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AGENDA

Tuesday, January 10, 2023
6:00 PM

Council Chambers
Prior Lake City Hall

BOARD OF MANAGERS:
Bruce Loney, President; Frank Boyles, Vice President;

Christian Morkeberg, Treasurer; Ben Burnett, Secretary; Matt Tofanelli, Manager
Note: Individuals with items on the agenda or who wish to speak to the Board are
encouraged to be in attendance when the meeting is called to order.

Board Workshop 4:00 PM - Parkview Conference Room

e BWSR Board Conservationist Anne Sawyer Introduction

e Scott County Commissioner Jody Brennan Introduction

e Draft Buck Wetland Enhancement Feasibility Study (Carl Almer)
e Board Officer Appointments (Bruce Loney)

e Board Liaison Appointments (Bruce Loney)

e CAC Update (Joni Giese)

e HR Audit Update (Joni Giese)

e Scott SWCD Cost Share Docket (Joni Giese)

e Liaison Updates

6:00-6:02 PM

6:02 -6:07 PM

6:07-6:10 PM

6:10-6:40 PM

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0
4.1
4.2
4.3
4.4
4.5

BOARD MEETING CALL TO ORDER & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

PUBLIC COMMENT

If anyone wishes to address the Board of Managers on an item not on the agenda or on the consent
agenda, please come forward at this time. Go up to the podium, turn on the microphone and state
your name and address. (The Chair may limit your time for commenting.)

APPROVAL OF AGENDA (Additions/Corrections/Deletions)

OTHER OLD/NEW BUSINESS

Programs & Projects Update (Discussion Only)

2023 Board Officer Appointments (Vote)

2023 Board Liaison Appointments (Vote)

Scott County Aquatic Invasive Species Prevention Plan (2023 — 2024) (Vote)
2023 Carp Integrated Pest Management Plan (Vote)


https://priorlakespr.sharepoint.com/PLSLWD%20Admin/Board%20Meetings/Board%20Meeting%20Material/2020/12%20December%208,%202020/Word%20Document/www.plslwd.org
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6:40 - 6:50 PM

6:50-6:55 PM

6:55—-7:00 PM

7:00 PM

5.0
5.1

5.2

6.0

6.1
6.2
6.3
6.4
6.5
6.6
6.7
6.8
6.9
6.10

7.0

8.0

TREASURER’S REPORT

Monthly Financial Reports (Discussion Only)
e Financial Report

e Treasurers Report

e Cash Flow Projections

Quarterly Financial Reports
e Balance Sheet
e Cost Analysis

CONSENT AGENDA

The consent agenda is considered as one item of business. It consists of routine administrative items
or items not requiring discussion. Items can be removed from the consent agenda at the request of
the Board member, staff member, or a member of the audience. Please state which item or items you
wish to remove for separate discussion.

Meeting Minutes — December 13, 2022, Board Workshop
Meeting Minutes — December 13, 2022, Board Meeting
Claims List & Visa Expenditures Summary

2023 Permit Fee Schedule

Schedule of 2023 Regular Board Meetings

Schedule of 2023 CAC Meetings

Approval of 2023 CAC Members

Selecting the 2023 Official Newspaper

Selecting the 2023 District Depository Banks

2023 WSB Carp Management Services Contract

UPCOMING MEETING/EVENT SCHEDULE:

e CAC Meeting, Thursday, January 26, 2023, 6:00 — 8:00 pm (Prior Lake City Hall —
Wagon Bridge Conference Room)

e Board of Managers Workshop, Tuesday, February 14, 2023, 4:00 pm (Prior Lake
City Hall — Parkview Conference Room)

e Board of Managers Meeting, Tuesday, February 14, 2023, 6:00 pm (Prior Lake
City Hall — Council Chambers)

ADJOURNMENT
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JANUARY 2023 PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS UPDATE

PROGRAM OR PROJECT

LAST MONTH’S STAFF ACTIVITIES

NEXT STEPS

Sutton Lake Outlet and
Lake Management Plan
Project Lead: Emily

Lake Management Plan

e Continued to coordinate with MnDNR
to get clarity on the review of this
plan, expected timelines, and
applicable aquatic plant management
guidelines.

Lake Management Plan

e Continue to work with MnDNR to
understand their timeline on plan
comments and expectations on
cattail management.

e Prepare final Lake Management Plan
and submit to Board of Managers for
approval.

o Determine proposed future
management activities based on
MnDNR cattail response.

. !ate documentation of response

o drought conditions in spring.

Carp Management

Rough Fish Management (Class
611)

Carp Management Project (Class
750 & 751)

Project Lead: Jeff

e Tracking: Tracked radio tagged carp
on Spring and Upper Prior Lakes.
Under ice seining is our goal should
radio tracking results show promising
locations as well as safe ice thickness.
No substantial aggregations have
formed yet.

e  Other: Worked with WSB to test
under ice seining techniques and
methods. Were able to complete
testing methods that would allow
under ice netting to be done by staff
and consultants. Updated 2023 IPM
Plan. The newest plan takes a new
approach that aligned with updated
goals, practices, and requesting grant
funds requirements. Worked on 2023
goals and objects for the proposed
2023 WSB carp management
contract. Submitted permits for 2023
carp management activities.
Submitted funding request to PL
Rotary for carp management
equipment.

e Continue to track tagged carp

e Finish implanting the last 3 new
radio-tag transmitters on Spring
Lake.

e Remove fish under-ice as permit
allows. Work with commercial
netters where opportunities allow.

e Look into topics for next Metro Carp
Management Group (MCMG)
meeting.

Ferric Chloride System
Operations
Project Lead: Jeff

e Compiled data for 2022 reporting and
calculations.

e  Submit 2022 annual reporting and

permitting requirements.

e Submit DMR



Emily Dick
@Jeff Anderson is this true? Will you adapt this to be accurate on next steps on this?

Jeff Anderson
@Emily Dick Yes, this was more or less the heart of the discussion between Jimmy and I. I'm a little confused. Are you asking me to update this? While There was minor efforts on this subject this month, its still an accurate statement for next steps.

Emily Dick
@Jeff Anderson I entered that language so I just wanted to make sure that spring was the right timing, you guys aren't putting in posts now or anything.

Jeff Anderson
Ok got it. Correct. Jimmy should be finalizing the scope for this type of effort and have it out sometime this winter. The plan will most likely be to use survey equipment.

Emily Dick
Sweet, thanks!
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JANUARY 2023 PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS UPDATE

PROGRAM OR PROJECT

LAST MONTH’S STAFF ACTIVITIES

NEXT STEPS

Upper Watershed Projects
Buck Wetland, Sutton IESF, Swamp
IESF, Buck Chemical Treatment,
Ditch 13 Chemical Treatment,
Spring Lake West IESF

Project Lead: Emily

Buck Wetland Enhancements

e Submitted draft feasibility study to
MnDNR and requested comments by
January 26, 2023.

e Attempted to reach landowner not in
attendance at November 1% meeting.

Spring Lake West IESF/Wetland
e No activity.

Sutton Lake IESF

e No activity.

2023 WBIF Studies

e Worked with Board Conservationist to
submit grant budget request.

e Reviewed fee proposals and work
orders from consultants.

Potential Flood Storage Projects

e Based on staff and CAC input, Board
identified Project 6 and Project 1 as
the first projects to be pursued at the
December Board workshop.

e Worked on a grant application to
submit to MPCA for funds to support
two flood storage feasibility studies.

All UW Projects

e Met with real estate services provider
to discuss outreach strategies for
proposed 2023 project areas.

Buck Wetland Enhancements

e Continue landowner outreach.

e MnDNR and board managers to
review draft plan (January)

e Final study approved by managers
(tentative: February).

Spring Lake West IESF/Wetland

e |Initiate landowner outreach

Sutton Lake IESF

e Start investigating landowner
concerns and prepare scope of
investigation into alternative sites.

2023 WBIF Studies

e Submit work plan to BWSR for review
and approval (tentative: January 31,
2023)

e Bring WBIF grant agreement, and
accompanying consultant contract
and work order for Board approval
(tentative: March)

%ntial Flood Storage Projects

ubmit MPCA grant application.

e Determine key landowners for top 2
projects and develop plan for
remaining pre-feasibility steps.

Farmer-Led Council
Project Lead: Emily and Elizabeth

e December FLC meeting held on
December 8"

e Plan for next quarterly meeting.
Potentially combine with Lake
Friendly Farm awards tentatively
scheduled for January/February
2023.

Cost Share Incentives

Project Lead: Joni

e No new activity

e Review cost share applications with
Scott SWCD as needed.



Elizabeth Froden
@Emily Dick thoughts?

Emily Dick
Thank you!!
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JANUARY 2023 PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS UPDATE

PROGRAM OR PROJECT

LAST MONTH’S STAFF ACTIVITIES

NEXT STEPS

Website and Media
Project Lead: Elizabeth

o Articles posted: Article submitted to
PLA

o Website articles: None

e Social Media — posted on all social
channels about: Radio tag tracking on
Spring Lake, Happy Holidays from the
staff, and ice safety information from
the MN DNR

e Continue writing posts and updates
about projects on the website

e Continue updating Facebook, and
Instagram about projects & news

Citizen Advisory
Committee
Project Lead: Emily & Elizabeth

e Meeting held December 8%

e Brought CAC input on I-LIDS and flood
storage projects to December Board
workshop and meeting

. %cational seminar with the City of
Prior Lake tentatively rescheduled to
early 2023

e Prepare for January 26" CAC
meeting

e Future CAC educational seminars:
City of Prior Lake Water Resources
Engineer and Minnesota DNR (2023)

e Discuss any proposed CAC bylaw
amendments

e Process CAC applications (including
any members with terms ending
March 2023)

Education Program
Project Lead: Elizabeth

e No education or outreach activities

e Began discussing potential SLA aquatic
plant event for Summer of 2023

e See Website and Media section

e No upcoming events
e Update Education and Outreach
report for 2022

Monitoring Program
Project Lead: Jeff

e Continue migrating data into WISKI

e Analyze 2022 Stream and Lake data.

e Worked on developing stream report
cards including build, design, and data
analysis.

e Updated website with newest lake
water quality data graphs.

e Continue WISKI database data
migration.

e Work on solution to connect
telemetry loggers, WISKI database,
and website.

e Work on 2022 lake and stream
reporting.

Aquatic Vegetation
Management and Surveys
Project Lead: Jeff

e No new updates

e Share findings in January or
February.
e Post Biobase report on website.

AlS

Project Lead: Shauna

e Discussed Scott County updates to AIS
Prevention Plan and AIS Rapid
Response Plan.

e Worked on Annual AlS Prevention Aid
metrics report.

e Notified I-LIDS Contractor that I-LIDS
program will not continue in 2023.

e Share County led AIS Plans with CAC
and managers.

e Complete Annual AIS Prevention Aid
metrics report.

e Renew 2023 contract with
Waterfront Restoration.

e Complete any final steps for close-
out of I-LIDS program with I-LIDS
Contractor.



Emily Dick
@Elizabeth Froden did we confirm with Pete when he was rescheduling his presentation?

Elizabeth Froden
We don't have a new date yet. I think it's more likely it'll be February or March.
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JANUARY 2023 PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS UPDATE

PROGRAM OR PROJECT

LAST MONTH’S STAFF ACTIVITIES

NEXT STEPS

Rules Revisions

Project Lead: Joni

e Completed rule equivalency reviews
of Scott County.

e Scheduled meetings with LGU
partners.

e Meeting with LGU partners to:

0 Discuss identified gaps, if any,
between District and LGU rules.

0 Discuss issues associated with
implementation of linear cost
caps and stormwater
implementation fund.

0 Discuss how to better integrate
PLSLWD into LGU permitting
process.

e Prepare and negotiate equivalency
agreements with implementing
partners.

e Refine process for application of
linear project cost caps and use of
stormwater implementation fund.

e Manager approval of cost cap and
stormwater implementation fund
rates.

BMPs & Easements

Project Lead: Joni

e Coordinated with Spring Lake Estates
Association (aka Stemmers Ridge)
regarding an easement amendment.

e Continue to follow-up with property
owners on outstanding
Development Agreements and
Conservation Easements.

e Continue to work with landowners
to resolve identified easement
violation issues on their properties.

e Continue to work with landowners
on three potential easement
amendments.

Permitting
Project Lead: Jeff/Joni

e Continued discussion with Scott SWCD
to determine to what extent SWCD
could support District permit work
tasks.

e Prepare contract language for Scott
SWCD to provide permitting support
and bring to board for approval in
February.

e C(Close out permit #17.01

e Close out permit #19.01

e Continue other closeout procedures
as appropriate.

e Check in with Scott County Parks
and City of Prior Lake on upcoming
permits.

Outlet Channel Projects
and Administration

Project Lead: Joni/leff

e Held December 15th Quarterly
Cooperator Meeting.
e Began work on annual report.

e Prepare recommendation on way to
move forward with pipe lining
project.

e Work on MPOP 3-year update.
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JANUARY 2023 PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS UPDATE

PROGRAM OR PROJECT LAST MIONTH’S STAFF ACTIVITIES NEXT STEPS
.. . e Resolved payroll issues with CLA. e Final contract approval with CLA for
General Administration . pay o . PP .
, . e Continue contract negotiations for 2023 accounting services at
Project Lead: Joni 2023 District accounting services. February board meeting.
e Completed HR audit. e Continue file archiving process.

e (Closed two bank accounts and
transferred funds to 4M Fund.
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PLSLWD Board Staff Report P R I o R LA K E

December 29, 2022
SPRING LAKE
Al

Subject | 2023 Board Officer Appointments
Board Meeting Date | January 10, 2023 Item No: 4.2
Prepared By | Joni Giese, District Administrator
Attachments| None

Proposed Action| Board members shall nominate and vote on four officer positions (President,
Vice President, Secretary, and Treasurer) for 2023.

Background
Per the PLSLWD Bylaws:

l. Officers. The Board annually will elect from among its members the following officers:
president, vice president, secretary and treasurer. If any officer cannot complete his or her term
of office, the Board immediately will elect from among its members an individual to complete
the unexpired term. An officer’s term as officer continues until a successor is elected or the
officer resigns. The Board, by action at an official meeting, may appoint a manager as an officer
pro tem in the event an officer is absent or unable to act, and action by that officer is required.

a. President. The president will:
i preside at all meetings as chair of the Board.

ii. sign and deliver in the name of the District contracts, deeds, correspondence or
other instruments pertaining to the business of the District;

iii. be a signatory to District documents if the treasurer or secretary is absent or
disabled, to the same extent as the treasurer or secretary.

b. Vice President. The vice president will:
i preside at meetings as chair in the absence of the president;

ii. be a signatory to District instruments and accounts if the president is absent or
disabled, to the same extent as the president.

C. Secretary. The secretary will:

i be a signatory to resolutions and other documents certifying and memorializing
the proceedings of the District;

ii. maintain the records of the District;

iii. ensure that minutes of all Board meetings are recorded and made available to
the Board in a timely manner and maintain a file of all approved minutes;
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d. Treasurer. The treasurer will:

i present a report at the monthly meeting of the Board of Managers that tracks
each of the watershed district’s funds and account balances;

ii. provide such other records as are necessary to inform the Board of the financial
condition of the District.

Discussion
There are four officer positions to be elected for 2023: President, Vice President, Secretary and

Treasurer.

The following is a list of Board Members serving roles in December 2022 for reference:

President: Bruce Loney
Vice President: Frank Boyles
Treasurer: Christian Morkeberg
Secretary: Ben Burnett

Action Item
Board members shall nominate and vote on four officer positions (President, Vice President, Secretary,

and Treasurer) for 2023.
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PLSLWD Board Staff Report P R I o R LA K E

December 29, 2022
SPRING LAKE
Al

Subject | 2023 Board Liaison Appointments

Board Meeting Date | January 10, 2023 Item No: 4.3
Prepared By | Joni Giese, District Administrator
Attachments| 2023 Board Liaison Appointments

Proposed Action| Vote to approve the 2023 Board Liaison Appointments

Background

The Board assigns liaisons to key partnership and community meetings on an annual basis. These
liaisons serve to provide information to partners and stakeholders about District projects as well as to
share important updates from these organizations to the Board that may affect District interests.

Proposed listing of 2023 Board Liaison Appointments is attached.

Proposed Action
Staff recommends the Board of Managers vote to approve the 2023 Board Liaison Appointments.
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PLSLWD LIAISON APPOINTMENTS 2023

MEETING

WHEN

WHO

City of Prior Lake

Council Meetings First and Third Monday,
7:00 PM Council Chambers. Work Sessions
before.

Frank Boyles

City of Prior Lake
Citizen Engagement Committee

CEC Third Thursday, 4:30 PM
Prior Lake City Hall

PLSLWD staff (Patty) to
monitor

City of Savage

Council Meetings First & Third Monday,
7:00 PM Council Chambers

vacant

Lower Minnesota Watershed
District

Board of Managers Meeting

Third Wednesday, 7:00 PM Carver County
Govt. Center

Ben Burnett

SCALE — General Membership

Second Friday, 7:30 AM

Frank Boyles

City of Shakopee

Council Meetings First & Third Tuesdays,
7:00 PM

Bruce Loney

SCALE — Service Delivery Committee

Second Monday 10:30 AM

Joni Giese

Scott SWCD

Supervisor Board Meeting Third Tuesday,
9:00 AM

Christian Morkeberg

Scott WMO Planning Commission

Commission Meeting Fourth Monday,
4:00 PM

Bruce Loney

Spring Lake Township

Board Meeting Second Thursday, 7:00
PM

Christian Morkeberg

SMSC

As needed

Bruce Loney

CAC

Last Thursday, 6:30 PM, City Hall

Matt Tofanelli

PLSLWD Staff (Elizabeth
Froden)

Sand Creek Township

First Thursday, 7:00 PM
Jordan City Hall

Christian Morkeberg

PLOC

Varies/ Prior Lake City Hall

Bruce Loney

Farmer-led Council

Varies — generally quarterly

Bruce Loney

Scott County

Commissioners Board Meeting

First and Third Tuesdays at 9:00 a.m. Scott
County Govt. Center

Ben Burnett

Minnesota Association of
Watershed Districts (MAWD)

Quarterly

Frank Boyles
Joni Giese
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PLSLWD Board Staff Report P R I o R LA K E

January 4, 2023
SPRING LAKE
Al

Subject | Scott County AlS Prevention Plan & Rapid Response Plan
Board Meeting Date | January 10, 2023 Item No: 4.4

Prepared By | Shauna Capron, Water Resources Technician &
Jeff Anderson, Water Resources Coordinator

Attachments| a) Scott County Aquatic Invasive Species Prevention Plan 2023 -2024
b) Scott County Aquatic Invasive Species Rapid Response Plan 2023

Proposed Action| Staff recommends the Managers vote to accept the Scott County Aquatic
Invasive Species Prevention Plan 2023 -2024 and Scott County Aquatic Invasive
Species Rapid Response Plan 2023.

