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Easement # EPRI101297 – Application Denial 1 

 

Division of Parks and Trails   

500 Lafayette Road   

Saint Paul, MN 55155  

December 3, 2025 

Tim Prinsen       Sent Via E-Mail: timprinsen@mac.com 

3213 E. Bde Maka Ska Pkwy. 

Minneapolis, MN 55408 

 

Mr. Tim Prinsen:   

RE: Easement # EPRI101297 

Legal Description: Part of the SE1/4-SE1/4 in Section 8 Township 46 North Range 29 West 

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (“DNR”) has reviewed Carrie Tretter’s application for an 

easement over the above-described state land that is located within the Cuyuna Country State Recreation Area 

(“SRA”). Acting on behalf of Carrie Tretter, Applicant, you filed an application for an easement across part of the 

Southeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (SE1/4-SE1/4) in Section 8, Township 46 North, Range 29 West. The 

statutorily required $2,000.00 application fee was paid in full. The Applicant owns an undivided 1/24 interest in 

the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW1/4-SW1/4) of Section 9 (hereinafter described as 

“undivided interest parcel”), which is adjacent to the parcel where an easement was requested, along with 

100% surface ownership of Lot Three (3) and the Northwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (NW1/4-SW1/4) 

in Section 9, Township 46 North, Range 29 West (100% surface ownership parcels are hereinafter described as 

“subject property”). The subject property is located on June Lake and is within the boundaries of the SRA.  

Though this is the first easement application submitted by Carrie Tretter, requests for access to benefit the 

subject property have been presented to the DNR multiple times and in various forms since the Applicant’s late 

husband acquired the subject property and undivided interest parcel in 1994, after the SRA was established. In 

alignment with DNR’s commitment to “conserve and manage the state’s natural resources” and in the broader 

public interest of the State of Minnesota, DNR has consistently declined to grant an easement to benefit the 

subject property; however, the current application is reviewed on its own merits.  Based on DNR’s review of the 

information in the current request and for reasons provided below, the easement application EPRI101297 is 

denied.  

DNR’s Statutory Authority to Grant an Easement to a Private Individual (Minn. Stat. § 84.631) 

The commissioner of natural resources, on behalf of the state, may convey a road easement across state land 

under the commissioner's jurisdiction to a private person requesting an easement for access to property owned 
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by the person only if the following requirements are met: (1) there are no reasonable alternatives to obtain 

access to the property; and (2) the exercise of the easement will not cause significant adverse environmental or 

natural resource management impacts. Minn. Stat. § 84.631. The grant of an easement under Minn. Stat. § 

84.631 by the DNR is discretionary. DNR finds that granting of the Applicant’s easement request would cause 

significant adverse natural resource management impacts.    

DNR’s Resource Review of Easement Application # EPRI101297 

As part of its standard procedures, DNR submitted the easement application for resource review by DNR 

divisions. The results of that review are discussed in specific topic areas below. 

Management of Cuyuna Country State Recreation Area (SRA).  

The SRA was established in 1993 by the Minnesota State Legislature as a unit of the Minnesota Outdoor 

Recreation System under Minnesota Statutes section 86A.05. Per subdivision 3(c) of section 86A.05, state 

recreation areas are to be administered by the commissioner of natural resources in a manner consistent with 

maintaining a pleasing natural environment. Physical development shall enhance and promote the use and 

enjoyment of the natural recreational resources.  

State recreation area boundaries are described in the enabling legislation, in this case, the Laws of Minnesota 

1993, Chapter 172, § 34. These statutory boundaries establish the area to be protected and developed for the 

purposes outlined in the Outdoor Recreation Act (Minn. Stat. § 86A.02) and the purposes in subdivisions 2, 3, 

and 5 of the enabling legislation (i.e., multiple recreation uses including allowance of hunting, limited timber 

harvesting and forest management, future mining, protection of natural resources, snowmobiling, horse trails, 

and interpretation of cultural and historic resources). The law establishing the SRA also required the 

development of a management plan for the recreation area and included creation of a citizen’s advisory 

committee. Minn. Stat. § 86A.09; Minn. Stat. §§ 85.013, .0146.   The management plan provides direction on 

outdoor recreation management and protection of natural qualities of the SRA. It also identifies land acquisition 

opportunities needed to complete the vision for the recreation area. The management plan and investment of 

state dollars have allowed DNR to develop a premier mountain bike riding destination at the SRA.  

