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Major Plan Amendment 2013 
PLSLWD Responses to Comments 

Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources 

Comments 

Board of Water and Soil Resources staff have completed review of the 60-day draft plan 
amendment to revise the Goals and Policies, Management, and Implementation sections of the 
Plan. We offer the following comment. For projects in Section 4.2.1 that indicate grant funds as 
a potential funding source, please ensure that the dollar amounts listed are those the District is 
willing to contribute regardless of grants, which should minimally be the 25% required match 
amount for the grants. In addition the Plan should explain how the District will proceed with 
projects if grants or other funding sources are not received.  
 
We commend the District for maintaining a current implementation plan and CIP and look 
forward to guiding you through the approval process. 

Response 

 Grant Funding: The District assumes that a variety of funding sources will be pursued for 
all projects, including grant funding where appropriate.  The plan will be revised to 
include a statement that the District is prepared to contribute at least 25% of the 
estimated cost of all planned expenditures (subject to the favorable outcome of a 
feasibility study).  For specific projects that are quite expensive, such as projects with an 
estimated cost of approximately $200,000 or more, additional funding discussion will be 
added. 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 

Comments 

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) offers the following comments on the 
District’s Major Plan Amendment, specifically the capital projects that may involve Public 
Waters. 
 
4.2.1.6: Spring Lake Internal Load Management Project 
4.2.1.14: Arctic Lake Restoration 
4.2.1.17: Implement Fish Lake TMDL 
4.2.1.18: Implement Pike Lake TMDL 
4.2.1.22 Fish Lake Internal Load Management 
 
The DNR fully supports the concept that in-lake chemical treatment should be attempted only 
after external sources of nutrients are reduced. We would expand this to include any in-lake 
management technique as most are expensive and difficult to successfully execute without 
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adding the additional complexity of continued nutrient loading. Below are two common in-lake 
nutrient management techniques and suggested guidelines. 
 
Curly-leaf pondweed (CLP) control 
There remain many unanswered questions around the value of managing CLP for water quality 
purposes. CLP releases phosphorus as it senesces in the summer when conditions are typically 
favorable for algal growth, which in turn reduces water clarity. More information is needed to 
determine the amount of progress that can be made when annually managing CLP at various 
densities, under different climatic conditions, as well as assessing the existing aquatic 
macrophyte community and how it might respond to CLP control. Thus, monitoring becomes 
very important when undertaking CLP or any in-lake management efforts. DNR encourages 
annual aquatic plant surveys using the point intercept method in the spring to assess CLP 
densities and distribution as well as a summer survey to assess the lake plant community as a 
whole. In terms of water quality, it is critical to measure not only water clarity, but TP and chl-a 
throughout the water column. This is especially true when dealing with highly eutrophic lakes 
where changes in water clarity would likely be noticed due to management rather than a 
change in TP. The management of CLP is an annual investment of time and funds and is one 
aspect of nutrient management that needs to be coupled with many other strategies.   
 
Alum treatment (or similar product) 
Prior to considering if an alum treatment (or similar product) is appropriate for a given water 
body, efforts to reduce external nutrient sources must already have been taken. Application of 
alum is not an appropriate technique for achieving improved water quality in the long-term as 
reductions in external sources of nutrients are needed for long-term improvement. Once 
external sources of nutrients have been addressed, an alum treatment may be considered to 
address the historical internal reservoirs of nutrients. Given that alum or similar products are 
designed to address historical reservoirs of nutrients only after external sources have been 
significantly reduced, these treatments should only need to be done once. DNR does not 
support repeat applications of these products to meet water quality goals. Dual treatments are 
acceptable if necessary to keep pH levels above 6.0.  
Alum treatments need to be timed to minimize fish management impacts as well as other 
nontarget organisms such as benthic invertebrates. Pre and post-treatment assessments are 
required to document the amount and duration of the treatment response. Given that these 
treatments should only be completed once, it is important to take into consideration factors 
that could disrupt the alum layer thus reducing the length of time you would expect water 
quality benefits, such as wind fetch, carp and/or other benthic feeding fish species, recreational 
activities, and shallow basins in general. In addition, the District may want to explore all the 
options for binding historical nutrients in sediment as well as application techniques to 
determine which ones not only provide the expected water quality benefit, but also reduce the 
potential for non-target impacts. These efforts need to be coordinated with the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency and the DNR. 
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4.2.1.9: Buck Lake Channel Chemical Treatment System 
4.2.1.15: Biological Nutrient Removal 
 
The District proposes to reduce phosphorus loads into Spring Lake by constructing chemical 
and/or biological treatment plant/s in the Buck Lake channel. The proposal potentially involves 
several DNR Public Waters: Fish Lake, Buck Lake, the channel that flows from Fish Lake to Spring 
Lake, and the Duck’s Unlimited wetland complex immediately south of Spring Lake through 
which this channel flows. Please be advised that the DNR may not be able to authorize such a 
proposal. A recent proposal by another watershed district to construct such a system in-
channel was not allowed; rather the system was ultimately constructed off-line. Also, our 
understanding is that Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) rules do not allow 
construction of water quality treatment plants in Public Waters. We recommend you consult 
with Brian Livingston at the MPCA on their rules and regulations.  
 
4.2.1.16: Upper Watershed Lake Outlet Modification 
4.2.1.2: Ducks Unlimited Weir/BMP 
 
The District proposes to construct, reconstruct, or modify outlet structures to hold more water. 
We are pleased to note that the Plan states the District will engage with the DNR and others to 
do so. We recommend and request that the DNR be consulted in the feasibility phase of these 
proposals as DNR authorization is necessary to construct or modify the outlets of Public Waters. 
Please be advised, that depending on the details, the proposals to construct or modify outlets 
and weirs may or may not approved. 
 
4.2.1.19: Buck Lake Channel and Lake Restoration 
4.2.1.20: Buck Lake Dredge 
 
The previous comments in this letter apply if in-lake treatments, the construction of a water 
treatment plant in Buck Lake, and outlet modifications are proposed as part of these capital 
projects. Additionally, dredging of public waters requires DNR authorization. Please be advised 
that the DNR may not be able to authorize dredging of Buck Lake or the Buck Lake channel. 
Also, our understanding is that Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) rules may not allow 
enhancement of Public Waters to increase their function as storm water ponds and sediment 
basins. The Plan states that a Feasibility Study will be conducted to explore viable, cost-effective 
options. We recommend and request that the DNR be consulted in the development of the 
Feasibility Study. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the District’s Major Plan Amendment. If you 
have questions or would like further discussion, please contact DNR Area Hydrologist Jeff Berg 
at jeffrey.berg@state.mn.us or 651-259-5729. 

Response 

 In-Lake Management, Curly-leaf Pondweed Control: The District has implemented a 
Curly-leaf Pondweed control program for Spring, Prior and Fish lakes since 2003.  This 
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program includes annual monitoring (rake samples on both lakes at 2 separate times 
during the spring) and control mechanisms (herbicide spraying early in the year in 
locations with high CLP densities).  The District acknowledges that CLP control is one 
facet of a holistic lake management regime. 

 In-Lake Management, Alum Treatment: The District concurs that alum treatment 
should be considered with great care, as it is an expensive option and one that is 
designed to address "legacy" phosphorus loading, rather than active loading.  The 
proposed Spring Lake alum treatment has been subject to extensive study of both 
appropriate dosing rates and factors influencing positive and negative outcomes in 
nearby, similar lakes.  Public hearings are being held, and the Board's decision to move 
forward will take into account both the scientific work that has been done and the 
desires of the community.  The planned internal load management project for Fish Lake, 
which is likely to include alum treatment, will follow these steps as well.  Any alum 
treatment will be carefully coordinated with both the DNR and the PCA, and will be 
timed to minimize any external influences, such as wind mixing and boat activity. 

 Chemical and/or Biological Treatment Systems: As the existing chemical treatment 
system on County Ditch 13 is the most cost-effective and efficient system operated by 
the District to remove phosphorus from water, chemical and possibly biological nutrient 
removal systems will continue to be a key nutrient removal strategy in the future.  Any 
future systems will be constructed offline, with all treatment occurring outside of public 
waters.  Such systems will also be fully permitted by the DNR, PCA, and any other state 
or local regulatory entity, and subject to feasibility studies before design and 
construction is authorized.  Finally, the biological treatment capital project will be 
designated as unfunded. 

 Public Water Outlet Modification: The District acknowledges that redesign of any public 
waters outlets will be entirely contingent upon DNR approval, and that such approval is 
not guaranteed. 

 Buck Lake Channel Restoration and Lake Dredge: Currently the Buck Lake Dredge 
project is identified as unfunded, so the District will only explore it if external factors 
change, such as an increase in interest from the community or significant funding 
becomes available.  Any proposed dredging of Buck Lake would be coordinated with the 
DNR, and the District understands that it may not be permissible under DNR regulations.  
Buck Lake Channel Restoration work would likely focus on wetland restoration.  The 
responses provided above apply to any in-lake treatments, treatment plant 
construction, or outlet modification installed as an element of that project. 
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Minnesota Department of Transportation 

Comments 

On page 4-69 of the marked-up plan, fifth paragraph:  please add that MnDOT is the WCA LGU 
on its’ right-of-way. 

Response 

 Wetland Conservation Act LGU Status: We will revise the plan to indicate that MnDOT 
is the WCA LGU on DOT right-of-way. 

Minnesota Department of Agriculture 

Comments 

The Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MDA) has the following comments regarding the 
draft Prior Lake – Spring Lake Watershed District (PLSLWD) plan. The MDA appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on this draft and looks forward to future and continued interaction 
with your District. The MDA also realizes that recommendations are considered and 
implemented based upon a number of factors, including staff time, technical resources and 
available finances. 
 