Background

In 2014, Scott County prepared an Aquatic Invasive Species (AlS) Prevention Plan in collaboration with
PLSLWD. The plan is reviewed annually by the plan development committee and updated as needed.
Per the Scott County AIS Prevention Plan, “the 2014 Legislative Session enacted Law Chapter 308 to
provide Minnesota Counties with Aquatic Invasive Species Aid. Under the program, counties are tasked
with aiding in the prevention of AlS through activities that ‘may include but are not limited to, site-level
management, countywide awareness, and other procedures that the county finds necessary to achieve
compliance.”” PLSLWD annually receives funds from Scott County to reimburse the District for costs to
treat Curlyleaf pondweed in District Lakes. Beginning in 2022, the District began receiving funds annually
from Scott County to partially offset boat inspection costs.

In 2022 both the District and Scott County begun drafting AIS rapid response plans. To prevent
duplication of effort, the District paused progress and opened discussions on partnering with Scott
County. During the June 2022 Board of Managers meeting, Managers voted that Staff engage with Scott
County and be active participants in the creation/annual review of the County’s plans, providing
suggested revisions to the plans. Provided PLSLWD is comfortable with the resulting plans, the PLSLWD
Board of Managers could adopt or accept the plans once created or revised.

Discussion

Preparation of an AlS Prevention Plan and Rapid Response Plan is a project listed in the District’s 2020-
2030 Water Resources Management Plan (WRMP). From the decision of the June 2022 Board meeting,
staff continued efforts to partner with Scott County’s plan. Scott County brought together a stakeholder
group and held several meetings discussing the contents of the plan. District staff were present at all
meetings aiding in the completion of the plan in support of District interests. Staff reviewed various
iterations of the plan and provided verbal and written feedback, all of which was incorporated into the
final version of the plan. Melissa Bokman brought the Rapid Response Plan forward at the December
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20, 2022, Scott County Board meeting where it was approved. Both plans will continue to have annual
review periods where the District will be involved.

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Managers vote to accept the Scott County Aquatic Invasive Species Prevention
Plan 2023 -2024 and Scott County Aquatic Invasive Species Rapid Response Plan 2023.



Scott County Aguatic
Invasive Species
Prevention Plan

2023 — 2024



https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjl-InCpNTeAhXhj4MKHSTUCesQjRx6BAgBEAU&url=https://twin-cities.umn.edu/news-events/umn-launches-research-help-reduce-zebra-mussel-spread&psig=AOvVaw2kou29bAqTcoKCS9p7mJ4F&ust=1542298688216859
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Introduction

Aquatic invasive species (AlS) are threatening Minnesota waters. These nonnative
species harm fish populations, water quality, and water recreation. They are defined in
MN Statutes as a nonnative species that: (1) causes or may cause economic or
environmental harm or harm to human health; or (2) threatens or may threaten natural
resources or the use of natural resources in the state.

This plan is made possible by the State of Minnesota taking steps to ensure our water
resources will be enjoyed by future generations by committing to AIS prevention efforts.
The 2014 Legislative Session enacted Law Chapter 308 to provide Minnesota Counties
with Aquatic Invasive Species Aid. Under the program, counties are tasked with aiding
in the prevention of aquatic invasive species through activities that “may include but are
not limited to, site-level management, countywide awareness, and other procedures that
the county finds necessary to achieve compliance.” The state administered $4,500,000
for the year of 2014, and $10,000,000 in 2015 and each year thereafter if statute remains
unchanged. The amount designated to each county is based on the number of public
water accesses as well as the number of watercraft trailer parking spaces within the
county.

The purpose of this plan is to provide a framework to facilitate county-wide
coordination and cooperation on AlS, and this plan outlines the efforts that Scott
County will undertake to help prevent the spread of harmful AIS within Minnesota. We
hope to accomplish a greater public awareness of AlIS and prevent any new discoveries
in Scott County's waterbodies. There is a main strategy that the Scott WMO has in its
watershed plan to manage AlS, they are: Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS), that involves
management of curlyleaf pondweed and rough fish control through cost sharing with
local organizations.

This plan is led by the Scott County Natural Resources office and partners on activities
and projects listed in this plan with the following agencies and organizations:
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Prior Lake Spring Lake Watershed District,
Cedar Lake Improvement District, and O'Dowd Chain of Lakes Association.

Updating and Amending the Plan

This plan will be reviewed annually by the plan development committee and updated as
needed.

2|Page
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Current Status of County Waters

Page 17

As of October 26, 2022 the following waters in Scott County were listed as infested with AIS by
the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MDNR).
Table 1: Infested Waters List for Scott County as of October 26, 2022

Waterbody AlS listed for Year Listed as | DOW
Name Infested number
Cate's Eurasian watermilfoil 2007 70-0018
Cedar Curlyleaf pondweed 1980 70-0090
Cleary Curlyleaf pondweed 1995* 70-0022
Cynthia Curlyleaf pondweed Unknown 70-0052
Fish Curlyleaf pondweed 1995* 70-0069
Lower Prior | Eurasian watermilfoil 1995 70-0026
Lower Prior | Zebra mussel 2009 70-0026
Lower Prior | Curlyleaf pondweed 1995* 70-0026
McColl Eurasian watermilfoil 2009 70-0017
McMahon Eurasian watermilfoil 2007 70-0050
McMahon Curlyleaf pondweed 1995* 70-0050
Murphy Curlyleaf pondweed 1995* 70-0010
Murphy Eurasian watermilfoil 2020 70-0010
O'Dowd Eurasian watermilfoil 2002 70-0095
O'Dowd Curlyleaf pondweed 1995* 70-0095
Pike Eurasian watermilfoil 2014 70-0076
Pike Curlyleaf pondweed Unknown 70-0076
Pike Zebra mussel 2021 70-0076
Quarry Eurasian watermilfoil 2016 70-0343
Spring Curlyleaf pondweed 1982 70-0054
Spring Eurasian watermilfoil 2021 70-0054
Spring Zebra mussel 2022 70-0054
St. Catherine | Curlyleaf pondweed Unknown 70-0029
Thole Eurasian watermilfoil 2002 70-0120
Thole Curlyleaf pondweed 1995* 70-0120
Unnamed Eurasian watermilfoil 2009 70-0153
wetland

Upper Prior | Eurasian watermilfoil 2000 70-0072
Upper Prior | Zebra mussel 2009 70-0072
Upper Prior | Curlyleaf pondweed 2018 70-0072

*Observation date found in EDDMaps Midwest website (www.eddmaps.org/midwest) &

https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/invasives/ais/infested.html

Exact observation year unknown
Unknown: Exact observation year unknown

3|Page
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Plan Objective

The purpose of this plan is to present the ongoing efforts that Scott County will
undertake to help prevent the spread of harmful AlS within Minnesota and Scott County
and is not intended to be an exhaustive discussion of AlS strategies. AIS prevention is a
relatively new field to water resource management and is continually changing and
developing. Scott County will take an adaptive management approach that involves
learning from experiences and outcomes and adjusting strategies as they become better
understood. Due to uncertainties of long-term AIS funding, County Natural Resources
and Water Management staff will review this plan on a yearly basis. At that time,
amendments will be made and priorities identified.

AIS Watch List

The following list of AIS are the invasive plants and animals that have been confirmed in the
surrounding counties and that are currently found in Scott County lakes, therefore, are a high
risk of infesting Scott County waterbodies.

Table 1. AIS Watch List for Scott County Lakes (as of November 9, 2022)

Invasive Species Name AlS type County Identified In

Brittle naiad Plant Carver, Dakota, Hennepin,

Eurasian watermilfoil Plant Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Le Sueur, Ramsey,
Rice, Scott

Flowering rush Plant Dakota, Hennepin, Le Sueur, Ramsey, Rice

Starry stonewort Plant Hennepin

Zebra mussel Animal Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott,
Washington
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Strategies

The following describes the strategies Scott County and its partners will implement to
meet the Objective of this Plan. The MDNR Invasive Species Program started working
on a Community-Based Social Marketing (CBSM) and AIS Prevention Project in 2017.
The purpose is to apply behavioral psychology techniques to address human behaviors
that contribute to the introduction and spread of AIS in Minnesota waters. This plan
incorporates some of those behavior change strategies.

Partnerships

Achieving prevention in the spread of aquatic invasive species to our water resources is
a shared responsibility between state and local government and the public. We will
consider partnering with various groups and organizations to meet our Plan objective.

e Collaborate with other counties, watershed organizations, lake associations and
improvement districts, sportsman’s groups, bait shops and marinas on
implementing this Plan.

e Seek additional funds or funding from state or federal agencies to implement
unfunded actions in the County Prevention Plan

e Facilitate the establishment of volunteers to create partners and build capacity in
implementing the AIS Plan

e Cultivate partnerships with organizations interested in AIS prevention (e.g., lake
associations, sportsman’s groups) to support AlIS surveys in water bodies
(infested and non-infested) and on docks and lifts.

e Scott County staff will attend trainings and regional meetings with the state
focused on achieving the state’s objective of preventing the spread of AlS.

Education & Public Outreach

Education and outreach will focus on engaging audiences and raising awareness about
aquatic invasive species through newsletter articles, radio ads, brochures, and
messaging close to the location where the action should take place. Behavior change
strategies will be used to promote the adoption and consistent practice of desirable AIS
prevention behaviors. Strategies include raising awareness, removing barriers,
promoting motivators, using trusted messengers, using preferred communication
channels, and gathering commitments.
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Develop tailored messages at high traffic public accesses aimed at boaters
regarding the clean, drain, and dispose messaging.

Work with the Stop Aquatic Hitchhikers campaign to strengthen awareness of AlS
issues in the county.

Explore partnership opportunities with existing outreach efforts developed by the
MDNR, Minnesota Sea Grant Program & University of MN’s Minnesota Aquatic
Invasive Species Research Center (MAISRC).

Utilize existing or create new educational materials targeted to buyers and sellers
of aquatic plants and animals focused on proper care and disposal of unwanted
plants and pets.

Work with lake related businesses to educate and create awareness of stopping
the spread of AIS through live bait and proper disposal of live bait.

Educate the public on emerging aquatic invasive species in our region

Work with shoreline residents and lake associations to create awareness and
compliance with the 21-day dry law for docks, lifts, rafts and associated
equipment.

Watercraft Inspection & Decontamination

The MDNR's goal to prevent the spread of invasive species within Minnesota is through

boater education, watercraft inspections and watercraft decontaminations at various
public water accesses. The MDNR dedicates ~500-600 inspector hours per year at

Upper and Lower Prior Lake access & ~ 100+ hours at several other lakes (see

Inspection Program Allocation Hours table on page 10)

Work with MDNR annually to announce times and locations of the MDNR
decontamination station for lake users (www.mn.dnr.gov/decon)

Apply for additional MDNR grant funding (if available) for extra inspector hours
Allocate $15,000 per year to the Prior Lake Spring Lake Watershed District for
watercraft inspections
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Monitoring & Early Detection

Finding new infestations of AlS early is key to preventing further spread and ensuring
that many people who use our water resources know what AlS to look for. This will also
ensure that local discoveries of AlS are quickly communicated and a rapid response is
deployed.

e Continue the zebra mussel volunteer monitoring program

e Continue aquatic plant surveys on Cedar, McMahon, O'Dowd & Thole lakes for
early detection

e Encourage county staff, businesses, and individuals to submit samples of
suspected AIS to the MDNR

e Encourage volunteers to participate in the AIS Detector Training program offered
by the University of Minnesota Aquatic Invasive Species Research Center
(MAISRC). This plan would allocate up to $1,500 to pay the registration fee for
volunteers wanting to become an AlIS Detector. (https://www.maisrc.umn.edu/ais-

detector) (5 people per year to be trained, 10 total over 2023-2024)
Managing Existing Populations of AIS

The AIS Potamogeton crispus, or curlyleaf pondweed, was first detected in Scott County
lakes as early as 1980. The Scott Watershed Management Organization completed a
Total Maximum Daily Load study and Implementation Plan on Cedar & McMahon Lakes
in 2012 and have been implementing curlyleaf control on several lakes since 2012.
Currently, the lakes infested with zebra mussels in Scott County are Upper and Lower
Prior Lakes, Pike and Spring lakes. At this time, there is no cost-effective treatment for
the management of zebra mussels except preventing their spread to other lakes.

e Coordinate with the MDNR for information on management of AlIS, and adopt
control plans utilizing safe and cost-effective techniques.

e Allocate up to $12,000 to the Prior Lake Spring Lake Watershed District and Scott
WMO for curlyleaf pondweed control. The allocation to PLSLWD may be used for
treatment costs or delineation surveys.
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Rapid Response

This strategy ensures that new infestations are properly communicated and a rapid
response is deployed to maximize prevention efforts.

e Coordinate with the MDNR to publicize new infestations at access sites, in lake
association newsletters, and other local publications.

e Allocate $50,000 in reserve AlS prevention funds in case of a new AIS detection
such as zebra mussels, starry stonewart, spiny water flea, etc.

e Scott County Rapid Response Plan is included in Appendix B

Enforcement

This action will extend the knowledge of local law enforcement to ensure compliance
with Aquatic Invasive Species laws.

e Ensure the county’s & cities peace officers, including water safety patrol staff
have been trained to enforce AIS laws on roadways

Plan Participants

Table 2: Plan Participants

Organization Contact(s) Role(s)
State government (e.g., MDNR Watercraft Watercraft inspection
MDNR, University of Inspections- Travis schedule, technical
Minnesota Extension) Kinsell support,
MDNR - April Londo Response to infestation
MDNR - Tina Fitzgerald reports
Tribes Scott Walz- Shakopee Education
Mdewakanton Sioux
Community
Scott County Sherriff — Maxwell Kes Enforcement/Education
Water Patrol
Neighboring Le Sueur Co, Rice Co, Education
counties/SWCDs Dakota Co, Carver Co,
Hennepin Co
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Organization

Contact(s)

Role(s)

Recreation Dept,
Prior Lake — Pete Young

Townships Helena Twsp; Cedar Lake Education, Report new
Twsp; Spring Lake Twsp; infestations
Sand Creek Twsp;
Louisville Twsp

Cities Shakopee Parks & Education, report new

infestations

Lake Associations

Cedar Lake Improvement
District; O'Dowd Lake
Chain Association; Prior
Lake Association; Spring
Lake Association

Education, report new
infestations

Sportsman Clubs

New Prague Sportsman
Club; New Market
Sportsman Club

Education, report new
infestations

Lake service providers

See list in Appendix A

Education, report new
infestations, possible
decontamination
opportunity

appropriate

Planning Commission
-Prior Lake Spring Lake
Board

Environmental learning Savage Environmental Education
centers Learning Center — Jon

Allen
Realtors Education
Property owners Education
Other organizations as -Scott Watershed Education

Page 23
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MDNR Statewide Inspection Program Allocation in Hours

(By DNR staff 2022)

Table 3: MDNR Statewide Inspection Program Allocation Hours

Access name Waterbody AIS Species MDNR
Inspection
Hours

Cedar — East Cedar CLP 0
Spring Spring CLP 78.75
Lower Lower Prior Zebra Mussels, 334.75
Prior/Sand Pt EWM
Upper Prior Upper Prior Zebra Mussels, 143
Lake EWM
McMahon McMahon EWM 11.5
O'Dowd O'Dowd CLP, EWM 17.5
Thole Thole CLP, EWM 9

Characterization of Lakes in Scott County

Table 4: Characterization of Lakes in Scott County

Number of lakes more than 10 acres in size 126
Number of lakes designated as infested with aquatic invasive 9
species

Total number of public water accesses 18
Number of public water accesses owned or operated by the 11
MDNR

Number of public water accesses owned or operated by MDOT 0
Number of public water accesses owned or operated by the 2
county

Number of public water accesses owned or operated by a 0
township

Number of public water accesses owned or operated by a city 6
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Acronyms

AlS: Aquatic Invasive Species

CLP: Curlyleaf pondweed

BWSR: Board of Water & Soil Resources

EWM: Eurasian watermilfoil

MDA: Minnesota Department of Agriculture
MDNR: Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
MPCA: Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

MDOT: Minnesota Department of Transportation
SWCD: Soil & Water Conservation District

Page 25
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Budget

Page 26

Scott County has been receiving the AIS Prevention funds from the Minnesota

Legislature since 2014. Each year we have not spent the entire allocation due to the
anticipation of more guidance on Community Based Social Marketing strategies for
prevention. The MDNR completed a study on public behaviors towards AIS which we
will use moving forward and may increase our budget in some years to start to use

some of the surplus held in the AIS general fund account as we discover new strategies

to change the public’s behavior on preventing the spread of AlS.

Table 5: AIS Program Budget (2023-2024)

-AlS Detector Program
-Zebra mussel monitoring

$750 AIS Detector
$300

Strategy 2023 2024
Admin/Coordination/ $4,000 $4,000
Partnerships

Education & Public $2,500 $2,500
Outreach

Watercraft Inspections $45,000 $45,000
Monitoring & Early $7,350 $7,050
Detection

-Aquatic plant surveys $6,300 $6,300

$750 AIS Detector

Managing Existing $24,000* $24,000*
Populations of AIS

-Curlyleaf Pondweed treatments

Rapid Response $70,000%* $70,000%*
Enforcement $100 $100

-Sherriff's Dept training on AlS

laws

Total $82,950 $82,650

State Legislature $69,422 $69,000 (estimated)
Allocation

Fund Balance $247,695**** $234,045 (estimated)

*$12,000 for PLSLWD & Scott WMO for curlyleaf treatment.

**$70,000 in Rapid Response funds is held in the AIS Prevention General Fund account until
needed and carries over in the budget annually
****An approximation until EOY reporting & reconciliation to SWMO is complete. Balance
includes $70,000 dedicated to Rapid Response
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MDNR PERMITTED LAKE SERVICE PROVIDERS

APPENDIX A

Page 27
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Here is the current (11/8/2022) list of lake service providers permitted by the MDNR.

