-EAW-Sent-to-Township-on-7.19.21.pdf 
  
My comments are not complete, but other people’s comments likely cover other sections and other 
concerns. 
  
Thank you and Rochester Township for respectfully considering these and all comments that have 
been submitted.    
  

1. Section - Project Description – Page 7 – Land being Cleared 
a. EAW indicates that roughly 17.6 acres of land will be cleared in Olmstead County 
b. Are there not agricultural lands with row crops in Olmstead County that could be 

developed rather than removing limited forest cover? 
2. Section - Project Description – Page 7 – Private Road and Development 

a. EAW indicates that 1.54 acres of impervious private road will be constructed 
b. EAW indicates that 6.3 acres of impervious surface for buildings and driveways will be 

constructed 
c. Parts of the private road will be at a high slope which drains towards Cascade Creek. 
d. Will run off from the road be stored and infiltrated into the ground water, or will it empty 

into Cascade Creek?  
e. Will a retention pond be created, or will run-off be into Cascade Creek? 
f. How will expected heavy rainfall events on heavily sloped road and property be 

mitigated? 
g. Will the development and road contribute to the flooding of Cascade Creek? 
h. Will the development and the road contribute to the degradation of the water quality and 

sedimentation of Cascade Creek? 
3. Section - Project Description – Page 7 – Private Road 

a. The proposed private road will cut through the heart of the Great Blue Heron Rookery 
thus destroying nesting trees 

4. Section - Project Magnitude – Page 12 

a. EAW indicates that 12,000 square feet are proposed to be lawns and landscaped (for 
each lot) 

b. 12,000sqft * 10 lots is 120,000 square feet – That totals 2.75 acres of proposed lawns 
and landscaping 

c. Many suburban lawns and landscapes are watered, fertilized, with grass being mowed 
on a regular basis.  

d. How will runoff from portions of the 2.75 acres of lawn and landscaping affect Cascade 
Creek?  

5. Section 6 – Cover Types - Page 13 

a. EAW indicates that wooded/forest cover is reduced from 28.2 acres to 10.62 acres 
b. Forests sequester carbon.  
c. Loss of forest habitat is a contributor to climate change, whether the loss occurs in the 

Amazon Rainforest or Olmsted County   

https://tcpamn.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/Pavilion-EAW-Sent-to-Township-on-7.19.21.pdf


6. Section -  Biological and Conservation Significance of the Great Blue Heron Rookery at the 
Proposed Pavilion Estates Development 

a. Subsection-  Connelly Parcel History, Land Use, and the Proposed Development 
b. EAW indicates: “Mr. Connelly noted that he had observed the nesting GBH on his 

property and adjoining property since the mid or late 1990s.” 
c. EAW admits Great Blue Herons have in fact been nesting on the Connelly property (and 

adjacent properties) for 26 years, if not longer. 
7. Section - Biological and Conservation Significance of the Great Blue Heron Rookery at the 

Proposed Pavilion Estates Development 

a. Subsection – Section 6/Connelly and 8th Street Suburban Heron Rookery 
b. EAW indicates: “Previous to 2021: Mr. Connelly has reported that he has seen the 

nesting GBH's on his property during his spring turkey hunt since the mid-1990s. He 
commented and admitted under oath at a trial for a Temporary Restraining Order (TRO) 
in spring, 2021, that the ‘nests were very active in past years and there was lots of 
activity, lots of squawking of fledglings begging for food and lots of white bird feces 
under the nesting trees.’ Connelly reported that he had never seen all of the nest 
occupied and that at a maximum, he had observed 20 – 30 birds.” 

c. Conclusion: This is and has been an active Great Blue Heron Rookery for decades.  
d. Note: Each Great Blue Heron pair can raise between 2 and 4 chicks.   
e. Consequently, 20 – 30 birds could raise 20 – 40 chicks annually. 

8. Section - Biological and Conservation Significance of the Great Blue Heron Rookery at the 
Proposed Pavilion Estates Development 

a. Subsection – Section 6/Connelly and 8th Street Suburban Heron Rookery 
b. EAW Indicates: Connelly property includes at least 14 nest trees 
c. Note: Each nest tree likely has multiple nests 
d. Note: The Segura and Adamson Properties also have nest trees.  
e. Proposed private road on the west side of the property would disturb nesting herons on 

the Segura and Adamson properties and destroy nest trees on the Connelly property.   
9. Page 39 

a. “These reports collectively are reproduced in Appendix 1, A-H, and establish that the 
Section 6/Connelly Great Blue Heron rookery has minimal conservation value, 
supporting the recent assessments of MNDNR’s MBS survey (1997) and Wildlife Action 
Plan (2015) concluded that the Connelly property had low conservation value and did 
not warrant special protection. 

b. Note: Conservation values can also be attributed to the local community. 
c. Olmsted County and Rochester Township, if they choose, can place high conservation 

value on a local flock of Great Blue Herons and their rookery. 
10. Section - Conservation Status and Significance of the Cascade Creek GBH  - Page 130   

a. The Minnesota Wildlife Action Plan 2015 – 2025 
b. EAW: “The Wildlife Action Plan did not identify the Great Blue Heron as an SGCN due 

to its widespread distribution, species resilience, and statewide breeding success.” 
c. The EAW did not address Species of Special in Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) in 