1. Page 2-3 states the following - “In all District programs and projects, seek to maintain or 
improve upon wildlife habitat, recreation benefits such as trails, and overall ecological 
integrity. Work with other local government units to implement and improve green 
corridor, parks, and other long-term water and open space plans.” The MDA 
recommends that “ecological integrity” be defined, illustrated and further discussed to 
determine what is meant by this phrase and what the specific goals are for ecological 
integrity within the PLSLWD. 

 
2. Section 4.2.2.1 references a cost-share program that will be organized around a pay-for 

performance principle. The MDA recommends that this concept be further developed 
for inclusion with the draft plan. Currently, the USDA Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS) has incentive payments and technical assistance for a variety of 
conservation practices. The Minnesota Board of Soil and Water Resources (BWSR) also 
has incentive payments and technical assistance for conservation projects. Your 
program may be important in augmenting these state and federal programs.  

 
3. Section 4.2.2.2 discusses a property tax incentive program. The MDA recommends that 

this concept be further developed. 
 

4. Section 4.2.2.4 discusses a conservation drainage pilot program. Currently, the NRCS 
has incentive payments and technical assistance for a variety of Drainage Water 
Management (DWM) practices including bioreactors, saturated buffers and the 
development of DWM plans. BWSR also has incentive payments and technical 
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assistance that are available. The MDA recommends additional partnerships with the 
local Soil and Water Conservation District and other local partners to encourage the use 
of DWM plans and practices where applicable. 

 
5. Section 4.2.5.4 references a BMP inventory, which should include agricultural BMPs that 

have been installed on the landscape. The PLSLWD may also want to consider a tillage 
residue survey in conjunction with the local SWCD. Additionally, a culvert/ditch 
inventory may be considered to provide additional information about potential areas in 
need of additional implementation efforts. 

 
6. Section 4.2.5.5 discusses a pollutant trading pilot. The MDA recommends additional 

discussion to further define how trading will occur within the PLSLWD. 
 

7. Water Retention – The MDA recommends the use of LIDAR to locate areas on the 
landscape where water retention or detention can be located, both short-term and 
long-term as well as large-scale and small-scale. The PLSLWD is also encouraged to use 
GIS technologies to further identify areas of the landscape in need of additional 
implementation activities to meet the nutrient reduction goals set forth in the draft 
plan. 8. If there is a section in the draft plan that discusses state agency roles, please 
insert the following language regarding the MDA: The MDA is statutorily responsible for 
the management of pesticides and fertilizer other than manure to protect water 
resources. The MDA implements a wide range of protection and regulatory activities to 
ensure that pesticides and fertilizer are stored, handled, applied and disposed of in a 
manner that will protect human health, water resources and the environment. The MDA 
works with the University of Minnesota to develop pesticide and fertilizer Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) to protect water resources, and with farmers, crop 
advisors, farm organizations, other agencies and many other groups to educate, 
promote, demonstrate and evaluate BMPs, to test and license applicators, and to 
enforce rules and statutes. The MDA has broad regulatory authority for pesticides and 
has authority to regulate the use of fertilizer to protect groundwater.  

 
8. The MDA recommends outreach to the agricultural sector within the PLSLWD. While 

there may be individual farmers that serve on the PLSLWD citizen advisory committee, 
the MDA recommends specific outreach to agricultural groups in your watershed. 
Enhanced communication between the PLSLWD and agricultural groups will be 
beneficial in moving forward with the proposed goals and objectives of the draft plan.  

 
9. The MDA recommends the development of local project teams when flood 

impoundment projects or other major capital improvement projects are being 
considered and planned. The local project team concept is similar to what the 
watershed districts utilize in the Red River Valley. Your district may want to contact the 
Red River Watershed Management Board to gain further insight into how local project 
teams are developed, implemented and utilized. 
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10. While there is not a high level of irrigation in the PLSLWD at this time, a number of 
recommendations are available at the website below for the PLSLWD to consider. The 
website below was developed for counties that are updating or re-writing 
comprehensive local water plans. However, the recommendations still relate to the 
PLSLWD draft plan. Please refer to this website for more information. The MDA 
recommends additional discussion about overall water conservation in all sectors of the 
PLSLWD above and beyond agricultural uses. 
 
MDA Irrigation Website: 
http://www.mda.state.mn.us/en/protecting/waterprotection/waterplanning/agchemic
als.aspx 

 
11. The MDA released the Agricultural BMP Handbook in the fall of 2012. The PLSLWD may 

want to reference this document, which can be found at the following website: MDA 
Agricultural BMP Handbook: http://www.eorinc.com/documents/AG-
BMPHandbookforMN_09_2012.pdf 

 
12. The MDA encourages the development of a local drainage management and technical 

team, which could be utilized to further inform policy decisions regarding technical 
drainage issues, permitting processes and procedures and general drainage issues.  

 
Again, the MDA appreciates the opportunity to comment on this draft plan. Should you have 
any questions about this comment letter, I can be reached at 651-201-6487. Thank you. 

Response 

 Goal 3 – Ecological Integrity: The five goals in the revised Plan are intentionally high-
level, and specificity is to some degree sacrificed in favor of providing an overall 
direction for the District.  The District acknowledges that “ecological integrity” can 
encompass a wide variety of activities, but feels that the necessary context is provided 
by specifying the implementation of green corridor, park and other water and open-
space plans. 

 4.2.2.1 – Cost Share Pay for Performance: The District has adopted a cost-share 
framework that incorporates payment on a dollar per pound of phosphorus basis for a 
number of activities, including filter strips.  The District’s cost-share program for 
agricultural areas is coordinated with NRCS and BWSR programs, as well as the Scott 
SWCD.  The plan will be amended to clarify this item. 

 4.2.2.2 – Property Tax Incentive: The District is in the initial stages of working with a 
farmer led council.  Input from that group will be integral in defining how a property tax 
incentive program is implemented.  The plan will be updated to reflect this. 

 4.2.2.4 – Conservation Drainage Pilot: The aforementioned farmer led council will 
provide insight into how best to integrate Drainage Water Management from the NRCS 
into District plans.  The District always looks to existing programs and procedures for 
examples of successful implementation when implementing a new program. 

http://www.mda.state.mn.us/en/protecting/waterprotection/waterplanning/agchemicals.aspx
http://www.mda.state.mn.us/en/protecting/waterprotection/waterplanning/agchemicals.aspx
http://www.eorinc.com/documents/AG-BMPHandbookforMN_09_2012.pdf
http://www.eorinc.com/documents/AG-BMPHandbookforMN_09_2012.pdf
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 4.2.5.4 – BMP Inventory: The District strives to maintain an up-to-date inventory of all 
BMPs to which it has contributed in some way, including agricultural BMPs.  The Scott 
SWCD does conduct an annual tillage residue survey; the District will consider 
partnering more closely with the SWCD on that effort in the future.  Scott County has an 
existing culvert inventory; the planned hydrologic and hydraulic model update activity in 
2014 will include working with the County to ensure that the culverts are accurate, that 
key culverts include important data such as invert elevations, and that ditches are 
incorporated in the inventory. 

 4.2.5.5 – Pollutant Trading Pilot: Any further development of a pollutant trading pilot 
will involve discussions with multiple agencies, and creation of a guide to implementing 
the program. 

 Water Retention: The District utilizes GIS to identify potential water retention locations 
and nutrient reduction BMP locations, with an emphasis on leveraging existing 
statewide activities, such as the 2011 LiDAR data from Mn DNR.  Further utilization of 
tools created by BWSR and MPCA is anticipated as well. 

 State Agency Roles: The plan does not, at present, include a section specifically defining 
the roles of state agencies.  The District acknowledges the role of MDA in fertilizer and 
pesticide management as stated in the comment letter. 

 Farmer Outreach: The District does reach out to individual farmers on a regular basis, 
and makes an effort to include agricultural perspectives in its Citizen Advisory 
Committee, as well as conducting an annual Farm Tour.  The farmer led council 
mentioned above, while in its infancy, is a concrete step the District is taking toward 
outreach that is ongoing and specific to agriculture. 

 Local Project Teams for Impoundment and Capital Projects: The District anticipates the 
completion of a feasibility study for all major capital projects, including the proposed 
outlet modifications for upstream lakes.  Part of these feasibility studies includes 
participation of all local stakeholders, similar to the local project team concept.  District 
Staff will look into the Red River Watershed Management Board approach. 

 Irrigation Practices and Water Conservation: With their clayey soils and adequate 
rainfall, few farms in the District employ irrigation.  The District has begun to engage 
with the City of Prior Lake regarding municipal and residential water conservation.  The 
District will consider how to extend water conservation messaging and programs to 
agricultural areas. 

 Agricultural BMP Handbook: At the time of this plan amendment, EOR Inc. serves as the 
consulting engineer for the District, giving greater than average access to the 
Agricultural BMP Handbook.  The District will utilize the Handbook in evaluating and 
installing water BMPs on farms. 

 Local Drainage Management Team: Drainage, specifically subsurface tiling, is a serious 
concern for the District, and for Spring Lake Township.  The District will consider working 
with the County and the Township to pull together a technical team to consider 
approaches for mapping and managing drainage in general, and subsurface tiling 
specifically. 
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Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 

Comments 

 A few different places where the status of the Spring/U. Prior TMDL and IP status should 
be updated as completed, not draft. 

 New TMDLS will be completed by 2018, since we’re starting monitoring in 2014. 

 4.2.1.17 and 4.2.1.22 have contradictory info about sources (one says nearly all internal) 

 Clarify your role with respect to upcoming TMDLS (plan says you’re taking the lead in a 
few places) 

 
Overall, it is a solid plan and well laid out. 