The list of permitted lake service providers is made available for the convenience of the public
only. The State of Minnesota, the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and Scott County
neither endorse the services listed nor accept any liability arising from the use of the services listed.

Company City Contact Phone

Midway Dock & Marine Belle Plaine | Michael Smoak | 952-217-1165
Bigwave Lake Service Prior Lake | Blake Reimer 952-687-1349
Donkey Docks S-Corp Prior Lake | Nate Mclain 952-212-3625
Great Outdoors Services, LLC Prior Lake | Trevor Pope 612-470-3625
Knotty Oar Marina Prior Lake | Thane Tande 952-447-4300
Lind Power Sports Prior Lake | Douglas Lind 952-292-9630
Minnesota Mermaid Paddle Board Rental | Prior Lake | Jemma Wahl 612-849-9996
MN Foil Prior Lake | Joseph Jedynak | 763-350-5220
Prior Lake Pontoon Rental LLC Prior Lake | Dolan Seurer 612-327-8873
Creekside Waterfront Services Savage Josh Bendell 952-456-1573
Brick's Boatworks Inc Shakopee | Travis Brick 952-233-2191
RSI Marine Shakopee | Mike Thorson | 952-233-2084
TK Marine Shakopee | Tom Kluge 651-210-1741
Tracker Marine Boating Center Shakopee | Matt Ness 952-233-3434
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SCOTT COUNTY RAPID RESPONSE PLAN

APPENDIX B
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SCOTT COUNTY AQUATIC INVASIVE SPECIES (AIS) RAPID RESPONSE PLAN

1.0 PLAN PURPOSE

This plan describes Scott County’s approach to early detection of and response to potential new
infestations of aquatic invasive plants and animals. It does not address efforts to prevent AIS in
Scott County waters, the Scott County AlS Prevention Plan addresses those efforts.

In 2014, Scott County, in partnership with the Prior Lake Spring Lake Watershed District (PLSLWD)
and lake associations, implemented a county-wide Aquatic Invasive Species Prevention Program
to benefit multiple communities, watersheds and parks and prevent the spread of AlS in Scott
County.” This program focused on the following actions:

e Action Item 1 - Public awareness and education: Conduct education for the general
public, water users, and lake association members.

e Action Item 2 — Watercraft inspections: Develop and implement a shared, centralized
seasonal watercraft inspections program for Scott County.

e Action Item 3 — Early Detection: Develop and implement a coordinated and prioritized early
detection program for Scott County lakes.

AIS present in Scott County include zebra mussels, Eurasian watermilfoil, curlyleaf pondweed, and
common carp. The management strategies in this report focus on the first three species but
should be considered a living document that will evolve as new threats are identified.

There are 13 public boat launches in Scott County. At the time of this report, Eurasian watermilfoil
is found in eleven (11) Scott County public waters with public access except: Cedar, Cleary, Fish,
Lower Prior, and Spring lakes. Zebra mussels are located in Upper and Lower Prior Lakes, Jeffers
Pond, Spring and Pike Lake. Pike Lake was recently discovered to have zebra mussels in 2021, it is
downstream of Prior Lake.
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2.0 EARLY DETECTION

All Aquatic Invasive Species

Aquatic (water-dwelling) invasive species are non-native plants, animals and other organisms that have
evolved to live primarily in water (aquatic habitats) rather than on land and have spread or been introduced
beyond their native range and are either causing harm or has the potential to cause harm. Aquatic invasive
plants include algae, floating plants, submerged plants, and emergent plants. Aquatic invasive animals
include insects, fish, reptiles, mollusks, crustaceans, and amphibians. The Minnesota DNR's list of invasive
aquatic plants and animals provide links to more detail information and facts about each species. The
Minnesota Aquatic Invasive Species Research Center (MAISRC) prioritizes certain AlS for research to
develop effective prevention or management/control programs.

2.1 Aquatic Plant Surveys

As stated in the Scott County AIS Prevention Plan, Scott County performs monitoring annually through
aquatic plant surveys on Cedar, McMahon, O'Dowd and Thole lakes for early detection of aquatic invasive
species. The Prior Lake Spring Lake Watershed District (PLSLWD) performs aquatic plant surveys on Fish,
Prior and Spring lakes.

2.2 Zooplankton sampling

When funding allows, Scott County will perform zooplankton sampling on high-risk lakes to look for
evidence of zebra mussel veligers, spiny water flea, or other invasive species. Zooplankton sampling
occurred on Cedar Lake in late July 2021 and will be sampled again in spring 2022. The PLSLWD plans to
sample zooplankton in the following lakes and budget year: Lower Prior (2021), Upper Prior (2022), and
Spring (2023).

2.3 Zebra Mussels

As water temperatures warm, monitoring for veligers (planktonic larval form) is a possible method to
detect the presence of zebra mussels, but when there is a low density of spawning adults there is a
low probability of detection. Veliger monitoring is a technique to be considered through
zooplankton sampling.

In early summer (May-June), zebra mussel spawning has not yet started, so new veligers would not
have settled in areas and developed into juveniles. However, from the previous year, adults may
have detached and re-attached on hard substrates in shallow water. Finding new juveniles on hard
substrates produced from spawning adults during the growing season might not be detected until
August-September when they would be large enough to be observed.
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2.4 Volunteer Monitoring

Volunteers on Cedar, McMahon, O'Dowd, Thole, Upper and Lower Prior, and
Spring lakes monitor monthly for zebra mussels each season by hanging a zebra
mussel sampler (see photo to right) off their dock and looking for signs of zebra
mussels attached. The samplers are hard flat surfaces on which zebra mussels will
settle after they complete their larval (“veliger”) stage.

Page 34
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3.0 RAPID RESPONSE

3.0.1 For New Infestations

All actions from this point forward will be coordinated with, and under the direction of the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources (DNR), Central Region, St. Paul AlS Specialists.
https://www.mndnr.gov/AlScontacts. April Londo, AlS Specialist is the current primary contact at
april.londo@state.mn.us or (651) 259-5861.

If a new infestation of plant or animal is detected (or suspected) in a lake, a new coordinated rapid
response protocol will be triggered. Key components of AlS rapid response include:

1.) Initial notifications to DNR and County AIS Coordinator

2.) Verification of introduction of new AIS by DNR

3.) Field assessment to delineate the extent of presence by DNR or contracted surveyor

4.) External/public communications by DNR, County, PLSLWD, and lake associations/LID

5.) Obtain and organize resources (County/ PLSLWD, lake associations/LID)

6.) Identification of measures (e.g., physical or policy) to prevent further spread (DNR & County/
PLSLWD)

7.) Take available and relevant control actions (County or PLSLWD)

8.) Implement longer-term monitoring (County or PLSLWD)

Refer to the Minnesota DNR’s Minnesota Early Detection and Response Plan for Aquatic Invasive Species
for more details.

3.0.2 WHAT TO DO IF YOU THINK YOU DETECTED A NEW AQUATIC INVASIVE SPECIES
Anyone that suspects an aquatic invasive plant or animal is new to an area, should:
1. Note the exact location (GPS point / point on a map, lake, county, nearest city, etc.) where you
found the plant or animal.
2. Take a photo or collect a specimen:

a. Clear photos with all parts of the plant/animal and item for scale. Make sure to include
close-ups of leaflets (leaves), their attachment to the stem, any flowering structures and
smaller growth structures of plants that might be present.

Place in tightly sealed container (plastic bag or jar) with small amount of water.

Label with specific location, date, your name.

Refrigerate the sample.

e. You may transport directly to a DNR office for identification without a permit.

3. Contact the DNR Invasive Species Specialist in your region.

4. Optional: Report it online using EDDMapS or the GLEDN App (free in the Apple Store or Google
Play). This report will notify the AIS Specialist based on the county the species was observed.

5. *If it turns our you don’'t need to submit the physical sample to a DNR invasive species specialist,
please dispose of the sample properly as directed by the DNR.

o0 o

5|Page



https://www.mndnr.gov/AIScontacts.
mailto:april.londo@state.mn.us
https://files.dnr.state.mn.us/natural_resources/invasives/rapid-response-ais.pdf
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.dnr.state.mn.us%2Finvasives%2Fais%2Fcontacts.html&data=04%7C01%7CMBokman%40co.scott.mn.us%7Cb0be3f7aae154bb7d5ac08d93681ac9c%7C39599519020d41f18539387d21bf24ec%7C0%7C1%7C637600753101796356%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=ovE4Fk4RGlBVG9GfiedGBYv4xbRYyq9wFHfhfYSrcZ0%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.eddmaps.org%2Fmidwest%2Freport%2F&data=04%7C01%7CMBokman%40co.scott.mn.us%7Cb0be3f7aae154bb7d5ac08d93681ac9c%7C39599519020d41f18539387d21bf24ec%7C0%7C1%7C637600753101796356%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=l7V39UJ%2FXdxWyGzOx0DE%2BSc7OGremaealL9o34tq%2FbI%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fitunes.apple.com%2Fus%2Fapp%2Fgreat-lakes-early-detection%2Fid627653474%3Fmt%3D8&data=04%7C01%7CMBokman%40co.scott.mn.us%7Cb0be3f7aae154bb7d5ac08d93681ac9c%7C39599519020d41f18539387d21bf24ec%7C0%7C1%7C637600753101806312%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=S7dfSTNPuLpkQHoLMVrwdNEqBk8t5FO8Fd%2F802UOHD0%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fplay.google.com%2Fstore%2Fapps%2Fdetails%3Fid%3Dcom.bugwood.gledn%26feature%3Dsearch_result%23%3Ft%3DW251bGwsMSwxLDEsImNvbS5idWd3b29kLmdsZWRuIl0.&data=04%7C01%7CMBokman%40co.scott.mn.us%7Cb0be3f7aae154bb7d5ac08d93681ac9c%7C39599519020d41f18539387d21bf24ec%7C0%7C1%7C637600753101816270%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=MJrYMw6IDGnNluxbpmeR3jCiQYHii5f64RLpiUfZ1fw%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fplay.google.com%2Fstore%2Fapps%2Fdetails%3Fid%3Dcom.bugwood.gledn%26feature%3Dsearch_result%23%3Ft%3DW251bGwsMSwxLDEsImNvbS5idWd3b29kLmdsZWRuIl0.&data=04%7C01%7CMBokman%40co.scott.mn.us%7Cb0be3f7aae154bb7d5ac08d93681ac9c%7C39599519020d41f18539387d21bf24ec%7C0%7C1%7C637600753101816270%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=MJrYMw6IDGnNluxbpmeR3jCiQYHii5f64RLpiUfZ1fw%3D&reserved=0
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3.0.3 AIS Watch List
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The following list of AIS are the invasive plants and animals that have been confirmed in the surrounding
counties and that are currently found in Scott County lakes, therefore, are a high risk of infesting Scott

County waterbodies.

Table 1. AIS Watch List for Scott County Lakes (as of November 9, 2022)

Invasive Species Name AlS type County Identified In

Brittle naiad Plant Carver, Dakota, Hennepin,

Eurasian watermilfoil Plant Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Le Sueur, Ramsey, Rice,
Scott

Flowering rush Plant Dakota, Hennepin, Le Sueur, Ramsey, Rice

Starry stonewort Plant Hennepin

Zebra mussel Animal Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, Washington
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3.3 STEPS IN PREPARATION FOR A RESPONSE

3.3.1 AQUATIC INVASIVE PLANTS

Verification of introduction of new AIS by DNR

If a new infestation of plant is detected (or suspected) in a lake, it will trigger a rapid response assessment
under the direction of the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources AIS Specialists. The first action will
be to verify that a suspect plant is actually an invasive species and has not already been reported. This will
be done by the area DNR AIS Specialist.

Field assessment

Upon verification of a new invasive plant in a lake, a rapid response assessment will take place. The
assessment includes an initial search (conducted by DNR or contracted surveyor) of the most probable
locations to delineate the density and distribution to map the location(s) of the invasive plant.

Assessment of Risk & Action Recommendations

Depending on the new species of plant discovered, the DNR will assess risks to native species populations
in the lake associated with potential response actions. The DNR will make an action recommendation.
Control options may include:

Mechanical & manual control, either hand pulling, raking, or harvesting. Depending on the species, it
may or may not result in long term control.

Chemical control, with contact or systemic herbicides. Generally, the aim is for selective control of the
invasive plan while retaining, the native plant community.

Biological control, (biocontrol) is the use of parasitoid, predator, pathogen, antagonist or competitor
populations to suppress a pest population. The only known biological control at this time is the milfoil
weevil for control of Eurasian watermilfoil and the leaf-eating beetle for control of purple loosestrife.

No attempt to control

Spread prevention, through education, outreach, and/or watercraft inspection.

External/public communications

When a new AIS population is confirmed, the DNR may choose to draft a news release. The local
organization will not release a news release until after the DNR news release has been distributed. Local
partners should coordinate on a local news release to the public and local lake groups. See
communication process on page 15.

Obtain and organize resources
A response guidance group made up of DNR staff, local organization representatives (County or PLSLWD)
and other experts as needed will convene. The group will discuss available funding, pros/cons of various
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control options and monitoring that will be needed.

Implement response actions
A control and monitoring plan will be developed between the organization and DNR if a decision is made
to take action. When applicable, DNR staff issue a permit for control.

Long-term monitoring

The local organization will coordinate with the DNR to determine monitoring actions and frequency, with
the local organization communicating information about the monitoring results to partners and
stakeholders annually or as needed. Adaptive management will be implemented as monitoring results are
reviewed.
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3.3.2 AQUATIC INVASIVE ANIMALS

All actions from this point forward will be coordinated with, and under the direction of the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources, Central Region, St. Paul AlS Specialists.
https://www.mndnr.gov/AlScontacts. April Londo, AlS Specialist is the current primary contact at
april.londo@state.mn.us or (651) 259-5861.

Follow the steps on page 8 under 3.2 WHAT TO DO IF YOU THINK YOU DETECTED A NEW AQUATIC
INVASIVE SPECIES if you found an aquatic animal that may be non-native and not detected or identified
already in the location you found it.

New infestation steps including field assessment, risk assessment, external/public communications, and any
recommended control actions will be directed by the DNR.

3.3.3 ZEBRA MUSSELS
Rapid Response Assessment

Zebra mussels are present in Lower & Upper Prior Lakes, Spring and Pike lakes in Scott County. Zebra
mussel spread within the county is a high risk to our other lakes with public access, for this reason, steps in
preparation for a zebra mussel response is included here in more detail. Zebra mussel detection (or
suspected) in a lake will trigger a rapid response assessment under the direction of the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources AIS Specialists. The first action will be to verify that a suspect mussel is
actually a zebra mussel.

Upon verification of zebra mussels in a lake, a rapid response assessment will take place. The assessment
includes an initial search (conducted by DNR or surveyor) of the most probable locations to determine the
density and distribution of zebra mussels. All zebra mussel locations will be mapped.

Typically, new zebra mussel introductions have come in at a public access or on lake equipment
such as boat docks or lifts. Finding a new zebra mussel by searching boat lifts and docks around the
entire shoreline is time consuming and inefficient therefore, the most efficient search effort is
inspecting boat landing areas. Unless a lake resident observes an attached zebra mussel on a piece
of lake equipment as it goes in, there is little chance of finding this zebra mussel on a random lake
wide search of lake equipment. Therefore, a search effort should be concentrated to the public
access area(s).’

Rapid Response Action

If only 1 to 2 zebra mussel sites are found after the rapid response assessment, then treatment may be
attempted but it is limited to the location of initial observation. The feasibility of a successful eradication
will be evaluated by comparing conditions to other lakes that have attempted eradication treatments.
DNR, Scott County, PLSLWD (if in their jurisdiction), lake associations and consultants will coordinate
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decision making to determine if a rapid response action will go forward.

If the results of the rapid response assessment indicate all zebra mussels found are in a small area and the

Eradication Index score is suitably high (800), an eradication attempt may be considered. If the Index score
is low, the odds of successful eradication are low, going forward with a response action should be carefully
considered and should not occur.

Zebra Mussel Eradication Index

As a component in the rapid response assessment, to help evaluate the zebra mussel status and
make an eradication attempt determination, a semi-quantitative approach can be considered using
a zebra mussel Eradication Index (McComas, unpublished). The Index has been used for a number of
lakes. The highest score recorded to date was for Christmas Lake where an Index score of 730 out of
a possible 1,000 points was calculated. This has been the best candidate for a zebra mussel
eradication attempt as of October 2015. However, zebra mussels were found in October 2015 in
Christmas Lake three months after the final eradication attempt. Eradication was not successful in
Christmas Lake. This indicates that for a successful eradication, an Index score above 730 may be
required.
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Table 1. Eradication Index (McComas unpublished)
Criteria Poor Fair Excellent
0-30 30-60 60-100

Minimum of 30 hours and 7,000 objects checked monthly in early
detection surveys. Plate or tube samplers should be deployed and
checked monthly

Monthly early detection inspections indicate zebra mussels came into
the lake within a month. Alternatively, there is specific knowledge of a
recent introduction on an object (for example recent installation of a
used boatlift with zebra mussels).

Rapid response assessment involves up to 90 hours of
additional searching and 20,000 objects should be checked.

Zebra mussels are found at 1 or 2 sites. If three sites or

more are found the probability of eradication decreases. Low numbers
of zebra mussels should be present at the site of occurrence. If zebra
mussel densities are high, the odds increase that they have detached
and drifted to other locations.

Zebra mussels should be immature. It has to be assumed immature
zebra mussels were introduced on objects

Individual mature zebra mussels should be separated by distance.
If two or more mature zebra mussels are found in close proximity
successful spawning is likely to have occurred and dispersal of
veligers and juveniles may be widespread but undetected.

Wave action on containment barriers along open stretches of shoreline
causes leakage of treatment water and dilution by lake water reducing
the chemical concentration of the toxic agent within the containment
area. It is best if the containment area is in a secluded location such as
a bay or a cove.

Treatment area should be at least 3 times larger than known area of
distribution at a site. A total area greater than10 acres will be difficult
to administer. Treatment should occur as soon as possible after the
rapid response assessment.

The probability of reintroduction should be low. Is the public access
gated, are inspectors present from sunup to sundown, etc? Also do
nearby lakes have zebra mussels?