Olmsted County as identified in the Minnesota Wildlife Action Plan 2015 – 2025 
d. See 

link: https://files.dnr.state.mn.us/assistance/nrplanning/bigpicture/mnwap/appendix_c.pd
f 

https://files.dnr.state.mn.us/assistance/nrplanning/bigpicture/mnwap/appendix_c.pdf
https://files.dnr.state.mn.us/assistance/nrplanning/bigpicture/mnwap/appendix_c.pdf


e. Document identifies Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) and Richness 
Hotspots along a long corridor though Olmsted County. (See below) 

f. The richness hotspot corridor as documented in the Wildlife Action Plan intersects, 
overlaps, or is near Cascade Creek and the Great Blue Heron Rookery. 

g. Minnesota Wildlife Action Plan 2015 – 2025 also gives Medium and Medium–High 
Scores along that same corridor.  

h.  
i. Minnesota Wildlife Action Plan 2015 – 2025 identifies the black redhorse as a species of 

special concern in the rivers and streams of west Olmsted County. 
j. Note: Cascade Creek flows is a tributary of the South Fork of the Zumbro River where 

the black redhorse is found.  
k. See: http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/nongame/projects/consgrant_reports/2000/2000_sc

hmidt.pdf 

Kind Regards 
John Rust 
9725 Oliver Ave. North 
Brooklyn park, MN 55444 
763-202-3346 

 

http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/nongame/projects/consgrant_reports/2000/2000_schmidt.pdf
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/nongame/projects/consgrant_reports/2000/2000_schmidt.pdf


 

 



This is a must and is a crucial stance for wildlife and their habitat! There is so much 
going wrong in the world let's make a difference and save the rookery!!! 
 
Thank you 
Kitty Ryan 
15 8th ave se 
Rochester mn  
507 398 5228 
 



I am writing to express my support in saving the Rookery area and preserveing the precious 

habitat for other animals.   This space is a host to diverse flora and fauna, which provides strong 

benefits to our ecosystem.  This is an essential space to preserve. 

 

Amy Sander 



"Do the Right thing. It will gratify some people and astonish the 
rest.”Mark Twain” 
 

 The  current  EAU regarding the heron Rookery lacks complete information.It 
does not allow for a well informed decision regarding the Rookery and 
possible construction. 
 

 Before obliterating or damaging the present rookery, it would be  imperative 
to make sure  that  well documented information is  available to make  an 
informed and wise decision, and to  be able to stand by that decision  when 
challenged. 
 

 If the township is going to take the responsiblity  for permitting 
construction  you  need to know the consequences of your actions. 
  
What is needed is a complete  Environmental Impact Statement to work with 
the best possible information. 
 

I am proud of the fact that Rochester has a reputation  for being a  city for 
people needing help and care. The possibility of destroying a unique 
living ecosystem within the city and county limits is inconsistent with our 
image and practices and should give one pause.. it is not consistent with our 
respect for life. 
 

It is absolutely crucial that an EIS be put in place.. and the information  will 
then hopefully lead to a wise and humane decision that everyone can be 
proud of. 

 

ReplyForward 

Florence Sandok 



Hello, 
 
I’m writing to express the lack of complete information found in the EAW and requesting 
an EIS so that more can be known about what impacts the planned development will 
have upon the rookery and the environmental health of the region.  
 
I’m telling you Township Board Members that your pro-development stance is out of 
step with the sustainability goals of Rochester and the reality of climate change. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Mary Schannach 
Hastings, MN 
 



I urge the Township to request an Environmental Impact Statement with regards to the Pavilion 

Estates housing development. The blue heron rookery that is located in the woodlands on that 

site is unique and rare. We are fortunate to have it within the Township and it should be 

protected. The herons have been nesting here for decades. 

 

Thank you 

Mary Shabestari 
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Review of EAW and request for EIS regarding proposed Pavilion Estate development 

August 26, 2021 

 

Residents of Rochester Township, Olmsted County and Minnesota have demonstrated sound 

justification for the protection of the Great Blue Heron Rookery on the Connelly Property and 

for protection of the forest that sustains it. The proposed Pavilion Estate development would 

cause herons to abandon the Rookery. Disturbing the intact forest ecosystem would result in 

irreparable loss for the community, including but not limited to loss of ecosystem services, 

wildlife habitat and regional well-being. 

 

State of Minnesota expects the EAW to be an unbiased document whereby the potential for 

significant environmental effects caused by the proposed development are explored. The State 

expects the EAW to be written in a way that is readily understood by the average citizen. 

Instead, the EAW prepared by the developer and submitted by the Rochester Township is an 

exercise in obfuscation, misuse of state data, and extrapolation of limited data to make 

unsupported claims about ecosystem and wildlife “value.” 

 

This EAW is difficult to navigate and read. Most citations to literature are incomplete and links 

to sources do not function. Many figures presented are irrelevant. This document has a 

presented a skewed timeline and uses language that discounts citizen’s motives. It dismisses 

steps that citizens have taken to formally address concerns through democratic and legal 

processes. The EAW has not acknowledged that the Rookery and forest are so valued that a 

non-profit has formed, whose mission is to purchase the land for permanent preservation. Such 

actions demonstrate and wide-spread support are not NIMBYism and instead are a true 

community commitment to conservation of Great Blue Herons, its habitats and forests in 

Olmsted County.   

