Board of

e

DATE: August 18, 2014

TO: Board of Water and Soil Resources’ Members, Advisors, and Staff
FROM: John Jaschke, Executive Directoﬁ#

SUBJECT: August 27-28, 2014 — BWSR Board Tour Details and Meeting Notice

The Board of Water and Soil Resources’ (BWSR) will tour Anoka and Ramsey Counties in the northern metro
region on Wednesday, August 27, 2014, See attached tour itinerary. The accommodations for the Board Tour
and Meeting will be at the Holiday Inn Express and Jimmy's Conference Center in Vadnais Heights.

Tuesday, August 26"

Sleeping rooms have heen reserved at the Holiday Inn Express, 1100 East Co. Rd. E., in Vadnais Heights
http://www.ihg.com/holidayinnexpress/hotels/us/en/vadnais-heights/vadhe/hoteldetail/directions

on Tuesday and Wednesday evenings, August 26 and 27. See the attached room reservation list. Rooms have
been direct billed (you do not pay for the room unless noted on the rooming list). Please contact Mary Jo
Anderson mary.jo.anderson@state.mn.us immediately if you do not need a sleeping room.

Wednesday, August 28"
A breakfast buffet is included with your room reservation, served from 6:30 AM — 8:00 AM for guests staying at

the Holiday Inn Express.

Registration and check-in for the tour will begin at 7:30 AM in the lobby of the Holiday Inn Express. The coach
bus will promptly depart from the Holiday Inn Express at 8:00 AM. Introductions and a brief overview of the day
will be held at the Oneka Ridge Golf Course, the first stop on the tour.

The tour will consist of a few stops where we will be walking a short distance, wear your comfortable walking
shoes, and casual attire. The tour will be held rain or shine, dress accordingly.

The narrated coach bus will travel through Anoka and Ramsey Counties. We will see water a reuse, groundwater
recharge project; have a refreshment break at 9:45 AM at Brown’s Preserve, then tour the Rum River Regional
Park stabilization project. We will have lunch at 12:30 PM, and a presentation on carp at the Coon Rapids Dam
Regional Park, Pavilion #3; depart at 1:45 PM, tour a ravine stabilization project and rain gardens. The bus will
arrive at the White Bear Lake City Hall at 4:00 PM for an issues forum on aquifer levels in the northeast metro.

We have dinner reservations at 5:15 PM at C.G. Hooks Eatery, 4441 Lake Avenue South, White Bear Lake. Walk
across the street after dinner to Tally’s Dockside for an evening of leisure activities including a pontoon ride on
White Bear Lake, departing between 6:00-6:30 PM; returning about 8:00 PM. Tally’s has “Music by the Water”
with the band Redpath playing between 6:00-9:00 PM. There will be shuttle service from Tally’s to the Holiday
Inn Express before and after dinner.
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If you will not be present for the Wednesday coach bus tour, do not plan to stay for dinner/pontoon ride; or if
you do not need a room reservation on Tuesday or Wednesday evening at the Holiday Inn Express, please
contact Mary Jo Anderson immediately, as we need to know the number of people attending. If you have special
food needs, please contact Mary Jo as soon as possible. The expenses during the tour (breaks, meals, pontoon
ride) are direct billed, you do not pay.

Thursday, August 28"

The Board of Water and Soil Resources’ (BWSR) will meet on Thursday, August 28" beginning at 9:00 AM. The
meeting will be held at Jimmy Conference Center, the Garden Room, 1132 East County Road E. & Labore Road,
in Vadnais Heights http://www.visitiimmys.com/directions.html. Jimmy’s Conference Center is adjacent to the
Holiday Inn Express, connected by a walkway. Parking is available on Labore Road, entrance is on the right,
facing east. The following information pertains to agenda items:

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

Metro Committee

1. Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission Plan Amendment - The final draft Amendment to the
Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission Watershed Management Plan was filed with the Board
on June 7, 2014. The Amendment proposes to revise the Commission’s current implementation program by
adding one capital improvement project. The total estimated project cost ranges from $1,319,000 to
$1,659,000. The draft Order contains the reviewing agencies’ comments and the Commission’s response to
them. The Metro Region Committee met and recommends approval of the Plan Amendment per the
attached draft Order. DECISION ITEM

2. Washington County Groundwater Plan — The Washington County Groundwater Plan (Plan) was filed with
the Board on June 18, 2014, Development of a county groundwater plan is voluntary under the
Metropolitan Surface Water Management Act. The County appointed a Groundwater Advisory Committee
and a Technical Advisory Committee to begin developing the Plan in 2012. These committees met several
times throughout the 2012 and 2013 planning process. Local and state agencies were actively involved
throughout the planning process. The highlights of the Plan and the comment review process are further
described in the attached Request for Board Action and the draft Order. The state agencies provided final
review. The Plan is in conformance with the requirements of Minnesota Statutes Section 103B.255. The
Metro Region Committee unanimously recommends the Plan be approved per the attached draft Order.
DECISION ITEM

Northern Region Committee

1. Cook County Local Water Management Plan - The current Cook County Local Water Management Plan was
extended two years and expires October 26, 2014. Cook County has submitted their updated Local Water
Management Plan for BWSR approval. The Northern Region Committee met on July 9, 2014, to review the
plan and agency comments and recommends approval of the Cook County Local Water Management Plan
for a 10-year period ending August 28, 2024, with the Executive Summary, Goals, Objectives, and Action
Iltems amended by August 28, 2019. DECISION ITEM

2. City of International Falls Comprehensive Wetland Protection and Management Plan - The City of
International Falls has submitted their first Comprehensive Wetland Protection and Management Plan to
BWSR for review and approval. The Northern Region Committee met on July 9, 2014, to review the Plan.
Based on the comments received and staff review of the Plan, the Northern Region Committee recommends
approval of the International Falls Comprehensive Wetland Protection and Management Plan. DECISION
ITEM
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3.

Lake County Priority Concerns Scoping Document — Lake County submitted the Priority Concerns Scoping
Document for state review and comment as part of updating their Local Water Management Plan. The
Northern Region Committee met July 9, 2014, and recommends approval of the Lake County Priority
Concerns Scoping Document. DECISION ITEM

Southern Region Committee

1.

Lincoln County Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan Extension Request - Lincoln County
currently has a Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan that will expire on August 31, 2014. On July
15, 2014, Lincoln County approved and submitted a formal request for an extension of their current Plan.
BWSR staff has reviewed this request and recommends approval. This extension request was considered by
the BWSR Southern Region Committee, chaired by Kathryn Kelly, at their August 7, 2014 meeting. The
Committee’s recommendation will be presented to the full Board for review and action. The state’s
expectations for the extension request must be sent to Lincoln County. DECISION ITEM

Pipestone County Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan Extension Request - Pipestone County
currently has a Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan that will expire on August 25, 2014. On July
22, 2014, Pipestone County approved and submitted a formal request for an extension of their current Plan.
BWSR staff has reviewed this request and recommends approval. This extension request was considered by
the BWSR Southern Region Committee, chaired by Kathryn Kelly, at their August 7, 2014 meeting. The
Committee’s recommendation will be presented to the full Board for review and action. The state’s
expectations for the extension request must be sent to Pipestone County. DECISION ITEM

Rice County Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan Extension Request - Rice County currently has
a Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan that will expire in December 2014. On June 23, 2014, Rice
County approved and submitted a formal request for an extension of their current Plan. BWSR staff has
reviewed this request and recommends approval. This extension request was considered by the BWSR
Southern Region Committee, chaired by Kathryn Kelly, at their August 7, 2014 meeting. The Committee’s
recommendation will be presented to the full Board for review and action. The state’s expectations for the
extension request must be sent to Rice County. DECISION ITEM

If you have any questions regarding the agenda, please feel free to call me at 651-296-0878. The meeting will
adjourn about noon. | look forward to seeing you on August 27!
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BWSR Board Tour Itinerary

August 27, 2014

Boardof
Water & Soil .

Resources
VNN V2N

Holiday Inn Express Hotel
1100 County Road E East, Vadnais Heights, MN 55110

7:30 AM Check-in at registration table

8:00 Depart via coach bus

8:15 Tour of Oneka Ridge Golf Course
Welcome & introductions - Brian Napstad and John Jaschke, BWSR
Presenters:
Jon Hatcher, Head Golf Professional, Oneka Ridge Golf Course
Kyle Axtell, Water Resource Specialist, Rice Creek Watershed District
Pete Willenbring, Water Resources Vice President, WSB and Associates, Inc.
Project Highlights: Water re-use irrigation and groundwater recharge

9:30 Depart Oneka Golf Course
Discussion of drainage ditches and stormwater conveyances en route
Presenters:
Mark Deutschman, Civil Engineer/Vice President, Houston Engineering
Al Kean, BWSR

9:45 Refreshments and Tour of Brown's Preserve/JD-4
Presenters:
Mark Deutschman, Civil Engineer/Vice President, Houston Engineering
Jason Husveth, Principal Ecologist/President, Critical Connections Ecological Services
Tom Schmidt, Drainage Inspector, Rice Creek Watershed District
Project Highlights: Drainage and wetland restoration

10:45 Depart Brown'’s Preserve
Discussion of Stormwater Retrofit Analyses (SRA) en route
Presenters:
Chris Lord, Anoka Conservation District Manager
Mitch Haustein, Anoka Conservation District Conservation Specialist
Project Highlights: Site specific project targeting, water quality modeling, cost-benefit analysis
and project ranking, rural compared to urban analyses

11:30 Tour of Rum River Regional Park Stabilization
Presenter:
Chris Lord, Anoka Conservation District Manager
Project Highlights: Multiple techniques employed — rock vanes, root wads, buffers, cedar tree
revetments, rip rap; Challenges —invasive species, root wad decay, maintenance
inspection and funding, high water during installation — working blind; Multi-Partner Funding —
reporting, grant administration, matching funds management and eligible expense disparities
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12:00

12:30 PM

1:45

2:00

2:30

2:50

4:00

5:15

6:00-6:30

6:00-8:30

8:30

Depart Rum River Regional Park

Lunch at Coon Rapids Dam Regional Park

Carp Presentation

Presenters:
Peter Sorenson, University of Minnesota
Nick Frohnauer, DNR

Depart Coon Rapids, overview of Oak Glen Creek Stahilization Project en route
Presenter:
Chris Lord, Anoka Conservation District Manager

Tour of Oak Glen Creek Stabilization Project
Presenters:

Jim Kosluchar, Fridley Public Works Director/City Engineer

Ed Matthiesen, Civil Engineer, Wenck Associates
Project Highlights: Multiple techniques employed — cross vanes, rock check dams, vegetated
rip rap, brush bundles, cedar revetments, live stakes, erosion control blanket, seeding.
Drainage and utility easement acquisition for 21 properties. CWF grant has been secured for
upstream project identified in a Stormwater Retrofit Analyses to reduce flow rate and
volume and improve water quality.

Depart Oak Glen Creek, overview of Northdale Pond Modification en route
Presenter:
Tim Kelly, Coon Creek Watershed District Administrator

Tour of Northdale Pond Modification
Presenter:

Tim Kelly, Coon Creek Watershed District Administrator
Project Highlights: Identified through Stormwater Retrofit Analyses process. Simple,
inexpensive, cost-effective retrofit of existing stormwater infrastructure to function
at a higher level by adding water quality benefits to a rate control pond.

Issues Forum — “Aquifer Levels in the Northeast Metro” White Bear Lake City Hall
Panel. Rep. Peter Fischer, Minnesota House District 43A
Perry Jones, USGS Hydrologist
Paul Putzier, DNR
Dinner, C.G. Hooks Eatery, White Bear Lake...then walk across the street
Depart from Tally’s Dockside for a leisurely pontoon ride on White Bear Lake

Enjoy “Music by the Water” at Tally’s Dockside with Redpath

Depart via coach bus for Holiday Inn Express

Participants will exit the bus for a tour stop at the seven bolded sites.
There will be shuttle service to the Holiday Inn Express after the Issues Forum and again after dinner.
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Holiday Inn Express, Vadnais Heights
651-484-2400

Rooming List for Board of Water and Soil Resources

Tuesday, August 26, 2014
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Doug Erickson
Sandy Hooker
Kathryn Kelly

Tom Loveall

Brian Napstad

Neil Peterson

Tom Schulz

Steve Sunderland
Gene Tiedemann
Gerald Van Amburg
lan Cunningham™**

**will pay for room upon arrival

Wednesday, August 27, 2014
1. Doug Erickson

2. Sandy Hooker

3. Kathryn Kelly

4. Tom Loveall

5. Brian Napstad

6. Neil Peterson

7. Tom Schulz

8. Steve Sunderland
9. Gene Tiedemann
10. Gerald Van Amburg
11. lan Cunningham™**



BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES
JIMMY’S CONFERENCE CENTER
3565 LABORE ROAD, GARDEN ROOM
VADNAIS HEIGHTS, MINNESOTA 55110
THURSDAY, AUGUST 28, 2014

PRELIMINARY AGENDA

9:00 AM  CALL MEETING TO ORDER
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
ADOPTION OF AGENDA

MINUTES OF JUNE 25, 2014 BOARD MEETING

PUBLIC ACCESS FORUM (10-minute agenda time, two-minute limit/person)

INTRODUCTION OF NEW EMPLOYEE
e Ben Meyer, Wetland Specialist

REPORTS

o  Chair & Administrative Advisory Committee — Brian Napstad

o Audit & Oversight Committee — Brian Napstad

e  Executive Director —John Jaschke

e Dispute Resolution Committee — Gerald Van Amburg

e Grants Program & Policy Committee — Steve Sunderland

e RIM Reserve & Soil Conservation Committee — Gene Tiedemann

e Water Management & Strategic Planning Committee — Jack Ditmore
o Wetlands & Drainage Committee — Gerald Van Amburg

e Drainage Work Group — Tom Loveall/Al Kean

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS
Metro Region Committee
1. Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission Plan Amendment — Steve Christopher —

DECISION ITEM
2. Washington County Groundwater Plan — Mary Peterson — DECISION ITEM

Northern Region Committee
1. Cook County Local Water Management Plan — Tom Schulz — DECISION ITEM

2. City of International Falls Comprehensive Wetland Protection and Management Plan — Ron
Shelito and Dale Krystosek — DECISION ITEM

3. Lake County Priority Concerns Scoping Document — Ron Shelito — DECISION ITEM

BWSR Board Meeting Agenda Page 1



Southern Region Committee
1. Lincoln County Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan Extension Request —
Kathryn Kelly - DECISION ITEM

2. Pipestone County Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan Extension Request —
Kathryn Kelly — DECISION ITEM

3. Rice County Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan Extension Request — Kathryn Kelly -
DECISION ITEM

AGENCY REPORTS

e Minnesota Department of Agriculture — Matthew Wohlman

e  Minnesota Department of Health — Chris Elvrum

e Minnesota Department of Natural Resources — Tom Landwehr
e Minnesota Extension Service — Faye Sleeper

e Minnesota Pollution Control Agency — Rebecca Flood

ADVISORY COMMENTS

e Association of Minnesota Counties — Annalee Garletz

e Minnesota Association of Conservation District Employees — Matt Solemsaas
o Minnesota Association of Soil & Water Conservation Districts — LeAnn Buck
e Minnesota Association of Townships — Sandy Hooker

o Minnesota Association of Watershed Districts — Ray Bohn

o Natural Resources Conservation Service — Don Baloun

UPCOMING MEETINGS
o Next BWSR Board Meeting — September 24, 2014

Noon ADJOURN

e e e S b A P e e ) |
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BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES
520 LAFAYETTE ROAD N.
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 25, 2014

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:
Jill Crafton, Jack Ditmore, Chris Elvrum, MDH; Douglas Erickson, Rebecca Flood,

MPCA,; Christy Jo Fogarty, Sandy Hooker, Kathryn Kelly, Tom Loveall, Brian Napstad,
Tom Landwehr, DNR; Tom Schulz, Rob Sip, MDA & Sleeper, MES; Steve
Sunderland, Gene Tiedemann, Gerald Van Ambu

BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:
Joe Collins
Neil Peterson

STAFF PRESENT:

BWSR Meeting Minutes, June 25, 2014 Page 1
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Chair Napstad called the meeting to order at 9:03
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ADOPTION OF AGENDA — Moved by Kathryn Kelly, seconded by Jill Crafton, to adopt the
agenda as amended. Motion passed on a voice vote.

MINUTES OF MAY 28, 2014 — Moved by Jill Crafton, seconded by Gene Tiedemann,
to approve the minutes of May 28, 2014, as circulated. Motion passed on
a voice vote.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST DECLARATION S
Tim Dykstal provided training on the Conflict of Interest Declaration. Chair Napstad explained that
the conflict of mterest declarat:on process is belng u e today on many agenda items. He then read

Jill Crafton addressed the board

REPORTS

Drainage Work Group - Tom Loveall and Al Kean reported that the committee met on June

12, 2014; discussion included:the LCCMR Project: Conservation-Based Approach for Assessing

Public Drainage® Beneﬂts Outcomes of 2014 Legislative Bills involving drainage; upcoming

events involving dramage tOplcs and DWG prioritized discussion topics. The next meeting of
the Drainage Work Gro‘up"i's 'scheduled for July 31, 2014. Discussion followed. ‘

Dispute Resolution Commlttee — Travis Germundson reported that there are 13 pending
appeals and only one new appeal since the last board meeting.

Grants Program & Policy Committee — Steve Sunderland reported that the Grants Program and
Policy Committee has a number of recommendations on the agenda later today.

RIM Reserve & Soil Conservation Committee — Gene Tiedemann reported that the RIM
Reserve and Soil Conservation Committee has a recommendation on the agenda later today.

BWSR Meeting Minutes, June 25, 2014 Page 2
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Water Management & Strategic Planning Committee — Jack Ditmore reported that the Water
Management and Strategic Planning Committee has a recommendation on the agenda later
today.

Wetlands & Drainage Committee — Gerald Van Amburg reported that the Wetlands and
Drainage Committee has not met. Jaschke mentioned that a policy development message
would be forth coming inviting stakeholders to participate.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS
RIM Reserve Management & Soil Conservation Committee

1.

regarding CRP contracts and what can be done
I] under contract. Moved by Gene Tledemann

1. Aitkin County Water Managementr o
requesting a two year extension of their’ County water plan on June 10, 2014. The Aitkin
County Local Water: Management Plan would expjre on August 2F, 2014 The Northern
Region Committee meton June 11,2014, and recor

extension requ

Amendment w:II be inserted in PART V PROJECTS on page 99 of the Plan as C LAND
ACQUISTION; D: _RO_._JECT FUNDING; E. PROCEDURE FOR ESTABLISHING
PROJECTS:; and F: FUNDING PROJECT MAINTENANCE. Moved by Gerald Van Amburg,
seconded by Sandy Hooker to approve the Northern Region Committee’s recommendation
of the plan amendment per the attached draft Order. Motion passed on a voice vote.

3. Sauk River Watershed District Ten Year Plan Revision — On May 7, 2014, the Brainerd

office received the 10 year plan revision for the Sauk River Watershed District. Regional
and State office staff review the plan for content and statutory requirements and found the
plan to be ready for review by the Northern Region Committee. The Sauk River Watershed
District staff presented their 10 year plan revision before the Northern Region Committee on
June 11", The 10 year plan revision focuses on four primary areas including monitoring,
education and outreach, programs and projects, and regulation. In addition, the plan divides
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Southern Region Committee
. Areall anesota Rlver Basms Projects Inc:: Blen aI Work Plan and Grant - BWSR

the watershed district into ten management units with the appropriate mechanisms to
establish water management districts within each unit to raise additional revenue for
enhancing water quality. The plan also includes report cards for each management unit,
which will allow the watershed to target best management practices and annually evaluate
progress. The Northern Region Committee reviewed the Department of Natural Resources
comments, the record from the public hearing, and staff recommendations. Upon
consideration of all the information presented, the Committee moved a unanimous
recommendation for approval of the ten year plan revision for the Sauk River Watershed
District. Moved by Gene Tiedemann, seconded by Rob Sip to approve the Northern Region
Committee recommendation of the plan revision per the attached draft Order. Motion
passed on a voice vote. 3

Project Inc. (Area ll). The 2013 Minnesot L
Area || Minnesota Rwer Basms PI‘OJeCt l‘nc resultmg ina f|scal year 2015 grant of $120, 000

meeting on March 12, 2014 the Committee tabled action to allow additional comments and
revisions to the Plan. A plan revision was drafted to include flexibility to the 3/8 inch
drainage coefficient policy and to include additional information on priority subwatersheds
and projects. The Committee met again on May 28, 2014. Based on the public hearing
record, the Plan meeting the requirements of 103D.405, and BWSR staff recommendation
to approve the Plan, the Committee voted to recommend approval of the revised Buffalo
Creek Watershed District Watershed Management Plan to the full Board. Discussion
followed. Moved by Steve Sunderland, seconded by Sandy Hooker, to approve the
Southern Region Committee recommendation of the Buffalo Creek Watershed District

BWSR Meeting Minutes, June 25, 2014 Page 4



%

14-36

k&

14-37

*%

14-38

k¥

14-39

(BCWD) Watershed Management Plan. Kathryn Kelly abstained from voting. Motion passed
on a voice vote.

. Watonwan County Local Water Management Plan Amendment - By Board Order, the
Board of Water and Soil Resources (Board) approved the Watonwan County 2008 - 2018
Local Water Management Plan (Plan) on December 17, 2008. This Plan contains an
implementation section with goals, objectives and actions to address the county's priority
concerns. The Board Order required Watonwan County to update the Plan’s
implementation section by December 31, 2013. Watonwan County followed the amendment
process guidelines established by the Board and submltted thelr 2014 -2018 Local Water

Block Grant (NRBG :
resource programs. “These programs are: Comprehensive Local Water Management, the

Wetland Conservation Act, the DNR Shoreland Management, the MPCA County Feedlot,
and the MPCA Subsurface Sewage Treatment Systems. The Grants Program & Policy
Committee recommends Board approval of the Proposed FY 2015 Natural Resources Block
Grant allocations. Moved by Steve Sunderland, seconded by Jack Ditmore, to approve the
Grants Program & Policy Committee recommendation of the proposed FY2015 Natural
Resources Block Grant Allocations. Motion passed on a voice vote.

. One Watershed, One Plan Pilot Selection — Staff was authorized to finalize, distribute and

promote a Request for Interest (RF1) for the One Watershed, One Plan Pilot Program at the
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December 18, 2013 Board meeting. This nomination period closed on April 21,
Nominations received were reviewed by BWSR staff and the Interagency WRAPS
Implementation Team in May and June. Staff ratings, WRAPS Team recommendations, and
nomination scores were reviewed by the Senior Management Team (SMT) on May 12" and
a recommendation with three options was forwarded to the BWSR Executive Team. The
Executive Team considered these options in the development of the final recommendation
to select 5 watershed areas for piloting One Watershed, One Plan, using existing
appropriations and a funding shift from unspent FY14 CWF SEDLC and Community
Partners programs. Requested funding shift is $458,710.

The revnew process and recommendatlon were rewewed with the Water Management and

readiness surveys and completl i

Gene Tiedemann abstained from

nd Competltlve Grants Policy and Authorization - The FY2015

Clean Water Fund Cornpetttlve Grants Program includes four BWSR grant programs and
Mlnnesota Department of Agricultural AgBMP Ioans and is proposed to have an application
S

A .-'MDH PCA and BWSR as has been the case in previous years.

by staff from DNR;. A\
The FY2014 Pollcy‘ﬂmas?been amended to ensure it is consistent with the proposed FY2015
appropriations. The Grants Program and Policy Committee met on June 12, 2014 and
reviewed the draft Policy and Request for Proposals and recommends Board approval.
Moved by Tom Schulz, seconded by Jill Crafton, to approve the Grants Program and Policy
Committee recommendation of the FY2015 Clean Water Fund Competitive Grants Policy

and Authorization. Motion passed on a voice vote.

Supplemental FY2014 Clean Water Fund Grant Awards - Additional Clean Water Fund

dollars were appropriated to the BWSR Clean Water Fund Projects and Practices

competitive grant category under the Laws of Minnesota, Chapter 312, Article 14, Section 4.
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The Grants Program and Policy Committee met on June 12, 2014 and reviewed staff
recommendations for allocating these supplemental funds and is recommending Board
approval. Moved by Steve Sunderland, seconded by Kathryn Kelly, to approve the Grants
Program and Policy Committee recommendation of the Supplemental FY2014 Clean Water
Fund Grant Awards. Motion passed on a voice vote.