Response 

 

 Spring/Upper Prior TMDL Status: The plan will be updated to reflect that the TMDL 
study and implementation plan are complete. 

 Fish and Pike Lake TMDL Timing: The CIP will be revised to reflect the updated timing. 

 4.2.1.17 and 4.2.1.22 – Fish Lake TMDL: The language in 4.2.1.17 will be updated to 
reflect that the anticipated TMDL implementation plan will primarily focus on internal 
load management. 

 Role in Upcoming TMDLS: Items 4.2.1.17 and 4.2.1.18 (Fish and Pike Lake TMDLs) will 
be revised to clarify that the District plans to lead these studies. 
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Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community 

Comments 

The pages refer to the redlined document. 
1-1 > last sentence > “..issues can be can..” 
4-21 > Scope “…and is varying states of maintenance…” 
4-24 > Scope “..anticipated to complete in 2013.” 
4-63 > Scope – sentence 5 “.. 
4-72 > Need – “…important information will unavailable when..” 
Section 4.2.7 > Shouldn’t the city or Prior Lake be mentioned as a cooperator? 

Response 

 Grammatical Concerns: These issues will be corrected in the final version. 

 Section 4.2.7: The City of Prior Lake will be included as a cooperator. 
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Scott County 

Comments 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Plan Amendment. We commend the District's 
desire to keep the Plan up to date. However, based on our review the County finds that 
significant additional thought and modification to the Draft Amendment is needed before it 
should proceed further through the amendment process, and the County requests that 
corrections and modifications be made in consultation with your Technical Advisory Committee 
before restarting the process. Our findings and request are based on the following general 
observations. Detailed comments are provided following the list of general observations. 
 

1. Modifications to the goals are generally good. The revised goals are clearer and more 
concise. 

2. Most of the revised policies are actually not policies and do little to tell the reader the 
general philosophy of the District. They instead appear to be a list of tactics. 
Furthermore they are not the same as the policies the District has been including with 
the draft Rules. Key policy areas are also missing. Examples of the issues are provided in 
the detailed comments below. Bottom line is that the policy section needs significant 
work, but once completed would help the District address it's "fiscal cliff" issue. It 
should also be the place for addressing the "expectations" of the local elected officials 
that have been communicated to the District. 

3. The Amendment more than doubles the District budget for the remaining years of the 
plan compared to the current approved plan ($8.3 million versus $3.7 million for the 
period of 2014 through 2019). However, there is no discussion of how this will affect the 
levy, nor do the policies provide any guidance on how the District will manage this issue. 
In addition to working on policies, subsection 5.4.2.1 Property Tax Levy in Section 5 of 
the Plan should be amended to discuss the impact of the amendment on the levy and 
residents of the District. It is understood that the District will pursue grants to fund a 
number of the efforts; however, Subsection 5.4.2.1 should also include a discussion of 
how the District will handle projects should grant funding not be found. Will the District 
increase the levy, or will the District slow the implementation of projects to match 
available funding? Finally, it is recognized that in recent years the District has strived to 
decrease levy impacts. However, tax capacity in the District has decreased 14% since the 
Watershed Plan was approved, and the tax rate of the District has increased slightly 
from 2.0 to 2.1 even with the District's approach to the levy. The proposed increases 
could significantly increase the tax rate even further and is not supported by the County. 
Some of this budget increase could be resolved by taking out some of the capital 
projects that are out of sequence as discussed in the next issue. 

4. A number of Capital Projects included in the amendment are premature. Large CIPs 
should not be included until information about the feasibility benefits and cost 
effectiveness are available so that an informed decision can be made whether or not to 
include the project. This information is not available for many of the projects added by 
the amendment. 
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5. The "need" for some of the Capital Projects and other strategies included with the 
amendment are based on incorrect technical interpretations or dated information. 

 
Detailed comments for each of these general areas of concern are provided below. 
 
Goals 
 

1. Consider revising the outcome of Goal #4 from "improving understanding to something 
that is about engaging citizens in increased levels of conservation. Just "improving 
understanding is not a proven means of increasing voluntary conservation. 

 
Policies 
 

1. Most of the "policies listed are not policies they are tactics or are so general that they 
don’t provide much guidance. For example the first policy under 2.4.1 Capital Projects: 
"The District will use the Implementation Plan chapter of this Plan to guide the 
construction and funding of capital projects does not provide any insight to how the 
District will operate. Also the first and second policies under 2.3.8 Administration are so 
general they could mean anything. The first policy needs detail and the second should 
define what the District considers "appropriate" when it tries to determine the staffing 
balance. See the Scott WMO staffing policy (Policy 7.4). Again these are just examples. 
The entire policy section needs significant revision. 

2. 2.4.2 Operation and Maintenance Policy #2. If District outlet operations impact public 
facilities that have rights established prior to development of the outlet channel the 
District should mitigate regardless of this policy. 

3. 2.4.3 Planning Policy #7 the County Groundwater Plan expired in 2001 and has not been 
replaced. 

4. 2.4.3 Planning Policy #5 we suggest that the District also consider adding some flexibility 
to consider evidence that state standards may be incorrect and reserve the right to 
pursue site specific standards (even outside of the TMDLs). For example phytoplankton 
reconstruction from sediment in Spring Lake suggests that the state standard is 
inappropriate for Spring Lake. It would be a shame to spend significant resources on a 
goal that is not achievable. 

5. 2.4.4 Education and Communication Policy #7 says that "The District will maintain 
communication and coordinate outreach with interest groups that share the District's 
goal." What about those groups that do not share the District's goal. The District should 
also try to communicate and develop relationships with them. 

6. 2.4.5 Regulation Policy #9 to "model and utilize the ultimate development conditions" is 
good for planning purposes, but it may not be good public policy to require construction 
for ultimate development conditions if those conditions are 20 to 30 years out. Instead 
phased construction should be allowed to minimize pre-mature and unnecessary public 
expenditures. Please clarify. 

7. 2.4.5 Regulation Policy #10 we're not sure how this policy applies. Does it apply to flood 
risk management, or stormwater management? Standard engineering practice for 
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stormwater management is to design erosion control and storm water collection 
systems for the 10 year events. Flood risk management is usually based on the 100 year 
event. Please clarify. 

 
Premature Capital Projects 
 
1) The following projects are premature for inclusion as capital projects without additional 

information or the completion of feasibility studies. The projects are large enough that 
more certainty about the value of the investment should be provided before committing to 
the improvement. We submit that Feasibility Reports called for under strategy 4.2.3.5 
should be completed before listing these projects. Once feasibility is determined, and 
cost/benefit ascertained, informed decisions can be made whether to amend the Plan and 
the CIP list. The District should also review the projects with its Technical Advisory 
Committee thereby providing some technical merit and local support before drafting an 
amendment. This should not be problematic since the District should be meeting with its 
TAC regularly, and updating its CIP about every two years anyway. 
a) 4.2.1.11 Buck Lake Channel chemical Treatment System and associated strategy 4.2.2.10 

Buck Lake Channel Chemical Treatment System Operation and Maintenance. Feasibility 
study should be completed before including as a capital project. 

b) 4.2.1.15 County Ditch 13 In-Line or Parallel Treatment and associated strategy 4.2.2.7 
CD 13 In-Line Treatment Operation and Maintenance. Feasibility study should be 
completed before including as a capital project. 

c) 4.2.1.18 Upper Watershed Lake Outlet Modification and associated strategy 4.2.2.9 
Upper Watershed Lake Outlet Operation and Maintenance. Feasibility study should be 
completed before including as a capital project. There are a lot of potential fatal flaws 
with this idea that should be discussed with not only the DNR but with the local land use 
and Flood Insurance Program authorities. 

d) 4.2.1.22 Buck Lake Dredge. Feasibility study should be completed before including as a 
capital project. 

e) 4.2.1.23 Ducks Unlimited Weir/BMP and associated strategy 4.2.2.11 Ducks Unlimited 
Weir/BMP Operations and Maintenance. Options for improving the flow through the 
wetland were explored in the early 2000s. There was significant public opposition at 
that time, and proposals did not include modifying water levels as implied in the current 
strategy. Additional feasibility study or detail should be completed before including as a 
capital project. 

f) 4.2.1.24 Fish Lake Internal Load Management. We concur that previous studies have 
identified large internal loads in Fish Lake. However, effective control of internal loads 
requires proper sequencing of the treatment relative to watershed treatments and/or 
other in-lake sources of phosphorus. If this information has already been analyzed and 
sequencing has determined that it is proper to treat in 2017, that analysis should be 
referenced and summarized. If not, the TMDL and sequencing analysis should be 
completed before including as a capital project. 

2) The following projects are mid-sized, have little more certainty and may not require 
detailed feasibility studies. However, it does not seem that much technical support for the 
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projects has been developed, and/or the cost and benefit are very uncertain, or undefined. 
For these we suggest additional detail or the completion of TMDLs, or other referenced 
studies, is needed before including them as capital projects. Without that information what 
the projects entail is unknown let alone whether there is appropriate cost/benefit. The 
District's Technical Advisory Committee should also be consulted. 
a) 4.2.1.16 Artic Lake Restoration. Study determining necessary restoration actions should 

be completed before including as a capital project. 
b) 4.2.1.17 Biological Nutrient Removal and associated strategy 4.2.2.8 Biological Nutrient 

Removal Operation and Maintenance. This appears to be a new application of this 
technology. Feasibility study or more detail should be completed before including as a 
capital project. 

c) 4.2.1.19 Implement Fish Lake TMDL and 4.2.1.20 Implement Pike Lake TMDL. The 
TMDLs need to be completed before including as a capital project. Without the TMDLs 
necessary actions, cost and efficiency of implementing are unknown. 