 

This document has misused data available on the Department of Natural Resources’ (DNR) 

Watershed Health Assessment Framework (WHAF) website to suggest that this property has no 

“value.” This document has misused information from the Minnesota County Biological Survey 

(MBS) to argue that because it is not part of the 2.2% of Olmsted County with exceptional 

natural community status, that it has no “value.” The use of such data is presented without 

context and applied far beyond the scope of its intended purposes. Many figures are presented 

as a thinly veiled effort to overload the reader with graphical information.  

 

The EAW makes unsubstantiated claims about the ecological significance of the Rookery and 

about the status of the Great Blue Heron here in Minnesota. In an attempt to dismiss clear 

evidence of declines in Minnesota, as documented in peer-reviewed breeding bird surveys and 

in other peer-reviewed literature, the EAW uses information from the citizen science website 

www.ebird.org to argue that the Great Blue Heron is “ubiquitous”. This use of data without 

context. Additionally, the EAW has only presented literature that supports claims of “ubiquity”, 

minimizes the importance of this rookery and its unusual occurrence in an upland forest, and 

further ignores the negative role that human disturbance, such as development and increase 

human presence, has on the species. There is a substantial amount of literature from peer-

reviewed sources that demonstrate habitat loss and disturbance would cause this species to 

abandon the area and/or suffer reproductive failure, resulting in decline or extirpation. 
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Rick Morris, Organizing Representative, Sierra Club North Star Chapter 

Rick.Morris@sierraclub.org 908-578-5748 

Moreover, the conclusions of the EAW directly contradict information provided by regional 

experts in court.  

 

There is too little data for the EAW to claim that the Rookery on the Connelly Property is 

subordinate to any nearby rookery. There is no data to suggest that a nearby group of nests 

either supports greater number of nesting birds, has different reproductive success, or has 

existed longer. There has been no attempt to understand whether or not the Rookery on the 

Connelly Property is disproportionally important to sustain local and regional populations of 

Great Blue Herons. Nonetheless, the EAW uses limited observational data to argue that 

Rookery on the Connelly Property is a satellite, despite one of the supporting studies 

demonstrating more flights occurring over the Connelly Property than over a nearby area with 

nests and court documents demonstrating that the Rookery has been continuously occupied 

since the 1990s. 

 

The EAW has provided no consideration of cumulative impacts and proposes inadequate forms 

of mitigation. Cumulative impacts are a change in environment caused by multiple interactions 

among human activities and natural processes that accumulate across space and time. The EAW 

does not address that this proposed development is one of many habitat disturbances occurring 

across the region, which cumulatively, will continue to cause population levels to further 

decline. The EAW uses other developments in the area as an excuse to cause further harm to 

ecosystems. This is the complete opposite of what cumulative effects assessment ought to be. 

Cumulative analysis should consider this proposed development as one of many planned and 

ongoing disturbances cumulatively impacting ecosystems, wildlife habitats and the watershed. 

Other disturbances include but are not limited to ongoing suburban development, intensive 

industrial agriculture, expansion/maintenance of impervious surfaces, and 

expansion/maintenance of utility corridors. Mitigations such as adherence to township 

ordinances and the placement of raingardens are insufficient mechanisms to address loss of 

ecological services provided by a forest and other naturalize areas that slow flows and prevent 

erosion. There is no mitigation or avoidance plan would ameliorate harm to rookery or 

adequately address the construction of houses and roads on slopes. 

 

There is a clear path forward for this property, which is avoidance and preservation. There is no 

certainty that there will be changes to surrounding properties in the next decade that will cause 

further fragmentation and degradation of the forest and Cascade Creek. In fact, surrounding 

property owners have expressed commitment to preserve forests on neighboring lots. On the 

other hand, there is a wealth of scientific evidence that forest fragmentation and conversion 

from forest to suburban development will result in degradation of wildlife habitat and stream 

health.    

 

For the reasons mentioned above and for those offered by others reviewing this EAW, it is clear 

that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is warranted. An EIS must be prepared by an 

entity that represents the citizens of the responsible governmental unit, Rochester Township, 

and is not the product a developer wishing to normalize conversion of natural lands to 

developed lands and minimize environmental impacts.  

 

 



Rochester Township Board Members, 
  
We would like to take this opportunity to offer public comment 
regarding the Save the Rookery initiative and to express concerns 
about the Environmental Assessment Worksheet funded by a private 
and potentially biased entity.  It is our opinion that only a formal 
Environmental Impact Study will be able to provide a scientific, 
unbiased, and definitive justification as to whether protecting the 
rookery land is in our legal, moral, and environmental best interest.   
In a concerning and accelerating manner, we have become a society 
hostile to our environment.  That is, instead of living in harmony with 
nature, we antagonistically push it aside whenever it suits our 
purpose.  The long-range implications of this are being felt on a global 
level, with untold losses of species, habitat loss, ecosystem and 
climate instability.  The rookery land, which is unique in providing 
regional habitat to a population of Great Blue Herons exemplifies this 
ongoing battle between humanity and nature. One might reasonably 
pose the following questions;  Is this to be another example of how 
human beings ignored their custodial duty to maintain a viable 
environment for other species of this planet? Do we condone 
bulldozing natural wildlife areas whenever it serves individual financial 
interests?   
 

These types of concerns are exactly why members of this community 
deserve a legitimate inquiry into the environmental impact of the 
Pavilion Estates Development, particularly if repurposing of this land 
fundamentally interferes with a unique breeding habitat for Great Blue 
Herons.  Only an environmental impact study, conducted by unbiased 
and professionally trained experts, will provide high quality data critical 
to making an informed decision on this matter. 
 