Grants Program & Policy Committee and RIM Reserve & Soil Conservation Committee

Nonpoint Priority Funding Plan (NPFP) — Tim Koehler discussed the plan as presented
and walked the Board through some hlghhghts The Board is requested to approve the

The second item is an:operatlng-procedures document which provides both policy and

guidance: f_or plan development during the pilot phase of the program for: 1) boundary
: i3 partlmpatlon requwements 4) formal agreement; and 5) plan

One Watershed, fof lan Operating Procedures for Pilot Watersheds. Motion passed on a
voice vote.

AGENCY REPORTS
Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MDA) Rob Sip handed out the Minnesota Agriculture

Water Quality Certification Program Update and information on Clean Water Research.
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UPCOMING MEETINGS
e BWSR Board Tour — August 27, 2014 in the Twin Cities metro area.
o Next BWSR Board Meeting - August 28, 2014,
B Moved by Doug Erickson, seconded by Jack Ditmore, to adjourn the meeting at 1:11 pm.
14-47 Motion passed on a voice vote.

Respectfully submitted,

Kari Keating
Recorder
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AGENDA ITEM TITLE:

Meeting Date:

Agenda Category:
Item Type:
Section/Region:
Contact:
Prepared by:
Reviewed by:

Presented by:

BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

Dispute Resolution Committee Report

August 28, 2014

New
[[] Committee Recommendation [] Business [] Old Business
[J] Decision [l Discussion X  Information

Land and Water Section

Travis Germundson

Travis Germundson

Committee(s)

Travis Germundson/Gerald
Van Amburg

(] Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation

Attachments: [] Resolution [0 order [ Map X  Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact
X None

[] Amended Policy Requested

[] New Policy Requested
[] Other:

General Fund Budget

Capital Budget

Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget
Clean Water Fund Budget

|

ACTION REQUESTED

None.

LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

Dispute Resolution Committee Report. The report provides a monthly update on the number of appeals

filed with the BWSR.

8/15/2014 6:28 AM

Renuest for Roard Action Form 2013 doe

Page 1



Dispute Resolution Report
August 15, 2014
By: Travis Germundson

There are presently 14 appeals pending. All of the appeals involve WCA except File 10-
10. There has been 1 new appeal filed since the last report (May 28" Board Meeting).

Format note: New appeals that have been filed since last report to the Board.

File 14-7 (6-23-14) This is an appeal of duplicate restoration orders in Otter Tail County.
The appeal regards the alleged drainage alterations to a Type 4 wetland. The petitioners
have filed after-the-fact wetland applications for an exemption and no-loss with the LGU
concurrently with the petition. The appeal has been placed in abeyance and the
restorations orders staved until there is a final decision on the wetland applications.

File 14-6 (5-28-14) This is an appeal of a replacement plan decision by DNR Land and
Minerals involving the Hibbing Taconite Mine and Stockpile Progression and Williams
Creck Wetland Mitigation. The appeal regards the approval of a wetland replacement
plan application for mining related activities. A similar appeal was also filed
simultaneously with DNR under procedures required for permit to mine. The appeal has
been placed in abeyance for completion of DNR's contested case proceedings (pre-
hearing conference is scheduled for August 21, 2014).

File 14-5 (5-2-14) This is an appeal of an exemption determination in Kandiyohi County.
The appeal regards the denial of a wetland exemption application. At issue is the wetland
type determination. The appeal has been remanded for technical work and administrative
proceedings.

File 14-4 (4-28-14) This is an appeal of a restoration and replacement order in McLeod
County. The appeal regards alleged drainage improvements associated with the
excavation of a private drainage system. Af issue is a prior exemption determination.
The appeal was placed in abeyance and the restoration and replacement orders stayed
for the LGU to make a final decision on the after-the-fact wetland applications.

File 14-3 (4-17-14) This is an appeal of a restoration order in Murray County. The
appeal regards alleged drainage impacts to a wetland confined on a DNR Wildlife
Management Area (Degroot). The appeal was placed in abeyance and the Restoration
Order stayed for the TEP to produce a revised written report adequately addressing the
drainage modifications.



File 14-1 (2-3-14) This is an appeal of a replacement plan decision in Stearns County.
The appeal regards the approval of a wetland replacement plan application. Pervious
appeals (File 12-19 and File 13-5) were remanded for further technical work and
administrative proceedings, and now the current approval is being appealed. The appeal
was accepted and a pre-hearing conference took place on June 2, 2014. As a result the
pre-hearing conference the appeal proceedings have been placed on hold by mutual
agreement for additional survey work and an on-site visit (scheduled for August 19™).

File 13-3 (3-19-13) This is an appeal of a restoration order in Big Stone County. The
appeal regards impacts to DNR Public Waters and WCA wetlands on state property
associated with an agricultural drainage project. The appeal has been placed in abeyance
and the restoration order stayed until there is a final decision on an after-the-fact wetland
application.

File 13-1 (1-9-13) This is an appeal of a restoration order in Swift County. The appeal
regards drainage impacts to multiple wetlands associated with an agricultural drain tile
project. The appeal has been placed in abeyance and the restoration order stayed until
there is a final decision on an after-the fact wetland application.

File 12-12 (7-16-12) This is an appeal of an exemption determination in Renville County.
The appeal regards the denial of an agricultural drainage exemption associated with a 1.5
acre wetland. At issue is the wetland type determination. A previous appeal (File 12-5)
was remanded for further technical evaluation and administrative proceedings, and now
the current approval is being appealed. A verbal settlement agreement has since been
reached that includes submittal of a replacement plan application. The appeal has been
placed in abeyance by mutual agreement to determine the viability of a wetland
replacement plan application.

File 11-1 (1-20-11) This is an appeal of a restoration order in Hennepin County. The
appeal regards the filling of approximately 1.77 acres of wetland and 0.69 acres of
excavation. The appeal has been placed in abeyance and the restoration order stayed until
there is a final decision on an after-the-fact wetland application and confirmation of
required mitigation.

File 10-10 (6-10-10) This is an appeal filed under Minn. Stat. 103D.535 regarding an
order of the managers of the Wild Rice Watershed District not to proceed with the Upper
Becker Dam Enhancement Project as proposed. Appeals filed under 103D.535 require
that the Board follow the Administrative Procedures Act. The Act requires that the
hearing be conducted by an Administrative Laws Judge through the Office of
Administrative Hearings. A mediated settlement agreement was reached with the
condition that if the watershed district fails to carry out Option D the appeal shall go
forward. The appeal has been placed in abeyance.



File 10-7 (2-19-10) This is an appeal of a restoration order in Stearns County. The appeal
regards draining and filling impacts to approximately 18.44 acres of Type 2/3 wetland
and 3.06 acres of Type 2 wetland. The appeal has been placed in abeyance and the
restoration order stayed for submittal of “as built” or project information pertaining to a
public drainage system. A portion of the site has been restored and it appears the
landowner is committed to restoring the remaining areas.

File 09-10 (7-9-09) This is an appeal of a banking plan application in Aitkin County. The
appeal regards the LGU’s denial of a banking plan application to restore 427.5 acres of
wetlands through the use of exceptional natural resource value. The appeal has been
accepted and pre-hearing conferences convened on October 13 and 30, and December 14,
2009. Settlement discussions are on hold while the appellant addresses permitting issues
with the Corps of Engineers. The appeal has been placed in abeyance by mutual
agreement on determining the viability of a new wetland banking plan application.

File 08-9. (03/06/08) This is an appeal of a replacement order in Pine County. The
appeal regards impacts to approximately 11.26 acres of wetland. The replacement order
has been stayed and the appeal has been placed in abeyance pending disposition with the
U.S. Dept of Justice. A pending verbal settlement agreement is in place as a result of
court ordered mediation.

Summary Table

Type of Decision Total for Calendar Year | Total for Calendar
2013 Year 2014

Order in favor of appellant |

Order not in favor of appellant 2

Order Modified 1

Order Remanded 4 1

Order Place Appeal in Abeyance 2 3

Negotiated Settlement 3

Withdrawn/Dismissed




COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

Metro Region Committee

1. Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission Plan Amendment — Steve Christopher —
DECISION ITEM

2. Washington County Groundwater Plan — Mary Peterson — DECISION ITEM



BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission Plan Amendment
Meeting Date: August 28, 2014

Agenda Category: X Committee Recommendation [] New Business [] Old Business
Item Type: X Decision [] Discussion [l Information
Section/Region: Metro Region

Contact: Steve Christopher

Prepared by: Steve Christopher

Reviewed hy: Metro Region Committeg(s)

Presented by: Steve Christopher

[] Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation

Attachments: (] Resolution X Order X Map X Other Supporting Information
Fiscal/Policy Impact

X  None []  General Fund Budget

[l Amended Policy Requested [C1 cCapital Budget

[] New Policy Requested [C] oOutdoor Heritage Fund Budget

[] Other: [l Clean Water Fund Budget

ACTION REQUESTED

Approval of Plan Amendment to the Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission Watershed
Management Plan

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for
recommendation)

Background:

The Bassett Creek Flood Control Commission was formed in 1968 primarily to study flooding issues in the
watershed and adopted a watershed management plan in 1972. In 1984, the Bassett Creek Watershed
Management Commission was created after revising the Flood Control Commission’s joint powers agreement.
The Commission prepared its first generation watershed management plan that the Board approved in July

1989.

Amendment Summary: .
The Amendment proposes to revise the current implementation program by adding one capital improvement

project. The project would restore approximately 1.8 miles of the Main Stem of Bassett Creek. The restoration
will take place from 10th Avenue to Duluth Street in the City of Golden Valley. The total estimated project cost

ranges from $1,319,000 to $1,659,000.

Recommendation:
The Metro Region Committee met on August 7, 2014 to review the Plan Amendment, comments received and

the BWSR staff recommendation. The Metro Region Committee unanimously voted to recommend approval of
the Amendment to the full Board per the attached draft Order.

8/15/2014 6:50 AM Page 1
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Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
520 Lafayette Road North
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

In the Matter of the review of the ORDER
Amendment to the Watershed Management APPROVING
Plan for the Bassett Creek Watershed AMENDMENT TO
Management Commission, pursuant to . WATERSHED

Minnesota Statutes Section 103B.231, “MANAGEMENT PLAN

Subdivision 11.

Whereas the Board of Commlssmners of the Bassett Creek Watershed Management

meets the req‘u'l“_ ments‘of Minnesota Statutes Sections 103B.201 to 103B.251. The

watershed management plan may be amended according to Minnesota Statutes Section
103B.231, Subd. 11. The second generation plan was approved by the Board in August
2004. Subsequently, the Commission completed three major and four minor
amendments between 2005 and 2013.

3. Nature of the Watershed. The Commission is located in the heart of Hennepin County.
It is bound by the Mississippi River WMO to the east, on the south and west by the
Minnehaha Creek Watershed District, on the northwest by the Elm Creek WMO, and on
the north by Shingle Creek WMO. The watershed encompasses all or part of the
following nine cities: Plymouth, Medicine Lake, Golden Valley, Robbinsdale, Crystal,
New Hope, Minnetonka, St. Louis Park, and Minneapolis. Bassett Creek discharges into
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10.

11.

12,

the Mississippi River in downtown Minneapolis below St. Anthony Falls. The watershed
contains five major lakes and three creek branches. The Bassett Creek watershed covers
39.6 square miles and is predominantly fully developed. Scattered areas of
redevelopment throughout the watershed are proposed.

Amendment Development and Review. The draft Amendment was submitted to the
Board, other plan review agencies, and local governments for the required 60-day
review on February 27, 2014, The Commission held a public hearing on June 19, 2014.
No revisions to the Amendment were made as a result of the comments received at the
hearing. The final draft Amendment was submitted to the Board and plan review
agencies on June 7, 2014 for final review and approval'ii-j

Local Review. The Dlstnct circulated a copy ofthe dr ft Amendment to local units of

comments on the Amendment

Department of Agrlculture Rewew.
the Amendment. -

Department‘d:fﬁTrenspgft:e‘tion Review. The DOT did not comment on the Amendment.

Board Review. Bo"ra'rﬁdlst'aff commended the Commission for maintaining a current Plan
and had no other comments.

Amendment Summary. The Amendment proposes to revise the implementation
program by adding one new capital improvement project for 2015 to restore
approximately 1.8 miles of the Main Stem of Bassett Creek. The restoration will take
place from 10" Avenue to Duluth Street in the City of Golden Valley. The total estimated
project cost ranges from $1,319,000 to $1,659,000.
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1.3.

Metro Region Committee Meeting. On August 7, 2014, the Board’s Metro Region
Committee and staff met in St. Paul to review and discuss the Amendment. Those in
attendance from the Board’s Committee were Jill Crafton, Jack Ditmore, Christy Jo
Fogerty, Faye Sleeper, and Joe Collins, chair. Board staff in attendance were Board
Conservationists Steve Christopher and Mary Peterson. Board staff recommended
approval of the Amendment. After discussion, the Committee unanimously voted to
recommend approval of the Amendment to the full Board.

CONCLUSIONS

All relevant substantive and procedural requir" law and rule have been fulfilled.

The Board has proper jurisdiction in the: matter of approving a_n_,Amendment to the
Watershed Management Plan for the Bassett Creek Watershed' Management
Commission pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Sectlon__‘l_O_sB 231, subdj _11

The Bassett Creek Watershed Management Com ion’s Amendment attached to this
Order defines the need and purpose' fthe Watershed Management Plan changes and
the methods of financing.

"nd'ment is in conforman

103B. 201 to 103B.251:

The attached

‘.:_wlutH:the;r_equwements of Minnesota
Statutes Secti .

Dated at Sain-t"Pfa'nl, Mm sota this 28™ day of August 2014.

MINNESOTA BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES

BY: Brian Napstad, Chair
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[12.6.6 © 2014 Major Plan Amendment = .

In [month] and [month] 2014, BWSR approved and the BCWMC adopted, respectively, a major plan
amendment to add the following projects to the BCWMC’s 10-year CIP (Table 12-2): Main Stem of
Bassett Creck Restoration 10" Avenue to Duluth Street (CR2015),

Main Stem of Bassett Creek Restoration 10™ Avenue to Duluth Street, Golden Valley
The BCWMC Plan recognized the need to restore stream reaches damaged by erosion or affected by
l}d'-'Commission’s policies relating to

sedimentation. Section 7.0 of the BCWMC Plan describes the issue
channel restoration, and the benefit of stream restoration in pr g fisheries habitat and minitmizing

nutrient and sediment loads to the ereck and dowmhcmn watcrs, Thc ommission established the Creek
and Streambank Trunk System Mfuntemncc Repair ancl Scdlmcnt Rcmoval I‘und (the Restoration Fund)

to address the issue. The Connission decided to assess the cities in the watetshcd $25,000 annually fo

fund channel restoration pleCCfS (Restmatton l"uncl)m e cities couducted mvcntoues of the channel

o Removal of hazard and invasive trees and vegetation

o Reshaping and stabilization of eroded streambanks

o Tustallation of a variety of stream stabilization measures and flow diversion methods to address
erosion problems, including biologs, rock vanes, boulders, riprap, live stakes, and native
vegetation and plantings

o Repair of storm sewer outfalls, and other failing infrastructure along the creek

o  Bstablishing native vegetation, trees, and shrubs along the creek

Bassett Greok Watershed Management Commisslon Watersfred Management Plan June 2014
Page 12-32




o Removal of miscellaneous debris from within the creck

This project is on the BCWMC CIP starling in 2015 (project CR2015 in Table 12-2 — CIP table) with an
estimated cost of $1,659,000 (high end of estimated cost range).

Bassett Creck Watershed Management Commission Watershed Management Plan June 2014
Page 12-33
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BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Washington County Groundwater Plan - 2014-2024

Meeting Date: August 28, 2014

Agenda Category: X Committee Recommendation [] New Business [] Old Business
Item Type: X Decision [] Discussion []1 Information
Section/Region: Metro Region

Contact: Mary Peterson

Prepared by: Mary Peterson

Reviewed by: Metro Region Committee(s)

Presented by: Mary Peterson

[0 Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda ltem Presentation

Attachments: [0 Resolution X Order Map X Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

X  None

[] Amended Policy Requested
[] New Policy Requested

[] Other:

General Fund Budget

Capital Budget

Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget
Clean Water Fund Budget

I [

ACTION REQUESTED
Approval of Washington County Groundwater Plan

LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

e [Final Review Draft Plan:
http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/boardpackets/water_plans_for_bd_packet/washington oround water pl
an/Groundwater Plan 2014-2024 Final Review_Draft.pdf

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

Washington County (County), in accordance with Minnesota Statutes 103B.255, has submitted a Groundwater
Plan to the MN Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) for review and approval. Washington County has
stated that the overall goal of this Groundwater Plan (Plan) is to: “Manage the quality and quantity of
groundwater in Washington County to protect health and ensure sufficient supplies of clean water to support
human uses and natural ecosystems.” And further states that the purpose of preparing, adopting, and
implementing a Plan is to provide a county-wide structure for the protection and conservation of groundwater
resources.

8/15/2014 6:39 AM Page 1
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The County appointed a Groundwater Advisory Committee (GWAC) and a Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC) to develop the Plan in 2012. These committees met several times throughout the 2012 and 2013
planning process. Local and state agencies were actively involved throughout the planning process. The draft
Plan was released to all required entities and individual citizens for 60 day review and comment on October 8,
2013 and submitted to BWSR for final review on June 18, 2014,

Groundwater Plan Summary:

The Plan provides an overview of the groundwater resources, including geology, hydrology, groundwater
recharge, and groundwater dependent resources in Chapter 2. It focuses on main issues identified by the
stakeholders and includes policies and strategies to address them in Chapters 3-13. These issues include
groundwater supply, groundwater and surface water interaction, source water and wellhead protection, existing
contaminants such as VOCs and PFCs, nutrients, pesticides, road salt, septic systems, land spreading for
beneficial use, hazardous waste, mining, and landfills.

Chapter 14 includes the implementation, funding and measurement details of how the Plan will be
implemented. This chapter was added to the draft plan based on comments received from local partners and
BWSR. This additional chapter and the referenced Appendices A and B, clearly communicates to partners and
the public on the what, who, and when strategies will be implemented. The framework and timeline provide an
overall direction for the County and partners, but strategies may be moved up or down in priority depending on
timeliness of an issue, willingness of partners, and availability of resources. Washington County has committed
to coordinating annual work plan meetings with the intent of looking two to three years out to accommodate
budgeting cycles and funding needs. Progress on work plan activities will be monitored and overall plan
measures will be evaluated annually using the performance measurement tool as described in Appendix B to
ensure they are relevant.

Chapter 15 includes the references used in the Plan, Chapter 16 includes the List of Figures (maps) referenced
in the body of the Plan, and Chapter 17 includes the Appendices as noted in the Table of Contents.

Discussion:

BWSR Hydrogeologist Eric Mohring provided a more detailed technical review of the Plan and his

comments were incorporated into the BWSR metro region staff 60 day review comment letter to the County.
During the 60 day review process, the County received over 100 comments from fifteen LGU and agency
partners. The County responded to all these comments and incorporated suggestions into the draft Plan
submitted for this final review. One recurring comment theme from local entities and BWSR centered on
details of implementation, such as who, when and budgeting of planned strategies. In response to these
comments, County and BWSR staff met to discuss coordination of implementation strategies, plan priorities and
identifying clear roles and expectations among partners. To address these comments, County staff added
Chapter 14 - Plan Implementations, Funding and Measurement, and Appendix A- Implementation Framework
to the final draft Plan submitted to BWSR for review.

The state agency comments received during this process are noted in the draft Board Order. All comments have
been responded to by the County and incorporated in the draft Plan. BWSR staff has completed the final review
of the Washington County Groundwater Plan 2014-2024. The Plan is in conformance with the requirements of
Minnesota Statutes Section 103B.255.

Recommendation:
The Metro Region Committee met on August 7, 2014 to review the Plan, comments received and the BWSR

staff recommendation. County representatives attended the committee meeting to present highlights of the Plan
and answer questions of the committee members. Discussion was held. The Metro Region Committee
unanimously voted to recommend approval of the Plan to the full Board per the attached draft Order.
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Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
520 Lafayette Road North
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

In the Matter of the review of the ORDER
Groundwater Plan for Washington County AEFROVING

_ ; : GROUNDWATER
pursuant to Minnesota Statues section PLAN

103B.255

“submitted a Groundwater Plan

urces (Boa1d) on Tune 18, 2014 pursuant to

Whereas, the Washington County Board of Commis
(Plan) to the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Res
Minnesota Statutes section 103B.255, and;

indings of Fact, Conclusions and
Order:

e cr in County. Groundwater provides 100 percent of the water
supply available for human uses in the county. Recent data shows that increased
groundwater pumping:for human use is having an impact in the county. This includes a
decline in water leyels of county lakes, stresses on county streams including trout
streams, and more inquiries from county residents wondering why their well is not
supplying enough water. The overall goal of the Plan is to: “Manage the quality and
quantity of groundwater in Washington County to protect health and ensure sufficient
supplies of clean water to support human uses and natural ecosystems.”

3. Local Review. Washington County circulated a copy of the draft Plan to state review
agencies, local government units, and adjacent counties on October 8, 2013 for their
review. The initial 60 day comment period ended January 24, 2014 due to a 45 day
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extension requested by a local partner. Comments were received from the following
local entities: Baytown Township, Brown’s Creck WD, Carnelian-Marine-St. Croix WD,
Comfort Lake-Forrest Lake WD, City of Grant, City of St. Paul Park, Rice Creek WD,
Valley Branch WD, Washington Conservation District and the City of Woodbury. The
County provided written responses to all of the comments. The County held a public
hearing on March 4, 2014, The County revised the Plan to satisfactorily incorporate
suggested changes and additions as a result of the comments.

Metropolitan Council Review. Agency staff attended and participated in the plamlmg
and development of the Plan. No comments were rec elved during the 60 day review
period or the final review period.

Department of Agriculture Review. Comm'jlts were: su

the 60 day review period. The agency 1e(_:_(_)_1_1_1_1_nended that: the MDA Ag BMP Handbook
be referenced, additional MDA program e
on page 3, MDA authorities and add]tlonal program 111f01mat10n be added, mclude a

st1ategy f01 wetland restoration or watel_stmage, add d1scussmn about the MDAS

Department of: Health Review. et
the plannmg and development of the P

tment of Health ftpp1e01ated wmkmg with
ment We feel that the plan ptesents a gleat

E‘Resou‘l“cjés Review. Agency staft” attended and participated

inclusion. Thls _uded updated information on the state’s first Groundwater
Management Area in the north and east metro and requested support for the County
Geologic and Hydrologic Atlas. These comments were satisfactorily incorporated prior
to the draft Plan being released for the 60 day review period. DNR submitted comments
during the final comment review period relating to technical references, non-supporting
evidence for meaning of “overuse” in relation to ground appropriation and sustainable
use, the purpose of the “sustainable groundwater management plan”, suggestions for
strategies for water reuse applications, and noted minor edits/corrections to text. The
County responded to all comments and satisfactorily incorporated the suggestions and
minor edits into the draft Plan.
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Pollution Control Agency Review. Comments were submitted to the County during the
60 day review period. The agency noted good strategies for sanitary sewer treatment
system contamination, suggested removing the strategy that would prohibit land
spreading of septage until sufficient research and best management practices have been
established, and to consider additional strategies for septage management. Edits were
noted for bedrock formation and MPCA monitoring well information. A general
question to the County on whether the Metropolitan Council projections of groundwater
usage related to population growth in the Metro area and if the effects of increased
groundwater withdrawals and lowering of water tables had been considered on surface
water flows. County responded that this had been considered and was included in
Chapters 3 and 4. The County revised the Plan to tisfactorily incorporate suggested
changes and additions as a result of these comments. BWSR received no comments
during the final review period. : :

Board Review. Comments were submi't't",._. o the County duung the 60 day review period.
The specific comments were more ed rial in nature — questlons of clarification, style and
citing sources, some grammatical corre tions and a few suggestlons for consideration. Board
st’tff 1ccommended the County summauze-" 1e p1oce 'j‘;used to check in. w1th stakeholdels and

changes to the ﬁnal dlaﬁ Plan

Highlights of the Plas

The Plan is a comprehensive document that lays out the technical framework, issues,
policies and strategies to address existing and future groundwater related problems.

The Introduction Section clearly defines the Plan’s intent. The Plan is meant to:
e Concisely outline the physical nature of groundwater resources, discuss the issues

that threaten groundwater, and provide direction and strategies on how to protect
groundwater for future generations.
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e Provide context and organization for stakeholders and residents to better
understand the complex water governance structure.

e Serve as a framework to develop annual work plans for the county and its
stakeholders that give specific implementation actions to address the groundwater
issues in the plan.

e Compliment and coordinate with other state, regional, county, and local planning
efforts.

e Guide collaboration on groundwater initiatives with state, regional, and local
partners more efficiently and effectively.

e Be a resource for stakeholders and residents 1ega1d1ng groundwater information
pertinent to the county.