The subject property on June Lake was included in the statutory boundary of the SRA with the support of the 

landowners when the SRA was established. The Applicant’s late husband purchased the subject property in 1994 

after the recreation area was established and presumably would have had knowledge of not only the property’s 

inclusion in the SRA but also of its lack of legal access.  

The current easement request is inconsistent with the management plan for the SRA. Granting the request 

would have negative impacts on the high-quality outdoor recreation experience DNR has cultivated in its 

development of the mountain bike system in the SRA in compliance with the management plan. 

The DNR’s Parks and Trails Division (PAT) made the following conclusions regarding the easement application: 

The proposed action conflicts with the Cuyuna Country State Recreation Area Management Plan, 

specifically: 

 Recreation 100-Year Vision: “The recreation area provides a non-commercial atmosphere.”  
(Plan at 5, emphasis added.) 
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 Management Objectives: “Preserve the scenic beauty and non-commercial atmosphere.”  

(Plan at 49, emphasis added.) 
 

The August 5, 2025 cover letter to the easement application includes an assertion that the proposed use of the 

subject property for a commercial lodging enterprise is consistent with the management plan because DNR 

expressed an intention to attract visitors to the SRA from outside the local area and provide overnight camping 

to visitors. However, the management plan clearly states a vision and objective of preserving a non-commercial 

atmosphere.  A DNR-managed campground, managed in a manner that meets the SRA purposes, is consistent 

with this vision and objective; a commercial lodging enterprise is not.  

Mining in Cuyuna Country State Recreation Area. 

The SRA is near the geographic center of the Cuyuna iron ore district. In creating the SRA the Minnesota 

legislature directed the DNR to recognize “the possibility that mining may be conducted in the future within the 

Cuyuna country state recreation area, and that the use of portions of the surface estate and control of the 

flowage of water may be necessary for future mining operations.” Laws of Minnesota 1993, Chapter 172, § 34, 

Subd. 3. The Cuyuna Country State Recreation Area Management Plan also recognizes that mining may occur in 

the future.  The plan provides that to allow for future mining, major development should be avoided in areas 

with high mineral potential. (Plan at 48.) 

Past mining operations significantly altered the natural environment in the area. The resulting terrain and the 

vegetative regeneration that has occurred since the cessation of mining operations has created a setting and 

opportunity for public outdoor recreational uses like mountain biking to exist and thrive for public benefit and 

use by large numbers of people all while maintaining a limited footprint.  

The low-impact, public recreation development that has occurred within the SRA has a limited footprint, and 

was done in full recognition that mining may return.  For example, the unpaved trails in the SRA could be 

relatively easily re-routed at the commencement of any future mining operations and later be redeveloped and 

restored as was previously done.  Changes in economic conditions or technical advancements or a major world 

event could cause mining to return within the SRA and the legislature made clear to the DNR that it must be 

prepared for that possibility in its management choices for the SRA. 

Ownership patterns in the SRA are complex due to the history of mining. Many parcels within the SRA have 

three separate "layers" of ownership - surface ownership, mineral right ownership, and stockpile ownership; 

fractional ownership interests are also common in this area. The State of Minnesota has known mineral 

ownership in SE1/4-SE1/4, Section 8, Township 46 North, Range 29 West, which is the parcel under review for 

the requested easement. The State of Minnesota also has known mineral ownership in nearby parcels including 

Government Lots 8 and 9 in 8-46-29; SW1/4-SW1/4, 9-46-29; and Government Lot 2 in 16-46-29. There are iron-

bearing stockpiles in the vicinity of the proposed easement, including an iron-bearing rock stockpile in the 

undivided interest parcel (SW1/4-SW1/4, 9-46-29) immediately north of Overburden Road.  

The grant of an easement in the SE1/4-SE1/4, 8-46-29 is not in the best interest of long-term minerals 

management for the State of Minnesota. The grant of such an easement would have long-term implications not 

only for future in-ground mineral exploration and mining but also for access to iron-bearing stockpiles in the 

SRA. A road easement across state-owned minerals or adjacent to mineral stockpiles would create a permanent 
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encumbrance that would deter mining companies from leasing, exploring, and developing in-ground or 

stockpiled minerals in this area due to factors such as costs and logistical challenges. This would be true even 

though Overburden Road does not cross over any stockpiles; locating an easement near a stockpile would be 

sufficient to deter future mineral development. In this way, facilitating a commercial lodging development by 

granting an easement in the historic mining area could impact the ability of the state to develop state mineral 

rights in the future and is inconsistent with the legislative intent to preserve the opportunity for mining. 