 
Incorrect or Dated Information 
 
1) Numerous strategies (4.2.1. Public Infrastructure Partnership Projects, 4.2.1.3 Storage and 

Infiltration Projects, 4.2.1.4 Spring/Upper Prior Lake TMDL Implementation Plan, 4.2.1.7 
Spring Lake Internal Load Management Project, 4.2.1.10 County Roads 12 and 17 Wetland 
Restoration, 4.2.1.11 Buck Lake Channel Chemical Treatment System, and associated 
Operation and Maintenance strategies) refer to dated information or studies as part of the 
"Need" statement. For the most part the dated information can be easily fixed as follows:  
a) Remove "draft' when citing the Spring Lake Upper Prior Lake nutrient TMDL. 
b) Clarify that the 2004 Volume Study is based on previous Land Use Plans and the needed 

volume reduction estimates (i.e., 1,500 to 3,000 ac-ft) and associated strategies; will be 
updated based on revised modeling using 2030 Land Use Plans prior to significant 
investments. The 2030 Land Use Plans guide much of the remaining developable area in 
the District for Rural Residential development instead of urban development as 
assessed in the 2004 Volume Study, partly in response to the study. It would be a shame 
to continue to invest in accordance with that assessment when planned conditions have 
changed significantly. The District-wide Hydrologic and Hydraulic Model strategy 4.2.4.8, 
including simulations of the current Land Use Plans, should be completed soon (as 
scheduled), and the Plan should note that the District may amend the Watershed Plan 
to adjust the above strategies according to the results. Other strategies require a little 
more thought to revise to account for incorrect or dated information. These listed 
individually below. 

2) A number of strategies (4.2.1.11 Buck Lake Channel Chemical Treatment System, 4.2.1.15 
County Ditch 13 In-Line or Parallel Treatment, 4.2.1.17 Biological Nutrient Removal; and 
associated Operations and Maintenance strategies) refer to 3,800 Ibs. of phosphorous per 
year load to Spring Lake as one of the results of the Spring Lake - Upper Prior Lake Nutrient 
TMDL. This allowable load was based on the state standard for deep lakes in this ecoregion. 
However, since the completion of the TMDL the District has completed sediment coring and 
historic phytoplankton enumeration that suggests that Spring Lake historically had never 
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achieved the state standard and that a more modest site specific standard would be 
appropriate. It would be beneficial for the Plan to note this finding. It should also discuss 
whether the District plans to pursue a site specific standard. This discussion could also state 
that, if successful, a Plan amendment will be completed changing various strategies to 
reflect the site specific standard. It would be a shame to invest Significant public and private 
dollars pursing an unattainable standard. 

3) Part of the justification or "Need" for 4.2.1.22 Buck Lake Dredge and 4.2.1.25 CD-13 
Wetland Dredge is to control runoff volumes. Dredging does not create volume storage or 
reduce runoff. 4. 4.2.4.6 High Flow Tracking and Doppler Sounding. The text implies that 
such an instrument is needed for flow gaging at the County Ditch 13 wetland weir. This is 
not true. The weir is a fixed cross section for which flows can be measured easily across the 
weir, or can be estimated very accurately using a weir equation. 

 
Other Comments 
 

1. The "Funding" call out boxes for 4.2.1.17 Biological Nutrient Removal and 4.2.1.18 
Upper Watershed Lake Outlet Modifications do not add up. The sum of the costs for 
individual years is greater than the amount shown as the "Total." 

2. 4.2.1.21 Buck Lake Channel and Lake Restoration. Is there any kind of draft concept for 
this effort? It's hard to determine from the description whether the funding is for 
developing a concept and completing a Feasibility Study, or if it's for implementation. 
Furthermore, without this information it's hard to determine whether $100,000 is 
enough. It does not seem like this amount will cover what is being described. Also the 
land use authority (Scott County Planning and Zoning) should be consulted in addition to 
coordinating with the Township. 

3. Text for strategy 4.2.1.22 Buck Lake Dredge is included in the section, but it is crossed 
out in Table 4-1at the end of the section. Please clarify if it is still part of the plan? 

4. 4.2.1.4 Spring/Upper Prior Lake TMDL Implementation Plan last paragraph is confusing: 
not sure what is funded by this strategy and isn't the Implementation Plan done? Also 
now that the TMDL and Implementation Plan are done the "Funding" call out box has 
$5,000 per year. This does not seem like much unless implementation is going to be 
completed and funded through other strategies. Please clarify. 

5. 4.2.1.14 Lower Prior Lake Retrofit BIVIP Study and Projects says "the District will utilize 
the report to prioritize potential retrofit... "  We suggest including some description of 
the types of potential projects identified in the report and how the District will 
prioritize. 

6. 4.2.1.15 County Ditch 13 In-Line or Parallel Treatment strategy needs more detail. Is the 
project to do research, feasibility study, or to implement; and are these practices 
proven? Also the Funding call out box has $150,000 in 2014 and zero in all other years. 
How certain is this level of funding and the ability to complete in a one year timeframe? 

7. 4.2.1.17 Biological Nutrient Removal. Please provide a citation for the cost-effective use 
of this technology for non-point source phosphorus removal. Also the description of 
what the actual product is for this Capital Project is vague. Is it a feasibility study or 
implementation? 



2013 PLSLWD Major Plan Amendment  16 
Comments & Responses, May 24, 2013 

8. 4.2.2.1 Cost Share Incentives should probably reference the objectives of this effort. 
Presumably they are phosphorus and runoff reduction. 

9. 4.2.2.4 Conservation Drainage Pilot Project is a good idea, but may be difficult to 
implement as described since tile information resides in NRCS records and is protected 
by data privacy laws. 

10. 4.2.2.6 Fish Management. Please include an overview of the Carp Management Strategy 
approved by the Board. The Reader should not have to find a separate document to gain 
an understanding of the basics of what the strategy entails. 

11. 4.2.3.2 Review District Jurisdictional Border. The City of Savage wants to include other 
areas with this boundary change. 

12. 4.2.3.4 District Plan Update. The "Funding" call out box shows only a minimal effort for 
years 2014 through 2018. Our experience is that the District should plan for 
amendments every other year at a greater effort than indicated. 

13. 4.2.3.6 Complete Pike Lake TMDL and 4.2.3.7 Complete Fish Lake TMDL should discuss 
how this fits with MPCA's Watershed Restoration Action Planning efforts that are 
scheduled to start in the Lower Minnesota River Basin in 2014. Does the District expect 
to leverage resources from MPCA to complete this effort? 

14. 4.2.3.8 Update 1993 Diagnostic/Feasibility Study for Spring and Prior Lakes. First the 
study is not really "25 years out of date". The study actually provided significant 
guidance to the District in the 1990s and early 2000s on how to manage water quality. It 
has now been replaced by the approved TMDL Implementation Plan and could be 
eliminated from the Plan. This would save $100,000. We do acknowledge that it may be 
necessary to update the TMDL and the TMDL Implementation Plan, but MPCA should 
provide assistance. 

15. 4.2.4.1 District Monitoring Program. Over the course of the Plan this strategy consumes 
a lot of money (i.e., $860,000). Does all of this information need to be collected every 
year? Is there a way to have a baseline level of monitoring, which then is supplemented 
every few years by more rigorous monitoring? If the District more fully integrated 
monitoring efforts with the Scott WMO and SWCD a cyclic type of monitoring program 
could be implemented that would reduce the overall cost and ride out the highs and 
lows of staffing. Between partnering and using a cyclic approach the District could 
probably save about $200,000 over the course of the Plan. 

16. 4.2.4.3 Research is vague and needs more detail so readers can discern the value of this 
effort and expense. 

17. 4.2.4.11 Automated Vegetation Monitoring. We are not sure we understand or concur 
with the value of this effort. This strategy budgets $8,000 per year for this monitoring, 
plus strategy 4.2.4.4 Aquatic Vegetation Surveys budgets another $10,000 per year for 
surveys; but actual Aquatic Vegetation Management (strategy 4.2.5) is only budgeted at 
$5,000 per year. There does not appear to be any way the effort could save dollars 
equal to its cost. 

18. 4.2.5.1 Permitting and Compliance. We submit that it would be more cost effective to 
more fully integrate construction site erosion and sediment control inspections with the 
SWCD. The SWCD has in place a fully mature inspection program that it provides under 
contract for the Scott County, Scott County Highway, and Credit River Township. This 
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could save on duplicate skill sets, training, and certifications; provides economies of 
scale; and consistency between communities and those regulated. 

19. 4.2.5.5 Pollutant Trading Pilot. Scott County staff managed a multi-year study looking 
into the possibility of pollutant trading for the Vermillion River Watershed JPO. We 
suggest sitting down to discuss before the District spends a lot of time and effort on this 
to take advantage of what we learned. Basically it may work for trading things within 
the District's control, but EPA Rules make it problematic for trading things that are also 
regulated by the Clean Water Act. 

20. 4.2.7.4 Outlet Channel Maintenance. The District should be aware that the Lower 
Minnesota River Watershed District applied for a Clean Water Partnership grant to 
complete a diagnostic study of, and TMDL for, Dean Lake. A decision on the grant 
application is expected in May 2013. However, even without the grant the LMRWD has 
completing a Diagnostic study of the lake in their Plan for the 2014-2016 timeframe. 

Response 

 General Comments – Goals: Clear and concise goals were the intent of the revision, and 
the District appreciates that Scott County approves. 