The Plan is well organized and inclusive of gloundwatel tesource issues of the County
and how those issues interact with surface watel management

Metro Reglon Committee Mectmg On August 7 2014 the Boald s Me‘no Reglon

Jack Ditmore, Christy Jo Fogal_
attendance were Board Conserv
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CONCLUSIONS

1. All relevant substantive and procedural requirements of law and rule have been fulfilled.

2. The Board has proper jurisdiction in the matter of approving a Groundwater Plan for
Washington County pursuant to Minnesota Statutes section 103B.255, subd. 10.

3. The Washington County Groundwater Plan attached to this Order defines groundwater
and groundwater-related problems within the County;:possible solutions thereto, and an
implementation program.

4, The attached Plan is in conformance with the ¢

nents of Minnesota Statutes section
103B.255. &

4= 2024 as the Groundwater

BY: Brian Napstad, Chair
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Groundwater

provides 100
percent of the
water supply
in the county
available for

human uses.

1. INTRODUCTION

Groundwater is perhaps Washington County’s (county) most valuable natural resource.
High quality drinking water, healthy streams and lakes, fish habitat, rare plants and
economic vitality all depend on protecting and conserving groundwater resources. The
overall goal of the Washington County Groundwater Plan (Plan) is to:

“Manage the quality and quantity of groundwater in Washington
County to protect health and ensure sufficient supplies of clean water to
support human uses and natural ecosystems.”

There are many competing interests for the use of county groundwater. The two main
users, as defined in the Plan’s goal, are humans and natural ecosystems. Human uses
include domestic, commercial, industrial, and irrigation. Natural ecosystems include
streams, lakes, wetlands, and fens.

Groundwater provides 100 percent of the water supply in the county available for
human uses. Recent data shows that increased groundwater pumping for human use
is having an impact in the county. This includes a decline in water levels of county lakes,
stresses on county streams including trout streams, and more inquiries from county
residents wondering why their well is not supplying enough water.

Additionally the county has known groundwater contamination from
Perfluorochemicals, Volatile Organic Compounds, and nitrates. The presence of these
contaminants decreases the amount of clean drinking water available,

The purpose of preparing, adopting, and implementing a Plan is to provide a county-
wide structure for the protection and conservation of groundwater resources. The Plan
is a comprehensive document that lays out the technical framework, issues, policies, and
strategies to address existing and future groundwater related problems.

By Minnesota Statute 103B.255, county government is responsible for writing,
coordinating, and administering the Plan; however, no one entity has the overall
authority to implement all the necessary actions. Through this planning effort, the
county seeks support from the community in order to protect and conserve this valuable
resource now and for future generations.

The Plan is meant to:

+ concisely outline the physical nature of groundwater resources, discuss the
issues that threaten groundwater, and provide direction and strategies on how
to protect groundwater for future generations;

« provide context and organization for stakeholders and residents to better
understand the complex water governance structure;

. serve as a framework to develop annual work plans for the county and its
stakeholders that give specific implementation actions to address the
groundwater issues in this plan;

. compliment and coordinate with other state, regional, county, and local
planning efforts.
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. Guide collaboration on groundwater initiatives with state, regional, and local
partners more efficiently and effectively.

+ Be aresource for stakeholders and residents regarding groundwater information
pertinent to the county.

1.1 GOVERNANCE

Water governance in Minnesota is complex, with state and local agencies responsible
for different aspects of surface and groundwater management. Both surface and
groundwater are managed and regulated by State agencies, watershed organizations,
and local governments. Historically, surface water management organizations and
agencies have not factored groundwater provisions into their plans, policies and rules.
While this is starting to change it will take a coordinated effort between State agencies,
the county, watershed organizations and local government to provide more effective
overall management of both surface water and groundwater. The county Plan is the

link to tie the governance of surface and groundwater together in an effort to focus on
researching the level of connection between surface water and groundwater, identifying
groundwater recharge and discharge zones, and developing policies and rules to protect
and holistically manage water resources.

In recent years, several statewide efforts have engaged stakeholders around water
governance, calling for increased coordination of groundwater and surface water
management. These efforts will continue to evolve over the life of this Plan. They
include:

+ The Clean Water Legacy Act of 2006, which established the Clean Water Fund and
the Clean Water Council.

« The Clean Water, Land and Legacy Amendment of 2008, 3which has served as a
powerful incentive for state agencies to collaborate and improve the integration
of their programs.

+ The University of Minnesota Water Sustainability Framework,* which provides
recommendations for aligning water, land use and energy policies to ensure
water sustainability and providing cross-cutting governance.

. The Local Government Roundtable " that is led by the Association of Minnesota
Counties, the Minnesota Association of Watershed Districts, and the Minnesota
Association of Soil and Water Conservation Districts. The roundtable provides

consensus recommendations to members and state policy makers on how to
deliver water management in Minnesota.

. The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency Water Governance Evaluation,®
completed in 2013, evaluates water related statutes, rules, and governing
structures to streamline, strengthen, and improve sustainable water
management.

The overall governance structure for water management in Washington County, along
with the responsibilities of each agency is on the following page. Key state agencies
include the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR), the Minnesota Department

of Natural Resources (DNR), Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MDA), Minnesota
Department of Health (MDH), and the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA).
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Minnesota Department of

Health

+ Source Water Protection

+ Enforces State Well Code

» Approves Wellhead Protection
Plans

+ Well Sealing

. Special Well & Boring
Construction Areas

+ Drinking Water Standards

« Emerging Contaminants

« County Well Index with MGS

Local Government Units !

« Comprehensive Plans & Zoning |

« Local Water Plans |

+ Wellhead Protection Plans
for Public Water Suppliers .

- Water Supply Management |
Plans ?

» Septic Systems |

|

Department of Natural Resources

+ Water Appropriation for Surface
& Groundwater |

+ Observation Wells Network

« Conservation Plans

« Groundwater Management
Plans

+ Geologic Atlas with MGS

+ Natural Resources Protection &
Conservation

« Groundwater Management Areas

 Minnesota Pollution
 Control Agency

-+ Groundwater Monitoring
~ Ambient & Contaminant

-+ Cleanup of Contaminated Soil

& Groundwater
» Surface Water Quality
Standards & TMDLs
« Wastewater & Surface Water
Discharge Permits
« Hazardous and Solid Waste
- » State Septic System Rules
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From a regional perspective, the Metropolitan Council shares responsibility for water
management. At the local level, the county, Washington Conservation District (WCD),
Local Government Units (LGUs) and watershed management organizations (WMOs) all
have various roles. WMO Boundaries are represented in Figure 1.

Many of these agencies engage in planning efforts with regards to water management.
These plans are discussed below and throughout the Plan. There are no known conflicts
between the Plan and other county LGUs, WMOs, or neighboring county plans. The
county plan is intended to complement these existing plans by filling a gap to identify
strategies that guide communities specifically in groundwater management. The
county recognized that the majority of regulatory and decision making athority for
groundwater lies with our partner agencies and local governments. However, the
county values the importance of groundwater for our communities and residences; and
therefore chooses to act as a convener to ensure and enable coordination with respect
to groundwater needs in the county.

Regional Growth, Land Use and the Urban Service Area

Under state law, the Metropolitan Council is charged with guiding regional development
in the twin cities area. The current 2030 Regional Development Framework M is a
regional growth strategy into the year 2030. It consists of a compilation of policy
statements, goals, standards, programs, and maps prescribing orderly, economic, public,
and private development. In 2013-2014, Metropolitan Council is updating this planning
effort through Thrive MSP 2040,"* which will require updates for several of the plans
discussed below. See their website for more details: Metropolitan Council Thrive MSP
2040, '

The Metropolitan Council also plans for the Metropolitan Urban Service Area (MUSA).
Centralized sewer and water serves most of the area within the MUSA or the boundary
of an urban reserve area. Figure 2 illustrates the location of the MUSA in the county

as of 2010, and projected extensions of the MUSA into 2030. Some cities are already
completely within the MUSA (Stillwater, Oakdale, Newport, Mahtomedi, Oak Park
Heights, and Bayport) while others are partially included in plans for additional
expansion (Forest Lake, Hugo, Lake ElImo, Cottage Grove, and Woodbury). If a community
wishes to expand the MUSA they make a request that is either approved or denied by
the Metropolitan Council. The availability of centralized sewers and the future growth
of the MUSA are major factors in determining housing density in the county. Where
the MUSA is extended, higher density development will follow. All of the communities
along the St. Croix River north of Stillwater and south of Bayport are considered rural
residential, or permanent rural, which indicates that the MUSA would not extend into
these areas in the foreseeable future. These areas of the county will continue to utilize
subsurface sewage treatment systems (SSTS) for sewage treatment.

The Metropolitan Council’s decisions to expand the MUSA will need to consider the
impact on groundwater resources as higher density development will increase water
supply demands. The Metropolitan Council is authorized to do regional water supply
planning as discussed in Chapter 5.
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County Comprehensive Planning Process and Zoning

In 2010 the County Board of Commissioners adopted its most recent comprehensive
plan. The goals and policies in the Washington County 2030 Comprehensive Plan®
apply to the unincorporated areas of the county. Incorporated cities prepare their own
comprehensive plans.

The Washington County 2030 Comprehensive Plan outlines several goals to protect

its natural resources while managing growth and development.*® The elements of

the Comprehensive Plan relating most directly to groundwater protection are found

in the Land Use and Natural Resources sections, The Comprehensive Plan promotes
development in urban areas where urban services can be provided, and encourages
open space design of housing in the rural areas. Open space design allows the housing
to be clustered on lots that are much smaller than those in conventional subdivisions
keeping a substantial percentage of the property as permanently protected open
space. The purpose of clustering houses is to provide a more efficient use of the land
while preserving good agricultural land, open space, scenic views and natural drainage
systems.

With regard to the effect of land use on groundwater the comprehensive plan states:
“Washington County will regulate development so that groundwater quality and
quantity is protected from degradation and depletion and is maintained in a safe
condition for the benefit of all citizens. Pollution prevention will be the top priority.
Standards to prevent the contamination of groundwater will be established and
enforced. More stringent standards will be adopted to protect areas of significant
groundwater recharge.” :

In the Natural Resources section of the comprehensive plan Goal 6-2 and its strategies
are specific to water resources. Goal 6-2 states: “Protect groundwater and surface water
resources through coordination and collaboration with state and local water resource
organizations."*®

This plan uses the County’s Comprehensive Plan *® as a guide to move forward on its
groundwater strategies.

City Comprehensive Planning and Zoning

Incorporated cities develop their own comprehensive plans and zoning ordinances
based on an overall direction set by elected officials and planning commissioners. Plans
and ordinances are developed working within parameters set by state statutes and on
guidelines set by the Metropolitan Council. City Comprehensive Plans are reviewed by
the Metropolitan Council and state agencies for adherence to their policies and plans.

Cities across the county are growing at varying rates. Those served by the MUSA are
developing at higher residential densities and with greater percentages of commercial
and industrial land use. Communities outside the MUSA set growth rates and densities
established by regional and local goals, policies, and comprehensive plans developed by
local elected officials, but many factors determine the actual rate of growth.

Land use planning and land use decisions have an important role in protecting
groundwater resources. It is imperative that groundwater protection strategies are
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incorporated into city comprehensive plans to better protect groundwater resources.
These strategies should address the siting of commercial and industrial development

~ using hazardous materials, the potential impact of impervious surfaces to groundwater
. recharge, and the long-term sustainability of groundwater supplies.

Local Government Units

Per Minnesota Statute 103B.235 local governments having land use planning authorities
within a watershed shall prepare a local water management plan (LWMP). If the
metropolitan county that the LGU resides in has an approved groundwater plan, the
county must be given the opportunity to review and comment on the LWMP. The LWMP
provides an effective opportunity for LGUs to incorporate groundwater considerations
into their future growth plans.

Land Use and Source Water Protection

Source water protection is the process of protecting the source of drinking water from
becoming contaminated. For example a stream, river, lake, or an aquifer can be a source
of drinking water. The Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) administers the State’s
Source Water Protection Program. Part of this program is wellhead protection. Wellhead
protection is the process of managing land use in critical zones of groundwater recharge
to reduce the risk of contaminating water supplies. Public Water Suppliers (PWSs) are
required to write and implement Wellhead Protection Plans that provide a scientific
analysis to identify key groundwater recharge area and guidelines for land use and
zoning that are protective of groundwater. Itis imperative to groundwater protection
that county and city land use plans and zoning ordinances incorporate wellhead
protection. Chapter 8 discusses source water and wellhead protection in further detail.

Watershed Plans

Watershed Management Organizations are required to complete a watershed plan.
Although the Board of Water and Soil Resources encourages integrated water planning,
surface water planning and groundwater planning are essentially dealt with separately
in the metropolitan area. The required components for watershed plans are defined by
statute and include:

+ an inventory of the water resources in the watershed;

. an assessment of issues facing the water resources in the watershed.;

. established goals and policies to protect the water resources in the watershed;
. animplementation program and prioritization of activities.

1.2 PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

PHE will provide overall leadership, coordination, and annual review for implementing
the Plan but it will take the concerted and coordinated efforts of all stakeholders and
residents to effectively carry it out.

Plan implementation, funding and measurement are discussed in greater detail in
Chapter 14.

WASHINGTON COUNTY GROUNDWATER PLAN" + 2014-2024 p. 06




The county

will convene
partners on an
annual basis
to evaluate
success and
plan for the

future.

14 PLAN IMPLEMENT

'MEASUREMENT
Implementation

The users of this Plan will include state agencies, regional organizations, county and city
officials, watershed organizations, and active citizens. PHE will provide overall leadership,
coordination, and annual review for implementing the Plan but it will take the concerted
and coordinated efforts of all stakeholders and residents to effectively carry it out.

It is not expected that all the strategies identified in this Plan will be initiated at once.
As a ten year plan, once adopted and each year after, PHE will develop an annual work
plan detailing the next year's activities and measuring the effectiveness of the activities
completed the current year. PHE will convene stakeholders in the fall of each year, to
plan out strategies for the following year and beyond. Given long term planning for
county and WMO budgeting cycles, as well as state and federal funding opportunities,
annual workplan meetings may be planning out activities for two or even three years in
advance.

The implementation framework located in Appendix A will guide PHE and stakeholders
moving forward. The framework identifies each strategy in the Plan, the status in relation
to current activities of PHE (either new or ongoing), likely partners, and an estimated
timeframe for initiation and completion. Several strategies considered “ongoing” are
expected to last through the duration of the plan. The framework and timeline provide
an overall direction for PHE and partners, but strategies may be moved up or down in
priority depending on timeliness of an issue, willingness of partners, and availability of
resources. For instance, a drought would most likely raise the awareness and magnitude
of water conservation. In that situation, there will be a greater public will to implement

actions to address water conservation and preserve the water supply.

Funding

Minnesota Statute 103B.255 states: “A metropolitan county may levy amounts necessary
to administer and implement an approved and adopted groundwater plan. A county
may levy amounts necessary to pay the reasonable increased costs to soil and water
conservation districts and watershed management organizations administering and
implementing priority programs identified in the county’s groundwater plan.’

Funding is necessary to coordinate and implement the Plan. These activities include
developing an annual groundwater program work plan with stakeholders, implementing
Plan strategies, and initiating other related program activities.

The primary source of funding is from the county environmental charge (CEC). The

CEC is a service charge for managing waste to avoid contaminating groundwater. It

is collected by haulers as a percentage of the garbage bill. The CEC is used for the
management of solid waste, hazardous waste, recycling, resource recovery, and
groundwater work. The county is mandated by the Waste Management Act to develop
and implement a Solid Waste Master Plan. The purpose of a county solid waste plan is to
coordinate the implementation of an integrated waste management system in order to
protect public health and the environment. The work from the county’s solid waste and
groundwater plans complement each other in the protection of groundwater.
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Additional supportive funding comes from the county Solid Waste Management
special assessment, BWSR Natural Resources Block Grant, the county water testing
program, the water and sewer portion of the Food, Beverage, and Lodging licenses,
other grants for specific initiatives, and partnerships. Collaborative Initiatives such as
groundwater related research projects, rule and policy development, education and
technical assistance programs, and capital improvement projects will be funded based
on the specific goals and benefits of the participating or benefiting partners. To the
greatest extent possible, state and federal grants will be sought to fund projects. Efforts
will be made to develop cooperative, joint funding of projects from local government
and watershed organizations. The annual workplanning meetings will help guide this
budgeting process, with the intention that PHE and some partners will be planning

up to two or even three years out, to accommodate budgeting cycles. The county will
provide overall coordination of grant funding efforts, including cost-sharing. As part of
implementation, financial assistance may also be available to individual homeowners
through cost-share grants or low interest loans available from the county, the WCD, or
other organizations.

The primary work of groundwater protection for the county is carried out by PHE in

the groundwater program, the solid and hazardous waste programs, and the septic
programs. In addition, other county departments lend support at varying levels,
including Administration, Information Technology (Geographic Information Systems),
Public Works, and the County Attorney’s Office. The WCD is also an important partner in
providing base technical services.

Measurement

PHE is committed to integrating performance management and continuous
improvement into its environmental programs and services. Performance management
provides a framework for the regular collection, analysis and reporting of performance
measures that track resources used, work produced, and specific results achieved. The
information and knowledge gained from this process informs continuous improvement
activities to address gaps between the present condition and the desired future
condition. The performance measures presented in the plan were developed using a
process called Results Based Accountability,” that took both population and performance
accountability into consideration.

Population accountability is about the well-being of whole populations; it refers to the
results or quality of life conditions that we want to exist for our whole population: clean
and sustainable groundwater for all Washington County residents. For each groundwater
issue, Appendix B provides a definition of the quality of life result that the plan
addresses, why it is important, and the causes and forces contributing to the current
state of the county’s groundwater quality and quantity.

Performance accountability refers to the county groundwater program’s accountability
to partners and stakeholders for the performance of the program. The principle
distinction between the two types of accountability is between ends and means. Results
addressed in the population accountability component are about the “ends” we want for
residents, while performance measures are about the "means” to get there by measuring
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" how well programs are working. The measures represent the activities that need to take
{

place in order to “turn the curve” on our current state- that is, what it would take to do
better and each partner's contribution.

Performance Measurement Tool

Quantity Quality

How much did we do (#)? How well did we do it (%)?

What did we do? How well did we deliver service?
How much service did we deliver?

Effort

Is anyone better off (#)/(%)?
How much change for the better did we produce #/%?
What quality of change for the better fdif we produce (%)?

Effect

Headline Performance Measures
Those measures you would use to present or explain your program’s perform
ance to policy makers or the public.

Secondary Measures
All other measures for which you now have data. These measures will be used
to help manage the program.

Data Development Agenda
Measures you would like to have, listed in priority order.

*Measures were not developed at this time for land spreading, mining and landfills but
will be developed as strategies are implemented in annual work plans.

In order to effectively use the performance measures, progress on achieving results
will be continuously monitored and evaluated. This tool will be used as strategies are
implemented, on a project-by-project basis, and will be reviewed by PHE and partners
through annual work plan meetings. Progress on work plan activities will be monitored
and overall plan measures will be evaluated annually to ensure they are relevant,
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APPENDIX A: IMPLEMENTATION FRAMEWORK

Timeline
Strategy Partners Status [2014(2015(2016/2017|2018(2019|2020|2021|2022|2023|2024
3.2.1 | Develop a county wide WCPHE New
groundwater information DNR
database, informed by the LGUs
work of the DNR and the Met- Met Council
ropolitan Council, which the MDH x | x
county and LGUs canuse to MGS
determine: (please refer to USGS
page 33 of the plan for the
rest of the strateqgy) WED
WMOs
3.2.2 | Using the information from WCPHE
the groundwater information DNR
database, develop a tiered [GUs
approach alert system for Met Council x | x
aquifer levels. MGS
WCD
WMOs
3.2.3 | Analyze the DNR observation WCPHE
well data to determine which DNR
wells closely follow patterns of  ["Met Council X | x
precipitation, high capacity MGS
pumping, or a combination
of both.
3.24 | Using the information in strat- WCPHE
egies 1,2, and 3 above, partner DNR
with stakeholders to develop EMWREP X | x
a sustainable groundwater Met Coundil
management plan. WD
3.2.5 | Develop an annual forum for WCPHE
the DNR and the Metropolitan DNR
Council to share and update Met Council
the Washington County Water [ wcp
Consortium with groundwater  [Mwmvos
supply information. Stakehold-
ers will use this information, o [
along with the Metropolitan
Council’'s Metropolitan Area
Groundwater Flow Model
(Metro Model), to develop
implementation actions for
the Groundwater Plan Work
Plans,
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Timeline

Strategy Parthers Status |2014{2015(2016/2017|2018[2019|2020|2021{2022(2023|2024
: WCPHE
Develop a county wide water New
3.26 | conservation plan for new DR
development and retrofits, in EMWREP
partnership with LGUs , the LGUs
WCD, EMWREP, WMOs, and MDH
state agencies, informed by DOLI G O ]
Strategy 1 above, that: (please | MPCA
refer to page 33 and 34 of the | wcp
plan for the rest of the strategy) [\wmos
Partner with the WCD, WMOs, and
it ihecommercial andiindustilal Lo iiE NW D [ x x| x px x [ x [ x x| x
: ; WCD
businesses in the county to col-
laborate on ways to reduce water | WMOS
use and increase water reuse.
421 WCPHE New
2 Promote and encourage DNR
research related to better [GUs
understanding the regional e
infiltration system an:—;J the il X [ X | XXX | XXX XXX
: : : MDH
specific relationships between
groundwater aquifers and MGS
surface water bodies. This USGS
Includes: (refer to page 38 WCD
for the rest of this strateqy.) WMOs
4.2.2 | Stayengaged in the DNRs WCPHE Ongoing
process of developing a ¥ | x
groundwater management area
for the north and east metro to
ensure the counties needs are
represented in the process.
423 | Develop acounty wide ground- | WCPHE ;
water information database, DNR ongoingl o X)X X X
informed by the work of the MDH
DNR and the Metropolitan MGS
424 | Build on previous ground- WCPHE New
water and surface water DNR
studies, along with other LGUs
available data, to inventory Met Council
and rank groundwater MDH
recharge areas (including MGS
wetlands, Ielakes, streams, USGS
and fields) in the county. WeD
Include contamination WMOs X | X | X

potential, and distance to
bedrock as part of the
ranking criteria.
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Timeline
Strategy Partners Status [2014/2015|2016(2017|2018|2019|2020(2021(2022|2023|2024
425 | Partner with the WCD and WCPHE New
watershed management DNR
organizations (WMOs) to LGUs
develop, through the Met Council
Washington County Water MDH ol sy
Consortium, a county-wide MGS
groundwater monitoring plan USGS
and a data tracking and
mapping system. xfﬁ)
3
426 | Collaborate with LGUs, the WCPHE New
WCD, and WMOs to identify DNR
and preserve regional LGUs
recharge areas. Encourage Met Councll x | x| x| x
WMOs and LGUs to WD
incorporate protection of
recharge areas into plan, rule, y¥iQs
and ordinance updates.
4.2.7 | Develop and implement an WCPHE Ongoing
expanded education program DNR
for citizens and public officials LGUs
on the interaction between Met Council
groundwater and surface MDH
water, the value of and need to WCD
protect groundwater recharge
areas... (refer to page 38 for the | WMOs
rest of this strategy)
4,2.8 | Encourage the development WCPHE Ongoing
of design standards for DNR
low impact storm water LGUs
management tools, including Mat Caunci
infiltration, that evaluate WCD
proposed locations of
practices, specifically: Wiikie
(refer to page 38 and 39
for the rest of this strategy)
429 | Encourage the use of low WCPHE Ongoing
impact storm water DNR
management tools, including LGUs
infiltration, in areas where -
practices can be safely m;tHCouncll S TR SR 1 L D PO S R R
placed in accordance with
Strategy 4.2.8. 48
WMOs
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Timeline
Strategy Partners Status [2014[2015|2016/2017/|2018|2019|2020(2021|2022|2023(2024
4210 | Collaborate with LGUs, state WCPHE e
agencies, and MGS to collect DNR
and map baseline data of the LGUs
recommended chemicals Met Council
in groundwater to evaluate MDH
how groundwater conditions MGS
change with time and land use
USGS
changes.
wcD
WMOs
4211 | Work with LGUs, the WCD, and | WCPHE New
WMOs to utilize the county DNR
wide water conservation plan, LGUs
from Chapter 3 Strategy 3.2.5, Met Council
to implement water conser- MDH x| x| x| X x | x| x| ¥
vation practices as a tool to
MGS
help steady the water balance
USGS
between surface water and
groundwater. WCD
WMOs
4.2.12 | The county will monitor the WCPHE Ongoing
outcome of the White Bear DNR
Lake Restoration Associa- LGUs
tion's lawsuit against the DNR Met Council M| ey
regarding White Bear Lake...
(refer to page 39 for the rest of
this strategy)
5.2.1 | The county will assistin WCPHE Ongoing
the development and DNR
implementation of source LGUs
water protection and wellhead | pet Council
protection activities. When MDH X X | X | X | X | X X | x| x| x
requested the county will WCD
facilitate wellhead protection WO
steering committees when g
protection areas cross
jurisdictional boundaries.
522 | Develop aforum for PWSs WCPHE New
to meet annually to share DNR
information and hear updates LGUs
from MDH. The ir‘lformaltion Met Coundil WO ¥
from these meetings will
MDH
be used to develop
implementation actions WCD
WMOs