The smaller the lake the better. The odds of a successful
eradication for lakes greater than 300 acres in size is low.

Total Score

If rapid response action is considered, containment barriers may be installed to attempt to

contain the population until controls can implemented.
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Table 2: Rapid Response Action Options (McComas unpublished)
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Rapid Response
Action

Pros

Cons

Costs for 0.5 acre
Treatment (22,000
square feet)

EarthTec (copper
sulfate compound)

Used in Christmas and
Independence and results
indicated lethal concentrations
can be achieved. Registered for
zebra mussel control.

In some cases, less than 100%
mortality of zebra mussels.
Other organisms will be killed.
Public access will be closed for a
month.

Installation of a
containment barrier up to
8 applications of CuSO4
over a 4-5-day period.
Total:

$10,000

Potash
(potassium chloride, a
molluscicide)

Proven technique in a Virginia
quarry and in Lake Winnipeg
harbors. Can achieve 100%
mortality.

Not a registered
pesticide. Need special
permission to use it.
Public access will be
closed for a month.

Containment barrier and
single treatment: Total:
$8,000

Zequanox
(biopesticide)

Proven technique. Used in
Christmas Lake.
Registered to use for zebra
mussel control.

Less than 100% mortality of zebra
mussels. Public access will be
closed for a month.

Containment barrier and
product:
Total: $44,400

Tarp or Pond
Liners

Used in Lake Waco, Texas
and Lake Tahoe, Nevada
(Asian clams). Access remains
open.

Need to remove tarps after a
month. Need special permits.
Organisms under the tarp will be
killed.

$1/sf x 22,000 sf =
$22,000 + labor Total:
$22,000

Sand Blanket
(3 to 6 inches of
sand added to

No chemicals needed. Access
remains open. Theoretical 100%
mortality.

Still experimental and untested.

$0.65 sf for 6 inch thickness
Total: $14,300
$0.33 sf for 3 inch thickness

area) Total: $7,260
+ labor to spread the sand
Drawdown Can completely dewater and dry  |Other organisms will be killed in |Rental for 441 feet of a
(dewater out an infested area for a dewatered area as well. water dam for a
the infested area theoretical 100% mortality. containment area: Total:
using a water $46,000 +
dam) labor
Purchase of 441 ft of a water
dam Total:
$113,000 + labor
Do Nothing No cost Zebra mussels will likely multiple [Total: $0

and spread to other areas of the
lake eventually causing ecological
damage

*Options created by Blue Water Science in Zebra Mussel Early Detection, Rapid Response, and Control Plan for Bone Lake,
Washington Co., Minnesota
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Currently Minnesota rules and regulations will determine which method(s) of treatment will be allowed
during a response effort. The DNR AIS Specialist will help determine which action(s) can be taken. At this
point in time, zebra mussel control efforts are reviewed on a case-by-case basis and must meet specific
requirements in order to be considered. More information on zebra mussel pilot projects and results can
be found here.

Long term monitoring after zebra mussel colonization
All actions from this point forward will be coordinated with, and under the direction of the Minnesota

Department of Natural Resources, Central Region, St. Paul AIS Specialists. April Londo, AIS Specialist is the
current primary contact at april.londo@state.mn.us or (651) 259-5861.

To date, there has not been a successful method to eradicate zebra mussels once they have been
introduced to a lake. Managing an established population is often unsuccessful.

Several Scott County lakes are monitored annually through the Citizen-Assisted Lake Monitoring
Program (CAMP) for water quality parameters of total phosphorus, chlorophyll-a and
transparency and will continue into the future. Monitoring zebra mussel densities should be
considered as well at these water quality sampling locations. In the future, zebra mussel densities
could be correlated with water quality results. In addition, plant assessments and fish surveys will
continue and potential changes may be associated with zebra mussel densities.

If resources are available, Scott County may partner in research and monitoring pre and post
invasions. We are hopeful that continued research through the Minnesota Aquatic Invasive
Species Research Center (MAISRC) at the University of Minnesota will advance the knowledge
needed to reduce impacts of AIS on our surface waters.

4.0 FINANCING RAPID RESPONSE

Scott County has $70,000 set aside for a response for a new infestation ($50,000 treatment, $20,000
survey/delineation) in the 2023-2024 Scott County AIS Prevention Plan budget. Coordination for early
detection and rapid response is included in the annual budget of the AIS Prevention Plan.
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5.0 COMMUNICATION PROCESS
The following communication flow chart describes the general flow of communication between partner

organizations throughout the rapid response process.

All entities
|
iy Ty
Report a suspect AlS

infestation
%\ l r
i b Share AlS

MN DNR infestation
N o

Confirm AlS infestation Report, DMR
Share follow up survey results, Communications
Provide action recommendation Team
BLSLWD Scott Main Lake Write/Send
County Contact DNR Press
Release
Share AlS infestation, survey results, and
decision, as necessary via
Post social media .
% website: send Write/Send Scott Lake Write/Send
1""":E SItE; Sen County Scene — Lake Assoc.
srerto press release Association residents Press
stakeholders release

Primary entities in RRP. Consistently in communication T
] Internal communication line.
throughout entire response process.

Secondary entities in RRP. Receive information about .
External/public

new AlS from primary stakeholders. Main duty is to o
. . ] . communication line.
distribute information to public.

Figure 1. Scott County/PLSLWD Rapid Response Communication Process.
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APPENDIX A
Plan Review Group

April Londo, April.Londo@state.mn.us, Minnesota Department of Natural

Resources

Tina Fitzgerald, Tina.Fitzgerald@state.mn.us, Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources

Melissa Bokman Ermer, mbokman@co.scott.mn.us, Scott County Natural Resources

Shauna Capron, scapron@plslwd.org, Prior Lake Spring Lake Watershed District

Jeff Anderson, janderson@plslwd.org, Prior Lake Spring Lake Watershed District

Tim Schroeder, Cedar Lake Improvement District, www.cedarlakeimprovement.org
Paul Hoyt, Cedar Lake Improvement District, www.cedarlakeimprovement.org
Mark Vierling, O'Dowd Lake Chain Association

Bruce Busch, O'Dowd Lake Chain Association

Gerry Neville, O'Dowd Lake Chain Association
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PLSLWD Board Staff Report P R I 0 R LA K E

January 4, 2023
SPRING LAKE

Subject | 2023 Integrated Pest Management Plan for Common Carp

Board Meeting Date | January 10, 2023 Item: 4.5

Prepared By | Jeff Anderson, Water Resources Coordinator

Attachment | 2023 Integrated Pest Management Plan for Common Carp

Staff recommends that the Board vote to approve the 2023 Integrated Pest
Action | Management Plan for Common Carp.

Background

With the understanding that common carp play a role in the decline of water quality within the Prior
Lake-Spring Lake Watershed, the Board first approved the District’s Integrated Pest Management (IPM)
Plan for Common Carp in 2017 and it has been updated annually since. The IPM Plan supports the
District’s water quality goals established for individual waterbodies throughout the watershed, goals of
the 2012 Spring and Upper Prior Lake TMDL Implementation Plan, acts as reference plan when
requesting grant funding, and is part of our prior grant assurances documentation.

Discussion

The IPM Plan is intended to be a living document, using adaptive management that may develop new
management strategies and plan goals through data collection and analysis. As new information and
techniques are acquired, current approaches, data collection efforts, and prioritization may change. The
IPM plan was overhauled at the end of 2022 to reflect changing management strategies as progress is
made toward major goals. The IPM Plan should be reviewed annually to provide updates to identified
goals and action items and potentially add or modify goals as data collection may dictate. Key changes in
the current plan are shifting from the Track, Block, and Remove, structure to one that aligns better with
grant applications and current stage of progress encompassing baseline data, implementation, and
maintenance.

Requested Board Action

Staff recommends that the Board vote to approve the 2023 Integrated Pest Management Plan for
Common Carp.
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Prepared By:

Tony Havranek, Director of Fisheries, WSB
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Jeff Anderson, Water Resources Coordinator, PLSLWD
Shauna Capron, Water Resources Technician, PLSLWD

Elizabeth Frodén, Water Resources Specialist, PLSLWD
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WRIOR LAKE-SPRING LAKE
WATERSHED DISTRICT

Integrated Pest Management Plan (IPM)
For Common Carp

Updated and approved by the PLSLWD Board of Managers on:

January XX, 2023
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2023 Integrated Pest Management Plan for
Common Carp

Located within Scott County, the Prior Lake-Spring Lake Watershed District (PLSLWD) lies in the

Minnesota River Basin in the southwestern portion of the Twin Cities metropolitan area and covers

roughly 42 square miles of land area with over 2,500 acres of open water (Figure 1). Spring Lake, Upper
Prior Lake and Lower Prior Lakes are the largest
waterbodies within the PLSLWD and provide boating,
fishing and other recreational opportunities. Spring Lake is
connected by a natural channel to Upper Prior Lake which
discharges to Lower Prior Lake which then outlets through
a channel to the Minnesota River. All three lakes receive
intense recreational pressure year-round and are
important recreational resources to the Twin Cities metro
area.

The protection and restoration of Spring and Prior Lakes
are high priorities for the PLSLWD and are considered
Priority Lakes by the Metropolitan Council for their high
regional recreation value. A DNR public boat landing is
located on each of the lakes, in addition to winter access
points. Sand Point, a swimming beach on the north shore
of Lower Prior Lake, boasts as much as 48,000 visitors each
Figure 1. PLSLWD Map year. Open water activities on the lakes include fishing,
boating, paddling, water skiing, jet skiing, sailing, wake
boarding, and swimming. During the winter when the lake is ice-covered, recreational activities include
snowmobiling, ice fishing, skating, and cross-country skiing.

Since 1970, the PLSLWD has strived to conserve, protect, and manage the water resources within the
PLSLWD and have implemented a variety of projects aimed to improve water quality.

The aerial map in Figure 2 and highlights the waterbodies and wetland areas that carp may be present
and/or use as spawning areas.
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1.1 Lakes
While there are 14 lakes within the PLSLWD, this IPM Plan is focused only on those eight connected

waterbodies that are known carp migration routes and/or are suspected to contain common carp as
shown in Figure 2 below (Fish, Buck, Spring, Arctic, Upper Prior, Lower Prior, Jeffers Pond & Pike Lakes).
An overview of each carp management lake detailing the status of the water quality, fishery, and aquatic

vegetation is listed below.

Figure 2. PLSLWD aerial boundary showing connected waterbodies

1.1.1 Fish Lake
Fish Lake is a relatively small lake found in the upper watershed. Fish Lake is approximately 173 acres,
has an average depth of 14 feet, and a maximum depth of 28 feet. Roughly 74 acres or 43% of the lake
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is considered littoral. Fish Lake is a seepage lake, meaning that there is no direct inflow to Fish Lake;
rather, the hydrologic contribution is from watershed runoff and groundwater which then flows out of
Fish Lake to the north towards Buck Lake.

The watershed of Fish Lake is 699 acres in size, roughly four times the size of the lake, resulting in a
watershed to lake ratio of 4:1, which is a relatively low ratio. The PLSLWD’s 2006 Fish Lake Sustainable
Management Plan shows that most of the land use within the watershed is either rural residential
(29.6%) or row crop agriculture (27.6%).

Water Quality

Water quality shows that for the 19-year reporting period (2004-2022) Fish Lake has been hovering near
state water quality standards for Secchi depth, total phosphorus (TP), and chlorophyll-a (Chl-A). The
average TP concentration for Fish Lake between 2013 and 2022 was 42 pg/l, which is slightly above the
state standard of 40 pg/l. The average Chl-A concentration for the same period was 23.8 ug/l. The state
standard is 14 pg/l. The Secchi depth standard of 1.4 m was met in 5 of 10 years and averaged 1.39
between 2013 and 2022. Figure 3 below shows average annual growing season concentrations for TP,
Chl-A, and Secchi depth.

Figure 3. Fish Lake Seasonal Water Quality Results.
Fisheries

Public access is provided by a DNR-owned boat ramp located on the northwest side of the lake. Fish
Lake is primarily managed for Walleye, but it includes catchable populations of Largemouth Bass,
Bluegill, and Black Crappie. Management includes scheduled Walleye fingerling stocking in odd-
numbered years at a rate of 1 pound per littoral acre (74 pounds), with other sizes, ages, and amounts
substituted if insufficient fingerlings are available. Other fish species sampled in low abundances were
Golden Shiner, Green Sunfish, Northern Pike, Pumpkinseed, White Crappie, White Sucker, Yellow
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Bullhead, and Yellow Perch. During the fisheries survey, water clarity was poor with 2.75 feet of visibility
and low oxygen below 16 feet.

Aquatic Vegetation

Point intercept surveys have been conducted in 2015, 2018, and 2020. In 2020, curlyleaf was
found at 3 of the sample sites growing at light growth. Seven total native plant species were observed
growing at 26 out of 32 sites. Coontail was the most common plant and was found at 24 out of 32
sample sites. A total of 8 submerged species were observed and plants grew out to a depth of 8 feet.

1.1.2 Buck Lake

Buck Lake is a small lake (23 acres) located downstream of Fish Lake in the upper watershed. The
maximum depth is 9 feet; no numerical average depth given but average depth is noted as shallow. It is
assumed, based on maximum depth, that the entire lake is littoral.

Buck Lake receives water from the connecting channel to Fish Lake and from the watershed to the East.
Buck Lake then outflows to the north through a large wetland complex to Spring Lake. The watershed to
lake ratio for Buck lake is quite high: approximately 837:1, which may result in a large amount of
phosphorus loading to Buck Lake from the surrounding watershed.

Water Quality

Data for Buck Lake shows that Secchi depth and Chl-a seasonal concentrations are meeting state
standards, while TP is not. TP is quite high when compared to results for Secchi depth and Chl-a. The
average growing season TP concentration for Buck Lake between 2019 and 2021 was 143 pg/|, over
twice the state standard of 60 pg/l. Secchi depth met the state standard of >1 m between 2019-2021,
with an average depth of 1.24 m. Chl-a growing season concentrations were near the standard of 20
ug/l, averaging 17.54 ug/| between 2019 and 2021. Supplemental data collected in 2013 as part of a
feasibility study for a chemical treatment system downstream of Buck Lake, indicate that dissolved
oxygen levels in Buck Lake as well as its inflows and outflows are quite low (<1 mg/L). Figure 4 below
shows average annual growing season concentrations for TP, Chl-A, and Secchi depth.
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Figure 4. Buck Lake Seasonal Water Quality Results.
Fisheries
There is no DNR fisheries data for Buck Lake.
Aquatic Vegetation

Point intercept surveys have been conducted in 2010, 2016, 2019 and 2021. In 2021, Buck lake
was found to have a low diversity of submerged aquatic plants, with 4 native species of rooted
submerged plants observed, 4 less than 2019. Curlyleaf pondweed had died back by September 1°.
Coontail was the most common plant followed by elodea. Coontail was observed growing at 44 out of
57 sites samples. The shoreline is mostly native and is reported to offer good wildlife habitat with the
native plant community considered to be in good shape.

1.1.3 Spring Lake
Spring Lake is the second largest basin in the PLSLWD. The maximum depth is 34 feet with an average
depth of 18 feet. Roughly half (49% or 290 acres) is identified as the littoral area.

The watershed is quite large (12,340 acres) with a watershed to lake ratio of 20:1, which is a moderate
ratio. However, as the dominant land use is a mix of urban and agriculture, external loading of
phosphorus may be elevated.

Spring Lake has three major inflows located primarily on its southern and western sides. The 12/17
wetland on the northwest side of the lake also contributes to the overall water budget. County Ditch 13
provides the largest contribution to external load. Spring Lake outlets on its eastern side via a natural
channel, which connects to Upper Prior Lake.
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Water Quality

Water quality shows that for the 19-year reporting period (2004-2022) Spring Lake has improved
significantly and has been meeting state water quality standards for Secchi depth, TP, and Chl-a since
2020. The ten-year average for phosphorus levels on Spring Lake were 118 pg/l when the Spring Lake
and Upper Prior Lake TMDL Implementation Plan was first completed in 2012. The plan recommended
that an 83% reduction in phosphorus was necessary to meet in-lake water quality standards and
suggested that an alum treatment would help temporarily reduce the internal loading in the lake. The
treatment was intended to buy time until loading from the upper watershed could be better managed.
The first phase of an alum treatment was completed in 2014 which helped Spring Lake reduce its total
phosphorus levels to 86.7 pug/l on a ten-year average. However, the TP levels continued to increase each
year following the treatment requiring subsequent alum treatments completed in 2018 and 2020. Alum
treatments are not a permanent solution to the nutrient loading and eutrophication of Spring Lake
though their effectiveness has shown successful.

In 2016, a revised site-specific standard of 60 pg/| of total phosphorus (vs. the original 40 pg/l) and 20
ug/l of Chl-a (vs. the original 14 pg/l) for Spring Lake was approved by the EPA. Ten years since the 2012
TMDL implementation, ongoing carp management, alum treatments, aquatic plant management, and
upper watershed BMPS, the average 10-year phosphorus levels are now at 52.32 pg/l. The average Chl-a
concentration for the same period was 31.7 ug/l. The Secchi depth standard of 1.4 m was met in 5 of
last 10 years and averaged 1.52 between 2013 and 2022. Figure 5. below show average annual growing
season concentrations for TP, Chl-a and Secchi depth.

Figure 5. Spring Lake Seasonal Water Quality Results.
Fisheries

Public access is provided by a DNR-owned boat ramp on the southwest side of the lake. Spring is a fertile
lake, and in the summertime, dissolved oxygen levels become depleted in deeper water and fish will
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avoid the area. In 2021 dissolved oxygen was low in depths greater than 16 feet.

Spring Lake is primarily managed for Walleye and holds healthy populations of Largemouth Bass,
Northern Pike, Black Crappie, Bluegill, and Yellow Perch. Management includes Walleye stocking every
other year. A Standard Survey, including trap nets, gill nets, and boat electrofishing, was conducted in
2021 to monitor the fishery. Bluegill numbers were about average for this area in 2021 and their size
was modest. The average length was 5 inches, and only 9% of the sampled fish were larger than 7
inches. Although low water clarity benefits species such as Walleye, Bluegill populations are likely
negatively affected by this factor. Other fish species sampled in low abundances were Black Bullhead,
Brown Bullhead, Common Carp, Golden Shiner, Green Sunfish, Hybrid sunfish, Pumpkinseed, White
Sucker, and Yellow Bullhead.

