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7:00 p.m. City Council Meeting 
 
1. Call to Order: Mayor Greg Hagy called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. followed by the  
Pledge of Allegiance 
  
2. Roll Call 
Present: Mayor Greg Hagy, Councilors Terry Bartz, Tim Carlson, Phil Hermel and Tom 
Sutherland 
Absent:  
Non-Officio Members: Max Peters, Director of Finance, John Licke, City Attorney and Dean 
Scherf; Security Officer. 
Other:  
 
 

DECISION REGARDING THE ADEQUACY OF THE HUBER EAW 
 

Read by Mayor, Greg Hagy as follows; 
 
Thanks for being here tonight.  This has been a lengthy process and we sincerely appreciate everybody’s 
interest and passion around this project.   

Tonight, we will be making the final decision on the adequacy of the EAW.  We know that there may be 
folks here tonight interested in speaking for or against the EAW and project, but we will not be accepting 
public comment tonight.  As I’ve said before, the city takes its role as the Responsible Governmental Unit 
(RGU) for this project very seriously.  And, as such, we decided from the beginning to only consider 
comments submitted to the city in writing. This was to ensure that everybody had an equal opportunity to 
share their thoughts and to make sure that we, as the RGU, fully understood and seriously considered 
each and every comment.    

As a refresher, here’s a quick summary of the timeline and key dates: 

An EAW was prepared for the proposed Huber project, and placed on public notice in the fall of 2021. 
We then held a full public hearing and received a number of written comments, and on November 23, 
2021, we elected to postpone the decision date to gather additional information.   

A revised EAW was completed and put on public notice on January 25, 2022. That public notice period 
closed on February 24, 2022.   
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Here’s a summary of the comments we received during the most recent public comment period: 

• total 45 distinct comments were received. 
• Two distinct comments were neutral, meaning the comments they provided did not require 

additional evaluation and they did not indicate the need for an EIS. 
• Nineteen distinct comments were positive, meaning the comments suggested the EAW was 

complete and should be accepted with no need for an EIS. Of those distinct comments, 1 was 
a form letter that was submitted by 10 individuals. 

• Twenty-four distinct comments were negative, meaning the comments indicated additional 
environmental review should be conducted, and most called for an EIS. Of the distinct 
comments, 2 were form letters that were submitted by individuals. One of the form letters 
was submitted by over 5,500 individuals and the other was submitted by 20 individuals. 

 
Every distinct comment was reviewed and responses were compiled.  The comments received and the 
responses will become part of the administrative record and will be made available to everyone in the 
next few days. I encourage everyone to review that comments and responses document. That’s where 
you’ll find the most complete information.  
 
It’s no surprise that we believe that this project to be a good opportunity for the city and the region.  
Based on the numerous comments we received in favor of the project, it’s clear that many others believe 
the same.  However, as the RGU on the project, we’ve always been committed to making sure we’re 
following the laws and doing this right.  So, tonight, I did want to touch on a few of the common themes 
expressed by those in opposition to the adequacy of the EAW: 
   
1. Impact of the project on climate change and air quality:  

• This was an issue that came up during the first round of the EAW last fall.   
• Based on the comments, we asked the proposer to go back and “sharpen the pencil” on this issue. 

And, you recall, that we decided to postpone the decision and re-public notice the “beefed-up” 
EAW.  

• The result in the most recent EAW was a much more rigorous look at the potential climate 
change impacts which followed the Environmental Quality Board and USEPA guidance for how 
to do that work. By the way, the EQB is the state agency in charge of deciding what’s required in 
environmental review documents.  

• Additional concerns were expressed on this issue during the second round of public comment. 
Specifically, commenters suggested that the EQB and USEPA guidance is not scientifically 
accurate.  However, the EQB and USEPA guidance represents the most current, innovative and 
comprehensive review on this issue 

• I’ll also remind folks that the state is currently working on the air permit that will ensure that 
emissions from the facility will comply with all state and federal laws, and will consider the 
combined effects of the project with the Boswell facility next door. 

 
2. Adequacy and protection of current and future wood supply 

• Wood supply and forest protection issues were important to a number of commenters during both 
rounds of the EAW.  These issues are important to us as well. 

• There are many protections for forest resources that are employed on public and private lands, 
and the managers of those lands decide when and how to make timber available. Some 
commenters suggested that a broader look into state policy on these issues is necessary now.  
While state policy makers may take up this review in the future, we disagree that assessment 
should now be part of the EAW adequacy decision around this particular project.  
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• The many studies and data as well as comments provided during the EAW process confirmed that 
there has been a significant loss of the industries in the area over the last decade that use wood 
resources. It is worth noting that even with additional harvest that may occur to supply this 
project, harvest will still be well below where it was before the Great Recession in the mid-2000s. 
It was also confirmed that our area wood supply is plentiful and healthy, and will be into the 
future.   