for the Groundwater Plan

Work Plans.
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Timeline
Strategy Partners Status |2014/2015|2016(2017]2018|2019|2020]|2021|2022|2023(2024
523 | Workwith PWSs, EMWREP, the | WCPHE  [Ongoing
WCD, and WMOs to strengthen | DNR
education efforts, and develop | LGUs
and distribute materials Met Council
needed to inform home MDH T WOl [ v B ARl e ) x | x| x| x
owners on where they get MGS
their water from, what source
water protection is, and the 565
efforts they can make to en- wen
sure they do not contaminate | WMOs
their drinking water.
524 | Asappropriate, the county WCPHE Ongoing
will consider Source Water DNR
Protection Areas and Drinking LGUs
Water Supply Management Met Council
Aregslwhen making land use MDH x Ix x| x| x| x x | x| x| x
decisions, and encourage LGUs MGS
to do so as well, UsEs
WCD
WMOs
52,5 | The county will continue a well | WCPHE Ongoing
sealing program for residents DNR
who wish to voluntarily seal LGUs
wells. This includes: ...(refer Met Council
to page 43 for the rest of this MDH x | x| x| x| x| x X | x| x| x
strategy) MGS
USGS
WCD
WMOs
6.2.1 | The county will continue to WCPHE Ongoing
work with MDH and Baytown DNR
and West Lakeland Townships LGUs
(as requested by the Met Council
townships) with testing MDH X | X | X | X ]| X |X X | X | X | X
private homes for VOCs MGS
in accordance with their
ordinances. LSS
WCD
WMOs
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Timeline
Strategy Partners Status |2014|2015/2016{2017/|2018(2019|2020|2021|2022({2023|2024
6.2.2 | The county will assist MDH WCPHE Ongoing
and LGUs as requested with DNR
education and outreach LGUs
related to groundwater Met Council
contamination, including MDH X X x | x| x ¥ X X X X
bio-exposure and MGS
accumulation as with
PFCs. bloki
WCD
WMOs
6.2.3 | Develop an intergovernmental | WCPHE New
communication plan for Con- DNR
ditional Use Permits and other [ Gus
deve_lopment projects that et Courl x | x| x
may impact or be impacted by MDH
existing groundwater contami-
nation. wep
WMOs
6.24 | The County Epidemiologist WCPHE Ongoing
will continue to represent
Washington County
residents by serving on the b4l G [ R B ] 1255 @S Koo [ X X
MDH Environmental Health
Tracking and Biomonitoring
Advisory Panel.
6.2.5 | The county will support WCPHE Ongoing
continued legislative advocacy | mpH
for the MDH Environmental X[ X | XX | X|X X | X[ XX
Health Tracking and
Biomonitoring Program.
7.2.1 | Re-evaluate the Cottage Grove | WCPHE New
Nitrate Study and expand LGUs
to Afton, Grey Cloud Island, MDH
Denmark Township, and other  [Fusa x | x
communities as needed. Work
: i WCD
with MDA and the communi-
ties to develop (refer to page ey
54 for the rest of this strategy)
722 | Partner with MDA and the WCPHE New
WCD to map well testing LGUs
data from the county testing Met Council
program, including data from MDH XXX
community and county nitrate | MDA
clinics. WCD
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Timeline
Strategy Partners Status [2014/2015/2016{2017|2018(2019(2020(2021|2022|2023 (2024
7.2.3 | Continue to operate and WCPHE Ongoing
promote a resident private O TR R R B R
well testing program.
724 | Partner with MDA and the WCPHE New
WCD to develop education LGUs
materials that direct private MDH
well owners where to access VDA
drinking water testing for WD X | X
pesticides. Investigate options
to offer pesticide testing of
groundwater to private well
owners
7.2.5 | Partner with MDA and the WCPHE New
WCD to develop a program LGUs
that identifies long term mon- | MDA
itoring stations for nitrates WCD %o [
and pesticides. Analyze data
for trends in levels of these
contaminants.
7.2.6 | ldentify available partnerships | WCPHE New
and funding opportunities to LGUs
address Agricultural Nutrient MDA X
Management...(refer to page WCD
54 for the rest of the strategy WMOs
8.2.1 | Track and monitor emerging WCPHE New
contaminants research at LGUs
both the state and federal MIDH
levels. T[fus includes the MDH MPCA IS (VR B Bl R | e B B BV S
Contaminants of Emerging
Concern program (the
nomination and evaluation
of new contaminants), the...
(refer to page 58 for the rest
of this strategy.)
8.2.2 | Develop and promote educa- WCPHE Ongoing
tion and outreach related to DNR
emerging contaminants, for LGUs
the general public, e[ectf'ad Met Councll
officials, and PWSs. Continue MDH x Ix I xlxIxIx!x!Ix!x]|x|x
to promote the county’s un-
used medication drop box. L2
The county may seek financial | WMOs
assistance...(refer to page 58
for the rest of this strategy)
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Strategy Partners Status |2014|2015[2016(2017|2018(2019]|2020|2021)|2022(2023|2024
9.2.1 | Develop acounty wide assess- | WCPHE New
ment that utilizes geologic LGUs
data, nitrate testing/ mapping, Met Council bl I 'aa
housing stock data, and a MDH
community approach to deter- [wep
mine risk levels... (refer to page
WMO
61 for the rest of this strategy.) 5
9.2.2 | Strengthen education efforts WCPHE New
and develop materials to LGUs
inform home owners on the WeD
impact a failing SSTS can have WMOs ¥ | x
on groundwater and surface
water resources. Include
education on proper use and
maintenance of SSTS to ensure
functionality of the system.
9,23 | Define a method and develop WCPHE Ongoing
materials to educate realtors LGUs
and title compfanles on SSTS wWCeD v lxIxlxIx|!x|x|x]|x]|x]x
rules and requirements dur- WMOs
ing property transfers.
9.2.4 | Define a method to verify SSTS | WCPHE New
compliance inspections occur LGUs X X
during property transfers.
9.2.5 | Research and develop WCPHE Ongoing
financing options, including WCD
the possibility of a cost share, WMOs 3
grant, or loan program for
SSTS system replacement.
9.2.6 | Utilize approved nutrient and WCPHE New
bacterial TMDLs as a tool to DNR
identify areas for potential LGUs X
septic system maintenance Met Council
and management. WD
WMOs
10.2.1 | For the land application of WCPHE Ongoing
lime sludge and other wastes DNR
as approved by the state and LGUs
county, the county encourages [~ ;
et Council
watershed management orga- G N R 0 O N G i S S B O B
S i = WCD
nizations to identify sensitive
WMOs

water features and appropriate
setbacks for... (refer to page 64
for the rest of this strategy.)
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Timeline
Strategy Partners Status |2014/2015|2016|2017]|2018|2019(2020|2021(2022(2023|2024
10.2.2 | This plan recommends the WCPHE Ongoing
county board be cautious with | DNR
regard to allowing the land LGUs
application of septage. If the Met Council -l 1
county allows land application  [Tush
of septage this plan strongly WCD
recommends the county
develop and implement a... el
pa p
(refer to page 64 for the rest
of this strategy.)
10.2.3 | Develop and implement an WCPHE New
educational program for DNR
o : X | X
citizens regarding land LGUs
spreading of septage.
11.2.1 | The county will work to WCPHE Ongoing
ensure that groundwater DNR
protection is an integral LGUs
part of State, county, and Met Council
local rules and permitting MDH b G5 W G 8 ! I (o > S0 169 ¢ Xz ool A e
programs that regulate MPCA
hazardous waste storage,
transportation, disposal,
clean up, and emergency
response structures.
11.2.2 | Explore options to encourage WCPHE New
BMPs at new and existing DNR
salvage yards in the county, to [ gus X | X
promote proper management [~ -~
of waste and prevent
groundwater contamination.
11.2.3 | Continue to strengthen WCPHE Ongoing
outreach and education on MPCA
household hazardous waste LGUs
disposal options through Met Councll x I x | x| x| x| x gl ox
the use of the county envi- WCD
ronmental center and other WMOs
household hazardous waste
facilities that are available.
11.2.4 | Develop education WCPHE New
materials and an outreach WCD
plan for hazardous waste WMOs X | x
generators that explains their
potential groundwater impact.
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Timeline
Strategy Partners Status |2014(2015/2016]|2017|2018|2019{2020/2021|2022(2023(2024
12.2.1 | The county will continue to WCPHE Ongoing
review and provide comments | DNR
on any proposed mining op- LGUs
erations within the county, MPCA A ko Bl 1SE-A i o s s 2 R ] e
including frac sand mining, in
order to protect... (refer to page
71 for the rest of this strategy)
12.2.2 | The county will review and WCPHE Ongoing
comment on any proposed DNR
ordinance or rule changes LGUs
from municipalities and other s IxIxIxlix!Ix!x!x!|x/|x]x
LGUs, with regards to mining
operations, in order to protect
groundwater,
12.2.3 | The county will review the cur- | WCPHE New
rent county mining ordinance, | LGUs
in the context of frac sand v | x| x
mining, to ensure protection...
(refer to page 71)
Given that the county is home
12,24 | to multiple large mining WIEPHE
operations it will look for Wcb N
opportunities to partner with | WMOs w lx Ixlxlxlx!xlx!|x|x]|x
them to find possible water
reuse applications,
The county supports Minnesota | WCPHE Ongoing
13.2.1 | Rule 7001.3111 "Additional MPCA
Siting Requirements for Certain  [7 5y
Landfills that have not Received | st o el s o3 b |
a Permit before Jan. 1,2011."
13.2.2 | The county will continue to WCPHE Ongoing
review and provide comments | MPCA
on any proposed landfill opera- [TGUs
tions within the county in order —m=r=-rra wlxlx ! x!xIx!x!Ix!lx]|x]x
to protect groundwater.
13.2.3 | The county will review and WCPHE
comment on any proposed DNR Ongoing
statute or rule changes from LGUs v e e RS vl i Bl S| B (R
the state with regards to landfill | Met Council
operations in order to protect MDH
groundwater,
13.9.4 | The County Groundwater Plan t\éCUZHE Ongoing
supports the work of the y Ix I x I x!IxlIx!xlIx| x| x]x
Washington County Waste
Management Master Plan
2012-2030.
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APPENDIX B: GROUNDWATER PLAN MEASURES

POPULATION ACCOUNTABILTY

Quality of Life Result: Clean and sustainable groundwater for all Washington County residents

Why is this important?
Groundwater is one of Washington County’s most valuable natural resources. Safe drinking water, healthy
lakes and streams, and economic vitality all depend on protecting and conserving this resource. Protecting
groundwater resources is one of the most central roles of public health and a fundamental component to a
safe and healthy society.

How are we doing?
Quality: The county has known areas of groundwater contamination including VOC contamination in eight
communities and PFC contamination in four communities. Nitrate levels in the southern region of the
county are also elevated. Combined with the threat of emerging contaminants, there is strong evidence that
the quality of the county’s groundwater is compromised which in turn reduces quantity.

Quantity: Recent history Is starting to indicate that the previously held notion that there is an overabun-
dance of groundwater supply is false. Increasingly, residents are being forced to lower their pumps, and for
those surface water bodies connected to aquifers, levels are dropping. Both of these circumstances indicate
a drop in aquifer levels,

At the residential level, the county currently monitors data on well water testing and well sealing activities.
The rate of water testing has been relatively low due to limited resources available for marketing and educa-
tion. Well-sealing rates have remained constant over the past few years and increased slightly in 2012 due
to available funding.

What will it take to do better?
Collaboration: Effective collaboration with key state and local agencies is a cornerstone to the success
of the Washington County Groundwater Program. Due to a lack of statutory authority, the county’s
primary role is to promote and facilitate collaboration around the prevention, treatment and monitoring of
groundwater quality and quantity.

The partners who have a role to play in improving the quality and quantity of the county’s groundwater
include the following state and local agencies: Department of Natural Resources, Department of Health,
Pollution Control Agency, Department of Agriculture, Metropolitan Council, Board of Water and Soil
Resources, municipalities, watersheds, and residents. Many of these partners have sometimes conflicting
priorities. Our role as the county is to bring them together on common issues and help them recognize their
role and stake in the implementation of strategies that address groundwater issues.

Education and Outreach: Focused, coordinated education and outreach to the public about groundwater
quality and quantity issues is a key element to groundwater protection.

Initiatives: Initiatives focused on instilling a sense of urgency among residents and LGUs around
groundwater quality and quantity are critical to sustaining achievements in disease reduction and
increased longevity that we frequently take for granted.
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Groundwater Supply Performance Measures

Quantity

Quality

Effort

How much did we do (#)?

Customers:
# of local government units

Activities:

# of water bodies identified and main-
tained in a groundwater information
database

# of local government units invited to
attend annual forum

How well did we do it (%)?

% of water bodies in database with
known surface water and groundwater
interaction

% of local government representation
at open forum

Effect

Is anyone better off (#)/(%)?
How much change for the better did we produce (#)/(%)?
What quality of change for the better did we produce (%)?

Headline Performance Measures & Data Development Agenda

% of local government units that update ordinances to reflect best practices

$ per capita water use for municipal systems

9% of water bodies in database with known surface water and groundwater interaction
% of local government representation at open forum
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Groundwater/Surface Water Interaction Performance Measures

Quantity Quality
How much did we do (#)? How well did we do it (%)?

Customers: % of county with recharge areas identi-

# of local government units fied

# watershed management organizations % of watershed management organiza-
¥ tions and local government units that
£ incorporate protection of recharge into
L o wow

Activities: plan updates

# of recharge areas identified, invento-

ried and ranked

# of best management practice guide-

lines developed

Is anyone better off (#)/(%)?

E (#)/(%) of regional recharge areas established
& (#)/(%) of watershed management organizations and local government units that

implement best management practices and low-impact development and redevel-
opment strategies

Headline Performance Measures & Data Development Agenda

% of regional recharge areas established

9% of watershed management organizations and local government units that imple-
ment best management practices and low-impact development and redevelopment
strategies

% of county with recharge areas identified
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Groundwater/Surface Water Interaction Performance Measures
Quantity Quality
How much did we do (#)? How well did we do it (%)?

Customers: 9% of wells identified in high priority

# of local government units areas

# of public water suppliers 9% of funds available for abandoned
4 # of homeowners with private wells well sealing
£ % of local government unit representa-
= tion at forum

Activities:

# of abandoned wells identified

# of outside funding opportunities iden-

tified for abandoned well sealing

# of local government units invited to

attend annual forum

Is anyone better off (#)}/(%)?

E (#)/(%) of total abandoned wells sealed
E (#)/(9%) of abandoned wells sealed in high priority areas

(#)/(%) of Wellhead Protection Plans undated to reflect collaborative strategies on

water supply issues

Headline Performance Measures
% of total abandoned wells sealed
% of abandoned wells sealed in high priority areas

Secondary Measures
# of abandoned wells identified
# of total abandoned wells sealed
# of abandoned wells sealed in high priority areas

Data Development Agenda
9% of Wellhead Protection Plans undated to reflect collaborative strategies on water
supply issues
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Groundwater Contamination Performance Measures
Existing VOC and PFC contamination

Quantity Quality
How much did we do (#)? How well did we do it (%)?
Customers: % of homeowners contacted that test
# of local government units water supply

# of public water suppliers
# of residents

t
o
=
i

Activities:

# of homeowners identified

# of homeowners contacted

Is anyone better off (#)/(%)?

'9; (#)/(%) of customers implementing best management practices in areas of known
¥ | contamination

Headline Performance Measures & Data Development Agenda
% of customers implementing best management practices in areas of known contami-
hation

Secondary Measures
% of homeowners that test water supply
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Groundwater Contamination Performance Measures
Nutrients - General
Quantity Quality
How much did we do (#)? How well did we do it (%)?
Customers: % of studies completed for high-risk
it of local government units communities
# of public water suppliers % of county that is mapped
¢ | #ofresidents % of samples collected
£ % of long-term stations for nitrates and
- pesticides monitored
Activities:
# of studies conducted in high-risk com-
munities
# of well testing data mapped
# of long-term monitoring stations for
nitrates and pesticides identified
Is anyone better off (#)/(%)?
E (#)/(%) of customers implementing best management practices in areas of known
5 contamination

Headline Performance Measures & Data Development Agenda

9% of customers implementing best management practices in areas of known contami-
nation

Secondary Measures

# of studies conducted in high-risk communities
# of long-term monitoring stations for nitrates and pesticides identified
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Groundwater Contamination Performance Measures
Nutrients - Urban

Quantity Quality
How much did we do (#)? How well did we do it (%)?
Customers: % of highly sensitive areas that receive
# of public water suppliers outreach and education

# of businesses
# of residents

£
(V4]

Activities:

# of highly sensitive areas identified

Is anyone better off (#)/(%)?

§ (#)/(%) of customers that adopt or implement best management practices
)
L

Headline Performance Measures & Data Development Agenda

9% of customers that adopt or implement new practices
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Groundwater Contamination Performance Measures
Nutrients - Agricultural

Quantity Quality

How much did we do (#)? How well did we do it (%)?

Customers:
# of animal holding facilities
# of crop farmers

9% of customers that receive outreach
education

=
[
¥
o Activities:

# of customers identified

Is anyone better off (#)/(%)?

E (#)/(%) of customers that adopt or implement best management practices
=
L

Headline Performance Measures & Data Development Agenda

% of customers that adopt or implement new practices
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Groundwater Contamination Performance Measures
Emerging Contaminants

Quantity Quality

How much did we do (#)? How well did we do it (%)?

Customers: % of areas or wells identified that are
# of local government units monitored

# of public water suppliers 9% of areas or wells with known con-
# of residents tamination and risk levels

Effort

Activities:
# of areas or wells identified

Is anyone better off (#)/(%)?

(#)/(%) of areas or wells with identified risk levels that implement best management
practices

(#)/(%) of areas or wells with identified risk levels that implement remediation strate-
gies

Effect

Headline Performance Measures & Data Development Agenda

9% of areas or wells with identified risk levels that implement best management prac-
tices
% of areas or wells with identified risk levels that implement remediation strategies
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Septic Systems Performance Measures
Quantity Quality
How much did we do (#)? How well did we do it (%)?
% of compliance inspections
Customers: completed during the time of a
# of homeowners with a septic system property transfer
# realtors and title companies % of areas of concern with known risk
v level
s % of realtor and title company
= attendees that are satisfied with
Activities: training and plan to share information
# compliance inspections completed
# of areas of concern for failing systems
identified
# of trainings offered to realtors and title
companies
Is anyone better off (#)/(%)?
g (#)/(%) of failing systems replaced
= (#)/(%) of attendees representing realtors and title companies who have increased
knowledge of the impact a failing system can have on groundwater and surface
water resources

Headline Performance Measures
% of failing systems replaced

Secondary Measures
# compliance inspections completed
# of failing systems replaced

Data Development Agenda
# and location of failing systems
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Hazardous Waste Performance Measures

Quantity Quality
How much did we do (#)? How well did we do it (%)?
Customers: % of salvage yards inspected
# of hazardous waste generators % of residential participants at the
# of residents county environmental center and col-
ko lection events
S
ul Activities:
# of salvage yards identified
# of types of materials collected at WCEC
and remote events
Is anyone better off (#)/(%)?
E (#)/(%) of salvage yards implementing best management practices
& (#)/(%) of residential household hazardous waste collected

Headline Performance Measures & Data Development Agenda
% of salvage yards implementing best management practices
9% of residential household hazardous waste collected

Secondary Measures
# of types of materials collected at WCEC and remote events
% of residential participants at the county environmental center and collection events
(#)/(%) of residential household hazardous waste collected
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS
Northern Region Committee

1.

Cook County Local Water Management Plan — Tom Schulz — DECISION ITEM

City of International Falls Comprehensive Wetland Protection and Management Plan -
Ron Shelito and Dale Krystosek — DECISION ITEM

Lake County Priority Concerns Scoping Document — Ron Shelito — DECISION ITEM



BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Cook County Local Water Management Plan Update
Meeting Date: August 28, 2014

Agenda Category: X] Committee Recommendation [] New Business [] Old Business
Item Type: Decision [ Discussion ] Information
Section/Region: Northern Region

Contact: Ryan Hughes

Prepared by: Ryan Hughes

Reviewed by: Northern Committee(s)

Presented by: Tom Schulz/Ron Shelito

[0 Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation
Attachments: [ Resolution Order Map X] Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

D4 None

[0 Amended Policy Requested
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L0

ACTION REQUESTED
Approval of the Cook County Local Water Management Plan update.

LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Link to full plan:
httn: / /www.co.cook.mn.us/images/stories/Soil Water/Co0k%20County%20Water%20Plan%2

02014-2024.pdf

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

The current Cook County Local Water Management Plan expires October 26, 2014. The expiration date was
extended two years on June 22, 2011. The Cook County Priority Concerns Scoping Document (PCSD) was
approved by the full BWSR board September 26, 2012.

The Cook County Local Water Management Plan is consistent with the PCSD approved by the BWSR Board,
satisfies the requirements of M.S. 103B.314 and BWSR policy therefore the BWSR North Region Committee
at their July 9, 2014 meeting recommended approval of the Cook County Local Water Management Plan
update by the full BWSR board.
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Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
520 Lafayette Road North
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

In the Matter of Reviewing the Local Water Management Plan Update ORDER
for Cook County (Minnesota Statutes, Section 103B.311, APPROVING
Subdivision 4 and Section 103B.315, Subdivision 5.) LOCAL
WATER MANAGEMENT
PLAN UPDATE

Whereas, the Cook County Board of Commissioners submitted a Local Water Management Plan Update
(Plan Update) to the Board on April 9, 2014, pursuant to M.S. Section 103B.315, Subd. 5, and

Whereas, the Board has completed its review of the Plan Update;

Now Therefore, the Board hereby makes the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions, and Order:

FINDINGS OF FACT

1) On July 20, 2012, the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) received a Priority
Concerns Scoping Document from Cook County, pursuant to M.S. Section 103B.312.

2) On September 12, 2012, the BWSR Northern Committee met with representatives of Cook County to
review the Priority Concerns Scoping Document.

3) On September 26, 2012, the Board of Water and Soil Resources approved official comments on the
Cook County Priority Concerns Scoping Document, which were mailed to the county on September
26,2012,

4) The priority concerns, in no particular order of importance, the local water management plan
addresses include:

Sub-surface Sewer Treatment Systems (SSTS)
Land Use and Development Impacts on Watersheds
Surface and Groundwater Monitoring

Education

Impaired Water Restoration

e © © o o

5) On April 9, 2014, BWSR received the Cook County Local Water Management Plan Update, for final
State review pursuant to M.S. Section 103B.315, Subd. 5.

6) On July 9, 2014, the Northern Committee of BWSR reviewed the recommendations of the state

review agencies regarding final approval of the Cook County Local Water Management Plan Update.
Recommendations of the state review agencies were:
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A) Minnesota Pollution Control Agency: recommended approval;

B) Minnesota Department of Natural Resources: recommend approval;

C) Minnesota Department of Agriculture: recommended approval;

D) Minnesota Environmental Quality Board: no comments;

E) Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources staff: recommended approval,
F) BWSR North Region Committee: recommended approval.

7) This update will be in effect for a ten year period until August 28, 2024, with the Executive Summary,
Goals, Objectives and Action Items amended by August 28, 2019.

CONCLUSIONS

1. All relevant requirements of law have been fulfilled. The Board has proper jurisdiction in the
matter of approving a Local Water Management Plan Update of Cook County pursuant to
Minnesota Statutes, 103B.315, Subd. 5.

2. The Cook County Plan Update attached to this Order states water and water-related problems
within the county; possible solutions; general goals, objectives, and actions of the county; and an
implementation program. The attached Plan Update is in conformance with the requirements of
M.S. Section 103B.301.

ORDER
The Board hereby approves the attached update of the Cook County Local Water Management Plan —
August 28, 2014 to August 28, 2024, with the Executive Summary, Goals, Objectives and Action Items

amended by August 28, 2019.

Dated at , Minnesota, this 28 day of August 2014.