Aquatic Vegetation

Point intercept surveys and AlS assessment have been conducted regularly since 2008. In 2021, a total
of 377 sites were sampled, plants were observed growing to a depth of 12 feet. Results of the summer
aquatic plant point intercept survey conducted on July 12, 2021, found 15 submerged aquatic plant
species with including CLP and Eurasian watermilfoil (EWM). Native plants were found around the
perimeter of the basin of Spring Lake out to a water depth of 12 feet. Native aquatic plants were
estimated to cover of the lake bottom (202 acres). Coontail was the dominant aquatic plant. The 15
aquatic plant species found in this survey represents a fair to good diversity for Spring Lake in late
summer. Eurasian watermilfoil was found for the first time at 3 sites in the point intercept survey and at
an additional 9 sites with a subsequent meander search. Spring Lake has seen CLP herbicide treatments
from 2002-2006 and 2016-2022 apart from 2018. Since the introduction of EWM in 2021, additional
EWM specific herbicide treatments have been conducted in 2021 and 2022.

1.1.4 Arctic Lake

Arctic Lake is 33 acres in size with a maximum depth of 30 feet and an average depth of 9.5 feet. Arctic
Lake flows into Upper Prior Lake, entering a large shallow bay on the north side of the lake through a
man-made channel.

Arctic Lake’s watershed is 507 acres, resulting in a 15:1 watershed to lake ratio, which is relatively small.
Most of the watershed (56%) is composed of wetlands and woodlands with the remaining portions of
the watershed composed of residential, prairie, water, open space, and cropland.

Data provided by the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community (SMSC) Land Department shows that
eutrophic conditions persist in Arctic Lake.

Water Quality

Data for Arctic Lake shows that no seasonal parameters have met seasonal state standards since at least
2010. The relatively small watershed to the lake has gained many new best management practices
(BMPs) over the past few years to improve water quality through the effort of SMSC. The 2019 average
growing season TP concentration for Arctic Lake between 2017 and 2019 was 144 pg/|, triple the state
standard of 40 pg/l. Secchi depth has been measured at 0.54 meters, less than half the state standard
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of >1.4 m between 2017-2021. Chl-a growing season concentrations were well above the standard of 14
ug/l, averaging 57.9 ug/l between 2017 and 2019. Figure 6 below shows average annual growing season
concentrations for TP, Chl-A, and Secchi depth.

Arctic Lake Historic Average (June -Sept) Water Quality Values
350 -

NEBEERNEREE]

ek b ke bk

o -
b= Pl
o o
N [

N
a
=]

[

g
Secchi Depth (m)

Concentration (ug/L)
"
v
o

-

o

1=
~N

=)

018

<
-
o
[

2019

~
Pl
o
N

2012
2013
2015
2016

N

== Total Phosphorus @ Chlorophyll a mmmm Secchi Disk Transparency

= == Total Phosphorus Standard (40 ug/L) == == Chlorophyll a Standard (14 ug/L) == == Secchi Disk Transparency (1.4m)

Figure 6. Arctic Lake Seasonal Water Quality Results.

Fisheries

A fish survey was conducted by Blue Earth Science 2012 (McComas and Stuckert, 2012b). Ten species of
fish were sampled using standard trapnets with Bluegill sunfish and Yellow Bullheads being
predominant. An average of 6.7 carp per net were sampled and was considered reflective of high
abundance. Both Snapping and Painted Turtles were also sampled and considered common in the lake.
Mini-trapnets were used to sample smaller fish. A total of eight species were sampled with Bluegills
again representing the dominant species in terms of abundance. Fathead Minnows and Golden Shiners
were also sampled, but at a slightly higher rate than found in the regular trap nets. Yellow and Black
Bullheads were sampled at lower rates than Carp and Suckers, while no small Yellow Perch were
captured. The report found that minnow populations were low within Arctic Lake for the year 2012.
Updated fisheries information from a 2017 survey can be found in the linked 2017 Arctic Lake Fisheries
Assessment found in Section 2.0.

Aquatic Vegetation

Point intercept surveys have been conducted in 2012, 2016 and 2019. In 2021, Arctic Lake was
found to have a very low diversity of submerged aquatic plants, with 1 native species of rooted
submerged plants observed. Sago Pondweed was observed growing at 1 out of 39 sites samples. The
lone aquatic submerged plant sampled in 2019 marks the first rooted plant during a point intercept
survey. The shoreline is mostly native and is reported to offer good wildlife habitat with the native plant
community considered to be in very poor shape. SMSC has conducted seedbank analysis and have
discovered a lack of aquatic seed in the sediments.
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1.1.5 Upper Prior Lake
Upper Prior Lake is 416 acres in size with a maximum depth of 43 feet and an average depth of 10 feet.
The littoral zone covers 329 acres or 79% of the basin.

The lake receives water from Spring and Arctic Lakes as well as from a small drainage area on the east
side of the lake. The watershed is 16,038 acres resulting in a watershed ratio of 38:1, which is large
considering that most of the watershed is urban and agriculture, like Spring Lake. Upper Prior is
impaired for excess nutrients (listed in 2012) due to phosphorus levels.

Water Quality

Upper Prior Lake reflects a similar path to Spring Lake with regards to water quality and the steps taken
in the past three years to improve it. Monitoring data shows that for the 18-year reporting period (2005-
2022) Upper Lake has improved significantly and has been meeting state water quality standards for
Secchi depth, TP, and Chl-a since 2020. The eight-year average for phosphorus levels on Upper Prior
Lake were 78 pg/l when the Spring Lake and Upper Prior Lake TMDL Implementation Plan was first
completed in 2012. The plan recommended that an 33-48%% reduction in phosphorus was necessary to
meet in-lake water quality standards and suggested that managing rough fish populations would help
control internal nutrient loading. In 2020, an alum treatment was completed, and water clarity results
have improved dramatically.

Ten years since the 2012 TMDL implementation, ongoing carp management, alum treatments, aquatic
plant management, and upper watershed BMPS, the average 10-year phosphorus levels are now at 55
pg/l. The average Chl-a concentration for the same period was 31 pg/l. The Secchi depth standard of 1.0
m was met in 9 of last 10 years and averaged 1.62 between 2013 and 2022. Figure 7. below show
average annual growing season concentrations for TP, Chl-a and Secchi depth.

Figure 7. Upper Prior Lake Seasonal Water Quality Results.
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Fisheries

Public access is provided by a DNR-owned boat ramp located on the south side of the lake off of Dewitte
Ave. Upper Prior is primarily managed for Walleye, but also holds populations of Largemouth Bass,
Northern Pike, Black Crappie, and Bluegill. White Bass are also present in low numbers. Management
includes Walleye stocking every other year, and a special regulation for sunfish and Crappie. A new
possession limit of 5 sunfish and 5 Crappies is in place on Upper Prior. A Standard Survey was conducted
on Upper Prior Lake in 2021 to assess the status of the fishery.

Walleye numbers in Upper Prior were moderate, with a broad range of sizes present. Fish were between
12 and 28 inches, with an average size of 18 inches. Over the next couple of years those fish should
attain a good harvestable size. Despite modest abundance, Walleye do well in Upper Prior, and
management will continue to focus on this species. Bluegill were sampled in high numbers in 2021, and
size was modest. The fish were between 3 and 8 inches long, with only 6% of the trap net catch
exceeding 7 inches. A new regulation took effect in 2021 for sunfish and Crappies on Upper Prior. Only 5
Bluegill and 5 Crappie may be harvested per angler. Upper Prior was chosen for this regulation because
panfish grow fast in the lake, and the lake has a history of producing large Bluegill and Crappie. The goal
of the regulation is to limit harvest in order to give fish a chance to grow to large sizes. Other fish species
sampled in low abundances were Black Bullhead, Brown Bullhead, Common Carp, Hybrid Sunfish,
Pumpkinseed, White Bass, White Sucker, Yellow Bullhead, and Yellow Perch.

Aquatic Vegetation

Aguatic plant point intercept surveys for Upper Prior Lake were conducted in the summers of 2015,
2018, 2020, and 2021. Results of the 2021 summer aquatic plant point intercept survey found 9
submerged aquatic plant including CLP and EWM. Native plants were found around the perimeter of the
basin of Upper Prior Lake. Aquatic plants were estimated to cover 30% of the lake bottom (116 acres).
Coontail and Eurasian watermilfoil were the dominant aquatic plants. The 7 native aquatic plant species
found in this survey represents a fair diversity for Upper Prior Lake in late summer. Since 2019, the
percent area of lake vegetation growing on the lake bottom has increased from about 8% to over 50%.

1.1.6 Lower Prior Lake
Lower Prior Lake is the largest basin in the watershed at 940 acres. It has a maximum depth of 56 feet
and an average depth of 13 feet; roughly 39% of the lake or 373 acres is in the littoral zone.

Water flows into Lower Prior from Upper Prior under the County Highway 21 Bridge and is the only
major inflow; the remaining hydrology is derived from direct drainage from adjacent upland areas. The
lake’s outlet is the Prior Lake Outlet Channel (PLOC) located along the western portion of the lake. The
watershed of Lower Prior is 18,904 acres, resulting in a moderately sized 20:1 watershed to lake ratio.

Water Quality

Lower Prior Lake has had excellent water quality for at least 25 years. Data for the lake shows that TP,
Chl-a, and Secchi depth have been meeting state standards since 2008. The average growing season TP
concentration for Lower Prior Lake over the past 10 years was 22.4 pg/l, nearly half the state standard of
40 pg/l. Secchi depth during the same time has an average depth of 4.05 m. Chl-a growing season
concentrations were below half the standard of 14 ug/|, averaging 6.9 ug/l between 2011 and 2022.
Figure 8 below shows average annual growing season concentrations for TP, Chl-A, and Secchi depth.
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Figure 8. Lower Prior Lake Seasonal Water Quality Results.

Aquatic Vegetation

Aguatic plant point intercept surveys for Pike Lake were conducted in the summers of 2015, 2018, 2020,
and 2021. Results of the 2021 summer aquatic plant point intercept survey found 15 submerged aquatic
plant species in Lower Prior and 6 species in Upper Prior including CLP. Native plants were found around
the perimeter of the basin of Prior Lake. Native aquatic plants were estimated to cover 27% of the lake
bottom (358 acres). Coontail was the dominant aquatic plant. The 10 aquatic plant species found in this
survey represents a fair to good diversity for Prior Lake in late summer.

1.1.7 Jeffers Pond

Jeffers Pond is located downstream of Lower Prior along the PLOC. Jeffers Pond is divided into two
basins (East and West Jeffers) separated by a narrow land bridge. The Prior Lake Outlet Channel (PLOC)
flows into the south side of West Jeffers and flows out on the north side of East Jeffers. The basins are
connected by a series of cascading streams. Jeffers is 39 acres in size with a maximum depth of 70 feet
(no average depth listed, and the total acreage includes both basins).

Water Quality
No water quality data has been collected from Jeffers Pond.
Fisheries

No fisheries information is available for Jeffers Pond; however, carp and goldfish have been trapped in
Jeffers Pond during District surveys.
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Aquatic Vegetation

Coontail and Eurasian watermilfoil were dominant plants and were present at most sites around the
Jeffers ponds. Coontail has been the dominant native plant in surveys for 2016, 2017, and 2018. Results
of the summer aquatic plant survey conducted in 2018 found 6 submerged plant species with coontail
being the dominant species. Coontail was found at 95% of the sites in Jeffers Pond growing at light to
heavy densities. Eurasian watermilfoil was present in Jeffers pond in 2018 but not as abundant and
widespread as 2017, EWM was found at 44% of the sample sites.

1.1.8 Pike Lake

Pike Lake is the downstream-most basin in the watershed; located along the PLOC at the northern end
or bottom of the watershed. Pike is 50 acres in size with a maximum depth of 9 feet and an average
depth of 7 feet, resulting in the entire basin being littoral. The west side of Pike Lake is part of the PLOC
and receives constant flow through the system. The east side of Pike Lake is more stagnant and receives
runoff from the nearby feedlot and agricultural lands across the road to the east, creating a contrast in
water quality compared to the west side.

The contributing watershed to Pike Lake is 21,770 acres resulting in a watershed to lake ratio of 435:1,
which is quite large and most of the watershed is composed of urban or agricultural use.

Water Quality

The water quality in each bay is very different, however neither bay meets state water quality standards,
and they are listed as impaired for nutrients. Water quality in the west bay is much better than the east,
and trends are showing dramatic improvements in the west bay. Although the water quality of the west
bay is relatively good, the east bay of Pike Lake has been significantly worse because it does not mix well
with the west bay. The water quality in the Prior Lake Outlet Channel is very good, which helps the
quality of the west bay as the channel flows through it. Factors affecting the water quality include runoff
from surrounding land use and an overpopulation of carp.

The average TP concentration for in the west bay between 2013 and 2022 was 86 pg/l while 125 pg/l in
the east. Both TP concentrations are above the state standard of 60 pg/l. The average Chl-A
concentration for the same period was 26.4 pg/l in the west bay and 90.3 pg/l in the east bay. The state
standard is 14 pg/l. The Secchi depth standard of 1.4 m was met in 5 of 10 years and averaged 1.39
between 2013 and 2022. Figure 3 below shows average annual growing season concentrations for TP,
Chl-A, and Secchi depth.
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Figure 9. Pike Lake-East Seasonal Water Quality Results.

Figure 10. Pike Lake - West Seasonal Water Quality Results.

Fisheries

Fisheries information can be found in the linked 2020 Pike Lake Fisheries Assessment found in Section
2.0.

Aquatic Vegetation
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Aquatic plant point intercept surveys for Pike Lake were conducted in the summers of 2012, 2013, 2015,
2017, 2019, and 2021. Coontail has been a common native plant in the surveys, but Eurasian
watermilfoil was the most abundant plant in 2015 and 2017. In the summer plant surveys, submerged
aquatic plants are often not found deeper than 5-6 feet of water depth due to low light penetration and
elevated algae growth. Initially, EWM was first found only at one spot in the west basin in 2012 but
results from additional surveys indicate Eurasian watermilfoil have expanded its range. Since 2012 EWM
occurrence has ranged from 16 to 65% of the sample sites.

In 2021, seven aquatic plant species were observed, which is the highest number of plant species of the
6 surveys conducted since 2012. Coontail growth in 2021 was heavy in some areas, especially in the
shallower western basin where heavy Coontail growth appears to have displaced much of the Eurasian
watermilfoil. Eurasian watermilfoil growth and occurrence increased in the deeper eastern basin Lower
water levels may have contributed to higher establishment of plants especially in the western basin.

One of the first steps in building and revising the IPM plan is to look at the information, issues, and goals
established in previous studies and plans. Information generated over the last ten years has allowed
PLSLWD and WSB to adapt to changing conditions and take a comprehensive approach to carp
management. The following planning documents (hyperlinked) are as follows:

PLSLWD Integrated Pest Management Plan 2021-2022

2018 PLSLWD Carp Management Feasibility Study

2020-2030 Water Resources Management Plan

Spring Lake and Upper Prior TMDL

Arctic Lake Subwatershed Analysis

Fish and Pike Lakes P Release Study

Arctic Lake Fishery Assessment Report (2017-2018)

Pike Lake Fishery Assessment (2020)

Arctic Lake Fisheries Assessment (2017)

Lower Prior Lake Diagnostic Study and Implementation Plan

319 Final Report

A large population of carp is known to degrade the environment due to the nature of their feeding
habits and excretion rates. Accordion like mouthparts are designed to dig into the mud and their diet of
plant material often uproots native and non-native vegetation and disturbs bottom sediment, releasing
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excess phosphorus to further feed algal growth. This results in less diversity of plants in the lake and
reduces overall plant biomass results in higher chlorophyl and algae in the lake and the disturbance of
bottom sediment releases excess phosphorus to further feed algal growth. The Minnesota Department
of Natural Resources lists common carp as a regulated invasive species. The United States Geological
Survey lists common carp as a non-indigenous aquatic species. Both agencies and collective research
have shown that carp impacts water quality, aquatic vegetation, and native fisheries.

By managing common carp abundance, lake ecology can be improved. A reduction in internal
phosphorus loading may reduce algal growth and a reduction in uprooting of vegetation can improve
habitat for other fish species as well as waterfowl.

An internal load calculation for phosphorus can be done using the carp population estimate and
methodology described in LaMarra (1975) from experiments completed in Minnesota. LaMarra
calculated TP loading rates (1.07-2.18 mg P/m?2/day) from carp using carp biomass density (200 kg/ha).
For these calculations we use the more conservative factor of 1.07 mg P/m?/day and carp biomass
estimate developed for the lake in question.

4.1 Life Cycle

Shallow lake basins in the Upper Midwest are prone to low oxygen levels that lead to winterkill events.
These basins can support reproductive success in a variety of fish species because of low predator
abundance resulting from such events. Carp commonly use migration routes in the springtime to access
shallow lake basins to exploit the absence of predator species to hatch young that recruit to the adult
population. The process of young fish growing into adulthood is known as recruitment.

Carp are highly fecund and long lived. An adult female can have between 300,000 to 500,000 eggs per
year and live upwards of 60 years. Combined with their ability to withstand low oxygen levels, this
makes carp highly invasive under the right conditions. Carp are quick to grow in warm water and within
2-3 months of hatching can grow to nearly 0.5 pounds. In Minnesota, carp can grow to be greater than
ten inches in length after their first year and quickly grow to a size that is too large for predator species
to pray on them.

Carp have a homing instinct and will return to the basin they were hatched to complete their
reproductive cycle. They typically leave these basins when they are one (1) to two (2) years in age and
return during the spawning migration the following year as adult with reproductive capabilities.

Recruitment may happen in a deeper main basin if conditions allow, i.e. high vegetative abundance and
low predator abundance. This occurrence is limited with an abundance of predator species such as
bluegill sunfish, who are known to predate on carp eggs and larvae. Bass and pike predate upon young
carp fingerlings.

4.2 Diet
Carp are benthivores meaning they feed on material on the bottom of the lake. Food sources include
plants, insects and crustaceans, while they are also known to feed on fish eggs and larvae as well as
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smaller fish. Carp feed when water temperatures are above 64°F and feeding is greatly reduced or even
stops when water temperatures dip below 45°F.