Thank you for your consideration, 
 

Hugh & Lisa Smith 

 

The Smiths 

501 6 Street NE 

Byron, MN 55920 





 
Please do not allow the rookery to be destroyed without at least an EIS.   

 

Susan Solberg 







Mr. Ihrke, 

 

Please add our voices to the chorus of those who want to save the blue heron rookery from 

ANY development… This vital nesting area is not just sensitive to the effects of construction 

when the heron young have fledged, but all year long. 

 

There must be other areas better suited to development by far than an active, established, and 

valuable heron rookery, especially now that blue heron populations are in decline in our state. 

We expect you to do your best to honor and protect them as an asset to both our natural 

environment and our community. 

 

We believe that public interest outweighs private interest in this situation, for now and future 

generations to come. 

 

Thank you, 

- Dr. Larry Steinkraus and Amy Steinkraus 



Mr. Ihrke, 

 

I am writing (before tomorrow’s public input deadline) to specifically request that an 

Environmental Impact Statement be completed for the proposed development that would affect 

the active great blue heron rookery. I realize that an EAW has been done, but an EIS is much 

more thorough and I believe worth waiting for to understand the full, accurate impact that 

development would have on this important nesting site. 

 

Thank you, 

 – Amy Steinkraus 





Hello Roger, 
This message is in regard to the planned development that would destroy the Great Blue Heron 
Rookery. 
In May we held our 23rd annual Festival of Birds in Detroit Lakes. Due to the pandemic, we only 
held two morning field trips on Friday and Saturday for birders to go to conservation sites to see 
birds. Each trip could only have 30 birders who had to drive to a meeting spot. 
Birders came from Montana, North Dakota, Arizona, Connecticut, South Dakota, Oregon, Virginia 
and MN to bird! That means they bought a flight ticket, rented a car, stayed in a hotel, 
purchased meals and so on. For one or two trips of 5 hours each to see birds! By the way, birders 
travel great distances every year to attend our birding festival. 
  
It is worth the township’s time to request an EAW that is clear and easy to understand. 
Furthermore, asking for an EIS would clarify environmental concerns. 
  
Saving the rookery can have long term tourism benefits as well as educational value for students. 
Our local refuge has several US FWS programs for surrounding school students. The Great Blue 
Heron Rookery is a true treasure your community has in nature that cannot be replaced, please 
work to preserve it. 
  
Thank you, 
  
 
 

    c l e o n e   s t e w a r t 
    Detroit Lakes Tourism Director l Festival of Birds co-chair 
    700 Summit Avenue  l  Detroit Lakes MN 56501 

    218.847.9202  l   C 218.841.0225   
 

http://www.visitdetroitlakes.com/




Save the Great Heron rookery in Olmsted county. 

 

Herons are in decline in Minnesota. Disrupting one of their unique nesting grounds in old growth 

hard woods in order to build luxury homes is a luxury this community cannot afford. When the 

preciousness of a natural eco-system is disturbed so irrationally, we must speak up and make 

every effort to protect it. Once destroyed, we will not have another opportunity. There are many 

places where homes can be built, but it takes generations for a species to build a healthy and 

thriving eco-system. Please study this further and listen to the environmental experts warning 

against this displacement project. 

 

Save and protect the rookery from the devastation of unnecessary development. 

 

Cheers Suz Szucs 



Dear Mr. Ihrke and the Rochester Township Board, 
 
I am writing to voice my concern about the proposed development at Pavilion Estates that would destroy the Blue 
Heron Rookery. We have the rare opportunity to halt this development before it does untold damage to the heron 
population in our part of the state. These birds need our protection! A rookery of this size is worth way more than 
another parcel of homes could ever be. Please listen to the experts and demand a serious investigation and 
Environmental Impact Statement. The time to act is NOW. 
 
Thank you for your reflection on this important measure. And thank you for your public service. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Robin Taylor 
713 13th Ave. SW 
Rochester, MN. 55902 

 



Dear Mr. Ihrke, 

As a resident of the township, I am registering my concern regarding the EAW prepared for 
the planned development related to the heron rookery and surrounding lands. While the 
EAW is voluminous, to me it appears to be incomplete; failing to address all of the 
environmental issues. Potential impacts on a broad range of issues warrant further 
investigation and are not addressed in the EAW.  

I request that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared to fully address my 
concerns.  

Sincerely, 

Stephen Troutman  

3210 Hill Ct SW, Rochester MN 55902 
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GREAT BLUE HERON COLONY SITE ASSESSMENT

Date: June 16, 2021

Time: 0612 – 1012

• 20 adult GBHE 

• No young GBHE

• 4 nests visible

• 4 GBHE perched at the 

Connelly location 

• 8 GBHE perched at the 

8th street location 

N

4 GBHE 

perched

8 GBHE perched

1 GBHE incubating



GREAT BLUE HERON COLONY SITE ASSESSMENT

1 adult incubating at 

the 8th street location

3 adults perched 

at the Connelly 

location
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GREAT BLUE HERON COLONY SITE ASSESSMENT

Date: June 16, 2021

Time: 1145 – 1210

No GBHE observed

N



Conclusions

1. Documented an active nesting colony at the Connelly location on June 16, 2021 
based on observations of:  

• Stick nests consistent with a heron colony

• GBHE perched in the vicinity of the reported colony

• Herons descending into the tree canopy where the colony was reported

However, no direct observations of nestlings or adults exhibiting nest tending 
behaviors.