MINNESOTA BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES

BY: Brian Napstad, Chair
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BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: City of International Falls Wetland Plan

Meeting Date:

Agenda Category: Committee Recommendation [] New Business [] Old Business
Item Type: P4 Decision [0 Discussion ] Information
Section/Region: North Region

Contact: Dale Krystosek

Prepared by: Dale Krystosek

Reviewed by: Northern Committee(s)

Presented by: Ron Shelito/ Dale Krystosek

[] Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation
Attachments: [0 Resolution B order [ Map [C] Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

X None

[] Amended Policy Requested
[] New Policy Requested

[] Other:

General Fund Budget

Capital Budget

Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget
Clean Water Fund Budget

L0000

ACTION REQUESTED
Approval of the City of International Falls Comprehensive Wetland Protection and Management Plan.

LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

The International Falls Wetland Protection and Management Plan was the result of a recommendation to the City by
BWSR staff and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers who provided financial and technical assistance to the city to prepare
a technical report for development of the plan.

The purpose of the plan is to improve coordination and timeliness of permitting for wetland management within the city
which had been frustrating due to the vast wetland resources within the city and surrounding Koochiching County, which
has the highest percentage of wetlands in Minnesota. The plan provides an improved process for permitting using a
project proposal short form which will allow agencies basic information to improve responsiveness for permits and
approvals. The plan relies on the technical report developed by BWSR and the Corps to set up zones within the city to
allow for a more cost effective way to determine wetland mitigation needs. The plan expands the 10,000 square foot de
minimis amount to all wetland types within the city, except for the shoreland protection zone along the Rainy River. The
city will offset this additional flexibility by preserving other wetland within the city.

The plan also utilizes and “environmental corridor concept” to target areas for preservation to be used for wetland
mitigation. Finally, the plan incorporates some of the wetland mitigation recommendations of the recently completed
“Siting of Wetland Mitigation in Northeast Minnesota” report and incorporates some water quality protection initiatives
that are outlined in the Koochiching County Comprehensive Water Plan. The Northern Committee met on July 9th, 2014,
and had a presentation on highlights of the plan from City staff David Serrano. After review of information, the
Committee decided with a unanimous vote to recommend approval of the Plan by the Board per the attached draft Order.

8/12/2014 3:.06 PM Page 1
Request for Board Action Form 2013.doc



Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
520 Lafayette Road North
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

ORDER
APPROVING COMPREHENSIVE
WETLAND PROTECTION AND
MANAGEMENT
PLAN

In the Matter of the review of the
Comprehensive Wetland Management Plan
for the City of International Falls, pursuant
to Minnesota Statues Section 103G.2242,
Subdivision 1 (c)

Whereas, the City of International Falls (City) submitted a Comprehensive Wetland Protection
and Management Plan (Plan) dated June 30, 2014 to the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil
Resources (Board) pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section 103G.2242, Subd. 1 (c), and;

Whereas, the Board has completed its review of the Plan;

Now Therefore, the Board hereby makes the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions and
Order:

FINDINGS OF FACT

j Authority to Plan. Minnesota Statutes Section 103G.2242, Subd. 1 (c¢) and Minnesota
Rules Chapter 8420.0830 allow the Board to approve a Comprehensive Wetland
Protection and Management Plan developed by a local government unit, provided it is
implemented through the local government unit’s official controls.

The purpose of the plan is to improve coordination and timeliness of permitting for
wetland management within the city which had been difficult due to the vast wetland
resources within the city and surrounding Koochiching County, which has the highest
percentage of wetlands in Minnesota. The plan provides an improved process for
permitting using a project proposal short form which will allow agencies basic
information to improve responsiveness for permits and approvals. The plan relies on the
technical report developed by BWSR and the Corps to set up zones within the city to
allow for a more cost effective way to determine wetland mitigation needs. The plan
expands the 10,000 square foot de minimis amount to all wetland types within the city,
except for the shoreland protection zone along the Rainy River. The city will offset this
additional flexibility by preserving other wetland within the city. The plan also utilizes an
“environmental corridor concept” to target areas for preservation to be used for wetland
mitigation. Finally, the plan incorporates some of the wetland mitigation
recommendations of the recently completed “Siting of Wetland Mitigation in Northeast
Minnesota” report and incorporates some water quality protection initiatives that are
outlined in the Koochiching County Comprehensive Water Plan.
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2. Nature of the Plan Area. International Falls is an international community located in
Koochiching County and situated immediately across the Rainy River from the Ontario
community of Fort Frances. The combined population of the two communities according
to the 2010 census is nearly 15,500. Paper manufacturing is the most important industry
which employs 17 percent of the population. The City also has an international airport
that serves as a staging area for hunting and fishing trips into the Canadian wilderness. In
2008, the most recent year of record, aircraft operations averaged 109 per day (40,000
annual) with 50 percent of that traffic consisting of itinerant (i.e. private, non-local)
operations. The airport is the fourth busiest in the state. The City also is the second
busiest rail port of entry in the country. International Falls is also the gateway to
Voyageurs National Park, 218,000 acres in size and Minnesota’s only national park. The
landform of the city is predominantly flat characterized by lake-modified till with thin
ground moraine over bedrock. Vegetation is a mix of aspen-birch forest with pockets of
lowland willow and alder as well as white cedar and black spruce. Some of the disturbed
areas in the City are open and grassy. Just a short distance to the east past the community
of Rainer, the landscape abruptly changes to a formation of rocky outcrops.

Local Review. The Plan was developed, reviewed, and revised in consultation with the
state agencies, the technical evaluation panel, citizens, and local governments. The plan
development process included numerous drafts and opportunities for comment. The Plan
has an attached Rule that will be officially adopted by the District to implement the Plan.

Highlights of the Plan. The plan includes a wetland inventory, classification, and a
functional assessment utilizing Minnesota Routine Assessment Method for Evaluating
Wetland Function (MnRAM). The inventory was based on the “International Falls
Comprehensive Wetland Management Plan Technical Report™ developed by BWSR, the
Corps and Koochiching SWCD. Field verification of select areas was conducted by TEP
members and Corps staff to assess the accuracy of the functional assessment data.
Results from the TEP field verification were integrated into the functional assessment
analysis and results. The plan and proposed rule does not formally vary the application
of WCA sequencing standards, but it does provide for a more streamlined evaluation
process for projects within certain zones where wetland functions are low to medium.
The City of International Falls incorporates into the wetland plan the following wetland
mitigation concepts listed in the “Siting of Wetland Mitigation in Northeast Minnesota —
Issues, Recommendations and Alternatives from the Interagency Northeast Mitigation
Siting Team”, dated March 7, 2014. These mitigation options will be considered for
mitigating wetland losses within the City of International Falls, provided with
concurrence of the technical evaluation panel and the Corps of Engineers Project
Manager. These actions eligible for credit include Expanded Use of Preservation,
Restoration and/or Protection of Riparian Corridors and Streams, Stabilization of
Natural Hydrology, Peatland Hydrology Restoration, Approved Watershed Plan
Implementation Projects.

Northern Committee Meeting. On July 9, 2014, the Board’s Northern Committee and
staff met in Grand Rapids with a representative from the City to review and discuss the
Plan. Those in attendance from the Board’s Committee were Brian Napstad, Gene
Tiedemann, Keith Mykleseth, Rob Sip, Neil Peterson, Gerry Van Amburg and Tom
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Schulz as chair. Board staff in attendance was North Region Supervisor Ron Shelito and
Wetland Special Project Lead Dale Krystosek. The representative from the City was
Wetland Conservation Act staff David Serrano, Board staff recommended approval of the
Plan. After discussion, the Committee unanimously voted to recommend approval of the
Plan to the full Board.

CONCLUSIONS
L; All relevant substantive and procedural requirements of law and rule have been fulfilled.
2 The Board has proper jurisdiction in the matter of approving a Comprehensive Wetland

Protection and Management Plan for the City of International Falls pursuant to Minnesota
Statutes Section 103G.2242, Subd. 1 (c).

3. The City of International Falls Comprehensive Wetland Protection and Management Plan
attached to this Order provides a functional assessment framework for all wetlands within

the City, management strategies based on this assessment, and an implementation
program.

4, The attached Plan is in conformance with the requirements of Minnesota Statutes
Sections 103G.221 to 103G.2373 and Minnesota Rules Chapter 8420.

ORDER

The Board hereby approves the attached Comprehensive Wetland Protection and Management
Plan, dated July 1, 2014 for City of International Falls, Koochiching County, Minnesota.

Dated at Vadnais Heights, Minnesota this 24 day of August, 2014.

MINNESOTA BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES

BY: Brian Napstad, Chair
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Local Comprehensive Wetland Protection and Management Plans
(CWPMP) Checklist of Requirements & Options

The following summarizes how the City of International Falls Comprehensive Wetland
Protection and Management Plan is consistent with the minimum CWPMP requirements
for >80% areas, as described in 8420.0830 and how it utilizes and incorporates different
plan options.

Requirements for CWPMP’s:

1. Notice provided to BWSR, DNR, PCA, MDA, Koochiching County, and local citizens to
participate in the plan development.

The initial notice of the International Falls CWPMP process was sent out by the
city in September 2008. The plan development process was very active from 2008
through 2011 with completion of the “International Falls Comprehensive Wetland
Management Plan Technical Report” in 2011. The planning effort then went idle
due to staff turnover within the city and SWCD. The planning effort was revived
in 2013 and resulted in the production of numerous drafts and opportunities for
comment. The city staff and city council were consulted in the preparation of the
plan, and additionally, a public hearing was held on July 7, 2014 where members
of the public were invited to comment on the draft plan and rule.

2. The technical evaluation panel must be consulted in all components of the plan and
ordinance development.

Approximately twenty (20) TEP meetings were conducted during the
development of this CWPMP. In addition, a 2 day interagency field exercise was
conducted to collect, analyze and verify the data for the MnRAM (Minnesota
Routine Assessment Methodology for Assessing Wetland Functions) wetland
functional assessment. This field work included BWSR staff, Corps of Engineers,
Koochiching SWCD, the City of International Falls and the city’s consultant.

3. Plans should be developed as part of, or in coordination with, other relevant local or
regional plans and requirements and the plan area should be, to the extent practical and
feasible, based on watershed boundaries.

The International Falls CWPMP was prepared in recognition of the City’s land use
plans. In addition the planning effort reviewed the Koochiching County Wetland

Flexibility plan and references implementation options outlined in the
Koochiching County Comprehensive Water plan.

4. Planis implemented by ordinance.
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The draft City ordinance was provided for review along with the plan. The City of
International Falls plans to adopt this implementing Rule following plan approval.

5. Documentation provided demonstrating knowledgeable and trained staff to manage
and implement the plan.

The City has contracted with the Koochiching Soil and Water Conservation
District and has a full-time engineering consulting firm on retainer to assist in
implementation of the plan.

6. The Plan must include the establishment of watershed goals based on an analysis of
the existing ecological conditions of the plan and the development of corresponding
goals for maintaining and improving these conditions.

The goals for the CWPMP were established for the City of International Falls.
These goals were primarily based on existing ecological conditions within the city,
and existing ecological conditions in the adjacent and surrounding areas within
the Rainy River Watershed. These goals include preserving forested wetlands,
improving water quality within the Rainy River, improving wetland management,
and maintaining, enhancing, and improving the quality, quantity and biological
diversity of wetland resources within the plan boundary.

7. The Plan must include an inventory and prioritization of replacement sites based on
an analysis of the types and locations of replacement projects that will provide desired
wetland functions, benefit the watershed from a landscape perspective, and best offset
losses of public value caused by approved impacts.

An inventory of wetland resources as well as a landscape-level wetland functional
analysis was conducted with the assistance of the Board of Water and Soil
Resources, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Koochiching SWCD. This
effort resulted in development of a technical report which included analysis and
mapping of MnRAM results, development of a wetland probability map based on
LiDAR and soils data and mapping of environmental corridors. This provided the
basis for establishing management zones and identifying wetland preservation
areas. Additionally, the permanent preservation of existing wetland resources is
identified as a priority.

8. The Plan must include a provision for periodic assessment of the effectiveness of the
plan, and the local government unit’s implementation of it, in achieving plan goals.

The plan will be assessed by tracking wetland impacts and associated wetland
replacement. Yearly results will be provided to BWSR as required by WCA rule.
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9. The Plan must specify the period covered by the plan.

As indicated in the Plan, it shall cover a period of 10 years from the date of board
approval.

Optional Plan Contents (MR 8420.0830 Subp 4, 5B, 5D,):

1. Classification of wetlands based on an inventory, assessment of wetland functions,
and public values.

The plan includes a wetland inventory, classification, and a functional assessment
utilizing Minnesota Routine Assessment Method for Evaluating Wetland Function
(MnRAM). The inventory was based on the “International Falls Comprehensive
Wetland Management Plan Technical Report” developed by BWSR, the Corps and
Koochiching SWCD. Field verification of select areas was conducted by TEP
members and Corps staff to assess the accuracy of the functional assessment
data. Results from the TEP field verification were integrated into the functional
assessment analysis and results.

2. Vary application of sequencing standards based on classification of wetlands.

The plan and proposed rule does not formally vary the application of WCA
sequencing standards, but it does provide for a more streamlined evaluation
process for projects within certain zones where wetland functions are low to

medium.

3. Vary the replacement standards of part 8420.0522 subparts 3 to 9 and the actions
eligible for credit under 8420.0526, based on the classification and criteria in the plan.

The plan incorporates some of the wetland mitigation recommendations of the
recently completed “Siting of Wetland Mitigation in Northeast Minnesota” report
and incorporates some water quality protection initiatives that are outlined in
the Koochiching County Comprehensive Water Plan. These actions include:

1. Expanded Use of Preservation. Clarify for applicants and staff that preservation is a
viable and accepted mitigation option in the Rainy River Basin and expand eligibility

criteria to allow credit for larger amounts of upland areas that provide habitat
connections and/or water quality benefits to aquatic resources.

2. Restoration and/or Protection of Riparian Corridors and Streams. Allow mitigation credit
for the preservation or restoration of buffers adjacent to trout streams and other
sensitive northeast streams, and for stream restoration projects that include such
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actions as re-meandering lost channels, stream bank stabilization, and day-lighting
buried/piped streams.

3. Hydrology Stabilization. Restoring and stabilizing the natural hydrologic regime of
altered waterways can restore the functionality of adjacent or nearby wetlands.

4. Peatland Hydrology Restoration. The hydrologic restoration of partially drained
peatlands through strategic ditch blocks can improve the affected peatiand and provide
downstream water quality and quantity benefits.

5. Approved Watershed Plan Implementation Projects. Allow wetland mitigation credit for
the completion of certain approved watershed plan implementation projects as a means
to address water quality within NE Minnesota.

4, Prescribe size and location replacement wetland standards via type, size/ratio,
functional quality, location requirements and wetland mitigation fee in lieu of direct
replacement.

The plan does not vary the standard minimum WCA wetland replacement ratios,
however, the plan allows for a reduced assessment of wetland impact area for
significantly degraded wetland areas consistent with U.S Army Corps of Engineers
St. Paul District policy.

5. Allow exemptions based on ordinance or rule standards, eligibility criteria and
processes based on wetland classifications as defined in the plan.

The plan proposes to expand the 10,000 square foot de minimis amount to all
wetland types within the city, except for the shoreland protection zone along the
Rainy River. The city will offset this additional flexibility by preserving other
wetlands within the city.
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Executive Summary

The International Falls Comprehensive Wetland Protection and Management Plan (CWPMP) is
written to guide the City of International Falls, MN in the utilization of its land base which
encompasses 6.4 square miles of a complex mosaic of wetland depressions intermingled with
slight topographic upland rises. This complex landscape makes land use development decisions
difficult when virtually every project results in wetland impacts that must be identified and
impacted wetlands replaced. The CWPMP will guide the City in its wetland management
decisions for the next 10 years at which time it will be reviewed and renewed.

The CWPMP is divided into the following sections:
Introduction
Purpose and Objectives
Data Collection and Inventory
Results and Analysis
Wetland Plan Strategy

A summary of each section follows.

Introduction
Tnternational Falls is an international community located in Koochiching County and situated

immediately across the Rainy River from the Ontario community of Fort Frances. The combined
population of the two communities according to the 2010 census is nearly 15,500, Paper
manufacturing is the most important industry which employs 17 percent of the population. The
City also has an international airport that serves as a staging area for hunting and fishing trips
into the Canadian wilderness. In 2008, the most recent year of record, aircrall operations
averaged 109 per day (40,000 annual) with 50 percent of that fraffic consisting of itinerant (i.e.
private, non-local) operations. The airport is the fourth busicst in the state. The City also is the
second busiest rail port of entry in the country. International Falls is also the gateway (o
Voyageurs National Park, 218,000 acres in size and Minnesota’s only national park. The
landform of the city is predominantly flat characterized by lake-modified till with thin ground
moraine over bedrock. Vegetation is a mix of aspen-birch forest with pockets of lowland willow
and alder as well as white cedar and black spruce, Some of the disturbed areas in the City are
open and grassy. Just a short distance to the east past the community of Rainer, the landscape
abruptly changes to a formation of rocky outerops.

Purpose and Objectives
A large amount of undeveloped land remains within the City. With ifs international stature that is

the result of a combination of manufacturing, recreation and rail, air and highway transportation,
the City needs to have a land use plan in place that identifies potential future growth areas along
with the infrastructure needed to serve that growth. The complex mosaic of upland/wetland leads
to complicated permitting decision processes which the CWPMP serves to address and provide

guhidance fo.
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The CWPMP is designed to be a user-friendly, citizen based document that minimizes the degree
of uncertainty as to the development potential of areas of land within the City. The Plan
identifies areas that have the highest potential for future development based on in-place and
future infrastructure, minimal or manageable wetland limitations, and identifies areas for future
wetland preservation as well as areas for mitigation. The implementing mechanism of the
CWPMP is a Wetland Ordinance.

Data Collection and Inventory

The area of the City remaining to be developed was examined for the presence of wetlands using
as an initial guide the National Wetland Inventory completed by the Fish and Wildlife Service in
the early 1980s, Aerial photos, with the NWI wetlands outlined, were used as a guide to assist
the field ecologists in locating the previously mapped wetland areas and also to serve as a pattern
to identify other possible wetlands. Previously completed wetland delineations also aided in
identifying wetland arcas, While these aids were useful, the complex [andscape mosaic suggested
the need for a tool that permitted a more accurate definition of wetland areas over the extent of
the City. BWSR and the COE provided funding to create a predictive model that combined
landscape topography and soil type to better determine the extent to which, on an area basis,

wetland might be present.

Once wetlands were identified, a representative selection of wetlands by type were evaluated
using MnRAM, a too! that identifies and ranks the functions and valves of the subject wetland.
Forty-four sample areas were evaluated. The results serve to classify wetland areas according to
quality — Develop, Manage and Protect.

A City Land Use Map was also prepared that identified areas within the City served by existing
infrastructure, areas easily served by future infrastructure expansion within 5 years and areas
where significant infrastructure expansion is not likely to occur within a 10-year period. These
three Wetland Management Areas combined with the three wetland quality zones are the basis
for the implementation of the CWPMP.

Results and Analysis
The predominant wetland type identified by the NWI was forested wetland (803 acres) followed

by emergent wetland (139 acres). The CWPMP field inventory identified 344 acres of forested
wetland and 322 acres of scrub shrub wetland, Only 73 acres of emergent wetland were
identified. The results of the BWSR/COE wetland analysis model presented wetland results by
percentage and the actual wetland acres cannot be measured with this technique however the
method is more practical on a broad scale in a complex wetland mosaic such as that which is
present in International Falls,

Wetland Plan

Implementation of the CWPMP would integrate the Wetland Classification Zones and the
Wetland Management Arcas to guide future growth and development. Each Wetland
Management Area would have a Wetland Classification Overlay to guide the intensity of
development permissible by the wetland quality. Impacts less than 10,000 square feet (except in
the Protect Classification) would not require a LGU permit but would require a COE Pre-
Construction Notification. Projects over the minimum threshold would require an LGU permit as
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well as a COE permit. Wetland impacts would be replaced by the purchase of wetland credits
preferably within the same COE Bank Service Area. A City Wetland Ordinance will govern and
implement the provisions of the CWPMP.
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Introduction

City History and Statistics

The City of International Falls, being located on the Rainy River in north central Koochiching
County, was known to trappers and explorers during the 17™ century but only became
established as a community in 1895 receiving the name “Koochiching” by L. A. Ogaard who
originally platted the community. In 1903, two years after incorporation as a village, it was
named International Falls in recognition of its close connection to the Ontario community of Fort
Frances and for the falls on the Rainy River. International Falls incorporated as a city in 1909.
The city encompasses an area of 6.4 square miles of which 6.3 is land and 0.1 is water. A large
percentage of the population has Scandinavian roots,

The city is widely known as the “Icebox of the Nation” and takes fierce pride in that designation.
In combination with Fort Frances, it also bears the name “Frostbite Falls” in the widely
syndicated and still playing television series “Rocky and Bullwinkle”,

According to the 2010 Census, the population of Interational Falls stands at 6,464. Along with
its neighbor, Fort Frances, with a population of 9,000 the total population of the area is nearly

15,500.
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Infernational Falls has one AM radio station, 5 EM stations and is served by 3 TV repeater
broadcast stations. It is also served by The Journal, a bi-weekly newspaper published in
[nternational Falls that has a circulation of aver 3400 readers.

There are one community college, a high school and 3 elementary/middle schools located in the
community as well as a regional hospital.

The City also has an intemational airport that serves as a staging area for hunting and fishing
flights into (he Canadian wilderness. Almost 40,000 operations were tecorded for 2008, the most
recent year of record, consisting of 2,300 commercial, 2,500 air taxi, 20,000 itinerant, 15,000
local and 100 military operations for an average of 109 operations per day.

The most common industry is paper manufacturing which employs 17 percent of the population,
educational services employs 11 percent and health care, 9.5 percent. Average commute time to
work is 9.9 minutes which ranks 13" of the Top 100 Cities with the shortest commute time.

The City of International Falls is an international city and has the second busiest rail port of entry
in the country and the International Falls Airport is the 4™ busiest in the state of Minnesota.
Internaticnal Falls is also a gateway to Voyageurs National Park, established by congressional
action in 1975, which is 218,000 acres in size and is Minnesota’s only national park,

Ecologically, the City is located approximately on the transition line between the Border Lakes
and Littlefork-Vermillion Uplands Subsections according to the Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources Landscape Ecosystem mapping process.

The Border Lakes subsection is characterized by glacially scoured granitic and basaltic bedrock
knobs and lakes. Original pre-settlement vegetation was dominated by jackpine forest with white
pine-red pine forests and hardwood-conifer forests dominated by balsam fir, with white spruce,
paper birch and trembling aspen also occurring. Present vegetation continues to be similar in
species representation with the predominant land use being timber production.

The Littlefork-Vermillion Uplands are transitional between extensive peatlands to the west and
the bedrock dominated landscape to the east, The landscape subsection is characterized by lake-
modified till and thin ground moraine over bedrock. Pre-settlement vegetation consisted of
aspen-birch forest on the lake-modified till in the western half of the subsection while conifer
swamp occuired in depressions on the till plain, At the cast edge of the subsection, where soils
are the thinnest, jackpine and aspen-birch forests were common. Present day vegetation is similar
to the pre-settlement communities, Some areas of high quality forest are present in this
subsection such as white cedar swamp, black spruce swamp, spruce-fiv forest and white pine
forest, Present day land use is for timber production.

The components of the two subsections are evident in and around the City of International Falls
although the predominant landscape would be best represented by the Littlefork-Vermillion
landscape description with the rocky outcrop formations mote dominant toward Ranier and

eastward.
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Purpose and Objectives

The City of International Falls has a large amount of undeveloped area within the boundaries of
the City and has the potential for future growth given its mix of recreational advantages,
international airport, health facilitics, a solid school system at the clementary, secondary and
post-secondary levels, established manufacturing base, well-developed rail service system,
excellent highway access, proximity to Canada and a large amount of undeveloped land. It is
challenged by an abundance of wetland areas within the City limits on the undeveloped land
base. The wetland inventory completed as part of the planning process indicates a mix of
wetlands of varying quality ranging from exceptional to degraded. The intention of the
International Falls Comprehensive Wetland Protection and Management Plan (CWPMP) is to
create a guidance document and mechanism that balances the need for economic growth with a
strategy for preserving those wetlands in need of preservation, enhancing those that would
provide added wetland functional benefits and values and utilizing other areas for economic
development which would provide long term economic benefits and values for local residents.
The final CWPMP needs to address the requirements of the Minnesota Wetland Conservation
Act and its implementing Rules (MN Rule 8420) as well as the wetland protection provisions
articulated in the Federal Clean Water Act as administered by the US Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) and the US Army Corps of Engineers (COE). Other agencies involved fo a lesser
extent include the Minnesota Pallution Control Agency (PCA) and the Minnesota Department of
Natural Rescurces (DNR).