4.3 Habitat & Behavior

Carp can inhabit a variety of lake basins and use stream connections to migrate between waterbodies. In
the springtime, carp are often found to be migrating en masse through stream connections to shallow
lake or wetland basins to reproduce and return to deeper more stable basins for summer through
winter. In these “main basins” Carp typically use the shoreline and shallow water habitat to feed in the
summer through fall and overwinter in a variety of habitat types within these basins. In the winter, carp
tend to school together, sometimes forming dense aggregations.

Figure 11. IPM Phases

By addressing different life stages and developing an understanding of the spatial usage of the system or
watershed, it is possible to control the carp population sustainably. An integrated Pest Management
(IPM) Plan is meant to guide carp mitigation techniques through gathering baseline data and
implementing a variety of control and reduction techniques after the extent of the problem is better
understood. These management actions are meant to be followed by regular maintenance that includes
monitoring and adapting these actions to the most up to date conditions (Figure 11).

5.1 Data Collection Tools & Techniques

Before management tools are put into practice, it is important to understand the extent of the problem.
Capturing carp for the purpose of estimating the population size, employing marks or tracking devices,
developing a size or age structure, and finally to reduce the population, is done with a variety of tools
and techniques.
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The following sections describe the data collection tools and techniques that are commonly used in carp
management. These are followed by results of data collection and analysis in PLSLWD to date. These
results are being used to recommend further management action to reduce the carp population and
biomass and sustain progress towards carp management goals.

5.1.2 Electrofishing

Boats and backpack electrofishing units can be employed to sample fish for tagging purposes, estimating
population, and in some cases, removing fish from the system. These tools apply a pulsed DC electric
field between an anode and cathode that are placed in the water. The electric current temporarily
paralyzes fish and attracts them to the field where they can be captured by a net. The effective range of
these units is between 0 and 6 feet from the anode, making this tool most effective in shallow water.
Stunned fish recover quickly and can be released back to the basin, often with no harm done.

5.1.3 Gill Netting

Gill nets are part of the MN DNR standard sampling gear and can be effectively used to capture carp for
sampling purposes or for large scale removal. They consist of a net panel made from monofilament and
can be sized according to the target species. This type of net captures fish by entangling them behind
the gill plate when they attempt to move through the material. Care must be taken with this type of
sampling gear because a fish left too long or in warm water temperatures can experience damage to the
gills, killing the fish in some cases. Coordination for the use of these nets for removal is required through
the DNR and allowed only on a case-by-case basis.

5.1.4 Fyke-nets

This type of net is standard sampling gear for the MN DNR. They consist of a vertical net section that
extends to and is anchored to shore that guides fish into the trap. The trap has a rectangular frame with
hoops containing narrowing throats to effectively trap fish inside. These nets are typically set for one to
two overnight periods and checked daily and are helpful to assess the assemblage of fish species in a
waterbody. They are not very effective at capturing large carp but are particularly useful in sampling
small carp within their first year of life. Using fyke nets to sample main basins and shallow connected
basins can help to inform managers if these basins are supporting carp recruitment.

5.1.5 Large Scale Removal events

Large scale removal events are designed to remove carp biomass but can also be used to collect fish for
sampling purposes. As fish are being sorted and moved off the lake, managers can scan fish for tags or
marks and get an exact or estimated number of total fish removed from the lake. The ratio of marked to
unmarked fish are used to refine population estimates while the number and biomass of carp removed
tracks progress towards meeting management goals. It is sometimes useful to use these events to
employ additional marks to complete population estimates in the future.

5.2 Carp Spatial Usage

Understanding movement patterns helps to identify potential migration routes and basins used for
spawning, and winter aggregation areas. These can be targeted for removal operations or to block
movement that is associated with spawning migration.
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5.2.1 Radio Tags

Radiotelemetry is widely used to track animal movements and some tags are specifically designed for
use in water. These can be used to implant into Carp so that movement in lake and through the
watershed can be tracked. Tracking using this method can be done with a stationary antenna but is
mostly collected using manual survey data where tags are located by boat or land. This information can
be used to describe aggregation areas or movement that can be associated with springtime spawning
migration. Both behaviors may be targeted for removal operations.

5.2.2 Passive Integrated Transponder (PIT) tags

Passive Integrated Transponder (PIT) tags can be implanted into a subset of carp to aid in a mark-
recapture estimate and/or to be used in conjunction with stationary antennae that are designed to
capture movement of tags. Stationary antenna can be installed in strategic locations in connecting
streams to capture movement data on a 24/7 basis. Other species could be tagged with PIT tags and
tracked with the use of stationary antennae’s as well. This would help to understand movement
patterns and how blocking or removal techniques can be altered to avoid impact to native species.

5.2.3 Remote cameras

In some cases, it is advantageous to begin monitoring carp movement through stream connections
before or during carp tagging efforts. Remote cameras that are connected through wi-fi or cellular
connections can provide an opportunity to support tag movement data with ocular recordings. These
cameras can be accessed at any time or triggered to record at intervals to catch potential carp
movement. In the springtime, recordings or viewing would be most important after rain events as these
are known to spur carp movement.

5.2.4 Acoustics

Acoustic telemetry provides another option for monitoring absence/presence or fine scale fish
movements using low frequency signals to monitor fish populations. Acoustics use an active signal the
same as radio, while PIT is passive. The signal is received by a hydrophone which can be connected to a
data logger to capture movement past a “gate” along a waterway. Acoustics may be used in place of a
PIT system in locations where water depth and channel width limit the use of PIT as the detection range
for acoustics is much larger.

5.3 Population Estimate Techniques

A variety of methods are available for estimating fish abundance. Any singular method used may
accurately over, or underestimate the actual population based on sampling error and bias, the size of
the population (large), level of effort in sampling, or other factors. The reader should approach the
estimates presented with caution and within the context of sampling design, project area, and
confidence interval generated with the estimate, and understand that estimates may be adjusted,
validated, or simply changed with additional data or improved methodologies. Estimates generated
may be thought of in a qualitative fashion i.e., is the population high, moderate, or low. Common carp
management uses a biomass density (lbs./acre) unit to quantify and assess the level of potential
degradation to the aquatic environs which are/is the subject of the planning document(s). This concept
is presented graphically in section 5.2.1.
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5.3.1 Catch Per Unit Effort (CPUE) Estimate of Population

Population estimates have been developed by using a boat electrofishing catch per unit effort (CPUE)
model of estimation, a model that was developed at the University of Minnesota in 2009 (Bajer, 2009).
This model uses the number of carp captured standardized by time spent electrofishing to estimate
density of carp per hectare in a waterbody (Equation 1).

Density/hectare = 4.71 * carp captured per hour + 3.04
Equation 1: Electrofishing catch per unit effort (CPUE) equation of estimating density of carp within a
basin.

Using this model gives researchers a chance to get a snapshot of carp relative abundance in a basin at
the time of the survey. Multiple surveys are completed in one season between August and October
when water temperatures are between 59-77 °F. Multiple surveys are completed to reduce the bias due
to environmental conditions and the density is averaged and multiplied by average weight of fish to
report a biomass estimate in kilograms per hectare in that year. The standard deviation from the mean
value represents the variation in catch rates per survey in a given year.

5.3.2 Mark-Recapture Estimate of Population

This method uses a ratio of marked to un-marked fish to estimate the number of individuals in a
waterbody. Accuracy of this method rests on the following assumptions being met: 1) no individuals
immigrate or emigrate during the sampling period, 2) each individual has an equal chance of being
captured, 3) sufficient time between initial marking period and recapture is allowed for individuals to
disperse throughout the population, and 4) marks remain distinguishable throughout the sampling
period (Chapman, 1951).

5.4 Block

5.4.1 Biological Controls

A robust panfish and gamefish population can act as a biological control, especially when the carp
biomass has been suppressed or movement into spawning grounds has been mostly eliminated. Bluegill
sunfish are known to be the main predator of carp eggs and larvae and it can be beneficial to support
their population in areas where carp spawning occurs. This can be done by routine stocking and/or
aeration in basins that experience low oxygen conditions in the winter or summer.

5.4.2 Carp Barriers

Carp barriers can be employed to protect sensitive areas from the destructive foraging behavior of carp
or to prevent carp from exploiting migration routes. Barrier placement should be balanced with the
potential need for native fish passage who employ these same migratory behaviors, like the northern
pike. To address the concern for native fish species, barriers can be designed as temporary or movable
to block carp movement but allow for native fish movement if these occur at different times. Data
would need to be collected on native fish movement to determine the correct time and placement of
barriers if this is a concern.

Another consideration to have when placing a barrier in a connecting waterway is the maintenance
associated with the structure. In some cases, traditional grate style barriers to movement are not
feasible due to the flow conditions, inaccessibility, and/or time constraints for managers to complete
this maintenance. In some cases, a design can take into account these constraints and mitigate for them.
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For example, a self-cleaning barrier could be place in a stream that has high level of debris, this type of
barrier may be expensive and require a power source.

5.5 Carp Biomass Removal Methods

5.5.1 Seine Netting

Large groups of carp known as aggregations, can be targeted with large seine nets, under ice or in open
water. Seine nets are often 1,000 — 3,000 feet in length and strung around an aggregation of carp. To
identify aggregations, radio telemetry can be used to improve effectiveness of netting the most carp
possible, this is known as the “judas technique”. This technique uses radio telemetry to identify
aggregations of carp and guides an accurate area to net when communicated to the commercial fishing
crew.

Limitations to seine netting are often times obstructions on the lake bottom. Rocks, logs, or even dense
vegetation can limit the effectiveness of a seine netting attempt. These can be alleviated with
reconnaissance of known aggregation sites with the use of side scan sonar, dragging chain, and divers
that can target and remove obstructions. The MUM technique (described below) can be used in
combination with seine netting to move aggregations of carp away from obstructions that have been
identified but cannot be moved.

5.5.2 Targeted Electrofishing

Boat electrofishing is used to sample carp and at most times is not considered a removal tool. However,
in certain conditions, it can be effectively used as a removal activity. Conditions that might trigger
electrofishing to capture and remove fish are when aggregations exist in open water, often in the
springtime or late fall, and/or carp are trapped near a barrier in a stream setting. Radio tags are a useful
tool in identifying aggregations in open water. These aggregations can then be targeted with boat
electrofishing to remove carp biomass. This is especially helpful as the biomass is nearing the critical
threshold and seine netting is not as effective.

5.5.3 In-Stream Trapping Techniques

A variety of methods can be used to trap and remove fish during spawning migration through streams.
Examples of these methods could include the push trap (described below), or other trap designs that are
specific to the stream reach. This type of operation would require a significant effort April through June
to check traps daily and remove carp that are trapped in or around them.

The push trap, a modified pen is installed in the channel
with a one-way set of tines that allow a migrating carp to
push the tine up and enter the pen but is unable to lift
the tine to escape the pen. During periods of high carp
movement, this pen can accumulate and hold large
number of carp which can be immobilized with a
backpack electrofisher and removed from the trap easily.

Vertical grates or other barriers to stream movement can
be used to stop or slow movement of carp, causing them

to aggregate out front. Carp can then be trapped in a Figure 12. View of push trap during low

water
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section of the stream by erecting a barrier behind the aggregation and individuals can be removed using
nets and electrofishing (backpack and/or boat).

5.5.4 Baited Traps

Baited traps can include a variety of sizes and shapes including hoop style nets and box nets. A box net
trap refers to a mesh net that lays on the lake bottom with net walls around the outside. These walls
are attached with ropes to vertical metal pipes that extend above the water surface. These ropes are
then run to shore so they can be pulled to raise the net walls, trapping the fish inside. The fish are then
corralled to a corner and rolled into a holding tank, usually a large flat bottom boat, to be removed from
the lake.

A hoop net is a passive capture device that can be checked daily for the presence of carp once the
baiting has begun. Carp can swim into an open hoop

in the net and get caught after traveling through a

throat or restricted portion of the net towards the

back as they seek out the bait inside.

Carp are trained to aggregate in these trap areas over
a number of days by providing bait on a daily basis.
The bait can be broadcast by a resident or deposited
in a mesh bag that allows for carp to pull the bait
through the bag. This method based on carp research
and has been found to be over 98% selective for carp
when comparing percentage of non-carp species also
captured. All fish captured could be counted and a
sample measured. All carp would be removed from
the lake and all non-target species would be returned
to the lake.

Figure 13. View of Hoop Net Deployed in Spring
Lake

5.5.5 Chemical

A chemical treatment known as a Rotenone treatment can be applied to a lake in certain situations. This
method is meant to kill all the fish in the system before re-stocking and other restoration efforts are
pursued. This method is not recommended for PLSLWD waterbodies as the native fish community is
heathy and is expected to strengthen as carp management and reduction using other methods is
pursued.

5.6 Innovative techniques

As techniques are explored to remove carp biomass, adjustments or new techniques may be necessary
to improve efficiencies. PLSLWD has incorporated USGS vetted methods including the Modified Unified
Methodology (MUM) of herding and removing carp biomass. This method had been used by the USGS to
move and target Asian carp species in riverine systems and includes the use of speaker systems to
exploit carps’ sensitivity to noise. Aggregations of carp can be moved using speaker systems and
strategic net sets help to guide them in direction that is advantageous for capturing carp. This has been
especially useful in seine netting attempts that try to avoid known obstructions in the lake.
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Innovative techniques are continually being developed as carp management evolves. System specific
methods may be developed as a waterbody is explored or more broadly used devices may become
important tools.

Through this IPM Plan, the District has developed a holistic approach to carp management, treating the
entire connected watershed system as a whole. While it is the long-term goal of the District to see all of
its lakes reach the water quality goal of 100 kg/ha of carp, the lakes must be prioritized and
management focused to address the most imperative concerns first. As carp management information
on the lakes and new techniques are always changing, this IPM Plan will address meeting goals of its
priority lakes and assuring the efforts achieved through state and federal grants continue to support
overarching TMDL goals.

6.1 Priority Lakes

While it is the District’s long-term goal to maintain carp populations below the water quality
management level on all waterbodies, this IPM Plan prioritizes those lakes that receive the most public
use and those that are most affected by poor water quality, as well as their associated waterbodies that
may harbor or support carp recruitment.

6.1.1 Public Access Lakes
The four lakes in the PLSLWD with public access are listed below with highest public use listed first:

1) Lower Prior Lake
2) Upper Prior Lake
3) Spring Lake

4) Fish Lake

Of these four, only Upper Prior Lake and Spring Lake have documented detrimental levels of carp.

6.1.2 TMDL Lakes

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s (MPCA) 2020 Impaired Waters List (wg-iw1-65k) shows the
list of impaired waters located within the PLSLWD as identified in Table 1 below. The list is approved as
of March 26, 2021. Of these lakes, only Spring and Upper Prior have approved total maximum daily load
(TMDL) reports and an associated TMDL implementation plan completed. Pike Lake and Fish Lake TMDL
reports were completed in 2020 as part of the Lower Minnesota River Watershed TMDL.
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Table 1. District Lakes Identified on the MPCA 2020 Impaired Waters List

WATER BODY YEAR LISTED AFFECTED USE POLLUTANT OR STRESSOR

Fish Lake 2002 Aquatic recreation Nutrient/eutrophication biological indicators

2006 Aquatic consumption Mercury in fish tissue

Lower Prior Lake 2002 Aquatic consumption Mercury in fish tissue

2018 Aquatic life Fish bioassessments
Pike Lake 2002 Aquatic Recreation Nutrient/eutrophication biological indicators

Spring Lake 1998 Aquatic Consumption Mercury in fish tissue
2002 Aquatic Recreation Nutrient/eutrophication biological indicators

2018 Aquatic life Fish bioassessments

Upper Prior Lake 2002 Aquatic Consumption Mercury in fish tissue
2002 Aquatic Recreation Nutrient/eutrophication biological indicators

6.1.3 Priority Lakes Determination

As they are listed as Tier 1 Lakes in the PLSLWD’s 2020-2030 Water Resources Management Plan, these
lakes receive the highest public use, and are currently on the state’s impaired waters list. The District
has established the following two lakes as its top carp management priority:

- Upper Prior Lake - Spring Lake

In addition, the PLSLWD supports the efforts of SMSC as the lead partner on tracking and reducing carp
populations in Arctic and Pike Lakes. Arctic Lake is directly connected to Upper Prior Lake and Pike Lake
has a current TMDL that has identified rough fish as a major contributor to internal loading. As such, the
PLSLWD has established the following two lakes as its secondary supportive carp management priority:

- Arctic Lake - Pike Lake

The PLSLWD attempts to be as cost-effective as possible in all of its practices. In 2020, the PLSLWD
completed a cost-benefit analysis comparison (Table 2) on its carp program compared to other District
projects (see Appendix A). A 10-year annualized cost was used to compare the carp management
program results on Upper Prior Lake to other projects in the District.

Based on this analysis, the PLSLWD concluded that carp management was indeed cost-effective.
However, all the different carp removal tools do not always produce the same result. To that effect, the
PLSLWD will also consider cost-benefit when choosing carp management goals and tools. At some
point, the PLSLWD may decide that reducing carp populations below 100kg/ha would not be worth the
cost, as it is increasingly more expensive to reduce carp populations when the existing biomass is
already low similar to the law of diminishing returns. This will be assessed during each annual update of
the IPM Plan.
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Table 2. Per Pound Costs of TP Load Reduction by BMP (2020 Calculations)

$/IbTP
Removed Project
S31 Cover Crops
s81 Upper Prior Lake Alum Treatment
S97 Carp Management Project
$202 Ferric Chloride System
$252 Fish Point Park Iron-Enhanced Sand Filter
$1,131 Indian Ridge Biofiltration Basin
$1,136 Fairlawn Shores Biofiltration Basin

6.2 Carp Management Strategies & Goals

The PLSLWD has three distinct overarching strategies for carp management. At the direction of the
Board of Managers, there are two accelerated carp management goals for Upper Prior and Spring Lakes
to reduce and maintain overall carp populations to below the water quality threshold to 30 kg/ha
identified in the WRMP. Before the ambitious above-mentioned goals can be achieved, an ecological
goal is first set which will help dictate near term management strategies. To help achieve successful
long-term management without carp population rebound, it is important to also take steps to determine
carp movement, block recruitment and to understand how the connected system works as a whole to
better management the carp population.

Carp Management Strategies:

1) Comprehensively TRACK carp to improve the understanding of carp dynamics, behavior, and
movement that will inform effective management decisions.