2. A colony consisting of at minimum one active nest was observed east of the 
Connelly colony on 8th street.

GREAT BLUE HERON COLONY SITE ASSESSMENT



Thank You!
Todd Mattson – Principle Ecologist

612-655-1726, tmattson@west-inc.com

Molly Tuma – Associate Biologist

507-403-3960, mtuma@west-inc.com
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Rochester, Minnesota is famous for saving the Canadian Goose from extinction.  In the 
1960’s it was believed that the Canadian Goose was extinct.  They were later found in 
Rochester Silver Lake.  After I moved to Rochester, I was enthralled in 1977 when I first 
saw the Canadian Geese at Silver Lake.  I am equally thrilled to now see the Bald Eagle 
in our area of southeast Minnesota.  This and the City’s recent plans to purchase 
electric vehicles and other climate change preventive initiatives demonstrates that 
Rochester is proactive and eco-considerate.  I believe this type of consideration should 
be extended to this property because it is an Oak Savanna, a natural waterway, part of 
a flood control plan and has a rare “one-of-a-kind upland rookery”.  One should not 
assume that another rookery will be able to take in any displaced cranes by developing 
this property.  With climate change surging, we should be trying to preserve every 
species we can.  
  
If the township is still inclined to develop this piece of property, then I request the 
following: 
1.A plant survey should be completed to determine the presence of any Minnesota 
endangered or protected plant species. 
2.We are in a drought.  Core samples need to be taken during a period of time with 
normal rainfall. 
3.Construction of homes on this site should be delayed until the city extends water and 
sewer systems to the location or as foreseen in the EAW, the township or the developer 
should be required to set aside the cost of installing the foreseeable and future water 
and sewer lines adjusted for 30 years of inflation and put that money into an account 
with the homeowners’ association.  
4.Many homes in Rochester have problems ground water and subsequent underground 
streams/seepage in the limestone and the foundations of homes.  When underground 
water reaches limestone slabs or tables, it can build up and/or travel to the next lowest 
spot which may be a basement.  Any homes built in this area should be built with this in 
mind.  Home insurance and flood insurance does not cover this type of damage.  The 
proposed drainage system for these homes may last for a while, but those socks that 
are placed over the drains do clog with soil over time.  The developer should be 
required to pay into an account set up by the homeowner’s association for future water 
damage mitigation for these homes.. 
5.The GDP should be re-designed to have the development co-exist with the cranes’ 
established nesting sites.  
    a. The road leading to the lots should be on the north side of the property and as far 
away from the cranes’ nests as possible. 
    b. The lots should be smaller, developed around the nesting sites, with the 
constructed homes established a prescribed distance from the crane nests as 
determined by a crane expert.  This may change the shape, size, and number of lots. 
    c. The development and construction should occur with minimal removal of existing 
mature trees and shrubs.  Any trees removed should be replaced at the rate determined 
by the DNR for forest reclamation at the cost of the developer with the site’s original 
oak, basswood, and maple trees.  



    d. Based on climate change and the contributing carbon emissions any removed 
trees/plants should not be burned but rather buried offsite to avoid carbon emission a 
cost to be borne by the developer.  
    e. The lots should have berms or rain garden features on the south side of the lots to 
keep homeowner’s use of chemicals for lawncare from flowing toward Cascade Creek. 
    f. All the lots should be fenced-in prior to sale of the homes to contain dogs and 
cats.  The City of Rochester leash ordinance does not prevent owners from letting their 
pets run unrestrained in outlying acreages.  Fencing should be uniform with the style 
selected by the homeowner’s association, with the cost to be borne by the developer. 
    g. Street light and noise pollution should be limited per a naturalist or crane expert. 
    h. Land development and home construction should only occur when the cranes are 
not nesting. 
Biblically and in terms of evolution, the birds were here before we were.  There is value 
in preserving an ecosystem that might not generate tax revenue but has value all the 
same.  
Thank you, 
Susan Valvoda-Swanson 
3715 Willow Heights Drive S.W. 
Rochester, MN  55902 
 



As a life-long native of Minnesota I feel that it's important to protect our environment, 
especially now when this year's drought has already negatively impacted the survival of 
our wildlife.  Let's not be hasty in granting permission to development that will benefit 
few and negatively impact many.  The EAW was prepared by consultants not even 
familiar with our state.  Despite what they say, Minnesota experts do not agree with their 
assessment. This development will negatively impact the Great Blue Heron 
rookery.  These beautiful birds are already on the decline in Minnesota and need our 
help.  Please demand an Environmental Impact Statement before making a decision 
that can't be undone.   
 
I have been visiting Rochester for many years just to view and photograph these 
magnificent birds.  I hope to continue to do so for many more years.  
 
-- 
Marilyn Victor 
7607 Zinnia Way N. 
Maple Grove, MN 55311 
 



I am writing in support of the protection for the Great Blue Heron rookery in Rochester.  
 