The CWPMP is designed to be a user-friendly, citizen based document that minimizes the degree
of uncertainty as to the development potential of areas of land within the City. The Plan
identifies areas that have the highest potential for future development based on in-place and
future infrastructure, minimal or manageable wetland limitations, and identifies areas for future
wetland preservation as well as areas for mitigation. Mitigation ratios and strategies are
identified in the CWPMP. Some mitigation areas may be pre-acquired by the City to serve as a
“mitigation bank”. It is not the purpase of the Plan to create non-developable areas but rather
guide development into those areas least restricted by natural and physical constraints such as
soils with low structural capability, excessive wetness and lacking development infrastructure
such as sewer, water, utilities and good road access.

The implementing mechanism of the CWPMP will be a Wetland Ordinance adopted by the
International Falls City Council, The Plan is based on a 10-year life cycle extending from 2014
to 2024. This Plan covers all existing lands within the present City limits as well as any lands
annexed by the City during the life cycle of this Plan.

Regulatory Framework

The existing wetland regulatory framework in Minnesota involves a number of federal, state, and
local agencies including the US Army Corps of Engineers (COE), Department of Natural
Resources (DNR), Pollution Control Agency (PCA), and Local Government Units (LGU)
operating under the provisions of the Wetland Conservation Act and overseen by the Minnesota
Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR). A brief discussion of the role of each wetland
regulatory agency is included in this section.
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Integration with City of International Falls Infrastructure

Combining the analysis results of the Wetness/Hydric Soil wetland probability score and the
stressed wetland functional ratings with the presence of the City in-place and planned
infrastructure expansion, future growth should be directed to those arcas indicated in Figure 5.

Depending on the scale of the proposed development, wetland replacement may occur on the
basis of wetland probability. For example, for a smaller project where an individual would
choose ot to have a delineation in an area with a WPS of 2, the estimated presence of wetlands
would be 50 percent based on the presence of hydric soils (Percent of Hydric Soils by Watershed
Assessment Zone) and the wetland presence subject to replacement would be 50 percent of the
total impacted area. If a delineation were performed, than the actual amount of wetland area
identified and later impacted would be the basis for wetland replacement.

Implementation Actions

City Wetland Management Areas

As illustrated on the City's 2013 Land Use Plan — Wetland Management Arcas, the City is
subdivided into four management areas as described below. All projects will require a review by
the City TEP. A permit application based on the City’s Wetland Application Form will be
required with a 15 day comment period. Comments will be solicited from the DNR, COE and
BWSR. In a subsequent section, the Plan describes the permitting process required for wetland
alteration in the development of land by an applicant.

Urban Core: The Utban Core (UC) is the [ully developed portion of the ity and was developed
prior to the Wetland Conservation Act or the Clean Water Act. It is largely platted and fully
serviced by sewer, water, electricity, natural gas, cable, telephone and a developed road system.
Due to the density of urban development in this area, it was omitted from the Technical Study.

Developed Area 1: Developed Area 1(DA-1) is a developed area where density of development
is less than in the adjacent UC. DA-1 also takes into consideration the extent of wetlands present
and wetland quality, DA-1 is fully serviced by sewer, water, electricity, natural gas, cable,
telephone and a road system making vacant property within DA-1 highly desirable for
development, DA-1 is fully served by a variety of infra-structure services and development of
this area is consistent with the City’s Land Use Plan and related goals and policies.

Under Developed Area 2: Under Developed Arca 2 (DA-2) is the area which has minimal
development currently but is suitable for development within the next 5 years. In outlining DA-2,
the City also considered the extent of wetlands present and wetland quality, While not
completely serviced by in-place infrastructure, this arca has ready access to sewer, waler,
electricity, natural gas, cable, telephone and the existing road system. Expanded development
into this area is an appropriate goal for the City as it takes advantage of access to either on-site or
nearby utility infrastructure.

Future Development Area 3: Future Development Area 3 (DA-3) has minimal development and
is unlikely to have significant development occurring within the next 10 years but its location
proximate to areas currently under development make it the logical location for future
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development. In outlining DA-3, the City also considered the extent of wetlands present and
wetland quality. While DA-3’s location close to existing development indicates likelihood of
development in the future, significant investment of utilities and infrastructure is needed to
service future development in DA-3.

Preservation of existing wetlands: Aveas DA-1, DA-2, and DA-3 were all included in

the Technical Study and considerable information is available regarding existing wetlands. The
City of International Falls recognizes the desirability of preserving existing wetlands including
wetlands within areas of future development. To encourage preservation of existing

wetlands, wetlands in DA-1, DA-2, or DA-3 may be used for mitigation credits on a project
specific basis for development projects in DA-1, DA-2, or DA-3 at the replacement value of 12.5
percent of an acre upon approval of the City TEP.

While many of the undeveloped areas within the City ave forested, these areas are typically carly
successional stage hardwoods dominated by aspen and birch. Such early successional stage or
“pioneer” forests are common throughout Koochiching County and northeastern Minnesota in
general, However, some of the forested areas in the City are lowland conifers with spruce,
balsam fir and white cedar as a minor or dominant component. It is the intent of the City,
consistent with both state and regional forest management and preservation policies to preserve
and protect these communities within the framework of this plan. To the extent that some of
these areas ranked Low or Medium with regard to the Stressor Index, such areas will be given a
higher level of review if or when a proposal to develop such areas is brought forth. Such arcas
that are under public or private ownership within the City would receive favorable consideration
as mitigation sites for other projects within the City or for enrollment in a wetland bank.

Environmental Corridors

In considering development proposals for the WMA’s and the sequencing level required, the
City would attempt to the extent possible to develop an interconnectedness of wetlands utilizing
an environmental corridor concept. Figure 17, the Wetland Functional Land Use map, shows the
wetland functional rating of the various wetland areas within the City based on the combination
of vegetative quality and urban stressor levels. Areas that are rated as Medium and High within
DA-3 would be considered priority areas to be part of an Environmental Corridor.  An
environmental corridor may consist of public open space, trails, roadways with an adjoining trail,
naturally vegetated, areas, wetlands and wetland fringes, and upland areas. Areas ranked High or
Medium in the MnRAM Assessment Final Score Matrix would be given a priority consideration
as part of the environmental corridor selection process. Environmental corridors may consist of a
combination of land tracts that range in size and shape and to the extent possible would form an
interconnected network throughout the City. The purpose of the environmental corridor process
would be to provide travel lanes, cover and habitat for wildlife and also a network of connected
public open space for use by residents and visitors fo International Falls.

Function and Values Management Classifications ‘

As described earlier in the Plan, MnRAM data was collected at a variety of wetland locations
throughout the City. These locations represented a range of wetland types and conditions. The
technical report prepared by BWSR and the COE ranked the quality of wetlands by combining
the MnRAM results along with land condition. The result of this was a Stressor Score that
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resulted in ranking the sampled wetlands as Low, Medium or High in quality based on vegetative
condition and the effect of land use on the vegetative condition. Thirteen wetlands rated High,
22, rated medium and 9 rated low. The results of this analysis were extrapolated to create three
management classification arcas which are superimposed over the Wetland Management Areas.
The Wetland Functional map (Figure 17) shows the areas in the City with the MnRAM
Functional Assessment ratings that combine vegetative quality and urban stressor levels along
with the City’s proposed short and long range development intentions.

The following wetland classification categories have been developed based on the MnRAM and
Stressor ranking results. These zones are overlays to the City Land Use Plan Management Areas,

Low Functioning Wetland — The Low category is based on the combination of 9
MnRAM vegetation sample points, 26 land use stressor evaluations, the City’s land use
plan and the Environmental Corridor Concept defined in the BWSR/COE Technical
Repott. These points are used to establish the extent of the Low overlay (o the Wetland
Management Areas (Developed Aveas 1, 2 and 3), This area typically has the lowest plant
community quality and the highest development related disturbance associated with
existing land use. These areas would qualify for future development with the lowest level
of mitigation required (if any) along with impact sequencing flexibility.

Medinm Functioning Wetland —There are 22 locations ranked Medium in the Stressor
ranking which would qualify for the Medium classification. The results are based on 14
Medium MnRAM vegetation scores and 42 land use stressor evaluations. The
combination of the vegetation score and the land use score suggests that these areas are
suited for a combination of development along with, where appropriate, some vegetative
management but not always, wetland restoration. Twenty-one of the areas ranked high
vegetatively but of those 8 experienced a medium level of land use stress.

High Functioning Wetland — Thirteen locations ranked High with the combination of the
Vegetative and Stressor scores applied. Vegetatively, 21 sample locations ranked High
but of those, 8 had a Medium level of land use stress which reduced the overall
community quality. Alternatively, these areas could also be considered as possible
wetland preservation mitigation sites which would qualify as wetland mitigation baunk
areas or project specific mitigation.

Compensatory Mitigation

Approved wetland impacts may be offset by a process called Compensatory Mitigation.
Mitigation can consist of wetland restoration, enhancement of hydrology and vegetation, ereation
(least favored) and protection of existing high quality wetland areas under potential threat of
loss. Mitigation can take place either at the site of wetland altcration or on other nearby property
owned or controlled by the project proposer (project specific mitigation) or through the purchase
of pre-existing credits from a wetland bank.

Under the provisions of this CWPMP, the City prefers utilization of credits from an existing
wetland bank preferably within Bank Service Area 2 (if credits arc available). The reasons for
this are that the wetland has already been established and has demonstrated effective functional
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performance; there is no lag time (temporal loss of wetland functionality) between the time of
wetland impact and adequate establishment of wetland functions which may take several years to

aceur,

Purchase of wetland bank credifs

As an alternative to the establishment of a wetland using the project specific approach, an
applicant may elect to purchase wetland credits from an approved COE/BWSR wetland bank.
Wetlands that have been banked have achieved functional performance and there is no delay in a
wetland getting “up to speed” functionally therefore there can be flexibility in the amount of
wetland replacement required, The regulatory agencies would prefer mitigation through the use
of purchased bank credits within the same Bank Service Area, in the case of International Falls,
from Bank Service Area 2. Credits may be purchased from an adjoining BSA as long as they are
in kind and in advance of the project impact. In such a case, a higher credit ratio may be imposed
at the discretion of the LGU subject to the mitigation requirements imposed on the project by the
COE.

The COE and BWSR have agreed on a concept of wetland Bank Service Areas (BSA). A BSA
spans several counties and is based on the aggregation of multiple watersheds within which
wetland banks exist. Purchase of wetland credits is preferred from within the BSA where the
project aceurs, However, in the case of northern and northeastern Minncsota where the landscape
is dominated by wetlands in many cases, it may be difficult to find a qualifying wetland bank
from which to purchase credits, This CWPMP allows for the purchase of credits outside of the
BSA subject to the approval of the TEP.

Project specific ou-site or off-site replacement

Project specific replacement occurs when a project proposer impacts wetlands with a project that
exceeds the WCA de minimus threshold and/or the COE RGP allowable fill limit. Establishment
of a mitigation wetland or wetlands occurs on land owned or controlled by the project proposer
befare, at, or just after wetland impacts occur. Wetland establishment can consist of expansion of
an existing wetland where suitable conditions exist, restoration of vegetation and hydrology of a
drained wetland, or enhancement of a degraded wetland plant community. Mitigation can also
ocour on property owned by the project proposer through the dedication of a high quality
wetland that is at risk of loss by development or other alteration (demonstrable threat). Such
mitigation is achieved through the use of a protective easement, Wetlands that are established by
some type of land manipulation must be monitored for a period of up to five years (or more if the
wetland fails to achieve satisfactory functional performance) and must be approved by the TEP.

Wetlands that are restored, enhanced or created can gencrate credits between 1:1 to 1:4 (ie. 1
wetland credit for 4 acres of land) depending on the degree of wetland recovery and type of
wetland restoration or enhancement that ocours,

Mitigation Ratios

Wetland replacement for wetland impacts both under WCA and CWA Section 404 must not
result in any loss of wetland functions. In order to achieve this, in areas where wetland loss over
the decades has resulted in the loss of over twenty percent of the wetlands, wetland replacement
ratios typically are at 2;1 or higher for approved impacts, Koochiching County and the City are
in an area where wetland loss has been less than 20 percent and therefore wetland replacement
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may cceur at a ratio of 1:1 for project impacts.

Establishing Extent of Wetland Impacts

The BWSR/COE Technical Report discussed previously in this Plan presented an analysis that
combined the percentage of hydric soils on the landscape with the micro-depressional areas
present (CTI or Compound Topographical Index). The results were presented as index values in
a figure called “Wetland Probability Zones”. The data was presented on a scale ranging from 1 to
10 with an area labeled with a [ had the lowest probability of wetland presence and 10 had the
highest. The values were determined by a normalization process. The table below re-establishes
the percentage of CTI and hydric soil and converts the values back to an average percentage. The
purpose of doing this is to have some general idea, by percentage, how much of the WPZ may be
wetland versus upland, While the result isn’t perfectly exact, it serves as a tool to be used in
alternatives to individual delineations of all properlies within the City that are proposed for
development at one level or another,

Landowners have the option of either having a delineation completed based on the 1987 Federal
Manual and the Midwest Regional Supplement or they may accept the WPZ percentage and
mitigate accordingly. Once a City Wetland Application is received, a Routine Wetland
Determination will be conducted by a TEP representative to verify the absence of wetlands or if
any are present, the nature and extent of the wetland, This determination will be completed by
using any previously available data along with any data collected during a mandatory site visit,
If it is a complex, the value for the WPZ may be used in lieu of a wetland delineation. For
example, a property located within WPZ 1a (Figure 14) would be required to replace 44 percent
of the total area of alteration as wetland impact, Table 6 presents the calculated percent of
wetland for each WPZ.

Table 6 - Percent of wetland in WPZ based on percent CTI and hydric soils

Y% Avg
WPZ % CT1 % Hydrie Combined
la 31 57 44
b 34 55 44.5
2 43 50 46.5
Ja 44 52 48
3b 37 59 48
6a 45 63 54
6b 42 69 55.5
7 40 73 56.5
10 52 73 62.5

Wetland Plan Stl'ategy

Implementing the wetland protection and management plan is based on the integration of the
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following data analysis results:
City Land Use Plan
Functions and Values Analysis
Wetland Probability Zones
MNRAM Assessment Final Score Matrix (Technical Report, pg 34)

Combining the various results allows for the establishment of permitting processes, level of
development and mitigation requirements.
Each of the following subsections discusses the following topics:

Permitting — Exemption and permit thresholds

Permit Processes

Permissible Impacts

Mitigation Requirements

Table 7 is a Permit Process Matrix that illustrates the alternatives analysis process required in
each of the WMA’s according to sequencing level. The sequencing levels and WMA’s have been
described previously in this Plan. The type of alternatives analysis required for each cell in the
matrix is described below. Two types of alternatives analysis exist and the matrix indicates if one
or both of the analyses are required.

Alternatives Analysis

Both the WCA and CWA Section 404 require the applicant to consider altematives to avoid and
minimize impacts to wetlands on a site as a result of a proposed project, Alternatives consist of
off-site considerations and on-site considerations. In order for the COE to issue a CWA Section
404 permit, the COE must ensure, among other things, that the activity complies with the EPA
404(b)(1) guidelines. The considerations are described in the following paragraphs.

Off-site Alternatives
An off-site alternative is one in which the proposed project may occur at another location which

may have less or no wetland impacts, In order to qualify as an alternative project location, the
evaluation shall consider project purpose and need, ownership and/or feasibility of acquisition of
properly by the project proposer, cost considerations of acquisition (cheaper land due to the
presence of wetlands is not adequate justification for selecting a specific site), adequate in-place
infrastructure or degree of difficulty to access such infrastructure, relationship of proposed use to
existing infrastructure or essential natural resource features, relationship to surrounding existing
ot proposed development, consistency with zoning and the City Land Use Plan, size, extent and
configuration of the property required to achieve the intended project need and purpose, and/or
other factors which may be determined to be relevant by the LGU. Off-site alternatives are to be
considered in areas where future development is not likely to occur according to the City’s Land
Use Plan for 5 to 10 years and occur in areas that are forested by lowland conifers.

On-site Alfernatives

On-site alternatives apply to all project proposals that have wetlands present within the property
boundaries. A wetland or wetlands may occupy only a part of the property or may be distributed
across the entire property as a mosaic of upland and wetland in varying percentages. On-site
alternatives involve the way a project is configured on the parcel or parcels involved. The

International Falls CWPMP
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preferred development configuration is to minimize the extent of impact to the wetland or
wetlands on the property by varying site access, building size and configuration, and other
requirements as defined by City code. Almost invariably there are conflicts between project
purpose and consideration of the project function and design, City code requirements pertaining
to public health, safety and welfare such as street or highway access, fire safety, building
sethacks, access to required utilities, including utility capacity to mest a specific use, and the
presence of wetlands.

The following matrix, Table 7 summarizes the sequencing requirements for the combination of
sequencing levels and City WMA’s.

Table 7 — Permitting Processing Mairix

Land Use Plan Low Medium High
Wetland Management Functioning Functioning Functioning
Areas Wetland Wetland Wetland
Developed Area 1 -
(DA-1) Zone A Zone B Zone C
Under Developed ;
Aren2- (DA2) - Zone D Zone E Zon.e F
Future Development
Area 3 - (DA-3) Zone G Zone H Zone |

Table § is a listing of qualifying WCA De minimus exemptions that apply to all of the WMA’s as
described below. These requirements supersede the 10,000 square foot threshold throughout the
City or the 400 square foot threshold in the Shoreland Management Zone. A WCA De minimus
exemption is a threshold amount established in Mn Rule 8420.0420 Subp. 8. Under a WCA De
minimus exemption, wetland replacement is not required if certain conditions in the Rule are

met,
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Table 8 — WCA De minimus Exemption (Minnesota Rule 8420,0420, subpart §)

E—
Wetland Shoreland - De minimus
Aseafs) Types ~ Zone Canditions Amounts
Qutside Not White Cedar & Tamarack | 10,000 sq. ft.
400 sq. ft. (LGU may
1.2 60c7 Not White Cedar & Tamarack | increase to 1,000 if
» Inside Outside Bldg, Setback Zone | no sutficial
>80% connection)
Inside Bldg. Setback Zone 20 sq. fr.
34,58 Qutside Bldg. Setback Zone 100 sq. [t
(and White
Cedar & Inside Bldg. Sethack Zone 20 sq. £t
Tamarack)
o The above applies if the landowner owns the enlire wetland basin,
o [ the landowmer does nof own the entire basin, the landowner's De minimus is based on 5% of the
welland area owned
o This exemption may not be combined with another exemption on the project
a  Properly may nof be subdivided solely to inerease the amounts listed in A
Permitting ]

In general, as part of the site evaluation procedure as specified below, a modified Routine
Wetland Determination following the guidance in the 1987 Manual, and the 2010 Midwest
Regional Supplement and any future amendments would be applied in the pre-cvaluation of a
project proposal. The Routine Determination should be completed by an LGU representative or
otherwise qualified delineator. Typically the determination would consist of a review of a recent
acrial photo of the site, an examination of the NWI map, review of the hydric soils map for the
area, review of the technical data and figures in the CWPMP, and an examination of recent
precipitation trends using the Minnesota  Climatology ~Working Group ~ website
(htip://climate.umn.edu/gridded data/precip/wetland/wetland.asp) or other approved source of
veliable weather data. During the site visit requirement as specified below, a currently approved
BWSR/COE wetland data sheet would be completed based on a visual examination of the site
recording information petfaining to vegetation and hydrology. Soils data may or may not be
collected at the discretion of the field investigator, The data sheet would be kept in the applicant
file along with the City Wetland Application Form,

The COE has agreed that the City’s Wetland Application Form satisfies the requirements of a
PCN therefore a completed City Wetland Application Form will serve as the COE PCN. Any
reference to the COE PCN in the following sections is for cross reference clarification purposes

in the description of the process.

Urban Core
The area is highly urbanized and few if any unmanipulated waterbodies are present. Any projects
proposed for this arca would be required to complete the City’s Wetland Application Form. An

{nternational Falls CWPME
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LGU representative would verify project location and examine a tecent aerial photo to determine
the possible presence of any wetlands on the site. A site visit by an LGU representative is
required.

The site visit would be made to verify the absence of wetlands or if any are present, the nature
and extent of the wetland areas. If part or ali of the area does meet wetland criteria as defined by
state and federal procedures and in this CWPMP, it would be subject to the permitting
procedures described for Wetland Zones A & B.

WETLAND ZONES A & B
The following procedures are in effect for Wetland Zones A & B: The City Wetland Application

Form must be filed, which would satisfy the mandatory State application requirement as well as
the federal PCN requirements.

Excluding the Shoreland Management Zone where the de minimus exemption is specified in
Table 8 (WCA), wetland impacts of 10,000 square feet or fess will not require wetland
mitigation under WCA, however the information contained within the City Wetland Application
form would determine if the project qualifies for a COE General Permit.

Expansion of the de minimus exemption within the city limits will be offset by the City providing
permanent protection of 41.4 acres of wetland by placing deed restrictions preventing future
development of these areas. The City will provide amnual summaries to BWSR of the wetland
areas lost as a result of the expansion of the de mininius exemption beyond the amount allowed
under the Wetland Conservation Act Rule, '

if impacts exceed 10,000 square feet outside the Shoreland Management Zone, or exceed figures
specified in Table 8 (WCA) within the Shoreland Management Zone, mitigation for the total
amount of impact is required by WCA and the COE. The LGU will provide a list of activities
that are exempt by WCA or activitics previously approved under the provisions of the CWA
throughout the life cycle of the CWPMP. The Inferagency Water Resource Application Form
will not be required with these impacts however; an Agency natice requesting comments will be
issued to BWSR, COE, DNR and PCA. The comment period will be for 15 working days. If no
Agency comments are received within that time period, the application will be determined to be

approved.

Wetland impacts would be determined either by a wetland delineation or by using the one of the
pre-determined wetland ratios listed in Table 6. Delineations need to be completed by a state
Certified Wetland Professional or by an individval with a minimum of 5 years of applied wetland
field experience including soils and plant identification skills or by the Koochiching SWCD
technical evaluation panel member who has successfully completed a University of Minnesota
Wetland Delineator Certification Program wetland delineation week long course.

Purchase of wetland bank credits is the preferred mitigation method. If onsite replacement is
chosen by ihe applicant, the Rules and procedures pertaining to onsite replacement as described
in MN Rules 8420 will prevail. Wetland replacement would be required at a ratio of 1:1.

Svoboda Ecalogical Resources International Falls CWPMP
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WETLAND ZONES D & E
The permitting process for Wetland Zones D & E is the same as Wetland Zones A & B however

an Interagency Water Resource Application Form will also be required if wetland impacts
exceed 10,000 sq.ft.

WETLAND ZONES C, F, G, H & I

The permitting process for Wetland Zones C, F, G, H & 1 is the same as Wetland Zones D & I
however, regardless of wetland impact size, all projects in these zones must complete both an on-
site as well as an off-site alternatives siting analysis,

Permitting Procedures in the Shoreland Management Zone

The Shoreland Management Zone is a 300’ wide band extending from the top of bank along the
Rainy River as well as any bays, lakes or open water bodies directly connected to or directly part
of the Rainy River and as established by MN Statutes Chapter 103F. Permitting procedures are
as described above,

Alternative Optious for Compensatory Mitigation within NE Minnesota Watersheds.

The City of International Falls incorparates into the wetland plan the following wetland
mitigation concepts listed in the “Siting of Wetland Mitigation in Northeast Minnesota —
Issnes, Recommendations and Alternatives from the Inferageicy Northeast Mitigation Siting
Team”, dated March 7, 2014. These mitigation options will be considered for mitigating wetland
losses within the City of International Falls, provided projects have the concurrence of the
Technical Bvaluation Panel and the Corps of Engineers Project Manager.

“While there are many opportunities for wetland restoration on a statewide basis, NE Minnesota
is somewhat constrained because this region has experienced less drainage compared to other
portions of the State. There are some areas in the northeast where large scale drainage efforts
were altempted, but these areas were only partially drained (at best) and still meef the wetland
criferia established in the Corps manual and vegional supplement. The limited number of
drainage systems thal are relatively effective typically involve drainage rights conferred under
Minnesota Drainage Law (MN Stal. § 103L), which often reduces the likelihood that restoration
is achievable. In addition, much of NE Minnesota is currently in public ownership, where
existing wetlands already have some level of protection. There simply are nol many
opportunities for wetland restoration at the scale or credit potential required to offset the
potential impacts of anticipated projects,

Expanded Use of Preservation.
The preservation of imporiant wetlands in NE Minnesota for mitigation credit is currently

allowed under both WCA and the St. Paul District mitigation policy. However, preservation is
nol commonly thought of as a “traditional™ mitigation option and is often looked upon as the
least preferable alternative.  Given the fact that relatively few good restoration opportunities
exist in the northeast and that many important, diverse, and even pristine wetlands exist,
preservation is an appropriate and important mitigation option.