 General Comments – Policies: The primary aim of this plan update was to reorganize 
the plan into a common framework that the District can use to track policies, capital 
projects, and expenditures, and explain activities to others.  The policies are primarily 
held over from the original 2010 plan; the apparent deficiency of these policies is not 
fully clear to the District, as they have changed little from the plan that was reviewed by 
the County three years ago.  As the District and the County have agreed to meetings 
between elected and appointed officials to address the issue, it would be premature to 
discuss matters from the “expectations” letter in this area of the plan.  Issues with 
specific policies will be addressed below.  In addition, the plan will be amended to 
include overall policy language under each of the major policy headings. 

 General Comments – Levy Impact:  The District acknowledges that the plan anticipates 
significant increases in expenditures.  These will be offset in 2014-2015 by drawing 
down current balances, and in years past that by pursuing grants and other funding 
sources as aggressively as possible.  While the District has maintained a flat levy for a 
number of years, the lack of water quality improvement in Spring and Prior lakes is a 
strong indicator that the present level of funding is insufficient to meet the goals of the 
District.  The District will update Figure 5.1 to incorporate projections that include the 
projects identified in the amendment. 

 General Comments – Premature Capital Projects: There are multiple paths to meeting 
the statutory planning requirements of watershed districts in the Twin Cities 
metropolitan area.  While a viable path is to not include any capital projects until 
substantial study and feasibility work has been completed, this approach makes charting 
the long term investment of the organization difficult.  The District has elected to 
include projects that have not undergone feasibility, and to include feasibility studies in 
advance of those projects, allowing for them to be altered or canceled (with appropriate 
amendments) as needed.  While no approach allows an organization to precisely predict 
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funding needs five or ten years in advance, this path allows the District to think critically 
about investments and make long-term strategic choices.  It is important to realize that 
inclusion in the plan is neither a guarantee of funding, nor of implementation. 

 General Comments – Capital Project Need: The District’s policy is to plan for projects 
based on the best available data.  Concerns with specific projects will be addressed 
below. 

 Goals: The District feels that improving understanding of water quality, and water in 
general, is in itself a goal that deserves promotion, and need not rest upon a further 
goal of advancing voluntary conservation. 

 Policies – Entire Section Needs Revision: As mentioned above, the intent of this plan 
amendment is not to overhaul policies; few of the policies have been changed from the 
original 2010 plan.  The District is not opposed to a critical analysis of policies, but feels 
that the more appropriate time to do so would be after the elected/appointed official 
discussions that have been discussed recently, and in a separate plan amendment. 

 2.4.2 Operation and Maintenance Policy 2: This policy relates to maintenance of 
constructed or reconstructed facilities within the Outlet Channel, but not owned by the 
District.  It is unclear how “mitigation” relates to this policy. 

 2.4.3 Planning Policy 7: This policy will be updated to reflect that the County 
Groundwater Plan is expired. 

 2.4.3 Planning Policy 5: This policy will be rewritten to include the suggested flexibility. 

 2.4.4 Education and Communication Policy 7: This policy is intended to limit the scope 
of the District’s outreach efforts, acknowledging that it is inefficient to expend limited 
resources attempting to maintain direct communication ties with organizations that 
share none of the District’s goals.  That said, the District has a broad and diverse 
outreach strategy, as few organizations share no goals whatsoever with the District.  
The typo in this policy (“goal” instead of “goals”) will be revised. 

 2.4.5 Regulation Policy 9:  This Policy appears to have been directed at planning for 
District projects.  It will be moved into section 2.4.3 Planning. 

 2.4.5 Regulation Policy 10: This Policy originally fell under the heading of “Water 
Quantity”, and appears to have been directed at planning for District projects.  It will be 
moved into section 2.4.3 Planning. 

 Premature Capital Projects: As mentioned above, the District’s position is that laying 
out a roadmap that will be inevitably altered as feasibility studies are completed and 
new information comes to light is preferable to not indicating what projects may be 
considered when.  Inclusion in the plan is neither a guarantee of funding, nor of 
implementation.  The District agrees that regular input from the TAC, along with the 
feasibility studies anticipated in the plan, is vital for successful implementation. 

 4.2.1.9 and 4.2.2.10 – Buck Lake Treatment System and Maintenance: This feasibility 
study is underway.  The project is planned, but as with all capital projects, 
implementation is contingent upon the favorable outcome of a feasibility study. 

 4.2.1.13 and 4.2.2.7 – CD 13 Treatment and Maintenance: The project is planned, but 
as with all capital projects, implementation is contingent upon the favorable outcome of 
a feasibility study. 
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 4.2.1.16 and 4.2.2.9 - Upper Watershed Lake Outlet Modification: The District 
understands that DNR as well as local authorities may have regulatory or other hurdles 
that are insurmountable for this particular project.  As water retention of any significant 
volume for a reasonable cost per acre foot is prohibitively expensive anywhere except 
on top of existing water, the District considers this project to be worth pursuing.  The 
feasibility study will address regulatory concerns, and as with all capital projects, 
implementation is contingent upon the favorable outcome of the feasibility study. 

 4.2.1.20 - Buck Lake Dredge: The project is planned but unfunded.  Unless there was a 
significant change in local interest in the project, or major funding became available, the 
District does not plan to pursue this project.  As with all capital projects, if something 
changed and the project were funded, implementation would be contingent upon the 
favorable outcome of a feasibility study. 

 4.2.1.21 and 4.2.2.11 - Ducks Unlimited Weir:  Before any work is begun on this project, 
past studies and work will be evaluated to determine the best course of action.  As with 
all capital projects, implementation is contingent upon the favorable outcome of a 
feasibility study. 

 4.2.1.22 - Fish Lake Internal Load Management: A TMDL study for Fish Lake is 
anticipated to begin in 2018.  Given the current understanding of Fish Lake, particularly 
from the Fish Lake Management Plan, it appears likely that internal load management, 
specifically alum, will figure significantly into the load reduction strategy for the lake.  
This item will be updated to include a summary of the analysis conducted for the Fish 
Lake Management Plan. 

 4.2.1.14 - Arctic Lake Restoration: The District is currently partnering with the City of 
Prior Lake and the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community on a diagnostic/feasibility 
report for the lake.  This capital project is in anticipation of various implementation 
items that will come out of that project.  The final dollar amount, and the precise scope 
of the project, will necessarily be influenced by the report. 

 4.2.1.15 and 4.2.2.8 - Biological Nutrient Removal: The District concurs that this would 
be a novel application of this technology.  The District will make these projects 
unfunded in the CIP, pending further investigation. 

 4.2.1.19 and 4.2.1.20 - Pike and Fish Lake TMDLs: Per input from the MPCA, these 
TMDL studies will be updated to reflect a start date in 2018. 

 Spring and Upper Prior TMDL Reference: The word "draft" will be removed from all 
references to the Spring and Upper Prior TMDL. 

 2004 Volume Study and 2030 Land Use Plan: As noted, the update to the District-wide 
hydrologic and hydraulic study will take into account changes to projected land use.  In 
the meantime, as Prior Lake continues to be a land-locked basin with a small artificial 
outlet, volume reduction strategies continue to be warranted, particularly given 
increased precipitation event frequencies from Atlas 14. 

 3,800 pounds of Phosphorus per Year: The District has conducted sediment coring, and 
does believe that a more appropriate target for Spring Lake is approximately 60 ug/L, 
rather than the 40 ug/L established by the TMDL study.  However, the District has not 
finalized those discussions, and there is no guarantee that the MPCA will establish a site-
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specific standard for the lake.  If the 40 ug/L standard remains, the District will continue 
to work with its partners in the TMDL to meet the regulatory requirements; if the 60 
ug/L standard is adopted, the Plan will be revised and the CIP altered to reflect that.  
Presently the District feels that the proposed activities are reasonable courses of action 
even if the standard were altered, given that the present summer concentration of 
phosphorus averages approximately 140 ug/L.  

 4.2.1.20 and 4.2.1.23 - Dredging Buck Lake and CD-13 Wetland: Runoff volume will be 
removed from the rationale for these projects. 

 4.2.4.6 - High Flow Tracking: The District acknowledges that flow over a fixed structure 
such as a weir can be accurately estimated with a flow equation.  In this location a high-
velocity meter is more useful for its secondary function which is depth sounding & 
establishing an accurate cross section.  While not required for estimating accurate flow 
over the weir, it would aid in determining sediment accumulation. 

 4.2.1.17 and 4.2.1.18 Funding Boxes: These costs will be corrected, and cross-verified 
with the overall CIP table. 

 4.2.1.19 - Buck Channel/Lake Restoration: As with most of the capital projects, these 
costs are planning level estimates.  The project description will be revised to clarify that 
it is an implementation project, to add greater specificity regarding the anticipated 
implementation items, and to clarify that Scott County Planning and Zoning will also be 
a part of any project team. 

 4.2.1.20 - Buck Lake Dredge Crossout: The only item on the District's unfunded list is 
the Buck Lake Dredge, which the District will not implement unless a significant change 
occurs, such as unanticipated interest from local stakeholders.  It is a part of the plan, 
but it is not included in funding calculations, as it will not be implemented unless there 
is a significant change.  Greater clarification of the unfunded list, and the status of this 
project, will be included in the plan. 

 4.2.1.3 - TMDL Implementation Plan: The plan includes $5,000 in funding for the Spring 
and Upper Prior Implementation Plan for tracking the progress of the partners toward 
TMDL goals.  Actual implementation items are called out separately.  This entry will be 
clarified to explain this, and the dollar amount reduced to $2,000 for upcoming years. 

 4.2.1.12 - Lower Prior Projects:  The District will update the plan to include some details 
from the now-complete Lower Prior Diagnostic Study. 

 4.2.1.13 - CD-13 In-Line or Parallel Treatment: This project is for implementation; the 
description will be updated accordingly.  The feasibility will provide more detail on 
specific implementation items and locations.  As with all the capital projects, the cost 
estimates and timeframes are planning-level, and subject to change. 