 
3. Wetland Impacts 

• Some commenters expressed concerns about the type, quantity and magnitude of potential 
wetland impacts associated with the project.   

• While there will be wetland impacts resulting from this project, the local, state and federal 
agencies in charge of making sure that things are done right, reviewed the wetland field 
delineations and assessments, and confirmed that they were accurate.  

• In additional, under state law, the project proposer is required to replace any impacted wetlands at 
a ratio 1.5:1 above whatever ratio the regulators would normally require. Further, the wetland 
credits purchased to replace those impacted wetlands will be within the Mississippi River 
watershed where the project is located – which normally isn’t a requirement.  

 
4. Eagles Nests  

• The EAW stated that there are two eagle nests located on the project site, which were likely to 
have been constructed by the same eagle pair. Eagles are protected by federal statutes 
administered by the US Fish and Wildlife Service, and the project proposer will need to comply 
with all of the required permitting and regulations relating to eagles.   
 

Again, I strongly encourage you to review the comments and responses document to see much more 
detail on these and all of the comments. 
 
With that… Over the course of the last seven months including two separate public comment periods, we 
believe that there has been adequate time for folks interested in the EAW and project to submit 
comments.  Following our review and careful consideration, the city will now vote on the adequacy of the 
Huber EAW. 
 

 

RESOLUTION MAKING A NEGATIVE DECLARATION OF THE NEED FOR AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE HUBER FRONTIER PROJECT 

A motion was made and read by Mayor Pro Tem, Terry Bartz 
  
 WHEREAS, Huber Engineered Woods (“Proposer”) notified the City of Cohasset, 
Minnesota (“City”) that it was proposing to apply for the construction of a manufacturing plant 
within the City (“Project”); and 

WHEREAS, the Project necessitated the preparation of an environmental assessment 
worksheet (“EAW”) under Minnesota Rules, 4410.4300 as modified by the 2021 Minnesota 
Session Law, 1st Special Session, Chapter 6, Section 129 titled “Facilitate Engineered Wood 
Product Manufacturing Facility, Itasca County”; and 
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            WHEREAS, the City is the responsible government unit (“RGU”) for this Project and is 
required by law to complete the EAW process; and 

            WHEREAS, Braun Intertec (“Consultant”) was retained to assist the City with completion 
of the EAW process; and 

 WHEREAS, the EAW was ordered and submitted for review and comment as is required 
by law; and 

           WHEREAS, the City approved an initial EAW which was properly noticed and published 
as required by law on the City’s website; notice of EAW was published in the EQB Bulletin on 
September 28, 2021; the 30-day comment period expired; and a set of initial written comments 
was received; and 

 WHEREAS, representatives of the City, the Consultant, the Proposer, and members of the 
public met to discuss the potential environmental impacts of the Project, the sufficiency of the EAW, 
and the need for an environmental impact statement (“EIS”); and 

            WHEREAS, in accordance with Minnesota Rule, part 4410.1700, subpart 2a, if the RGU 
determines more information is needed concerning an EAW it must either make a positive 
declaration concerning the need for an EIS or postpone the decision for 30 days or such other 
period as the RGU and Proposer agree to, in order to allow sufficient time to gather the additional 
information needed by the RGU to make its determination; and 

  WHEREAS, on November 22, 2021, in response to all the information and comments 
received to that date, the City believed additional information was needed; the Proposer agreed to an 
extension of time for the City to make a positive or negative declaration with regard to an EIS, so that 
it could  provide additional information regarding the potential environmental impacts of the Project; 
and the City postponed action on the adequacy of the EAW to address the existing comments and 
potential new comments regarding the environmental impact of the Project; and 

 WHEREAS, the Proposer submitted the requested additional information, which was 
incorporated into a Revised Environmental Assessment Worksheet (“Revised EAW”) dated January 
18, 2022; and  

 WHEREAS, copies of the Revised EAW have been distributed and made available as 
required by Minnesota Rules, Chapter 4410, including publication on the City’s website, and notice 
of the Revised EAW being published in the EQB Monitor on January 25, 2022; and  

 WHEREAS, a new 30-day comment period on the Revised EAW was provided to the public, 
and new comments and information have been submitted to the City in accordance with Minnesota 
Rules Chapter 4410; and 

 WHEREAS, all written comments have now been received regarding the potential 
environmental impacts of the Project, the sufficiency of the Revised EAW, and the need for an EIS; 
and  
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            WHEREAS, City staff and consultants have considered, evaluated, and responded to all of the 
written comments, which are on file with the City; and 

 WHEREAS, the original and Revised EAW, the written comments received and responses to 
those comments, and the Findings of Fact and Record of Decision (“EAW Documentation”) 
constitute the written record of the EAW process and are incorporated herein by reference; and 

 WHEREAS, the City, as the RGU, is required by Minnesota Rules, part 4410.1700 to 
determine the need for an EIS and has considered the Revised EAW and the other EAW 
Documentation at its regular meeting held on March 8, 2022. 
 