Upland areas adjacent or comnected to wetlands and other water resources are also vital to
maintaining the habiiat and water quality finctions of those resources. Allowing mitigation

Svoboda Ecological Resources International Falls CWPMP
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credit for the preservation of both important wetlands and upland is an essential part of
protecting the long-term health of watersheds in the northeast, Priovity areas for protection
include the upstream reaches of watersheds and riparian areas where a demonstrable threat has
been identified,

For example, there is a demonstrable threat to some lake and river fringe wetlands in the
northeast from riparian development. Unregulated activities occurring on adjacent upland
areas negatively affect wetlands and other aquatic resources, without providing compensalory
mitigation. Protecting some of these quality shorelines or adjacent wetland habitals through
easement or acquisition should be a priority. Mitigation credit should be allowed for such
activities.

Note that the recommendations contained in this section pertain 1o expanding the use and
applicability of preservation, not the amount of credit allocated,  Credit allocation for
preservation is necessarily low fo ensure fhe long term replacement of wetland finetion and to
miniimize the loss af wetland area.

Restoration and/or Protection of Riparian Corridors and Streams.

Similar to the rationale for preservation outlined above, buffers adjacent to streams provide
wildlife and fisheries habitat, reduce theymal pollution, protect water quality, and improve long-
term sustainability of the stream resource. The establishment andfor preservation of buffers
adjacent to important sireams and their tributaries should be allowed wetland mitigation credit,
even when they are not directly associated with a wetland restoration project.

Inn addition, many natural streams have been straightened and channelized, altering the
hydrologic and habitat characteristics of the stream itself and adjacent areas, including
wetlands. Such alieved stream channels are also typically more “flashy” and less stable,
affecting the water quality and fluctuation of downstream aquatic resources. Restoring these
altered streams back to a natural condition can provide multiple benefits to the watershed,
including restoration of the natural hydrologic regime to existing wetlands adjacent to the
stream channel.

Stabilization of Natural Hydrology.

In some cases, the hydrology of existing wetlands and sireams can be indirectly impacted by
other activities. For example, ditching, stream channelization, or other hydrologic modifications
can change the hydrologic regime of adjacent or nearby wetlands in addition to the resource
directly affected. As a resuli, aqualic systems often experience more dramatic water level
Jhictuations or reduced hydrologic persistence, Restoration of the natural hydrologic regime
can restore functionality and stabilize the hydrology of existing nearby weilands. In such
instances, compensatory mitigation credits may be generated through the stabilization of natural
hydrology. It is important to be clear that the intent of this recommendation is ot to build dams
and impoundments or to change natwral hydrology fluctuations of non-degraded wetlands, but
rather fo restore and stabilize unnatural fluctuations in degraded wetlands caused by hman

activities.
Stabilization of hydrology alone best fits “enhancement™ as a type of compensation credit under

Svoboda Ecological Resources International Falls CWPMP
Project Number: 2008-056 30 Febniary 2014



the Clean Water Act. The Corps’ St. Paul District Mitigation Policy defines enhancenent as
aclivities that heighten, intensify, or improve a specific finction of an existing wetland.
Generally, up to 3:1 (33%) wetland credit can be earned from enhancement activities, with the
actual amount of credit allocated based on the extent of functional gain to the existing welland,
Under the Wetland Conservation Act, stabilization of hydrology could fit the “restoration of
partially drained or filled wetland areas” action eligible for credit, which typically allows credit
for up to 50% of the wetland area restored. According to the cuirrent WCA Rule, replacement
credit can be allocated for activities that restore both the natural hydrology regime aid native,
noninvasive vegelation of wetlands that have been degraded by prior drainage, filling, or a
diversion of the natural watershed. [n some instances, stabilization of hydrology could
potentially also be allocated credit under the “restoration and profection of exceptional natural
resource value” (ENRV) action, See BWSR ENRV Guidance at www.bwsi.state mn/vetlands.
Portions of enhancement projecis somelimes include areas that have been drained, such as the
margins of a wetland where the outlet has been lowered. Under both federal and state rules, up
to I:1 (100%) credit can be allocated for the restoration of areas that have been conpletely
drained. The stabilization of hydrology could potentially be one component of a larger
restoraiion project. Projects comprised of one or move means of compensation credit are
common and the resultant credit amount is based on the types of credit and their respective
confribution to overall improvement of wetland function.

While credit may be allocated for the stabilization of natural hydrology as described above, if
may 1ot be commonly understood among agency staff and project proponents. In addition, such
projects would tend be complex and appropriate credit allocation difficult.

Peatland Hydrology Restoration.

Significani regions of Minnesota’s vast peatland wetlands in northern MN, typically bog type
peatlands, were ditched late in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, mostly in an aftempt
to conver! these areas fo agricultural uses. In parl, due to the absorbent and high moistiure
refentive characteristics of peat, drainage was typically not successful and resulted in minimal
drainage effectiveness. Today, the majority of the pariially drained peatlands are still wetland,
Primarily due to the relative ineffectiveness of these past drainage efforts, peatland restoration is
typically not thought of as a traditional wetland mitigation opportunity. However, though past
ditching did not effectively convert these peatlands to non-wetland, it is likely the drainage had
significant effects on peat quality, water quality, and peatland hydrology in many fnstances.
Past drainage also may have affected the carbon sequestration fimction of many peatlands. The
restoration of peatland hydrology through strategic diich blocks can iniprove the affected
peatland and provide downstream water quality and guantily benefits.

Similar to the stabilization of hydrology described above, peatland hydrology restoration best
fits “enhancement” as a lype of compensation credil under the Clean Water Act, and the
“vestoration af partially drained or filled wetland areas™ or “Bxceptional Natural Resource
Value” actions eligible for credii are the wmost fitting under WCA.  However, due to the
ineffectiveness of past drainage efforls and the general state of disrepair of the remaining.
drainage systems, the hydrologic effects on peatlands can be subtle and even wnrecognizable
without detailed study. As such, peatland restoration is not often thought of in the context of
generating compensatory wetland mitigation credits.
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As with other actions eligible for eredit, the amount of credit allocated must mateh the functional
benefits gained fiom the action. In the case of peatland restoration, the effectiveness of the
drainage system and ifs influence on adjacent peatlands should be considered in the agencies’
determination of appropriate credit allocation amounts, In addition, agencies and project
proponents should be aware that land ownership (often State), the existence of public drainage
systems (MN Stat. 103E), and other factors can often conplicate peatland restoration oplions.

Approved Watershed Plan Iuplementation Projects.

The ultimate goal of the watershed approach is to maintain and improve the quality and quantity
aof aquatic resources within watersheds through strategic selection of compensatory nritigation
options and sites. In cases where an approved watershed Plan is available, the agencies will
determine whether implementation of the plan, or select components of the plan, is appropriate
Jor use in meeting mitigation requirements Jor authorized impacts. The plan must have been
developed to sirategically address management of aquatic resources within a defined watershed
area and must also identify specific implementation projects that benefit the overall ecological
Jitnetioning of aquatic resources.  Plans that comtain only general siatements about watershed
needs and opportunities will be of limited value when Jormulating mitigation plans in a
permitting framework,

Examples of poteniially acceptable walershed plans developed by regulatory and non-regulatory
programs include Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) implementation plans, Watershed
Restoration and Protection Strategies, resource managemet plans, basin plans, local water
plans, and habitat conservation or improvement plans that identify specific implementation
activities to improve the quantity and/or quality of aguatic vesources. Actions that may not be
specifically contained in the plan, but have been identified by the government entity responsible
Jor implementing the plan as consistent with the plan’s goals and objectives can be considered
aswell. Watershed plan implementation actions receiving wetland mitigation credit must be
completed entirely with non-public_funds”

The City of International Falls incorporates into the wetland plan the following water quality
protection concepts listed in the “Koochiching County Local Water Management Plan,
December 2012 Update™,

Profection of Water Quality

Goal: Ensure the quality of water in the Koochiching County portion of the Rainy River Basin is
maintained or improved.

Water Quality Mitigation Projects:

0. Implement projects that provide for the retention or planting of native vegetation along the
shoreline ta protect wildlife habitat and to discourage lawns, impermeable materials, and athers
with the intent to improve the quaiity of Rain y hasin waters,

b. Implement stormwater runoff treatment projects protecting the water quality In the stream and
rivers tributaries of the within the Rainey River basin,

These mitigation options will be considered with concurrence of the Technical Evaluation Panel
and the Corps of Engineers Project Manager required for approval,

Svoboda Ecological Resources International Falls CWPMP
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Weitland Preservation Areas

Figure 18 shows areas within the City that will be eligible for wetland preservation credit and
enrollment in a wetland bank. Alternatively, qualifying areas within the City limits would be
eligible for project specific mitigation for projects located within the City limits. The areas
designated on the figure for eligibility for wetland mitigation credit by wetland preservation have
a Medium or High wetland function score and are located within an environmental corridor (The
envirommental corridors were identified in the International Falls Comprehensive Wetland
Management Technical Report, 5/20/2011 developed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Minnesota Board of Waler and Soil Resources and the Koachiching County Soil and Water
Conservation District). The Wetland Plan is intended to provide incentives for preservation of
Medium and High quality functioning wetlands in the designated areas. Figure 19 illustrates the
potential areas on a parcel specific basis.

Wetlands near the Airport

Open water wetlands near airports are attractants to waterfowl and gulls which pose a hazard to
aviation. A wetland delineation report completed by SEH in 2004 (SEH Technical
Memorandum, December 15, 2004) identified several wetland complexes surrounding the airport
most of which were wooded or shrub wetland types 6, 7 and 8. However, at the southeast end of
Runway 31 there are several Type 3 wetlands of various sizes which serve as wildlife attractants.
The WHA identified Canada geese, mallards, ring-billed and herring gulls as being present
within the airport property. These four species are present during the breeding scason.

Gulls were responsible for 4 reported strike incidents between 1994 and 2000 as reported to the
National Bird Strike Database. "

A Wildlite Hazard Assessment (WHA) was completed between October 2000 and October 2001
with the results published in a Wildlife Hazard Assessment Report in February 2002. This report
indicates that mallards were frequently observed in, around and moving from one wetland to
another at the wetlands located at the southeast end of the runway (WHA pg 22),

A Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (WHMP) was completed for the Airport in 2009. The
WHMP recommends the control of wetland vegetation on airport property to minimize
attractiveness to wildlife.

The CWPMP recommends against any wetland creation, restoration or enhancement in any areas
affected by airport operations.

Tax Forfeited Land
Figure 20 shows tax forfeit land parcels within the City that will be protected. The City, as
needed would be allowed to cross the property with public and private utilities.

Watershed Context
Figure 21 shows the relationship of the City of International Falls to other major watersheds in

the vicinity. The majority of the City of International Falls lies within the Upper Rainy River
Watershed with a small part of the southeastern City in the Rainy Lake Watershed, Other major
watersheds include Big Fork and Little Fork.
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BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Lake County Priority Concerns Scoping Document
Meeting Date: August 28, 2014

Agenda Category: Committee Recommendation [] New Business [] Old Business
item Type: Decision [] Discussion [] Information
Section/Region: Northeast

Contact: Ryan Hughes

Prepared by: Ryan Hughes

Reviewed by: Northern Committee(s)

Presented hy: Ron Shelito

[] Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation
Attachments: [1 Resolution ] order [X Map Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

XI None [0 General Fund Budget

[0 Amended Policy Requested [0 Capital Budget

[] New Policy Requested [0 Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget
[] Other: [0 Clean Water Fund Budget

ACTION REQUESTED
Approval of Lake County's Local Water Mangement Plan Priority Concerns Scoping Document

LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Full document available at:
http: 1/sites/%7BA88D6CA0-192C-4EBE-

70C44B114E79%7D /uploads/Lake _County PCSD.pdf

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

The Lake County Local Water Management Plan will expire on October 26, 2015. The County passed a
resolution to begin the plan update process on May 14, 2013. The Priority Concerns Scoping
Document was routed to the state review agencies on July 24, 2013.

The Northern Committee met on July 9, 2014, to review the Priority Concerns Scoping Document and
review agency comments. The BWSR Northern Committee concurred with the Lake County priority
concerns and recommended approval of the Lake County Priority Concerns Scoping Document by the
full BWSR board.

8/15/2014 9:49 AM Page 1
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The following Priority Concerns Scoping Document was developed in accordance with
changes to the Comprehensive Local Water Management Act; Statutes: 103B.301-103B.355,
This Scoping Document identifies the priority concerns selected by the Lake County Water
Plan Advisory Committce, along with a detailed account of how these concerns were
identified and prioritized.

1. INTRODUCTION

Lake County is located in the middle of the northeast Minnesota Arrowhead region, bordered on
the cast by Cook County and on the west by St Louis Counly Lake County is the founh largest
county in Minnesota, with a total 757 : AN e

area of 2,132 square miles or
1,364,480 acres, extending
approximately 36 miles east to west
and 87 miles north to south along
the western border with St. Louis
County. The 2012 total population
of Lake County was 10,818
permanent residents, slightly down
(-0.4%) from the 2010 population of

:ul(o.oounly Suat O] Hamms

10,866 residents. According to the E f S
Minnesota State Demographic Foy
Center, the population of Lake
County is projected to increase
slightly between 2015 and 2040, with a projected range of growth between 0 and 10%.

Lake County contains several small citics and towns, the most developed of which include Two
Harbors, Silver Bay, Beaver Bay, Knife River, Finland, and lsabella, The population is
concentrated in the southern area of the county along the North Shore of Lake Superior, Much
of the northern third of the county lies in the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness. With a
2012 population of 3,692, Two Harbors is the largest city in the County and serves as the County
scat.

2. PHYSICAL FEATURES OF LAKE COUNTY |

Lake County has approximately 55 miles of Lake Superior shoreline and straddles the Laurentian
divide, which separates two major watersheds. North of the Laurentian Divide, water flows
through the Rainy River headwaters to Hudson Bay. South of the Laurentian Divide, water [lows
to the Atlantic Ocean through the Great Lakes. Approximately 25% of Lake County is classified

e e )
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as "wetlands" and Lake County has approximately 98% of pre-settlement wetland arca intact.
Lake County is 83% publicly owned, including 58% Federal, 13% State, and 12% County tax-
forfeit land. Primary large-scale land uses are logging and wood product industries. Other
industries in the county include shipping, manufacturing, gravel mining, and tourism, Non-
ferrous mining activities in the Stony River Township of Lake County are currently being
pursued by the Twin Metals, LLC mining company. If approved, the Twin Metals mining project
would introduce land use changes to the Stony River Township. These land use changes would
have the potential to affect the water resources of Lake County. Other land use trends in the
county are expected to remain rvelatively constant,

The highest point in the County is 2,067 feet above sea level, while the shores of Lake Superior
are located at 602 fect above sea level. The County has 841 lakes and 418 streams, many of
which are designated trout streams, There are five major HUC-8 level watersheds located in
Lake County. From largest to smallest in area they are the Rainy River headwaters, South Lake
Superior, North Lake Supetrior, Cloquet River, and St. Louis River watersheds.

3. PLAN INFORMATION

The Lake County Soil and Water Conservation District (Lake SWCD) is the local government
unit (LGU) responsible for coordinating the Lake County Local Water Management Plan (Water
Plan), and has filled this role since 1995. The current Water Plan, in effect from 2005 to 2015,
has identified seven priority concerns, including:

I8 Increased Development Pressures — Erosion Control on Construction Sites, Road
Management, Cumulative Impacts, Shoreline Erosion Control

2, Enforcement of Existing Land Use Laws and Use of Best Management Practices
in Development Activities and Forest Management Activities

3. Storm Water Management

4, Wastewater Management - Non-Conforming Sewage Treatiment Systems, Surface
and Grounchvater Contamination, Drinking Water Quality

5 Natural Resources Education on Water/Land Issues

: Lake and Stream Water Quality, Water Quantity and Biological Integrity
% Supportive of Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) research project efforts on

north shore streams.

This 2005 — 2015 Water Plan continued to endorse the overall goal established during 1993
water planning activitics to “Maintain and improve both surface and groundwater quality and
quantity through sound ecosystem management.” In 2010, the 2005 - 2015 Water Plan was
amended to define and include high priority watersheds in Lake County in which proposed
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action items would take precedence. These included the Beaver, Kawishiwi, Knife, and Stewart
Rivers, as well as Skunk Creek. Additionally, the 2010 amendment process incluced the
addition of several relevant plans and controls that were added for reference purposes, as well as
updates to the implementation and work plan included in the Water Plan,

In 2012, additional amendments were made including the addition of Lake Superior as a high
priorvity watershed and the decision to invite representatives from all townships and
municipalities within Lake County to participate on the Water Plan Advisory Committee. The
current Water Plan is due to expire December 31, 2014, and the 2015-2025 Water Plan will be in
place and operational by January 1, 2018,

4. SELECTED PRIORITY CONCERNS

On October 23, 2013, the Water Plan Advisory Committee met to discuss collected priority
concern input and select priority concerns to be included in the 2015 — 2025 Water Plan. During
the meeting, the following four priority concerns were identified that will guide the goals,
objectives, and action items as the Committee works on water planning activities in Lake County
over the next 12 months, These priority concerns include:

1) Sucface Water

2) Ground Water

3) Subsurface Sewage Treatment System (SSTS)
4) Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS)

5. PRIORITY CONCERNS HISTORY

The Lake County Water Planning process has completed the following steps to identify the
priority concerns that will be in the Lake County Water Plan.

May 14, 2013: The Lake County Board of Commissioners resolved to update the current
Local Water Management Plan, which was last updated in July, 2005 and amended in June, 2010
and November, 2012,

July, 2013: Request for input into the Lake County Water Plan process sent to Louisiana Pacific
Building Products, Cliffs North Shore Mining, the Minnesota Deer Hunters Association,
Minnesota chapter of Trout Unlimited, the Coldwater Coalition, the Advocates for the Knife
River Watershed, Sugarloaf Natural Area, the White Iron Chain of Lake Association, Wolf
Ridge Envivonmental Learning Center, the Cities of Two Harbors, Beaver Bay, and Silver Bay,
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all Lake County townships, the North Shore Forest Collaborative, and all state revicw agencics
(BWSR, DNR, MPCA, EQB, MDH, and MDA).

July 15, 2013: The kickoff meeting for the Lake County Water Plan
revision process was held at the Two Harbors Law Enforcement
Center from 9:00 am — | 1:00 am. 16 participants were in
attendance. This meeting introcduced the Water Planning process,
established the Water Plan advisory commiltee, presented the
history of water planning in Lake County, highlighted aspects of
contemporary water plans, and began the process of soliciting public

Plan Advisory Commiltee visit about
o - s . : water qualily issues in Loke County
and organizational input into the water planning process. A list of al the July 15,2013 kickofi meeting

in T'wo Harbors, MN.

the initial priority concerns for Lake County identified at the July

15, 2013 kickoff meeting can be found in Appendix One.

July 20, 2013: Citizen input survey posted on the Lake County SWCD webpage and Facebook
page, circulated through the White Iron Chain of Lakes and Advocates for the Knife River
Watershed citizen groups. Survey also promoted through the various channels available to
Water Plan Advisory Committee members.

July 26-28, 2013: Lake County SWCD hosted a table at the Blueberry IFestival in Ely,
Minnesota to disperse citizen input surveys and update the general public on the water planning
document and process.

August 8-11,2013: Lake County SWCD hosted a table at the Lake County fair to disperse
citizen input surveys and update the general public on the water planning document and process.

August 14, 2013: Presentation to group assembled for rain garden planting in Knife River on the
Water Planning process and the importance of citizen involvement in the process. Citizen
surveys dispersed to participants.

August 20, 2013: Presentation to Silver Creek Township on the Water Plan process and the
importance of township input into the process.

August 22, 2013: Article submitted to Trout Unlimited for inclusion in their newsletter to
Stewarl River walershed constituents to update public in the Lake County water planning process
and request citizen participation in water plan input surveys,

October 23, 2013; Water Plan Advisory Commitlee meeling to identify priorily concerns for
Lake County at the Two Harbors Law Enforcement Center from 9:00 am — 11:00 am. Priority
concerns were identified and selected based on cilizen, agency, and advisory input collected via
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surveys and completed priority concern input forms submitted to the Advisory Committee, This
submitted information was reviewed with the Advisory Committee, and a discussion ensued on
how the concetns of citizens, agencies, and organizations could be compiled and categorized in
to major themes through which more detailed goals, objectives, and action items would be
developed.

October 25, 2013: Presentation to the Coldwater Coalition on
the Water Planning process and the importance of Coalition
member involvement,

November 8 and 15, 2013: Public meeting posted in the
Lake County Chronicle and the North Shore Journal inviting
RS vatipanE attended e oLy all Lake County constituents to participate in the public Water

Conversation on water planning on November Plan 111ee(ing on November 18, 2013,
18, 2013 In Two Harbors, MN.

November 18, 2013° Community Conversation on Lake County Water Plan priovities was
facilitated at the Two Harbors Community Center. 51 participants attencled to learn more about
the priority concerns selected by the Lake County Water Plan advisory committee and provide
input into what specific action and implementation steps may be considered o address these
concerns. The community conversation was vidcotaped and a copy of this is available upon
request by emailing dan.schutte@co.lake.mn.us . The video recording of the meeting is also
available on the Lake County SWCD Facebook page.

January 13, 2014: Water Plan Advisory Committee mecting in Two Harbors to approve Priority
Concern Scoping Document for submiltal to state review agencics, pending receipt of MPCA
priority concern input into the process. Also discussed at this meeting was Lake and Cook
County SWCD interest in pursuing the One Watershed, One Plan pilot project proposals through
BWSR, as well as goals, objectives, and action items for aquatic invasive species (AIS)
management in Lake County. Represenlatives from the DNR and Sca Grant participated in this
meeting as constiltants for AIS management strategies in Lake County.

6. PRIORITY CONCERNS IDENTIFICATION PROCESS

The following discussion describes the issues, opportunitics, and concerns identified through
public input process. The summary of responses from citizens that commented through online
and hard-copy citizen surveys is included. Additionally, the priority concern input from each
agency, business, and organization that submitted comments is summarized.




Citizen Input Survey Responses

In total, there were 34 responses from Lake County citizens on water planning priorities for the
County. The survey that was provided is shown below.

\\ ater Resources "’111\’0\ Participants could choose four water-related issues
in the county as their top issucs of concern. Afler

Which county Is your home/land located in? (X) compiling responses, the four water-related

—_Lake County

. St. Lovis County problems in the county most commonly chosen by
. Cook County ‘s

Other ])m‘[lCIIJﬂI“S were.
Whatare the top four water-related problems inyour
county? (X check+) 1) Development Pressures and Impacts (17)
—_Pailing septic systems : . :
—_Development pressure/impacts 2) Aquatlc Invasive S])CCICS (14)
__lack of enwironmental education 3) Natural Habitat Destruction (l 3)

. Natural habitat clestiuction
— Decliningwaterclanity

4) Stormwater/Drainage Management (13)

—_Erosion
—_ Over-application of fertilizers : oy i
. Stormwater/Dainage management The following resources were rated by citizens in as
—_ Contaminated runoff ; b 3 '
" Lack of segulations the m.ost ilTleateilecl waler resources in the county
__ Groundwater contanination were identified. They were rated on a scale of 1-4,
__ Other ’ ' ;

with one being the least threatened resource, and
Whichre SOIU.I.'CC is the most threatened? four bcing the most lhl'eﬂlened:
Rank 1.5, with 1 being the most theeatened.
— Groundwater
_ Wetlands ; I
- 1) Streams/Rivers 3.14)
— Streams/Rivers 2) Lakes (2.39)
— Other

3) Groundwater (2.25)

Additional Comments/Suggestions: 4) Wetlands (2.2 |)

As the Advisory Committee begins to develop the content of the Water Plan, citizen input will be
used to guide our discussions and define our focus. Development pressures and impacts will be
considered as they relate to surface water, ground water, subsurface septic treatment systems,
and aquatic invasive species. The aquatic invasive species concerned identified by citizens is
reflected in the Advisory Committee’s decision to establish this issuc as one of the priority
concerns for the Water Plan. Natural habitat destruction and storm waler and drainage
management issues will be addressed in goals and objectives related to the priority concerns of
surface waler and ground water, Citizens identified streams, rivers, lakes, and wetlands as some
of the most threatened resources in the county. The Advisory Commiltee reflected this input in
establishing surface waters as a priority concern, as well as ground water as a separate priovity
concern arca. The following table presents specific written comments received from the public
during the survey process, These responses have been categorized based on the topic area that
comments most closely relate to.