John M Vitek 
516 8th St SW, Rochester, MN 55902 
 



Please consider the following comments as part of the Pavilion Estates Subdivision EWS. 
The principle of subsidiarity would suggest that local experts would have a more informed local 
perspective on this particular rookery in this particular area from observation and historical 
information. 
Carol Henderson is one of those experts: 
Great Blue Herons are in decline in Minnesota 
“Here is a rather revealing look at the number of Great Blue Heron reports recorded per Breeding Bird 
Survey route in Minnesota from 1967 to about 2017….their numbers have declined significantly 
since about 2000.” -Carrol Henderson, former director of the Minnesota DNR Nongame Wildlife 
Program 
“The biggest concerns for the future of the species are the protection of wetlands and the availability 
of secure nesting sites. General recommendations for management focus on protecting known 
colony sites and foraging areas.” 
Carrol Henderson, the region’s leading authority on Great Blue Herons, agree that development 
would disrupt one of our few remaining mature forests and destroy the only Great Blue Heron rookery 
of its size and age in Olmsted County. 
The existing mature forest has been undisturbed for a long time 
According to Mr. Connelly, the property has been in his family since 1890, and hardwood trees have 
been logged for lumber twice. Mature forest last logged in what year? 
Rookery of size and longevity, birds return to nest… a positive factor in a declining population. 
Because it has been relatively undisturbed with NO building, logging, or road access since the 
building of existing homes nearby. How many years? 
Clearly a suitable repeated nesting area as an established Heron rookery for decades 
The original Pavilion Estates Rookery observation report found inactive nests in tall overstory trees on 
lots five through eight (Appendix 2). The information was provided to the Township and County in late 
February. The neighbors' Temporary Restraining Order (TRO) filing initially prevented access to the 
site to survey the rookery. The court filing imposed prohibitions to the entry of the subject property 
and thwarted the owner's ability to map Great Blue nest trees or active nests accurately. 
The Temporary Restraining order was required as there were plans to start removing forest very 
soon. Activity level was low as it is late February early March when the Herons return to start the 
nesting process. The neighbors of the rookery could provide more accurate information from years of 
observation and current observation. 
WEST’s June 16, 2021, observations were confirmed by June 20, 2021, observations by Blueline 
Environmental Advisors. Both observations showed a low level of activity on the Section 6 rookery. 
They identified a more active rookery ½ mile to the east on the hillside above 8th St. SW in Section 5 
of Rochester Township (Appendix 2). The section 5 rookery had been mapped by the MNDNR in the 
1997 County Biological Survey. It cited in the 2014 Natural Heritage Database review for the Lily 
Farm EAW has now been labeled the “8th Street Suburban Rookery”. 
The rookery in question was probably less active at that time because the young herons had fledged 
(left the nests). 
The limits of grading and land disturbance must be reviewed and approved by the Township. No final 
Plat approvals or permits can be granted until the Town Board makes a final determination of the 
adequacy of the EAW. 
 Herons can also be disturbed by nearby housing or industrial development, highway construction, and 
water recreation. … www.Nothernwoodlands.org 
Proposed Lots 1-4 seem possibly viable, but Lots 5-10 appear to be in an area that would significantly 
disturb the site. 
Other considerations 
… the 8th St Suburban rookery is more active and better protected in the back of existing platted lots. 
The 8th St Suburban rookery is not under review so this is irrelevant. 
the greatest threat to the local ecology is that the abutting Adamson and Segura properties are 
designated as Rochester’s Future Urban Service Areas. 

https://www.audubon.org/news/sure-hes-retired-conservation-legend-isnt-slowing-down
https://www.audubon.org/news/sure-hes-retired-conservation-legend-isnt-slowing-down
http://www.nothernwoodlands.org/


And protected status would resolve this issue for the future as for other protected sites (Scientific and 
Natural Areas) 
Conclusion: 
A more thorough investigation in the form of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is 
needed before granting permission to the developer to bulldoze the forest and build new luxury 
homes. 

• Herons in decline in Minnesota; 

• Development would destroy existing mature forest; 
• This Heron rookery is significant in size and longevity; 
• Clearly a suitable habitat for nesting or they would not have returned all these years; 
• There should be protection of such a colony as pre-existing the development of luxury lots 

which fracture the continuity of existing forest habitat; 

  

  

• Red denotes segments from EAW 

  
Thank you, 
Mary Vlazny 
2201 3rd Ave SW 
Rochester, MN 55902 
 



Additional Comments on the Pavilion Estates Environmental 

Assessment Worksheet 

Lance A. Vrieze, Ph.D. 

916 7th Ave SW 

Rochester, Minnesota 

 

August 26, 2021 

 

Comment: The EAW repeatedly misuses public data in making claims. 

 
The EAW attempts to use public databases to support claims, but mischaracterizes the scope and 

methods for obtaining that data to present it in a disingenuous and slanted fashion. Rather than 

presenting a balanced scientific view, the EAW cherry-picks data to present. For example: 

 

1) The Blueline-Xenops report makes a claim that: 

 
The most comprehensive database on GBH rookeries in Minnesota comes from the 2014, when 

the MNDNR’s Minnesota Biological Survey (MBS) program conducted focused, state-wide 

surveys for GBH nesting locations in Minnesota, and published a Great Blue Heron breeding map 

for the entire state (Figure 6). During this survey effort, the MNDNR identified breeding GBH 

colonies in all but four Minnesota Counties. In Olmsted County the survey identified the 8th 

Street rookery in Section 5 of Rochester Township that is detailed in this report and also 

identified rookeries in Marion Township at Chester Woods and in Rock Dell and High Forest 

Townships. [All errors as found in the original] 

 

This is not at all what the data represent. The background methods and scope are all on the same 

website, a click or two away from the map (Figure 6) that they pull out to put in the report 

(https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/mcbs/about_bird_maps.html). First of all, the MBS survey was 

not designed as a focused search for heron nesting locations, but rather a general survey of all 

birds. The featured map does not show the location of breeding colonies as stated in the EAW, 

but rather only shows that a bird was observed during the survey. Thus it is untrue that rookeries 

were identified in Marion, Rock Dell, and High Forest Townships; it simply means that a heron 

was seen! Further, stating that the survey identified the 8th St. Rookery in Section 5 (wait! 