WHEREAS, the City, as the RGU, finds and determines as follows: 

a. Copies of the Revised EAW were distributed to all persons and agencies on the official EQB 
mailing list prior to January 25, 2022; and 
 

b. Notice of the availability of the Revised EAW for public review for a 30-day comment period 
was published on the City’s website on January 21, 2022, in the EQB Monitor on January 25, 
2022, and in the Grand Rapids Herald Review on January 26, 2022; and 

 
c. The preparation of the original EAW, the Revised EAW, and all written comments on the EAW 

have generated information adequate to determine whether the proposed Project has the potential 
for significant environmental impacts; and 
 

d. The Project is expected to comply with all City and review agency standards; and 
 

e. Based on the criteria established in Minnesota Rules, part 4410.1700, and the EAW 
Documentation, the Project does not have the potential for significant environmental effects. 
 

 NOW, THEREFORE, based on the information and advice of the City staff and consultants, the 
EAW Documentation, and the findings contained herein, the City of Cohasset resolves as follows: 

1. The City adopts the EAW Documentation, including the Response to Comments and Findings of 
Fact and Record of Decision contained therein. 
 

2. The City makes a negative declaration on the need for an EIS for the Project. 
 

3. The City authorizes and directs the appropriate officials to distribute this Resolution and the 
Response to Comments and Findings of Fact and Record of Decision as required by Minnesota 
Rule, part 4410.1700, subpart 5. 

 
4. This Resolution is effective immediately. 

 
A motion was made by Bartz/Carlson to approve the Resolution making a Negative 
Declaration of the need for an Environmental Impact Statement for the Huber Frontier 
Project. Voting in favor: Hagy, Bartz, Hermel, Carlson and Sutherland. Voting against: None; 
Absent: Motion carried. 
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3. Resident Input: None 
 
4. Approve Agenda 
 
5. Administration 
A. 2022 – 12 Polling Place 
A motion was made by Carlson/Bartz to approve 2022 – 12 Polling Place. Voting in favor: 
Hagy, Bartz, Hermel, Carlson and Sutherland. Voting against: None; Absent: Motion carried. 
 
B. Recreation Fee Re-structure 
A motion was made by Carlson/Southerland to approve. Voting in favor: Hagy, Bartz, Hermel, 
Carlson and Sutherland. Voting against: None; Absent: Motion carried. 
 
C. Lumber Mill - TIF Analysis 
A motion was made by Bartz/Carlson to approve authorizes the institution on Lumber Mill 
TIF. Voting in favor: Hagy, Bartz, Hermel, Carlson and Sutherland. Voting against: None; 
Absent: Motion carried. 
 
D. Highway 2 / Riverfront - TIF Analysis 
A motion was made by Bartz/Carlson to approve authorizes the institution on Highway 2 / 
River Front TIF. Voting in favor: Hagy, Bartz, Hermel, Carlson and Sutherland. Voting 
against: None; Absent: Motion carried. 
 
E. Hiring of two Deputy Clerks 
A motion was made by Carlson/Hermel to approve Hiring two Deputy Clerks at $40,000 per 
year with Union Benefits. Voting in favor: Hagy, Bartz, Hermel, Carlson and Sutherland. 
Voting against: None; Absent: Motion carried. 
 
6. Miscellaneous Announcements, Reports and FYIs: 
 
All matters listed under consent agenda are considered to be routine and will be enacted by 
one motion. There will be no separate discussion of these items. If discussion is desired, that 
item will be removed from the consent agenda and considered separately.  
 
7. Consent Agenda 
A. Approve Claims in the Amount of $121,165.43 
B. Approve the February 22, 2022 City Council Minutes 
C. Acknowledge March 7, 2022 PUC Minutes 
D. Acknowledge March 1, 2022 EDA Minutes 
E. Acknowledge Cemetery deed for Molly Mae Flaherty  
 
A motion was made by Carlson/Southerland to approve the consent agenda and claims in the 
amount of $221,643.62. Voting in favor: Hagy, Bartz, Hermel, Carlson and Sutherland. 
Voting against: None; Absent: Motion carried. 
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Adjourn: Mayor Hagy adjourned the meeting at 7:17 p.m. 
 
 
 
Submitted by: Deputy Clerk Crystal Jarvi 
Approved: 03/22/2022 