2) Effectively BLOCK all identified carp spawning areas connected to Upper Prior & Spring Lakes.
3) REDUCE carp down to management goal levels in priority lakes:

Table 3: Current Biomass and Goals

CURRENT CARP BIOMASS
PRIORITY WATER BODY CARP BIOMASS GOAL TIMELINE / NOTES
#1 Upper Prior Lake 189 kg/ha 100 kg/ha  Achieve goal by 2026
#1 Spring Lake 223 kg/ha 100 kg/ha Achieve goal by 2027
SMSC is the lead; Achieved goal in
#2 Pike Lake* ~0 kg/ha <100 kg/ha  2021. Efforts focused on preventing
reestablishment
#2 Arctic Lake* 62.0 kg/ha <100 kg/ha  SMSC is the lead; Maintain levels

Previous studies demonstrate that carp biomass densities > 100 kg/ha are ecologically damaging. To
effectively manage and maintain carp below this threshold, an initial reduction to a density of 100 kg/ha
has been recommended by the District board of managers for the two top priority lakes (Table 3). Once
the initial biomass goal is achieved, the district may adjust the biomass goal to a lower density. By
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managing at a lower density, early detection of potential recruitment events may provide managers
with an opportunity to address the increase in carp population and biomass before it returns to a
damaging level. Once this milestone has been achieved and recruitment has been managed, the
PLSLWD may consider working towards the 100 kg/ha goal for all lakes in the District.

e Goal #1: Reduce carp populations to 100 kg/ha in Upper Prior Lake by 2026.
e Goal #2: Reduce carp populations to 100 kg/ha in Spring Lake by 2027.

6.3 IPM Structure

The PLSL WD Carp IPM plan is structured as a three-phase approach in Sections 7.0 (Baseline Data
Collection) through Section 9.0 (Maintenance). Within each section, core elements or subphases are
listed and described in detail as to how and why they relate to carp management within the Prior Lake
Spring Lake Watershed District. Lastly, tasks or objectives to support the rationale for each subphase
and objective are listed with an abbreviation and sequential number within each phase. These are
collated in the tables found in Section 10.

The key to making informed and effective decisions in carp management is to have a robust baseline
dataset. This includes data about carp population size, location, and behavior as well as migratory routes
and spawning locations. Establishing this baseline data over the course of several years has given the
District a known set of patterns and a better understanding of which management tactics to use at any
given time (blocking, tracking, removal, which removal techniques to use, etc.).

Baseline datasets are also instrumental in determining the effects of carp presence and carp removal on
water quality. By routinely monitoring key water quality parameters such as phosphorus and clarity, it is
possible to establish the baseline trends and therefore see how they change as carp management
activities continue.

Additionally, the District monitors dissolved oxygen and water levels in carp spawning locations, which
helps determine the likelihood of winter fish kills and success of spawning activities as well as where and
when it may be appropriate to utilize biocontrols such as Bluegill stocking.

7.1 Carp Abundance Estimates

Carp biomass estimates give managers a way to track progress towards the biomass reduction goal in
each waterbody. As with all methods of estimating population abundance, CPUE estimates have error
associated with them. To compensate for this error but also to accurately describe carp removal efforts,
two estimates are presented. The first is a CPUE carp biomass estimate that was used to develop a
proposal for internal load management under the Section 319 Clean Water Act grant and subsequent
carp biomass reduction goals. For Upper Prior Lake we used a 2018 CPUE estimate and for Spring Lake
we used a 2019 estimate and subtracted the total pounds of carp removed during each removal event.
We then recalculated the carp biomass density after each event and then annually at the end of each
calendar year to track carp biomass reductions. This gives us the ability to track progress using a fixed
number, but does not account for immigration, emigration, or changes in average weights from the
basin. The second method and estimate listed shows the most current CPUE estimate calculated based
on the year for reporting as CPUE are completed annually for the TIER 1 lakes. The calculation method
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averages all CPUE estimates minus carp removed to date from each year a CPUE estimate was
completed in the following lakes: Upper Prior Lake (2018, 2021, 2022) and Spring Lake (2018, 2019,
2021, 2022).

Table 4: Carp biomass estimates in priority lakes

CPUE CARP BiomAss  2018/2019 CPUE  GOAL BIoMAsS
ESTIMATE CARP BIOMASS (KG/HA)

LAKES IN ORDER OF
PRIORITY YEAR (KG/HA) ESTIMATE MINUS
CARP REMOVED
(KG/HA)
Upper Prior Lake* 2022 138.9 £ 56.3 189.9 + 60 100
Spring Lake* 2022 170.1 £ 81.9 223.3+45 100
Pike Lake** 2021 O*** Na 50
Arctic Lake** 2018 62.0 Na 50
Fish Lake 2019 88.7 £69.2 Na TBD
Lower Prior Lake 2018 8.9 Na TBD
Jeffers Pond = unknown Na TBD
Buck Lake - unknown Na TBD

* Carp Management Top Priority Lakes. CPUE Carp biomass given as an average of available CPUE values: Upper
Prior Lake, 2018, 2021, 2022 and Spring Lake 2018, 2019, 2021, 2022.
** Carp Management Secondary Priority Lakes (supportive role only)
*** pike Lake Estimate based on winterkill in winter 2021. NOTE: Presence of carp or carp-goldfish hybrids detected
in 2022. A follow-up CPUE survey is scheduled to be completed in 2023.

In Table 4 above and in Figures 14 and 15 below, current estimates are shown using two (2) methods
which are discussed in Section 5.3.1 of this document. The estimates are also plotted with the carp
biomass goal shown for both Upper Prior and Spring Lakes.
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Spring Lake Biomass Estimate 2022
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Figure 14: Spring Lake Biomass Estimate end in 2022. The Ecological Threshold is Depicted by the Dotted
Red Line.

Upper Prior Lake Biomass Estimate 2022
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Figure 15: Upper Prior Lake Biomass Estimate ending in 2022.

Table 5 below gives a summary of carp biomass that was removed from Upper Prior Lake and Spring
Lake from 2018 to 2022. About 143.4 kg/ha of biomass was removed from Upper Prior Lake, which
brought the population from about 333.3 kg/ha in 2018 down to 189.9 kg/ha in 2022. Roughly 45.2
kg/ha were removed from Spring Lake, which decreased the population estimate from 266.2 kg.ha in
2019 to 221.0 kg/ha in 2022.
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Table 5: Summary of biomass removal from 2018 to 2022

Year Lake Total Weight Kilograms per Population

Removed (kg) Hectare Removed Estimate Year

Ending (kg/ha)
2018 Upper Prior Lake 18,787 95 3333
Spring Lake na na na
2019 Upper Prior Lake 4,564 29 304.8
Spring Lake 0 0 266.2
2020 Upper Prior Lake 8,433 54 250.4
Spring Lake 4,953 24 242.4
2021 Upper Prior Lake 6,242 39 211.0
Spring Lake 3,735 16 226.0
2022 Upper Prior Lake 3,355 21 189.9
Spring Lake 864 3.6 221.0

Once it has been determined that a lake has met the biomass goal, a mark and recapture (MR) estimate
may be completed. This method is more time consuming and therefore more expensive, but it may
provide a more accurate estimate if enough fish are recaptured. The MR estimate can be used to
validate the CPUE estimate to ensure that additional carp removal efforts are not warranted and should
be considered a best practice. Meeting established biomass goals will be a trigger point for the district
to move from the implementation phase to a maintenance phase for a particular waterbody which
underscores the necessity for a high level of certainty in the estimate.

Task BDC1. Complete a boat electrofishing CPUE estimate for Fish Lake

Task BDC2. Complete a boat electrofishing CPUE estimate for Spring Lake.

Task BDC3. Complete a boat electrofishing CPUE estimate for Arctic Lake.

Task BDC4. Complete a boat electrofishing CPUE estimate for Upper Prior Lake.
Task BDC5. Complete a boat electrofishing CPUE estimate for Lower Prior Lake.
Task BDC6. Complete a boat electrofishing CPUE estimate for Jeffers Pond.
Task BDC7. Complete a boat electrofishing CPUE estimate for Pike Lake.

Task BDC8. Generate an MR estimate for Upper Prior Lake.

Task BDC9. Generate an MR estimate for Spring Lake.

7.2 Internal TP Load Calculations
Using the abundance estimates from the previous sections, we have developed an internal TP load
estimate for each of the PLSLWD carp management lakes where an estimate is available Table 6.
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Table 6: Phosphorus load in district lakes attributed by carp

PHOSPHORUS LOADING RATE

LAKES IN ORDER OF PRIORITY YEAR

(LBS/YEAR)

Upper Prior Lake* 2022 1,086

Spring Lake* 2022 1,114
Pike Lake** 2021 unknown

Arctic Lake** 2018 7.24

Fish Lake 2019 46.89

Lower Prior Lake 2018 23.71
Jeffers Pond - unknown
Buck Lake - unknown

* Carp Management Top Priority Lakes. Phosphorus loading based on 2018 estimate minus carp removed.
** Carp Management Secondary Priority Lakes (supportive role only)

Internal loading constitutes the bulk of the total phosphorus load to Spring Lake at 5,161 Ibs/year or
49% according to the 2012 TMDL completed for the lake. Internal loading may be from anoxic sediment
release of phosphorus, senescence of aquatic vegetation during the growing season, and overabundant
rough fish. The TMDL attributed the entire internal load to anoxic release; however subsequent fisheries
surveys documented elevated carp biomass which may be heavily influencing the internal phosphorus
load and subsequently, water quality in Spring Lake.

The 2012 TMDL indicates that 50% of the total phosphorus budget comes from internal loading. The
TMDL assigns the entire internal load to anoxic sediment release; however, Upper Prior supports
elevated carp biomass as well as CLP and Eurasian water milfoil (EWM) growth which may contribute
and/or exacerbate internal loading.

Task BDC10. Calculate internal phosphorous load for each carp management lake as needed or as
biomass estimates are updated.

7.3 Movement

Determining how carp use the system is critical to the development of the carp IPM plan. Understanding
movement patterns will allow PLSLWD staff to identify potential nursery sites, migration routes, and
wintering areas where carp may be vulnerable to large scale biomass removal or prevented from
reaching nursery sites along migration routes, therefore limiting recruitment.

To track movement, the PLSLWD has deployed several high frequency radio tags implanted in carp
(Judas fish) as well as passive integrated transponder (PIT) tags with seven (6) PIT tag monitoring
stations in 2022. Table 7 and table 8 below list the active remaining PIT tags and Radio tags as of
December 2022. A seen in Table 7, no new PIT tags were implanted in 2022, and 11 Radio tags were
implanted between Upper Prior and Spring Lake.
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Table 7: Summary of PIT tags remaining December 2022. NOTE: this does not account for mortality or
movement from the basin originally tagged.

Lake 2022 PIT 2022 2022 Tags Remaining December
Tags Removed Implant 2022
Spring Lake 122 7 0 115
Upper Prior Lake 221 17 0 204
Arctic Lake 25 0 25
Geis Wetland (Carp) 103 0 103
Geis Wetland (White 9 0 9
Sucker)
Fish Lake 0
Pike Lake 0

Table 8: Radio tags active as of December 2022.

Lake Tag No.  Implant Date Lake Tag No. Implant Date
Upper Prior | 149.605 9/3/2021 Spring Lake 149.564 10/1/2021
Lake 149.944 10/8/2021 149.613 10/1/2021
149.595 10/8/2021 149.515 10/1/2021
149.554 10/8/2021 149.544 10/1/2021
149.475 10/21/2022 149.572 10/1/2021
149.497 10/27/2022 149.535 11/19/2021
149.455 10/27/2022 150.733 10/27/2022
149.442 11/10/2022 150.762 10/27/2022
149.385 11/10/2022 150.703 10/27/2022
149.485 11/10/2022 150.722 10/27/2022

149.423 11/10/2022

7.3.1 Radio Telemetry

PLSLWD and WSB staff have actively tracked radio-tags using a 3-element Yagi antennae since 2015.
Survey frequency was greatest during the spring spawning period (1-2/week) and during the winter

aggregation period when ice conditions were safe enough for foot travel. The remainder of the year,
radio telemetry surveys were completed on a once per week basis.

The District also uses two stationary cameras to be placed at strategic locations to confirm carp
migration routes and/or aggregations of carp during spawning season. These cameras are set up
wirelessly and transmit real-time information so that staff can move quickly to coordinate carp removals
at optimal times.
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Winter-time telemetry surveys and past studies have proven that carp tend to aggregate together in
large groups during the winter (Johnsen, 1977; Penne, 2008). This phenomenon allows for these
aggregations to be targeted for removal using under ice netting techniques, thus the identification of
carp wintering areas on Spring Lake and Upper Prior Lake was determined to be a main objective in the
2015 carp management project.

Radio-tagged carp have been periodically monitored since 2015 to identify winter and spring carp
aggregation areas that could be targeted for carp biomass removal. Four (4) full winters of telemetry
data are available to identify winter and spring aggregation areas on Upper Prior Lake and Spring Lake.

Two (2) distinct winter aggregation sites were identified on Spring Lake, both of which commercial
netters have been able to pull a seine net through shown below in Figure 16.

Figure 16: Spring Lake Winter Aggregations 2015 to 2022
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Figure 17: Upper Prior Lake Winter Aggregations 2015 to 2022

While on Upper Prior Lake, four (4) distinct winter aggregation sites have been identified (Figure 17).
Locations 1-3 depicted have been successfully seined in both open water and under ice. Location 4
poses a significant risk of snagging lake bottom rocks and is not suitable for netting. In 2020 and 2021
when carp were located near the rocks at location 4, the district utilized underwater speakers to herd
carp from the undesirable seining location. Additionally, all 4 locations have been targeted with gill nets
during the Gill Netting
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Aggregations persist into early spring on both Upper Prior and Spring Lakes during the spawning period
and have offered additional opportunities for removal through netting and targeted electrofishing.

Figure 18: Spring Lake Spring-Time Aggregations 2015 to 2022

There are two (2) springtime aggregation areas on Spring Lake (Figure 18). One is located at the east end
of the lake near the outlet to the Spring-Prior connecting channel. This aggregation is weaker, smaller,
does not last long, and may be influenced by a culvert that outlets from a small wetland that drains into
Spring Lake. The primary aggregation on Spring Lake in the spring season is found near the outlet of CD
13 into Spring Lake on the west end (Figure 18). Carp tend to stage in this area before moving upstream
into CD 13 to access historical nursery sites along CD 13 which include Tadpole Wetland, the Desiltation
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Pond, and Geis Wetland. All these nurseries have had barriers installed and are considered “off-line” for
carp spawning. This is discussed later in Section 8.0.

Figure 19: Upper Prior Lake Spring-Time Aggregations 2015 to 2022

In Upper Prior Lake (Figure 19), there are two (2) locations that have been targeted for removal based
on radio tag indicated aggregations in early spring. One is in “Mud Bay” and the other near the Spring-
Prior connecting channel. The Mud Bay aggregation may have been enhanced by the installation of a

barrier at the Fremont Avenue crossing that connects to Arctic Lake, which is believed to be a historic

nursery.

Task BDC11. Implant 10 adult carp with radio tags in Spring Lake.
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Task BDC12. Implant 10 adult carp with radio tags in Upper Prior Lake.
Task BDC13. Implant radio tags (unassigned #; determined by budget) in connected Tier 2 and 3 Lakes.

Task BDC14. Complete weekly telemetry surveys in winter to identify timing and location of carp
aggregations on Spring Lake.

Task BDC15. Complete weekly telemetry surveys in winter to identify timing and location of carp
aggregations on Upper Prior Lake.

Task BDC16. Complete weekly surveys during the carp spawning period throughout the watershed to
determine the location of each active radio tag if possible.

Task BDC17. Complete monthly surveys during the post carp spawning period (feeding) until ice on
throughout the watershed to locate each individual radio tag if possible.

Task BDC18. Transfer all field location data to GIS (create shapefiles).

7.3.2 Identify Migration Routes and Potential Nursery Sites

Migration routes that allow access to shallow basins that carp exploit for use as nursery sites are the
support mechanism for carp recruitment in those systems where carp spawn outside the main basins.
Carp have evolved to seek out these sites since hard winters in Minnesota periodically freeze shallow
basins resulting in winterkill of most or all fish species. Absence of predator species, such as bluegill
sunfish, greatly increase the chance for survival of carp eggs and larvae. Radio-tags and passive
integrated transponder (PIT) tags and stationary receivers are currently being used to track the
movement of carp each season (Appendix B).

Task BDC19. Using radio tag and PIT tag data list and map migration routes (in GIS).

7.3.2.1 PIT Stations and Data Summary

Carp movement out of the Spring Lake and Upper Prior Lake system is being studied using the same
radio-tags used in the Judas fish technique used to find carp winter aggregations. Several apparent
surface connections exist on Spring Lake and Upper Prior Lake and in some cases, anecdotal information
suggests that carp are using a connection even though no radio-tags have been detected moving. In
response to this, the PLSLWD initiated a study using Passive Integrated Transponder (PIT) tags
unmanned receivers/loggers placed in streams to detect movement and quantify the extent of
movement in locations of highest priority. Five of the sites are using solar powered PIT Stations which
allows for a more complete data set at remote locations where frequent battery swapping is difficult.
PIT station locations and carp movement throughout the watershed are shown below in Figure 20 and
Figure 21.

PIT station data suggests that when water levels are high enough (around 900.25’), carp are able to
jump over the weir (902.5’) located south of Spring Lake (Figure 22.) Also shown is Figure 22. Is the
tendency for carp to be most likely to make this crossing during rain events.
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Figure 20. PIT Station Located Throughout the District between 2018-2022
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Figure 21. PIT Station Locations and Carp Movement Detections Between 2019-2021
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Figure 22. 2022 Water level and precipitation totals with number of PIT tag crossings per day. NOTE: tag
crossings are a total across all PIT stations collecting data in 2022

Task BDC20. Identify location for PIT stations based on movement observations and radio tag data.
Task BDC21. Install PIT stations at selected location.

Task BDC22. Maintain PIT stations (field checks) and download data throughout the field season.
Task BDC23. Remove PIT stations from the field for storage.

Task BDC24. Download and assess PIT station data.