Wasn’t it previously claimed that that rookery was in Section 6? Now I’m confused.) is in no way 

supported by the cited Figure 6. There is no red dot shown on the map anywhere near that part of 

the county. The EAW misinterprets and slants easily accessible public data in such a way that it 

calls to question the veracity of every statement in the report, many of which are not so easily 

able to be scrutinized. 

 

2) The Blueline-Xenops report also claims that: 



While GBH breeding locations (“probable” and “confirmed” – blue dots in Figure 5) appear to be 

relatively sparse compared with observations of individual GBH (green dots in Figure 5), it is 

important to note that the MNBBA surveys consisted of 10 minute point counts to document 

presence of all bird species, and did not include any focused searches for nests or nesting 

colonies of GBH or any other species. 

 

This statement is also false and easily refuted in the methods section of the Breeding Bird Atlas 

website (https://mnbirdatlas.org/data-and-methods/data-collection/). In fact, while there were 

some limited 10 minute point counts that contributed some data to the Breeding Bird Atlas, 

mostly to assist in statistical modeling, the vast majority of the data were collected by volunteers 

assigned to a specific area and tasked with doing EXACTLY what the EAW says was not 

done—focused searches for nests or nesting colonies of GBH or any other species. I know this 

because I was one of the volunteers that assisted in this and am acknowledged as such on the 

atlas website (https://mnbirdatlas.org/about-the-atlas/volunteers/). In addition, members of the 

Minnesota Ornithologists’ Union were encouraged to submit incidental reports of breeding 

behavior wherever and whenever they came across them. I also contributed much data to the 

atlas in this way. Thus, almost all of the data contributing to the map cited in the Blueline-

Xenops report (Fig. 5) was not from rigorous point count surveys as stated in the EAW. 

 

This misrepresentation or misunderstanding of the methods used to obtain the data in the 

Breeding Bird Atlas means that their conclusion about green dots in Figure 5 (Blueline-Xenops 

report) indicating the presence of a rookery in that township is far from true. The green dot only 

indicates that a great blue heron was seen in that township one time during the five year survey 

window and nothing more. The blue dots are a closer representation of the distribution of 

rookeries within the state. 

 

It is also interesting that the EAW misconstrues data from the Breeding Bird Atlas to try and 

make a case for the “ubiquitousness” of heron rookeries around Minnesota yet ignores other 

salient points in the same publication. For example, the Breeding Bird Atlas states that, “In 

Minnesota, the heron is abundant enough to generate a robust population trend line; it has 

demonstrated a significant and steady decline, averaging 1.32% per year since 1967.” Also in 

the BBA it is stated that, “The biggest concerns for the future of the species are the protection of 

wetlands and the availability of secure nesting sites.” These examples show how the EAW is a 

one-sided presentation of misinterpreted, cherry-picked data rather than an unbiased report. 



Comments on the Pavilion Estates Environmental 

Assessment Worksheet, Rochester Township 

August 26, 2021 

Lance A. Vrieze, Ph.D. 

916 7th Ave SW 

Rochester, Minnesota 

 

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.   

 





Good evening Mr. Ihrke, 
 

I am writing to ask you to please support obtaining an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) regarding Pavilion Estates and the rookery that is on the proposed site. 
Please Mr. Ihrke, the birds are a beautiful treasure and this rookery is unique. My children 
love to watch the great blue herons. They are magnificent, and we must protect them. With 
all the wildfires and other catastrophes befalling the earth lately, it is clear that we must be 
stewards of this land and all creatures. Please Mr Ihrke, please don’t let “just another 
development” destroy something so precious. Please at least obtain an EIS to further 
evaluate the risk to our herons. Mr. Ihrke, I ask with all my heart.  
 
 
Thank you, 
Aliza Weinman 
 



Mr. Ihrke 

 

I read the EAW on the rookery with interest and was puzzled. From what I’ve 
read from top birding sources, including Carroll Henderson, the rookery is 
valuable, needed and unusual if not unique in the county. But the EAW makes 
it sound as if it’s just another bunch of bird nests. They also, from what I could 
understand, weren’t able to get very good access to the site so I’m not sure 
how well they know the nests etc. 
More study is needed and it would be best to be a SNA. 
Thank you 

 

John Weiss 
 



Members of the Township Board: 

 

  Please take the long term view of what can be available to future generations in keeping 

 

natural habitat for the blue herons.  This preservation is a gift to us but more importantly to 

 

the future inhabitants of Minnesota. 

 

Aileen Williams 

211 2nd St. NW, #1302 

Rochester, MN 55901 



Members of the Rochester Township Board: 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the EAW for the proposed Pavilion 

Estates development. Although we are new residents of Minnesota, we are long-time birders 

and wildlife watchers. In addition, before moving to Minnesota, we volunteered with the City of 

Boulder (Colorado) Birds of Special Concern Program and the Boulder County Birds of Prey 

Program. We served as volunteer monitors of bird activity at numerous sights over several 

seasons. 