The DNR’s Lands and Minerals (LAM) Division provided the following regarding the easement application:  

 The proposed easement crosses an area of mineral potential and has long-term implications not only for 

future mineral exploration and mining but also access to iron-bearing stockpiles.  

 

 LAM objects to the easement as it is not in the best interest of long-term minerals management.  

 

 As an alternative, LAM would consider a lease which would need to include a term to preserve access to 

minerals in case of future exploration and/or development. 

DNR finds that granting the requested easement would cause significant adverse natural resource management 

impacts, including impacts to state-owned minerals.  

Proof of Ownership and Reasonable Alternatives. 

Because DNR is denying the easement application EPRI101297 based on significant adverse natural resource 

management impact concerns, DNR is not taking a position as to whether the Applicant has properly 

demonstrated that granting the requested easement would provide direct connection to a public road. The 

Applicant proposes to reach the subject property by crossing from the County Road 128 Right-of-Way onto the 

requested easement, then crossing the undivided interest parcel (the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest 

Quarter of Section 9), and finally reaching the subject property. The Applicant is proposing to utilize either 

Haulpak Road or Overburden Road to cross the undivided interest parcel. Overburden Road is located within a 

former railroad right-of-way. Mr. Streitz of Solomon Strategies Group asserted in his April 10, 2025 letter that 

DNR has no rights in any railroad right-of-way on the undivided interest parcel; however, the Examiner of Titles 

has recently re-memorialized DNR’s railroad deeds on its exchange certificate for the undivided interest parcel. 

DNR takes no position as to whether the Applicant would need a DNR easement to cross either Haulpak Road or 

Overburden Road and reserves its rights on this issue.  

If the easement would in fact provide access to the Applicant’s property, DNR acknowledges that there are no 

other reasonable alternatives for access. Minn. Stat. § 84.631(a). 

Other Considerations  

Local support is not a factor under Minn. Stat. § 84.631. 

In multiple letters attached to the application, the Applicant notes there is significant local support for the 

development project and the easement application. Section 84.631 states, however, the factors that DNR must 

consider in determining whether to grant an easement. Local support is not among these factors. DNR is 

required to consider comments and advice from the Cuyuna Country SRA Citizens Advisory Council when making 

major decisions.  Minn. Stat. § 85.0146, subd. 2.  Though DNR values and appreciates input from the Council on 
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easement applications, DNR has not typically interpreted easement applications to be major decisions that 

trigger this statutory provision and does not consider this application to be a major decision.  

A quid pro quo offer of a 1/24 undivided interest for an easement is not a factor under Minn. Stat. § 84.631. 

The August 5, 2025 cover letter included with the application references an April 10, 2025 letter from Thomas 

Streitz of Solomon Strategies Group to Ann Pierce, Director of PAT. This letter offered to gift or exchange Carrie 

Tretter’s 1/24 ownership interest in the undivided interest parcel (SW1/4-SW1/4, 9-46-29) to the DNR in return 

for a permanent access and utility easement. An August 8, 2025 letter to Commissioner Strommen from Jim 

Erickson of Solomon Strategies Group was also enclosed in the easement application and made the same offer 

to donate the 1/24 interest in the “critical trail access parcel” in return for the easement.  

Such an offer is not a factor that DNR may consider in making its decision on an easement application. Minn. 

Stat. § 84.631(a). Further, DNR in acquiring lands or interests in lands must follow its acquisition process 

outlined in statute. See, e.g., Minn. Stat. § 84.0272.  

Possible shutdown of state trails is not a factor under Minn. Stat. § 84.631.  