 4.2.1.15 - Biological Nutrient Removal: Application of this technology to phosphorus 
removal in natural systems would be a novel approach.  The plan will be updated to 
reflect that this is an implementation item, and to make this item unfunded, pending 
further investigation.   

 4.2.2.1 - Cost Share Incentives: This item will be updated to include the goals of this 
specific project, which include phosphorus and volume reduction, and water resources 
education. 
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 4.2.2.4 - Conservation Drainage Pilot Project: The District's newly formed farmer led 
council will help to define the scope and direction of this project, which should 
presumably bypass restrictions on NRCS records. 

 4.2.2.6 - Fish Management: References to the Carp Management Strategy will be 
removed; the strategy is dictated by the plan, and can be changed accordingly. 

 4.2.3.2 - Review District Jurisdictional Border: The City of Savage has submitted their 
interest in reviewing the District border.  That review is anticipated to occur in the 
second half of 2013, and the areas to be revised will be informed by the District's 
partners. 

 4.2.3.4 - District Plan Update:  The District hopes that by including a significant number 
of projects in the plan at the outset, the need for revisions will be reduced. 

 4.2.3.6 and 4.2.3.7 - Fish and Pike TMDLs: The MPCA has indicated that 2018 would be 
a more appropriate time to initiate TMDL studies on these lakes.  The plan will be 
revised to reflect this scheduling change. 

 4.2.3.8 - Update 1993 Diagnostic/Feasibility Study for Spring and Prior Lakes: The 
description of this item will be updated to clarify that the study will be 25 years old, 
rather than 25 years out of date.  While there is overlap between the TMDL study and 
implementation plan, the Diagnostic/Feasibility study includes analyses that have not 
been duplicated, such as algae and microinvertebrate species identification and detailed 
fishery analysis.  The District feels that there is value in updating those elements of the 
1993 study. 

 4.2.4.1 - District Monitoring Program: The District continues to utilize the Scott SWCD 
for aspects of its monitoring program.  In future years the District wishes to intensify 
monitoring efforts to aid in identifying phosphorus sources, particularly in the upper 
watershed.  The District feels this work is essential in a successful nutrient loading 
program, and is incompatible with a primarily cyclical monitoring program. 

 4.2.4.3 - Research: This implementation item is intentionally open-ended.  Specific 
expenditures from this fund will be approved by the Board at open meetings.  The total 
dollar amount is low.  For these reasons, the District does not feel additional specificity 
is required. 

 4.2.4.11 - Automated Vegetation Monitoring: This strategy has broader goals than 
increasing the efficiency of aquatic vegetation management, including education and 
outreach with lake users and greater understanding of the ecology of the lakes in the 
District.  The District is completing a pilot of this project; the Board will decide whether 
to continue the program based on the results of this year's program. 

 4.2.5.1 - Permitting and Compliance: The District has fully integrated its erosion and 
sediment control inspection program with the City of Prior Lake.  As the majority of 
projects in the District are within the City, and these projects require an inspection with 
a greater level of detail than the SWCD is accustomed to providing, the District feels that 
the current inspection approach maximizes efficiency while meeting organizational 
goals.  The District welcomes working with the Scott SWCD on improving coordination 
between the two inspection programs. 
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 4.2.5.5 - Pollutant Trading Pilot: The District welcomes the opportunity to learn from 
the experience of Scott County staff regarding pollutant trading. 

 4.2.7.4 - Outlet Channel Maintenance: The District will communicate with the Lower 
Minnesota River WD and Scott County regarding the progress of the diagnostic and 
TMDL studies of Dean Lake. 
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City of Prior Lake 

Comments 

City of Prior Lake staff has reviewed the latest update of the PLSLWD’s Water Resources 
Management Plan (WRMP) and offers the following comments: 
 
General Comments 
 
1. Enhanced methods for measuring and reporting are suggested for PLSLWD programs 

including water quality monitoring, volume control, and voluntary BMP installation. There 
are several existing reports that are not posted on the District’s website. Annual reports 
that show progress towards numeric goals and give specific numbers, such as pounds of 
phosphorus reduced or number of residents attending events, would be beneficial to both 
the PLSLWD Board of Managers, partner organizations, the public, and government 
agencies that provide grants. 

2. Long-term maintenance must be considered when planning and installing BMPs, especially 
those that are installed on private or City-owned land with limited-term operation and 
maintenance agreements (such as 10-year cost-share contracts). Work with City staff to 
identify long-term plans for these BMPs. 

3. Rules revisions should not be written to favor one BMP approach over another because 
technology to treat stormwater will continue to change. 

4. The rules revision process should always consider impacts to regulated groups and partners. 
The potential implications of rules revisions should be studied in depth and detailed 
information should be provided up front for discussion. For example, required structural 
BMPs have associated costs absorbed by developers and ultimately homeowners, and the 
long-term maintenance burden of a required structural BMP falls to the homeowners or the 
LGU. 

5. Volume management is included in several goals, policies, and implementation strategies. 
The existing District Volume Study is outdated and should be updated before desired 
volume management outcomes are specified. 

 
Specific Section Comments 
 
1. Section 2.4.1 (Item #8): The primary goal of cost-share programs and installing BMPs should 

be to improve water quality, and this should be emphasized in this section. 
2. Section 2.4.2: In addition to implementing operation and maintenance plans, these 

activities should be coordinated with local partners such as the City. 
3. Section 2.4.5 (Item #10): The term “stormwater management” is very general and should be 

defined for this section. There are other critical events that may apply to stormwater 
management in general, and these may change over time. 

4. Section 3.2.2: The first sentence of this section should be deleted. The potential for a local 
volume bank should be investigated. 
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5. Section 3, Table 3.3 (Item #1): TMDLs are not the only solution to addressing impaired 
waters. Please update this section to include other options including targeted subwatershed 
analyses and other methods that may achieve the same goals on a shorter timeframe and at 
a lower cost. 

6. Section 3, Table 3.3 (Item #3): Define the term “nondegradation” as it relates to new 
development standards. 

7. Section 3, Table 3.3 (Item #19): The PLSLWD partnered to install several BMPs within the 
City of Prior Lake. Please provide a map of all of these BMPs, associated maintenance 
schedules, and information on any agreements/contracts. 

8. Section 4.2.1.1 (Scope): This section references projects that have already been completed 
and the list may need other updates. Working collaboratively to identify retrofit projects 
should continue to be encouraged. Additional coordination with City engineering staff is 
needed. 

9. Section 4.2.1.16: The 2004 Volume Study needs to be updated and lacks specific water 
storage goals (a range is given). The Volume Study should be updated before any funding is 
allocated to these projects. 

10. Section 4.2.2.1: Provide a definition or additional information about a “pay-for-
performance” cost-share approach. The District is encouraged to work with City of Prior 
Lake staff to develop the cost-share program. 

11. Section 4.2.2.5: The City is pleased to be a 2013 partner in this effort, but reference to the 
City of Prior Lake as a long-term funding partner in this section is discouraged. Budget 
approval will be needed each year and thus long-term funding of this project is not assured. 

12. Section 4.2.2.9: The 2004 Volume Study needs to be updated and lacks specific water 
storage goals (a range is given). This section appears to assume that the only Volume Study 
implementation activities will be modification of lake outlets. Other implementation 
activities should be identified. 

13. Section 4.2.4.1: The District is encouraged to provide enhanced monitoring reports suitable 
for sharing with partner organizations and the public. 

Response 

 Enhanced Measuring and Reporting: The District has worked, and will continue to work, 
to improve reporting.  Input from the City on which specific reports would be most 
beneficial is welcome. 

 Long-term BMP Maintenance: The District has developed a BMP monitoring program 
for practices over which the District has an ownership interest.  Further development of 
plans for the maintenance of those BMPs will continue to be a part of the ongoing 
Permitting program, and the District will work closely with the City on developing those 
policies and strategies. 

 Rules Revisions: The District is wrapping up its rule revision process, which has been 
driven in a large part by its technical advisory committee (TAC).  Changes and updates to 
the rules, including changes to not favor any particular BMP over another, will come 
from that process. 
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 Rules Revisions Impacts on Partners and Regulated Entities: The District is very 
cognizant of the fact that regulations must balance their stated goals with the cost to 
those affected by them.  The Rules TAC has provided the District with beneficial input on 
how to balance those competing concerns, and will continue to be the primary means of 
influencing the outcome of the rules update. 

 Volume Study Outdated: The District acknowledges that the volume study is outdated.  
The update of the district-wide hydrologic and hydraulic model, scheduled for 2014, 
should superseded the volume study in many respects, and provide better volume 
control targets. 

 Section 2.4.1, Item 8: The District will revise this item to express the goal of the cost-
share program. 

 Section 2.4.2: The District will add a policy stating that operations and maintenance 
work will be coordinated with local partners. 

 Section 2.4.5, Item 10: This Policy appears to have been directed at planning for District 
projects in the previous iteration of the District plan.  It will be moved into section 2.4.3 
Planning. 

 Section 3.2.2: This section of the Plan was not revised in this plan update; however, the 
first sentence of the section will be deleted.  The District will work with local partners to 
establish a volume bank, subject to the final revision of the stormwater rule. 

 Section 3, Table 3.3, Item 1: This table was not anticipated to be revised as a part of this 
plan amendment.  The District concurs that there are additional solutions to addressing 
impaired waters that do not require a full TMDL study. 

 Section 3, Table 3.3, Item 3: This table was not anticipated to be revised as a part of this 
plan amendment.  Definition of the term “nondegradation” is an implicit element of the 
stormwater rule update, which the Rules TAC has significant input into. 