 

Although we are not qualified to comment on all of the factors that you noted need to be 

addressed, we do believe that the EAW does not adequately address the impact that the 

proposed development would have on the Great Blue Heron rookery and the GBH population 

overall. 

 

Some have suggested that the paramount question here is “Why save the rookery?” We do not 

believe that the EAW answers that question one way or the other. Nor, does it adequately 

address your concern about the impact of this development on the Great Blue Herons. We 

believe that an IES needs to be conducted by an independent and unbiased organization. 

Without an IES we will not know the full impact of this development until it is too late to reverse 

potential damage done. 

 

Thus, we are writing to request that the Rochester Township Board require the preparation of an 

Environmental Impact Statement for Pavillon Estates. 

 

Thank you for your careful consideration of this matter. 

 

Lloyd Williams 

Rosemary Williams 

823 Mayowood Rd SW, Apt 300 

Rochester, MN 55902 



Greetings, 
  
I am not from your area but I have been photographing Great Blue Herons for almost 20 
years and I must tell you that saving your rookery is not only important it is urgent. Great 
Blue Herons are such a key part of any aquatic ecosystem, helping to keep it balanced 
as a top predator in the aquatic food web. They act as a litmus test of water quality and 
are important environmental ambassadors. I know of no other bird more instantly 
recognized than Great Blue Herons save for our national bird the Bald Eagle. Their 
rookeries become a destination for bird watchers, photographers and other eco tourists. 
Neighborhoods with a little nature are attractive to homebuyers as people turn more and 
more to the outdoors for exercise and recreation. While it may seem the right thing to do 
to choose the 10 home development in question, I would suggest to try find a way to do 
so in a way that protects the rookery. Communities that find a balance between wildlife 
and people end up being better for both. 
  
Tom Wilson 
 



Please save and preserve the rookery!  What a gem to have right in Rochester’s back 

yard.  Let’s preserve it, not disrupt or destroy it. 

 

Colleen Worisek 



To whom it may concern, 
 
I have lived in Rochester for the better part of my life and I must say that what 
makes me love this city is it’s natural resources, which includes the Great Blue 
Heron Rookery. The EAW done on behalf of the developers significantly 
underestimated the impact of removing the Rookery as they claim it does not 
have significant breeding potential despite what experts have said. Further, in the 
setting of unpredictable climate change, this may be one of the few safe haven‘s 
for these majestic birds in left in North America. It is of interest to the community 
at large to preserve this Rookery.Thank you and I hope to see the habitat 
preserved. 
 
Yohan 
 



Dear Mr. Ihrke: 

 

Please allow the following to be our heartfelt public comment regarding the proposed Pavilion Estates 

construction that will radically change an ecologically important woodlands in Rochester Township, 

Olmsted County. 

Based on my 30-year career with the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) in which I 

made literally hundreds of assessments of forests, streams and other natural resources in the states of 

Washington, Minnesota and Iowa, as well as having a leadership position in reaching an equal number 

of decisions regarding proper management of those resources, I have very serious concerns about the 

inadequacy shown within the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) regarding extremely critical 

impacts in land-use and overall ecological integrity. 

Over the past 6 or 7 years, during springtime drives to visit family in Farmington, MN., my wife and I 

have visited the woodland that is proposed for such extensive elimination and degradation, on three 

separate occasions,   Having experienced the existing large and very busy Great Blue Heron rookery on 

each of these occasions, it is obvious that this wonderful and even iconic rookery is the critical 

component for consideration.  We’ve come to appreciate the critically essential rookery very much, 

even developing a love for its high productivity and value to male and female herons from likely multiple 

counties.  Our deep feelings for the rookery as well as for the entire closely associated supportive 

woodlands is based on me being a very serious birder since March of 1966.  Since then I have evaluated 

management (or lack of proper management ) at bird habitats during tours to 46 states within the 

United States, 46 different nations, and all 7 continents.  

In summary, from two different long-standing but totally separate professional perspectives, I am very 

familiar with misuse and destruction of valuable habitats and natural resources at the landscape level!  

My wife Betty and I believe the out-of-state consultant who came up with the EAW ignored and omitted 

a great deal of vital construction conditions and circumstances and there negative impacts.  We further 

believe input from local citizens, as well as from experts in the fields of wildlife ecology, ornithology, 

impacts to human wellbeing, and management of woodland resources, should be recognized and 

accepted as being much more relevant and important. 

We strongly urge leadership within both Rochester Township and Olmsted County to deny the current 

proposal in its entirety!!!   

Thank you for giving serious consideration to our input. 

Ric  

 

Ric & Betty Zarwell 

PO Box 299 

Lansing, Iowa 52151 



Good afternoon, 
  
I would like send my support for saving the rookery in Rochester Township.  Please 
consider a thorough Environmental Impact Statement.  Please save this declining bird 
population. 
  
Thank you, 
Chandra Hutchens 
 



Members of the Township Board: 

 

  Please take the long term view of what can be available to future generations in keeping 

 

natural habitat for the blue herons.  This preservation is a gift to us but more importantly to 

 

the future inhabitants of Minnesota. 

 

Aileen Williams 

211 2nd St. NW, #1302 

Rochester, MN 55901 



Hello, 
    I am writing to ask you to please consider requesting an EIS for the possible Pavillion 
Estates development. I don't think losing this land for just a few large houses is really 
worth the environmental cost and would like it looked at in more detail before 
construction moves forward. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
Anastasha Morse 
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