The April 10, 2025 letter from Solomon Strategies Group explains that it is critical for the decision makers at the 

DNR to understand that the “loss” of Overburden Road means that the Galloping Goose Trail will no longer exist 

as a continuous single-track trail (the Galloping Goose Trail also crosses the undivided interest parcel). Similarly, 

the August 8, 2025 letter from Solomon Strategies Group explains that if the easement application continues to 

be delayed or is denied, the Prinsens may be compelled to consider legal options, including restricting access to 

private parcels that currently host portions of Overburden Road and the Galloping Goose trail. DNR may not 

consider any suggestion that the Applicant may attempt to shut down DNR’s trails in making its decision as to 

whether to grant or deny an easement application. Minn. Stat. § 84.631(a). 

Thus, DNR’s decision is not based on any of these factors. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, DNR is denying the easement application because the easement would cause significant adverse 

natural resource management impacts. More specifically, the easement would interfere with management of 

the SRA to meet the goals set forth in statute and in the management plan, including providing the opportunity 

for mountain biking and other recreational uses in a non-commercial atmosphere, and would interfere with 

possible future mineral development. 

Sincerely, 

 
Ann Pierce 

Director, Division of Parks & Trails 

cc: Carrie Tretter, Applicant, via email to: jeff@kinneyre.com & cltjso@icloud.com 
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June Lake– Salient Facts 
 

 
1. The Easement Request Meets Both Conditions of the Governing Statute 

I. No alternate route exists other than across DNR property. 
II. Granting the easement will not cause significant adverse environmental or natural resource 
management impacts. 

• The requested easement is limited to a 33-foot radius, totaling 865 square feet (Exhibit A). 
• The physical area consists only of gravel and grass (Exhibit C). 
• The DNR’s own management plans identify similar uses for this area: 

o 1995 Management Plan: “Develop campgrounds south of June Lake.” 
o 2008 Implementation Plan: “Develop semi-modern overnight use area south of June 

Lake.” 
• The Recreation Area State Statute emphasizes: 

o Providing “a broad selection of outdoor recreation opportunities in a natural setting which 
may be used by large numbers of people.” 

o The goal to “attract visitors from beyond the local area.” 

o “contains resources that permit intensive recreational use by large numbers of people.” 

• The requested easement is located at an existing Recreation Area Trailhead, already 
accommodating parking, vehicle traffic, and boat trailering. 

• DNR’s objections: 
o “non-commercial atmosphere”: while not a public facility, our project has USES that 

already exist in the Rec Area – camping and overnight facilities 
 Red Rider Resort is in the Rec Area 

o Precedent: This is a truly unique situation, swap 1/24 interest for an easement.  DNR needs 
access to Overburden Road & Galloping Goose as well. 

o Mining in the future: A relocation of substitution clause would alleviate this concern 

 
2. Strong Local and Regional Support | Granting the easement is supported by: 

• City of Ironton 
• Majority of Crow Wing County Commissioners 
• State Representative for the district 
• State Senator for the district 
• CCSRA Citizens Advisory Council (strong endorsement) 

 
                                                                                                                        Turnover> 
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3. Land Ownership and Access Resolution 
• The DNR does has developed Overburden Road, Galloping Goose Trail, a trailhead, parking lot and 

signage on land it does not own. 
• The private landowner and the Prinsens have the legal authority to restrict or prohibit public use of 

the road and trail. 
• Granting the requested easement, in exchange for the 1/24 undivided interest, provides a mutually 

beneficial solution that: 
o Secures permanent public access, and 
o Advances the DNR’s own management and recreational goals for the June Lake area. 
o Allows the DNR to develop intentionally avoided prime mountain bike land on the Undivided 

Interest parcel. 

 
 

4. NO Expense to State – Cost Savings – Economic Benefit – Needed Use 
• Granting an easement costs the State nothing 
• Saves the State costs associated with litigating ownership 
• $5.0 to $10 million in Iron Range Development 
• All Parties (DNR, Ironton, Crosby, Deerwood, Crow Wing County) acknowledge overnight lodging is 

desperately needed. 
 

 
 

5. Taking a Land Locked Parcel – Eminent Domain is Not Allowed 
• The State Rec Area Statute (CH 85.013, Subd.5c., 1993 c172s 34) allows the DNR to acquire land in 

the Rec Area by Gift, Purchase, or Tax Forfeiture: Eminent Domain is NOT allowed 
• DNR could have purchased the property. The June Lake Property was listed for sale in August 2023. 

We executed our agreement in April 2024. 
• Not granting an easement to the June Lake property is effectively a taking. 