 Section 3, Table 3.3, Item 19: This table was not anticipated to be revised as a part of 
this plan amendment.  The District is happy to work with the City to provide all the 
material compiled thus far relating to existing BMPs, and to continue to expand that 
dataset. 

 Section 4.2.1.1: The plan will be amended to remove completed projects.  The District 
will seek input from local partners, including the City, to add additional projects to this 
list for this plan amendment. 

 Section 4.2.1.16: The District acknowledges that the 2004 volume study is out of date, 
and plans to replace the recommendations in that plan with the output from the 
completed H&H model in 2014.  At that time the need for this project will be 
reevaluated, along with the need for other, primarily water volume related, projects. 

 Section 4.2.2.1: This item will be revised to clarify that pay for performance relates to 
paying on a cost per pound of phosphorus removed or cost per unit of educational 
benefit (viewing of a particular message, for instance) basis.  

 Section 4.2.2.5: This item will be clarified to state that the District will seek to continue 
partnering with the City of Prior Lake, but will not assume City funding on an ongoing 
basis. 
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 Section 4.2.2.9: The District acknowledges that the 2004 volume study is out of date, 
and plans to replace the recommendations in that plan with the output from the 
completed H&H model in 2014.  At that time the need for this project will be 
reevaluated, along with the need for other, primarily water volume related, projects.  
The District anticipates that a number of ongoing programs, such as the cost-share 
program and wetland restoration, will also provide volume reduction benefit, as will 
implementation of development rules regarding stormwater (over time). 

 Section 4.2.4.1: The District concurs that enhanced reporting on the District’s 
monitoring program would be beneficial, and is in the process of creating such an 
enhanced monitoring report.  In the meantime, some data reporting is available on the 
District’s website, at http://www.plslwd.org/wq_graph.php. 

City of Savage 

Comments 

Section 4.2.3.2 of the Draft Plan states: 
 

“Scope: The District will work together with local governments, Scott County, and the Board 
of Water and Soil Resources to review for potential modification the District jurisdictional 
boundary. If all parties are willing and the legal foundation for boundary change is met, the 
District will consider modifying the jurisdictional border to more closely match the hydrologic 
border, with a particular emphasis on the Cates Lake and Prior Lake Outlet Channel areas.” 

 
There is an area of the City of Savage encompassing approximately 405 acres near Cates that is 
currently within the jurisdictional boundary of the Watershed District but not within District 
hydrologic border. This 405-acre area should be removed from the PLSLWD. 
 
In addition, as shown in the attached figure, there is also a large area not associated with Cates 
Lake that should be evaluated. This is a 337-acre area north of CSAH 42 that also should be 
removed from the PLSLWD. 
 
I understand that jurisdictional boundaries must follow more regular lines than the hydrologic 
border follows. However, the jurisdictional boundary can certainly come much closer to the 
hydrologic border than shown in the attached figure. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Plan. 

Response 

 District Boundary Revision: Revising the District jurisdictional boundary to more closely 
match the District hydrologic boundary is a planned activity for the second half of 2013.  
At that time we will evaluate all the existing modeling relating to drainage, discuss the 
options with any parties that would be affected, and move forward with revisions 
accordingly. 

http://www.plslwd.org/wq_graph.php
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City of Shakopee 

Comments 

 Page 2-6 (Section 2.4.3.3):  This item requires our Water Resources Management Plan 
(WRMP) to include maintenance plans.  If the term "plans" includes our annual storm 
water maintenance item in our CIP, we should be alright.  If not, I believe it is difficult 
to detail plans for specific maintenance activities on a yearly basis.  It would be better 
if they allowed the inclusion of maintenance policies (which we have in place already). 

 Page 3-4 (Section 3.2.1.4):  The third to last paragraph states our WRMP has yet to 
obtain equivalency from the district.  I believe the remaining item to address before 
obtaining equivalency in 2007 was our infiltration standards.  Section 16.11, 
Subdivision C.10 of our City Code should adequately address this. 

 Page 4-69 (Section 4.2.5.1):  The third paragraph references equivalency again.  Section 
16.11, Subdivision C.10 of our City Code should adequately address this. 

Response 

 2.4.3.3 - Local Water Plan Maintenance Requirement: This requirement/policy has not 
changed from the previous iteration of the District's Water Resources Management 
Plan, under which the City of Shakopee obtained approval of their Local Water 
Management Plan from the District.  The interpretation of this item has not changed, so 
the same approach of using policy statements to meet the requirement will be sufficient 
in the future. 

 3.2.1.4 and 4.2.5.1 - Rules Equivalency: As it now appears that the City and the District 
concur on most stormwater regulatory concerns, the District would be pleased to move 
forward with an equivalency agreement.  Likely the best time to do this would be this 
fall, after the revised District rules have been adopted. 

Spring Lake Township 

Comments 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments on the draft Plan Amendment. 
The Township supports the District's efforts to restructure the Plan to more closely align Plan 
goals and policies with the District's internal accounting and budget structures. 
 
While the Township supports the efforts to realign the Plan with the District's broader budget 
and plan efforts, the process of drafting this Plan Amendment would have benefitted from 
discussions with the TAC at the outset rather than simply seeking comment after the fact. The 
District should consider working more closely with the TAC in development of future plans. 
 
Our comments will follow the general structure of the draft Plan, with a few additional 
comments at the end. 
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Policies 
The policies section is written as more of an action plan. The Plan does not have clear policy 
statements which provide the rationale for the underlying actions. The Plan defines a policy as a 
"governing principal." Please provide a clearly defined governing principal at the heading for 
each policy category. 
 
2.4.4 Education and Communication 
The Plan identifies the need to maintain communication and coordinate outreach with interest 
groups that share the Districts goal. However, the plan does not address the need to improve 
communication and collaboration with local government agencies. The need for improved 
communication with the District is a high priority for the District's LGU partners as expressed in 
the LGU partners' Expectations document. This priority should be reflected in the Plan. 
 
2.4.5 Regulation 
This item states that "the District will base stormwater management upon the critical 1 DO-year 
event". Is this based on the TP 40 event or the new precipitation frequency information from 
NOAA Atlas 14? Has the new information from NOAA Atlas 14 been incorporated into the Plan? 
If not, why not? It is far more current than the data from TP 40. 
 
Management Plan 
3.2.2 Volume Mitigation 
The Township welcomes the opportunity to work with the District in understanding how the 
Township's low impact development design standards will support the District's volume 
mitigation goals. 
 
Implementation 
Scott County performed a detailed review of the proposed Implementation Plan. We generally 
agree with the comments of the County. A few additional comments on the Implementation 
Plan are as follows: 

a) The plan takes a "kitchen sink" approach, proposing many different actions without 
appropriate justification or prioritization, at considerable total cost. 

b) In general, it would be helpful to have the estimated cost per unit of pollutant removed 
for each of the implementation projects. 

c) Detailed feasibility studies should be prepared for the proposed projects and activities 
prior to inclusion as capital projects. Specifically, a solid benefit-cost analysis should be 
prepared and a "no action" alternative should be included in the analysis. 

d) The draft Plan states that "Implementation actions tabulated are those of high enough 
priority to be considered by the Board of Managers". There is concern that including 
projects and activities in the WRMP prior to completion of appropriate studies gives the 
impression that the District has set a course of proceeding with implementation even 
though assessment of need and cost-effectiveness has not yet been completed. 
Essentially, inclusion in the WRMP becomes the justification for proceeding with the 
project. We suggest revising the Implementation Plan such that implementation of the 
various projects is not proposed until completion of feasibility studies for the projects. A 
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benefit-cost analysis would then be performed to help prioritize the proposed 
improvements. 

e) Given the significant total cost of all the proposed activities in the Implementation Plan, 
a process of robust internal review with TAC and other stakeholder input should be 
performed prior to inclusion in the plan or moving forward with a proposed project. 

 
Capital Projects 
Comments on specific capital projects are as follows. 
 
 
4.2.1.3 
The Spring Lake/Upper Prior Lake TMDL Implementation Plan was completed in 2012. Please 
delete the last sentence of this section which suggests adoption of the Plan has not yet taken 
place. Also, the "Funding" box allocates a $5,000 expenditure each year for this item. Since the 
drafting of the implementation has been completed it is not clear what these expenditures are 
for. Please clarify. 
 
4.2.1.13 County Ditch 13 In-Line or Parallel Treatment 
This project description lacks specificity. It suggests that the proposed BMP's are in the process 
of being developed. Are they readily available? Is their efficacy known/proven? If the BMP's are 
in the development stage, how have project costs been determined? 
 
4.2.1.14 Arctic Lake Restoration 
Inclusion of this project in the Plan appears to be premature, as the diagnostic study has not yet 
been completed. Prior to inclusion in the plan the District should quantify the phosphorous 
loading and clarify the extent to which Arctic Lake is contributing to the spread of invasive 
species. The District should consider removing this project from the plan until the District can 
establish the cost/benefit of the project. 
 
4.2.1.15 Biological Nutrient Removal and 4.2.2.8 Biological Nutrient Removal Operation and 
Maintenance 
Inclusion of this project and its operation and maintenance costs in the Plan appears to be 
premature until the necessary studies have been completed to determine project scope, cost 
and efficacy. 
 
4.2.1.16 Upper Watershed Lake Outlet Modification 
Inclusion of this project in the Plan is premature. Until this strategy has been studied and its 
impact clearly understood, this project should be removed from the Plan. The District should 
review this project with its TAC and complete a feasibility study prior to including it in the Plan. 
 
4.2.1.17 Implement Fish Lake TMDL 
Inclusion of this project in the Plan is premature since the TMDL has not yet been completed 
and no Implementation Plan has been drafted. 
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4.2.1.18 Implement Pike Lake TMDL 
Inclusion of this project in the Plan is premature since the TMDL has not yet been completed 
and no Implementation Plan has been drafted. 
 