Development
Pressures

Protect areas from overdevelopment and increases in impervious surfaces.
Plan AHEAD for results of worse storms than we've had so far.

SSTS

Program for the assessment of aged seplic systems with funding resources
available for septic upgrades

Failing septic systems and induslrial waste/runoff abuses are the mosl serious or
significant and we need to know the remedies for these. We also need to be made
aware of other waste treatment systems besides mound septic systems.

Adopting a sanilary district to assist home owners with proper management,
maintenance, and operation of their septic systems.

River/Stream
Resources

Get more volunteers to monitor rivers and lakes and take appropriate actions lo
prevent their degradation.

Reduce intensity of county forestry clear-cuts and logging in watersheds.
Streams seem to be warming, logging too close

Education

Eclucation is vital!

Increase and encourage public participation in protecting water resources.
Provide education about rain gardens.

A continual drumbeat is necded on the importance of our water resources, that they
belong to all of us but are being abused for the benefit of a few.,

Some kind of educational campaign for our Lake County visitors (tourists) about
water resources here; something leaning toward being concise and visual with a
small amount of very pointed text; posled/available at trailheads for wheelers,
beaches, and other points of public access.

We need to better educate county residents, and elected officials on the impacts
development can have in the watershed, i.e., we need to be aware of available
resource tools in the tool box to better anticipate what may happen when we
develop a certain area,

Mining

1 am very concerned about the possibility of sulfide mining in the area that could
contaminate groundwater, our well, our stream, and other lakes and rivers!

Stop land exchanges that open forest lands to open pit mining without
environmental review, Same for mineral leasing on both public and private
propetty. The potential sulfide mines always pollute ground and surface water.,
Taxpayers wind up paying for the cleanup,

Please ban sulfate mining

Very concerned about sulfide mining

Very concerned about impact of proposed non-ferrous mining, especially Twin
Metals' projects near Birch Lake and Spruce Road.

[ wish you would list sulfide mining as a separate water-related concern in question
3. Yes, it would have an economic impact, shorl-term for the good. But long-term -
it s NO'I' worth ruining our most valuable resource

AlS

Block all incoming boals from reaching Lake Counly waters.

Table One -~ Comments received from Lake County citizens through the Citizen Inpul Survey process for
the Lake County Waler Planning activities from July — November, 2013,
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Business, Organization, and Agency Input

Appendix 3 includes a summary of the input provided from a variety of stakeholder businesses,
organizations, and agencies with vested interest in Lake County waler resource management.
Original copies of the submitted Priority Concern Input Forms ave available for review by
emailing dan.schutle@co.lake.mn.us . A total of 13 businesses, organizations, and agencies
submitted priority concern input for the water planning process. These comments were compiled
and presented to the Water Plan Advisory Committee in conjunction with citizen input for
review and inclusion in planning discussions.

Additional Priority Concerns Input

Lake County SWCD Supervisors were asked to assist with gathering input from constituents in their
respective districts. The following comments were gathered from the northern half of Lake County, and
represent a sampling of water resource priority concerns living in that area:

I. Protection of the Kawishiwi/Rainy River watershed from potential damage from future industrial
development. Also, the St. Louis/Lake Superior watersheds from same,

2. Development of a means to provide testing or information on testing of private and public water
wells for hazardous metals, e.g., manganese, nickel, arsenic, sulfates, mercury, ete. Currently,
commetreial wells like the several on my resort (“hon-community wells”) are merely sampled
annually for e coli and nitrates.

3. Other protections for ground water?

4. Proper regulation of cffluent from current and future industrial development in Lake County.

5. The 2011 Minn, Dept. of Health study, Mercury in Newborns in the Lake Superior Basin,
which found that 10% of newborns tested in the Lake Superior Watershed had toxic levels of
mereury in their blood. What is being done, if anything, about this, other than recommending
mothers don’t eat much fish from the lakes while pregnant? Interesting article in this week’s
(October 20-27, 2014} Duluth Reader Weekly by Carla Arneson,

Additionally, following a public meeting on November 18, 2013 in Two Harbors, a constituent of the
Advocales for the Knife River Watershed contacted Lake SWCD (o provide the following reflections:

1) As 1o the content that got recorded, 1 don't think it fully captured the concerns 1 heard from the
two water tables that the baseline info on waler quality and the critter diversity needs heavy
documentation for the county (inore than just for WICOLA area) prior to any mining start.

2) The passion for our water resources threatened by acidification, metals, sulfate, and wetland loss
from sulfide mining is going to be heard again and again by the counties and agencies. T would
hope that SWCD might let them know the concern has legs and passion.

=== S=viryogewrerier e —\r oy |
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7. PRIORITY CONCERN SELECTION PROCESS

After public input was gathered, the information was compiled by the Lake County Waler Plan
coordinator and presented to the Water Plan Advisory Committee at the Priority Concern Selection
Meeting on October 23, 2013. After reviewing the submitted information, the Advisory Commitiee held
a discussion to establish areas of concerns that served to encompass a number of the individual concerns
that had been presented through the process, Ryan Hughes, Duluth area BWSR Board Conservationist
and member of the Lake County Water Plan Advisory Committee, noted that priority concerns may be
established in a broad context to ensure that a variety of individual issues may be addressed in goals and
objectives associated with priority concern areas, With this as a guiding principle for priority concerns
establishment, the Water Plan Advisory Commitiee established four priority concern areas to serve as
umbrella concerns under which a variety of more specific issues could be addressed. These priority
concerns and their associated issues include:

1) Surface Water Protection
a, Storm Water Management
b. Forestry Management Practices
i, Terrestrial invasive species
ii. Riparian zone management
¢, Stream Crossings
d. Stream Stability
e. Surface Sowrce Water Protection
f.  Surface Water Monitoring and Assessment

2) Groundwater Protection
a. Groundwater source protection
b. Well sealing
¢. Groundwater monitoring and assessment
i. Increase efforts to inventory unused and unsealed wells

3) Subsurface Septie Treatment Systems (SSTS)
a.  Addressing systems that ave failing, non-compliant, or pose an imminent threat to public
health
i. Increase efforts to inventory SSTS conditions in Lake County
b, Investigating, promoting, and utilizing alternative septic system design when appropriate

4) Aquatic Invasive Species
a. Monitoring
b. Prevention
¢. Outreach and Education

Through the public input process, it became clear that participants in the process felt educational efforts
are needed in all areas of priority concern, Additionally, more effective coordination between agencies,
organizations, businesses, and other entities is necessary for water planning activities to be effective
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through the long-terin. Both educational activities and coordination of efforts will be incorporated into
the goals, objectives, and action plans associated with the priority concern areas.

8. PRIORITY CONCERNS NOT ADDRESSED

Throughout the public input process it was clear that mining, particularly non-ferrous mineral extraction
projects being proposed in the northern parls of Lake County, represent a serious concern to Lake County
constituents, The video of the November 18", 2013 Community Conversation on water planning held in
Two Harbors reflects this concern as it was presented by a number of Lake County constituents, Mining
has the potential to affect the water resources of Lake County, including waters of the Boundary Waters
Canoe Area in the northern sections of Lake County, as well as Lake Superior. However, the planning
and permitling processes related to mining activities are governed at the state (Minnesota DNR,
Minnesota Department of Commeree) and federal (EPA) levels.

It was communicated fo constituents that Local Water Management Plans are not necessarily the place
where mining activities are able to be addressed. However, initiating or continuing monitoring and
collection of baseline water data in areas that may potentially be affected by mining is within the scope of
local water planning activities and will be a consideration during conversations related to surface and
ground water concerns. Additionally, the Lake County SWCD will be providing information on
opportunities and avenues through which the public can provide input to mining planning and permitting
processes. This information will be made available Lo interested persons at future public meetings.

Outside of concerns directly related to mining, nearly all of the input received by the Water Plan Advisory
Committee was able to be included within the scope of the four priority concerns that were established.
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

Southern Region Committee

1. Lincoln County Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan Extension Request -
Kathryn Kelly - DECISION ITEM

2. Pipestone County Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan Extension Request —
Kathryn Kelly — DECISION ITEM

3. Rice County Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan Extension Request — Kathryn Kelly -
DECISION ITEM



BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Lincoln County CLWM Plan Extension

Meeting Date: August 28, 2014

Agenda Category: Committee Recommendation [] New Business [] Old Business
Item Type: Decision [] Discussion [] Information
Section/Region: Southern Region

Contact: Jeff Nielsen

Prepared by: Carla Swanson-Cullen

Reviewed by: Southern Region Committee(s)

Presented by: Kathryn Kelly

] Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation
Attachments: [] Resolution X Order [] Map Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

Xl None

[] Amended Policy Requested
[1 New Policy Requested

[] Other:

General Fund Budget

Capital Budget

Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget
Clean Water Fund Budget

||

ACTION REQUESTED

Approval to extend the Lincoln County Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan until
December 31, 2016.

LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

Lincoln County (County) has a Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan (Plan) that was approved
by the Board on September 23, 2009, and locally adopted by the County via a resolution dated
November 17, 2009. The effective date (end date) of this Plan is August 31, 2014.

On July 21, 2014, the Board received a written request from the Lincoln County Board of Commissioners
requesting a two-year, four-month extension. This extension will allow Lincoln County to work with the
appropriate entities to complete the One Watershed, One Plan pilot effort for the Yellow Medicine River
Watershed and to complete the water management update for those areas outside the pilot planning area
in their County.

BWSR policy is to grant extensions which facilitate the transition to One Watershed, One Plan. The
updated County Plan would expire on December 31, 2021.

8/11/2014 9:46 AM Page 1
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Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
520 Lafayette Road North
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

ORDER
In the Matter of Extending the Comprehensive Local Water Management EXTENDING
Plan for Lincoln County WATER MANAGEMENT
PLAN

Whereas, the Lincoln County Board of Commissioners has a state-approved Comprehensive Local Water
Management Plan (Plan) that is effective until August 31, 2014 pursuant to Minnesota Statutes 1038.301;
and

Whereas, the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (Board) has authorization to grant
extensions pursuant to Minnesota Statutes 103B.3367.

Now Therefore, the Board hereby makes the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions, and Order:

FINDINGS OF FACT

On September 23, 2009, the Board approved the Lincoln County Comprehensive Local Water
Management Plan. The approved Plan is effective for a five-year period until August 31, 2014,

On July 15, 2014, Lincoln County approved and submitted a formal letter requesting an extension of their
Plan. This extension is needed in order to allow Lincoln County to work with appropriate entities to
complete the One Watershed, One Plan pilot effort for the Yellow Medicine River Watershed and to
complete the water management update for those areas outside the pilot planning area in the County.

On August 4, 2014, Board staff reviewed and recommended approval of the extension request by Lincoln
County. Board policy provides for extensions which facilitate the transition to One Watershed, One Plan.
In conformance with Board policy, Board staff recommended a two-year, four month extension for the
Lincoln County Plan.

On August 7, 2014, the Southern Region Committee met via conference call to discuss Lincoln County’s
request for extension. The Committee’s decision was to present to the Board a recommendation of
approval to extend Lincoln County’s Plan until December 31, 2016. At which point, Lincoln County will
provide the equivalent of a five-year update to the current Plan, which would expire on
December 31, 2021, in an effort to synchronize water management efforts between partners in order to
develop and complete watershed based plans through One Watershed, One Plan.
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CONCLUSIONS
All relevant requirements of law have been fulfilled. The Board has proper jurisdiction in the matter of
extending the Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan of Lincoln County pursuant to Minnesota
Statutes 103B.3367.
ORDER
The Board hereby approves the extension of the Lincoln County Comprehensive Local Water
Management Plan until December 31, 2016. Lincoln County shall strive to complete the updating of their

Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan in a timely manner.

Dated at Vadnais Heights, Minnesota, this 28th day of August 2014.

MINNESOTA BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES

BY: Brian Napstad, Chair
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The Lincoln County Board of Commissioners
State of Minnesota

Rick Hamer Don Evers Larry Hansen

Curt Blumeyer Chair Joan Jagt

319 N. Rebecca Street 507-694-1529

PO Box 29 Fax: 507-694-1198

Ivanhoe, MN 56142 E-Mail: lincoln@co. lincoln.mn.us
July 15, 2014

Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR)
261 Hwy 155
New Ulm, MN 56073

Dear Board of Water & Soil Resources:

The five-year Lincoln County Comprehensive Local Water Plan is effective until August 31, 2014, Lincoln County is
requesting additional time to align with the current watershed based planning efforts that are occurring state-wide.

Lincoln County contains the following watersheds. The current timeline for the state efforts in these watersheds are
as follows:

Yellow Medicine River Watershed WRAP Document-June, 2015

Big Sioux River Watershed WRAP Document-December, 2016
Lac qui Parle River Watershed WRAP Document-December, 2019
Redwood River Watershed WRAP Document-December, 2020

The additional time requested will allow staff to utilize the information and scientific data attained from the above
mentioned efforts to focus and target watershed priorities and align future planning. The Yellow Medicine River
Watershed has just been selected as a One Watershed One Plan pilot project. Lincoln County and SWCD staff will be
actively involved in this planning process. At the same time — for those geographic areas of Lincoln County outside of
the Yellow Medicine River Watershed — staff will update our current water plan’s implementation section which
includes action items as well as the executive summary and description of past accomplishments. This information
will be useable for future watershed based planning.

The Lincoln County Board of Commissioners requests from the Board of Water and Soil Resources an extension of the
effective date of the existing Lincoln County Water Management Plan until December 31, 2016. This will allow us to
work with the appropriate entities to complete the One Watershed One Plan pilot effort for the Yellow Medicine
River Watershed. Furthermore this extension will also allow our County to complete the water management update
process in accordance with Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 103B.301 - Comprehensive Local Water Management Act,
for those areas outside the pilot planning area. The purpose of this update would be to recognize the various
accomplishments that have been made over the past five years and to articulate updates to ongoing items as well as
any new items of concern to the residents of Lincoln County. The updated action items and implementation plan
would be ideally developed in a manner consistent with the prioritized, targeted and measurable goals and objectives
under development in the One Watershed One Plan program. We propose that the plan update would be valid until
December 31, 2021. This will allow a coordinated effort under the One Watershed One Plan program for the
development of new water planning for those additional watersheds in Lincoln County.

Sincerely,

Donal 0 Zvens

Donald Evers,
Chairman
An Equal Opportunity Employer



BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Pipestone County CLWM Plan Extension

Meeting Date: August 28,2014

Agenda Category: K Committee Recommendation [[] New Business [] Old Business
Item Type: Decision [0 Discussion [0 Information
Section/Region: Southern Region

Contact: Jeff Nielsen

Prepared by: Carla Swanson-Cullen

Reviewed by: Southern Region Committee(s)

Presented by: Kathryn Kelly

[] Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation
Attachments: [] Resolution Order [ Map Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

Xl None

[ ] Amended Policy Requested
[] New Policy Requested

[1 Other:

General Fund Budget

Capital Budget

Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget
Clean Water Fund Budget

| |

ACTION REQUESTED

Approval to extend the Pipestone County Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan until
December 31, 2015.

LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

Pipestone County (County) has a Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan (Plan) that was
approved by the Board on September 23, 2009, and locally adopted by the County via a resolution dated
November 10, 2009. The effective date (end date) of this Plan is August 25, 2014,

On July 22, 2014, the Board received a request from the Pipestone County Board of Commissioners
requesting a one year, four month extension and subsequent update to allow facilitation of the transition
to One Watershed, One Plan in Pipestone County and with its local partners.

BWSR policy is to grant extensions which facilitate the transition to One Watershed, One Plan. The
updated County plan would expire on December 31, 2020.
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Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
520 Lafayette Road North
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

ORDER
In the Matter of Extending the Comprehensive Local Water Management EXTENDING
Plan for Pipestone County WATER MANAGEMENT
PLAN

Whereas, the Pipestone County Board of Commissioners has a state-approved Comprehensive Local
Water Management Plan (Plan) that is effective until August 25, 2014 pursuant to Minnesota Statutes
103B.301; and

Whereas, the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (Board) has authorization to grant
extensions pursuant to Minnesota Statutes 103B.3367.

Now Therefore, the Board hereby makes the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions, and Order:

FINDINGS OF FACT

On September 23, 2009, the Board approved the Pipestone County Comprehensive Local Water
Management Plan. The approved Plan is effective for a five-year period until August 25, 2014.

On July 22, 2014, Pipestone County approved and submitted a formal letter requesting an extension of
their Plan. This extension is needed in order to allow Pipestone County facilitation of the transition to
One Watershed One Plan in Pipestone County and with its local partners.

On August 4, 2014, Board staff reviewed and recommended approval of the extension request by
Pipestone County. Board policy provides for extensions which facilitate the transition to One Watershed,
One Plan. In conformance with Board policy, Board staff recommended a one-year, four month extension
for the Pipestone County Plan.

On August 7, 2014, the Southern Region Committee met via conference call to discuss Pipestone
County’s request for extension. The Committee’s decision was to present to the Board a recommendation
of approval to extend Pipestone County’s Plan until December 31, 2015. At which point, Pipestone
County will provide the equivalent of a five-year update to the current Plan, which would expire on
December 31, 2020, in an effort to synchronize water management efforts between partners in order to
develop and complete watershed based plans through One Watershed, One Plan.
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CONCLUSIONS
All relevant requirements of law have been fulfilled. The Board has proper jurisdiction in the matter of
extending the Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan of Pipestone County pursuant to Minnesota
Statutes 103B.3367.
ORDER
The Board hereby approves the extension of the Pipestone County Comprehensive Local Water
Management Plan until December 31, 2015. Pipestone County shall strive to complete the updating of

their Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan in a timely manner.

Dated at Vadnais Heights, Minnesota, this 28th day of August 2014.

MINNESOTA BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES

BY: Brian Napstad, Chair
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Pipestone County Commissioners

416 Hiawatha Ave. South Pipestone, Minnesota 56164-1566
507-825-6742
Fax 507-825-6843

District 1- Luke Johnson

District 2- Harold (Butch) Miller
District 3- Bruce Kooiman
District 4- Bill Johnson

District 5- Jerry L. Remund

July 22,2014

Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR)
261 Highway 15 South
New Ulm, MN 56073

Dear BWSR Review Agency,

The five-year Pipestone County Comprehensive Local Water Plan is effective until August 25,
2014. Pipestone County is requesting additional time to align with the current watershed based
planning efforts that are occurring state-wide.

Pipestone County contains the Big Sioux, Rock River, Des Moines, and Redwood River
““Watersheds. The current timeline for the state efforts in these watersheds are as follows:

WRAP Document
Big Sioux River Watershed December 2016
Rock River Watershed December 2016
Des Moines River Watershed ~ December 2018
Redwood River Watershed December 2020

The additional time requested will allow staff to utilize the information and scientific data
attained from the above mentioned efforts to focus and target watershed priorities. Pipestone
County staff will update the action items, and implementation sections as well as executive
summary and description of past accomplishments. This information will be useable for future
watershed based planning.

Pipestone County Board of Commissioners requests from the Board of Water and Soil Resources an
extension of the effective date of the existing County Water Management Plan until December 3 s,
2015 in order to work with the appropriate entities in order to complete the Water Management
update process in accordance with Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 103B.301, Comprehensive Local
Water Management Act. During this extension Pipestone County proposes an update to our




implementation schedule and action items in the current plan, The purpose of this update would be to
recognize the various accomplishments that have been made over the past five years and to articulate
updates to ongoing items as well as any new items of concern to the residents of Pipestone County.
The updated action items and implementation table would be ideally developed in a manner
consistent with the prioritized, targeted and measureable goals and objectives under development in
the 1 Watershed 1 Plan program. We propose that the plan update would be valid until December 31,
2020. This extension will allow a coordinated effort under the | Watershed 1 Plan program for
development of a new water plan for Pipestone County.

Sincerely,

KﬁW—V;\
Bruce Kooiman, Vice Chairperson
Pipestone County Board of Commissioners
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ACTION REQUESTED

Approval to extend the Rice County Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan until
December 31, 2015.

LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION |

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

Rice County has submitted a request for an extension of the Rice County Comprehensive Local Water \
Management Plan (Plan). The existing Plan will expire on December 31, 2014. This extension is needed

to facilitate Rice County's interests in synchronizing water management efforts between partners in

order to develop and complete watershed-based plans through One Watershed, One Plan. The request for

an extension is deemed acceptable. In conformance with Board policy, BWSR staff recommends a one-

year extension, which would make the Plan update deadline December 31, 2015. At that time Rice

County will provide an update, which would expire on December 31, 2019. The BWSR Southern Region

Water Planning Committee met on August 7, 2014 and will make its recommendation of approval to the

full BWSR Board.
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Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
520 Lafayette Road North
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

ORDER
In the Matter of Extending the Comprehensive Local Water Management EXTENDING
Plan for Rice County WATER MANAGEMENT
PLAN

Whereas, the Rice County Board of Commissioners has a state-approved Comprehensive Local Water
Management Plan (Plan) that is effective until December 31, 2014 pursuant to Minnesota Statutes
103B.301; and

Whereas, the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (Board) has authorization to grant
extensions pursuant to Minnesota Statutes 103B.3367.

Now Therefore, the Board hereby makes the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions, and Order:

FINDINGS OF FACT

On December 16, 2009, the Board approved the Rice County Comprehensive Local Water Management
Plan. The approved Plan is effective for a five-year period until December 31, 2014.

On June 23, 2014, Rice County approved and submitted a formal letter requesting an extension of their
Plan, This extension is needed due to Rice County’s interest in the development of a One Watershed,
One Plan in coordination with local partners. Rice County was an interested participant in two, non-
selected, pilots and the staff and Board have expressed interest in the future program.

On August 7, 2014, Board staff reviewed and recommended approval of the extension request by Rice
County. Board policy provides for extensions which facilitate the transition to One Watershed, One Plan.
In conformance with Board policy, Board staff recommended a one-year extension for the Rice County
Plan.

On August 7, 2014, the Southern Region Water Planning Committee met via conference call to discuss
Rice County’s request for extension. The Committee’s decision was to present to the Board a
recommendation of approval to extend Rice County’s Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan
until December 31, 2015, At which point, Rice County will provide an update to the current Plan, which
would expire on December 31, 2019, in an effort to synchronize water management efforts between
partners in order to develop and complete watershed based plans through One Watershed, One Plan.
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CONCLUSIONS
All relevant requirements of law have been fulfilled. The Board has proper jurisdiction in the matter of
extending the Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan of Rice County pursuant to Minnesota
Statutes 103B.3367.
ORDER
The Board hereby approves the extension of the Rice County Comprehensive Local Water Management
Plan until December 31, 2015. Rice County shall strive to complete the updating of their Comprehensive

Local Water Management Plan in a timely mannet.

Dated at Vadnais Heights, Minnesota, this 28th day of August 2014.

MINNESOTA BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES

BY: Brian Napstad, Chair
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Jake Gillen
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June 23, 2014

Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR)

261 Highway 15 South
New Ulm, MN 56073

Decar BWSR Review Agency,

The five-year Rice County Comprehensive Local Water Plan is effective until December 31%,
2014, Rice County Environmental Services Department is requesting additional time to align
with the current watershed based planning efforts that are occurring state-wide.

Rice County contains the Zumbro, Cannon, and Lower Minnesota River Watershed. The current
timeline for the state efforts in these watersheds are as follows:

:;Z:‘;:E::ater ?L;::lstsi?’il;atlon Draft TMDL | WRAP Document
Zumbro River Watershed 2014-2015 2014-2015 2016 End of 2016
Cannon River Watershed 2013-2014 2013-2014 2015 End of 2015
Lower Minnesota River Watershed 2015 2016 2018 End 0f 2018

The additional time requested will allow staff to utilize the information and scientific data
attained from the abovementioned efforts to focus and target watershed priorities. Rice County
staff will update the action items, and implementation sections as well as executive summary and
description of past accomplishments. This information will be useable for {uture watershed based

planning,

Rice County Board of Commissioners requests from the Board of Water and Soil Resources an
extension of the effective dates of the existing County Water Management Plan until December 3 1st,
2015 in order to work with the appropriate entities to complete the Water Management update
process in accordance with Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 103B.301, Comprehensive Local Water
Management Act. During this 1 year extension Rice County proposes an update to our
implementation schedule and action items in the current plan. The purpose of this up date would be
to recognize the various accomplishments that have been made over the past five years and to
articulate updates to ongoing items as well as any new items of concern to the residents of Rice
County. The updated action items and implementation table would be ideally developed in a manner
consistent with the prioritized, targeted and measureable goals and objectives under development in
the One Watershed One Plan program. We propose that the plan update would be valid until



December 31, 2019. At which time we anticipate a coordinated effort under the One Watershed One
Plan program for development of a new water plan for Rice County.

Sincerely,
Gf-\._g-eﬂ\ (ol JL:"“

Galen Malecha, Chairperson
Rice County Board of Commissioners