4.2.1.20 Buck Lake Dredge 
This is an extraordinarily expensive project. The project narrative describes lake sediment as a 
potential source of phosphorous. Prior to inclusion of this project in the Plan, a feasibility study 
should be conducted to define the extent to which the sediment is contributing to phosphorous 
loading. 
 
Operation and Maintenance 
4.2 .2.4 Conservation Drainage Pilot Program 
The township strongly supports the mapping of drain tile to enhance understanding of the 
impact of tiling throughout the watershed. 
 
Planning 
4.2.3.9 Comprehensive Wetland Plan 
This planning item states that the District will consider writing a Comprehensive Wetland 
Protection and Management Plan. This is not consistent with Policy 2.4.5 policy #5, which states 
that the District does not serve as the LGU for any of its member communities in regard to the 
Wetland Conservation Act. MN §8420.0830 states that a CWPMP may be developed by an LGU. 
Since the District is not serving as a WCA LGU would it have the authority to draft such a plan? 
If so, would it then be the responsibility of the LGU or the District to administer the plan? 
 
Regulation 
4.2.5.1 Permitting and Compliance 
The Scope of this item says that the District staff will continue to participate in the city 
Development Review Committees to incorporate water quality and quantity BMP's on new 
development and redevelopment. The township encourages the District to also participate in 
County Development Review Team meetings for Township projects within the District. 
 
Other Comments 
1) The Township has concerns with the 1/2-inch volume control requirement: 

a) While we understand the general concept behind the benefits of controlling runoff 
volume, there is no solid rationale or justification for the use of a ~-inch standard. What 
are the quantifiable benefits? Water quality and rate control are already covered under 
other requirements, so what additional benefit does volume control provide? 

b) There is no discussion of the cost of meeting this requirement, in terms of 
infrastructure, land, and development potential. 

c) There is no discussion of the potential for groundwater contamination due to placing 
relatively untreated urban stormwater into the ground. How will groundwater 
contamination be mitigated, and what will be the cost of mitigation? We are currently 
dealing with the unintended consequence of disposing of PAH-contaminated pond 
sediment from the numerous wet detention ponds constructed around the metro area. 
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What might be the future unintended consequences of placing even more small 
infiltration features around the metro area? 

2) Page 8-2, item 10 under Local Plan Content, calls for LGUs to prepare specific operating 
programs and capital improvements for impaired waters prior to completion of a TMDL. 
This is premature. A TMDL or similar study is first needed to quantify a need and suggest 
appropriate implementation activities, followed by a detailed feasibility study to analyze 
alternatives and quantify and costs and benefits. Committing to capital improvements 
without adequately analyzing the problem and alternative solutions will likely lead to 
ineffective use of limited financial resources. 

 
Thank you for consideration of these comments. 

Response 

 Technical Advisory Committee Involvement: The District will seek to engage its TAC 
earlier and more frequently in future plan amendments. 

 Policies - 2.4.4: This plan amendment primarily focuses on new goals and CIP items and 
a restructuring of the plan, and not on new policy statements; hence, very little new 
policy has been written since the 2010 plan was reviewed by local partners and adopted 
by the District.  The District does consider communication with its partners to be a very 
high priority, and continues to reach out to all parties.  The District expects a 
concomitant emphasis on communication and updates to local plan policies from local 
partners, to confirm the bidirectional nature of a truly collaborative relationship. 

 Regulation - 2.4.5: The District anticipates utilizing NOAA Atlas-14 precipitation data in 
future analysis.  At the time of distribution of this document (March 1, 2013) the Atlas-
14 data had not been released for Minnesota, and it was therefore impossible to include 
any reference to it in the plan update. 

 Management Plan - 3.2.2: It is likely that the Township's LID standards will be 
incorporated into the District's proposed update of its hydrologic and hydraulic model in 
2014, and that future discussions regarding capital projects and regulatory approaches 
will consider the LID standards. 

 Implementation: The District acknowledges the Township's concerns regarding planned 
capital projects and projected spending levels, and offers the following responses: 

o This plan is intended as a guidance document.  Much like a TMDL 
implementation plan, which generally includes a wide variety of projects, not all 
of which will be implemented, it is intended to list the array of activities that will 
be considered.  It is not intended to be interpreted as a certainty that every 
project will be installed. 

o While the District could take the approach of not including any project in its plan 
until appropriate feasibility was completed, that would not present a full picture 
of the desired 10-year activities of the District.  The approach embodied in the 
plan is a real-world compromise between laying out a direction for the District 
and only incorporating those projects about which a high degree of certainty has 
been attained, in the face of incomplete knowledge.  This allows the District to 
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strategically manage long term actions (such as targeting monitoring to 
appropriate locations), but has the inevitable downside of including in the plan 
some projects that will not be installed. 

o All major capital projects will include a feasibility study in the preceding year.  
Upon completion of the feasibility study, the Board will make a determination of 
whether or not to include the project in the following year's budget.  Each of 
these feasibility studies will include involvement of the local stakeholders, 
including local units of government. 

 TMDL Implementation - 4.2.1.3: The plan will be revised to reflect that the TMDL study 
is complete.  The nominal funding is included for the District to track progress toward 
reaching the TMDL target. 

 County Ditch 13 - 4.2.1.13: This project will include the evaluation of practices being 
developed at the St. Anthony Falls Laboratory, such as drop-in iron fabric filters, 
overexcavation of in-line pits, and offline diversion to iron-sand filters.  The efficacy of 
these approaches will be evaluated in a feasibility study, and the Board will decide 
whether to move forward with specific approaches, or none at all.  This item will be 
updated with the additional specificity discussed above. 

 Arctic Lake Restoration - 4.2.1.14: The diagnostic and feasibility study for Arctic Lake is 
approximately half complete.  Numerous implementation items, with associated cost-
benefit analyses, will be included in the final report.  At the time of budgeting the Board 
will decide whether, based on those analyses, inclusion of projects for Arctic Lake is 
appropriate for that year. 

 Biological Nutrient Removal - 4.2.1.15 / 4.2.2.8: The District concurs that the Biological 
Nutrient Removal project could use additional specificity.  This project will be 
designated as unfunded, and will not be pursued unless additional evidence of its 
efficacy is discovered or local interest in the project increases significantly.  If the Board 
elects to re-fund the project in the future via a minor plan amendment, it will be subject 
to a feasibility study before the Board decides whether or not to incorporate it into a 
budget for a given year. 

 Upper Watershed Lake Outlet Modification - 4.2.1.16: A feasibility study will be 
completed on this project before considering implementation.  The drawbacks and 
advantages to water retention are well understood, so this feasibility will focus on 
modeling and involvement of stakeholders, including both residents and local units of 
government. 

 Fish Lake TMDL - 4.2.1.17: Per input from the MPCA, the timeline for the Fish Lake 
TMDL will be revised to begin in 2018.  This will necessarily move the Fish Lake TMDL 
Implementation item to the last year of the timeframe of this plan (2019). 

 Pike Lake TMDL - 4.2.1.18: Per input from the MPCA, the timeline for the Pike Lake 
TMDL will be revised to begin in 2018.  This will necessarily move the Pike Lake TMDL 
Implementation item to the last year of the timeframe of this plan (2019). 

 Buck Lake Dredge - 4.2.1.20: This project is presently unfunded; the District will not 
seek to implement it unless circumstances change, such as increased local interest in the 
project.  If the Board elects to re-fund the project in the future via a minor plan 
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amendment, the District will implement a thorough feasibility study prior to considering 
implementing the project.  If the Board decided to move forward with implementation, 
all funding options would be considered, including grants and bonds. 

 Conservation Drainage Pilot Program - 4.2.2.4: The District will seek to partner with the 
Township on mapping drainage tile, as resources permit. 

 Comprehensive Wetland Plan - 4.2.3.9: According to statute, the District has the 
authority to complete a Comprehensive Wetland Protection and Management Plan 
(CWPMP).  Under the current wetland regulation context, in which municipalities serve 
as the Wetland Conservation Act Local Government Unit, such a CWPMP would have no 
force and effect, and would differ in no substantial way from the current Wetland 
Protection Plan.  The District will rewrite this project to indicate that it has been 
substantially completed, and that the District will not pursue a CWPMP. 

 Permitting and Compliance - 4.2.5.1: This item will be revised to include District 
participation in County Development Review Team meetings. 

 1/2 Inch Infiltration Requirement: The 1/2 inch infiltration requirement has been 
standard for the District since the rule revision in 2003.  It is partially intended to meet 
water quality and rate control requirements, as you mention.  It is also intended to meet 
specific volume control needs for the PLSLWD watershed, which are driven by the 
sensitivity of Prior Lake to additional surface water volume, as it is a basin with no 
natural outlet and a fixed artificial outlet capacity.  The ongoing rules revision discussion 
is working toward a regulatory implementation of this policy that addresses 
groundwater contamination concerns (which are addressed in the current rule), as well 
as cost concerns. 

 Impaired Waters Programs and Capital Projects: The District acknowledges that a TMDL 
study will provide the best guide to reducing pollutant loads to an impaired water.  The 
District also feels that for many impaired waters there are actions that can be taken in 
advance of a TMDL study that have a high degree of potential benefit, and that waiting 
multiple years for a TMDL study could exacerbate the problem.  In the specific case of 
Spring Lake Township, the only identified impaired water without a completed TMDL 
study is Fish Lake, in which the primary concern is known to be internal phosphorus 
loading (close to 90% of total loading to the lake), and a TMDL study is scheduled for 
initiation in 2018.  This plan element is unlikely to place any additional burden on the 
Township. 
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