7.3.3 Remote Camera Monitoring

The District uses two stationary cameras to be placed at strategic locations to confirm carp migration
routes and/or aggregations of carp during spawning season. These cameras are set up wirelessly and
transmit real-time information so that staff can move quickly to coordinate carp removals at optimal
times. Cameras are most commonly stationed at carp barriers and inside traps where carp tend to build
up. Results from remote camera monitoring show that during the springtime, recordings are most
important after rain events and when water is flowing as these are known to spur carp movement.
These cameras also help staff know when a trap or barrier may require maintenance.
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O

Figure 23 (left) Motion camera at the Arctic Lake outlet barrier. Figure 24 (right) Motion camera at the
Anderson/Push trap.

Task BDC25. Install Remote cameras.
Task BDC26. Maintain remote cameras.

Task BDC27. Uninstall remote cameras and process data.

7.3.4 Carp Espionage

A volunteer carp sighting program was developed to better understand where carp could be found
throughout the watershed. This program utilized residents who had the ability to view the waterbodies
and/or connecting channels at all hours of the day to identify and report carp sightings to District staff.
Volunteers were recruited by word of mouth and through an outreach campaign on social media. In this
program, volunteers fill out a short form with basic information regarding the sighting and place a pin on
a map to indicate where the carp sighting took place. Carp sightings could be categorized as spawning,
migration, or groups/clusters. Sightings from this program proved valuable when much of the early
spawning activity occurred before or after work hours and into the night. Having insider knowledge to
the times and locations of carp spawning, PLSLWD and WSB were able to take action to perform

removal activities. The Carp Espionage program can be found here: https://carp-espionage-
plslwd.hub.arcgis.com/.

Task BDC28. Create data collection survey in Survey123.

Task BDC29. Publish and share survey online (District website).

Task BDC30. Create automatic connection between survey submission and email updates.
Task BDC31. Review and aggregate data on an annual basis.

Task BDC32. Maintain online form.
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7.4 Carp and Bluegill Young of Year Surveys

Although spawning observations can suggest areas for recruitment, the strength of these recruitment
events is not known without sampling using nets or electrofishing in these basins. To help determine
priority waterbodies to block movement to or from, it is recommended that steps be taken to sample
basins suspected for recruitment. Radio-tags and PIT tags can be used to help document springtime
movement by adults. Trap netting can be used for small sampling efforts. Another tool for determining
potential spawning sites is observing spawning behavior of carp.

Figure 25. Sampling and stocking summary from 2019 to 2021
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Table 9: Summary of trap net or electrofishing surveys conducted in connected basins that are suspected
to be carp nurseries. *Desilt pond barrier is temporary and replaced each springtime. **Historic
observations of carp spawning behavior in pond. *** Spring and Upper Prior Lakes Survey Data include
DNR Fisheries data. Additional Waterbodies with absence of YOY carp and blue without stocking are not
shown in the table
Key - Presence (P), Absence (A), Trap Netting (TN), Electrofishing (E) Bluegill Stocking (B)

Waterbody Year  Common Carp @ Bluegill Sample Method Barrier In
Place/Year
Installed
Geis Wetland ** 2019 | P P E, TN Yes/2020
2020 P P E, TN
2021 | P P TN
2022 A A TN
Tadpole Pond ** 2019 | P P TN
2020 P P TN Yes/2021
Pike Lake | 2019 | A P TN No
2020 A P TN
2021 | A P TN
2022 A A TN
Lower Jeffers Pond | 2021 | P P TN
Upper Jeffers Pond 2021 | A P TN
Arctic Lake | 2019 | A P TN
Northwoods 2020 @A A TN Yes/2020
Pond**
2021 A A TN
Spring Lake*** 2019 | A P E
2020 P P E
2021 P P E
Upper Prior | 2019 A P E
Lake***
2020 A P E
2021 A P E
12/17 Wetland | 2020 P P TN
2021 | A P TN
Desilt Pond 2020 @A P TN Yes/2022*
2021 | A P TN
2022 A P TN
Buck Lake 2019 | A P TN
Fish Lake | 2022 | A P TN
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Targeted surveys for carp young of the year and bluegill have not been conducted in the main basins of
Spring Lake and Upper Prior Lake. However, carp young of the year have been sampled in boat
electrofishing surveys conducted in the fall of 2021 and the fall of 2022 in Spring Lake. Since it is
believed that carp young do not migrate into the main basins until one or two years old, these fish are
suspected to have been spawned in the main basin of Spring Lake. This hypothesis is strengthened by
the fact that barriers have been placed in known migration routes connected to Spring Lake and young
of the year have not been sampled in these locations in the most recent survey.

Collecting aging data can help to determine the frequency of recruitment to each basin. This task is
described in detail in section 7.8.1.

Task BDC33. Set mini trap nets in suspected carp nurseries based on PIT and radio tag data.

TaskBDC34. Enter and assess all YoY data and create maps showing net set locations.

7.5 Characterize Fishery Assemblage (species and size) and identify any trends

General fisheries data collected by MN DNR as part of the standard fishery assessment protocol is
presented in section 1.0 on an individual lake basis where current data is available. A baseline
assessment of the fishery is important so as to identify and understand any impacts to the species
assemblage and size/age structure as management is carried out, determine if biological control may be
an option, and to set goals in regard to fisheries.

Current datasets are available and are updated regularly for Upper and Lower Prior Lakes, Spring Lake,
and Fish Lake, but Arctic, Pike, Geis, Jeffers East, and Buck Lake do not have current or any data at all for
fish surveys to make these determinations.

Fishery surveys have been complete for most of the water bodies described above with the exception of
Jeffers East.

The Arctic Lake fishery is composed of largemouth bass and bluegill which are both abundant, as well as
common carp. Common carp biomass has been reduced through removal efforts from the original
estimate of 743 kg/ha to 465 kg/ha (2018 Arctic Assessment Report) and other surveys show it may be
lower. The installation of the Freemont barrier and removal work, along with external BMPs installed by
the SMSC and the aerator are most likely working to improve the fishery and sustain reduced carp
biomass.

The Pike Lake fishery assemblage was relatively diverse prior to the winterkill event of 2020 consisting of
northern pike, bluegill, largemouth bass, yellow perch, carp, bullhead, and black Crappie. Since the
winterkill the SMSC have been working to restore the fishery through stocking black Crappie, bluegill,
yellow perch, and largemouth bass and installing an aerator as dissolved oxygen concentrations are low
during the winter months.

Geis Wetland did support bluegill, carp, and white sucker prior to 2022 sampling. Bluegill were stocked
as a biocontrol effort as recorded dissolved oxygen concentrations were sufficient to support this
fishery. However, 2022 sampling showed no fish present which may be the result of very low water
levels persisting into 2022.
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The Buck Lake assessment showed that northern pike, yellow bullhead, pumpkinseed, hybrid bluegill,
bluegill, yellow perch, and bluegill all in low abundance (except for bullhead) with a size structure
skewed towards smaller fish. No carp were present during the one (1) survey completed in 2019.

Task BDC35. Complete baseline fishery assessment for Jeffers Pond (east and West).

7.6 Habitat Evaluation

Habitat is the critical component to support a resilient and robust fishery. In this document, habitat is
defined as the water quality, aquatic vegetation, substrates, bathymetry, and in-lake structure within
the waterbodies identified and discussed throughout this plan.

Water quality and vegetation is described generally for each of the lakes in Section 1, but additional
information on submergent aquatic vegetation is included as it ties overall lake health and can be a
direct benefit from carp management.

Submergent aquatic vegetation (SAV) abundance and plant area coverage (PAC) can also be utilized to
gauge the change and subsequent improvements in lake ecology. The district collects data on SAV using
both a point-intercept sampling method and BioBase (automated vegetation mapping system utilizing
sonar) in both Spring Lake and Upper Prior Lake. Point-intercept data for Spring Lake shows an increase
in distribution, density, and species richness for SAV. Between 2015 and 2021, a low of six individual
species were documented in 2016 and a high of 15 individual species were documented in 2021. Species
richness has been on an increasing trend since 2019.

Biobase software is used to collect baseline aquatic vegetation data and to detect and compare changes
in plant distribution and density over time. Plant growth in lakes is expected to change seasonally due to
changes in water temperature, sunlight, and nutrient availability. However, the location and density of
plant growth can also be affected by rough fish abundance. Detecting and comparing changes in plant
growth may provide insight on the effectiveness of water quality improvement projects, such as carp
biomass reduction. PAC levels have been steadily increasing since 2014, with record high numbers of
51% and 29% in Upper Prior Lake and Spring Lake respectively (2021).

Task BDC36. Complete Pl and BioBase Survey for Upper Prior Lake.
Task BDC37. Complete Pl and BioBase Survey for Spring Lake.

Task BDC38. Complete Pl and BioBase Survey for Fish Lake.

Task BDC39. Complete Pl and BioBase Survey for Arctic Lake.

Task BDC40. Complete Pl and BioBase Survey for Lower Prior Lake.
Task BDC41. Complete Pl and BioBase Survey for Pike Lake.

Task BDC42. Complete Pl and BioBase Survey for Jeffers Pond.

Task BDC43. Develop baseline water quality assessments for all Tier 1, 2, and 3 lakes.
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7.7 Carp Size Structure

Documenting size structure (length and weight) allows managers to observe trends in reproduction and
recruitment when using size as a surrogate for age as well as determine how the size structure changes
in response to management activities.

Carp length and weight data has been collected almost every year on Upper Prior and Spring Lakes and
is available on all other lakes where carp are present. Weight data is a required metric for determining
total and per hectare biomass.
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Figure 26. These graphs show the changes in carp length (in inches) structure in Upper Prior Lake between 2016 and 2022. The average length of carp in Upper Prior
Lake has shown a decreasing trend since 2016 when the average length of captured carp was 28” to an average length of 23.7” in 2022. However, the percentage of
carp captured less than the average length decreased from 37% to ~12% during the same time period potentially indicating the recruitment has been dramatically
reduced. The Freemont barrier was installed in 2015 but was not kept closed on a continual basis (and not secured with a locking mechanism) until 2020. The
Northwoods Barrier was also installed in 2020.
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Figure 27. These graphs show the same data as presented for Upper Prior on the previous page. A large
percentage of the Spring Lake population was removed in early 2017 (~78% of carp biomass). The 2018 graph
shows the larger sized carp mostly gone from the sample and the smaller size classes shown as 10-12” carp in the
2017 graph making up the majority of the sample in 2018. This persists into 2019 and 2020 until we see what
may be indications of in-lake spawning and recruitment in 2021 and 2022, as ~36% of the sample is less than the
average length and 46% is greater than. Barriers were installed more recently on the Spring Lake Nurseries
which may have allowed recruitment or we are seeing carp switch to in-lake spawning and recruitment.
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Table 10. Average Length and sample sizes for Upper Prior and Spring Lake

Year 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Sample @ Spring Lake 18 29 112 150 1648 280 206
size
Upper Prior Lake | 268 na 95 146 930 1007 129
Average | Spring Lake 24.4 24.2 20.1 19.6 223 21.9 18.6
Length = Upper Prior Lake | 28.0 na 23.9 24.9 23.4 25.0 23.7
(in.)

Table 10 above provides a summary of the sample size and average length of sampled carp in inches.
Additional analysis may be required to determine if time of year, gear type, and/or sample size may be
factors influencing changes in size structure.

Task BDC44. Aggregate all carp size data for Spring Lake and create length and weigh histograms.

Task BDC45. Aggregate all carp and size data for Upper Prior Lake and create length and weight
histograms.

7.8 BDC Data Gaps

7.8.1 Carp Age Structure

No ageing data collected to date. We anticipate a remnant older age class on spring (pre-2017), and
large dominant age class from 2017. Also looking to see if YoY observed the last 2 years on spring are
recruiting to adulthood.

Size structure has been changing on Upper Prior and appeared to be increasing minimally through 2021
and changed dramatically in 2022 with smaller size being well represented. Ageing will help in
determining if recruitment is occurring in Upper Prior. Additional analysis may be required to determine
if smaller carp are migrating from Spring Lake.

Task BDC46. Collect a representative subsample of 50 to 100 carp from Spring Lake for ageing analysis.

Task BDC47. Collect a representative subsample of 50 to 100 carp from Upper Prior Lake for ageing
analysis.

7.8.2 Lower Watershed Carp Movement Patterns

Critical carp movement data has been collected that has allowed the District to identify carp aggregation
areas for removal and install barriers to prevent recruitment within the Upper and Central portions of
the watershed, but little data is available for the Lower Watershed which, in this case, is the remaining
area downstream of Lower Prior Lake connected by the Prior Lake Outlet Channel (PLOC).

The SMSC completed a brief radio tag study on Pike Lake, but radio tagged carp died during a winterkill
event in 2020. The SMSC has also installed PIT stations at the inlet and the outlet to Pike Lake, but
water levels in the PLOC have remained low or there has been no flow during the study period.

Specific data needs in regard to carp movement within the lower watershed include:

e Wintering areas in Jeffers (East and West).
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o Level of movement between PLOC outlet to first daylight location and the
watershed district boundary just downstream of Pike Lake.
e |dentification of nursery sites (lakes, wetlands, and/or stormwater features).

Task BDC48. Implant up to 8 radio tags in Jeffers Pond basins (total) to identify wintering areas.

Task BDC49. Identify locations for PIT stations in Lower watershed between the PLOC daylight outlet and
the Pike Lake outlet.

Task BDC50. Implant up to 30 carp with PIT tags in Jeffers Pond.
TaskBDC51. Install PIT stations at selected locations (3-4).
Task BDC52. Maintain PIT stations.

Task BDC53. Download and assess PIT data.

Plan implementation activities are determined through a data driven approach using the data collected
and assessed in previous sections (primarily Section 7) of this planning document. To meet the two (2)
goals of this plan, a sustained reduction in carp biomass will be required. The results of abundance
estimates indicate that removal should be as a primary task; the radio telemetry and PIT station data,
along with fisheries survey data, indicate that blocking carp migration will also be a critical component
of this IPM.

Remote monitoring of water levels, dissolved oxygen, and fish movements can lead to sudden pivots
(rapid response) to different implementation tasks for a specific year. Water level fluctuations during
the year can alter migration/movement and precipitate changes to implementation plans and
opportunities; extremely high-water levels can result in major issues that negatively affect carp
management implementation.

8.1 Removal
Carp can be removed from waterbodies using a variety of methods as documented in the sections
below. PLSLWD will consider the following when deciding which removal methods to employ:

1) Feasibility: How likely will this method result in success? What are the obstacles?

2) Time-Oriented: Is immediate removal necessary to meet goal deadlines? Will the
timeliness affect success of other projects (e.g. alum treatment)?

3) Cost-Effective: Is this method worth the cost based on anticipated results?

4) Effort for Results: Is this the best method for the amount of effort required? Given
limitations of staff, what methods produce the greatest results for the least amount of
effort?

Given the wide range of possible removal techniques, it is important for the District to choose the most
optimal technique for any given scenario. Factors including season, size of aggregation, location,
availability of commercial netters, and general carp behaviors all influence the selection of removal
techniques. For example, when large aggregations occur in pre-determined seining locations, it can be
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highly productive to conduct a seine in either open water or under the ice. However, carp populations
will continue to diminish and adapt as they approach the 100 kg/ha threshold. In this scenario, the

District may have more seasons similar to 2022, when in stream removal during spawning season was
the most effective and consistent removal tool.

The key is to keep the four primary considerations in mind (feasibility, time-oriented, cost-effective, and
effort for results) when making removal technique decisions. A diversified and flexible strategy will help

the District to continue to make good progress even in changing conditions.

While the IPM plan addresses carp management strategies on a holistic, watershed-wide approach, the
PLSLWD is dedicated to first reaching carp management goals on its top priority carp management lakes
before it works to actively manage the other six lakes.

Table 11. Spring Lake Removal Events and year end Biomass Estimates.

Lake Date

Spring

Lake ' pecember

2019

April 2
April 3
April 5

April 5
April 24

May 18
May 19
May 20
May 21
May 21
May 22
May 22
May 24
May 24
May 27
May 27
May 28
May 28

June 1

Method

CPUE

REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:

2019

2020
Open Water Seine
Gill Netting
Open Water Seine

(district net) Netting

REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:

Netting

REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:

Gill Netting
Open Water Seine

Push Trap
Push Trap
Push Trap
Push Trap
Boat Electrofishing
Push Trap
Boat Electrofishing
Push Trap
Boat Electrofishing
Push Trap
Boat Electrofishing
Push Trap
Boat Electrofishing
Push Trap

No. Carp
Removed

n/a

H

23

345

22

14

64

97

163

32

142

29

Kilograms
carp
removed

n/a

15
43

1388

69
22
24
41
153

259

414
97
431
1.97
76
23

Biomass
estimate

(kg/ha)

266.2 +/-
53.7

-0.03
-0.06
-0.2

-5.8

-0.3
-0.1
-0.1
-0.2
-0.6

-1.1
-0.03
-1.7
-0.9
-4.0

-0.7
-0.1
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Lake

Upper
Prior
Lake

June 1
June 2
June 2
June 3
June 4
June 8
June 16
July 16
July 16
July 23
July 23
August 12
August 20
August 20

December
2020

February 18

June 4
June 7
June 10

November
19

November
19

December
2021

Table 12. Upper Prior Lake Removal Events and year end Biomass Estimates.

Date

Nov 2018

2019
April 2019

May 2019

REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:

Boat Electrofishing
Push Trap

Boat Electrofishing
Push Trap

Boat Electrofishing
Push Trap

Boat Electrofishing
Box Netting (Trap 1)
Box Netting (Trap 2)
Box Netting (Trap 1)
Box Netting (Trap 2)
Box Netting (Trap 1)
Box Netting (Trap 1)
Box Netting (Trap 2)

2018 CPUE minus fish removed

REMOVAL:
Netting

REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:

REMOVAL: Gill Net (District Gills)

2021

Under Ice Seine

Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing

REMOVAL: Open Water Seine
(District Net)

2019 CPUE minus fish removed

Method

CPUE

REMOVAL: Open Water Seine

REMOVAL: Freemont Stream

39
32
78
15

33
137
113
83
56

94
89

n/a

1238

114

U O -

n/a

No. Carp
Removed

n/a

530

348

106
69
219
36
18
15
167
279
231
169
109
14
205
245

n/a

3402

314

14

2.8

n/a

Kilograms
carp
removed

n/a

2471

1984
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-0.4
-0.3
-0.9
-0.2
-0.1
-0.1
-0.7
-1.2
-1.0
-0.7
-0.5
-0.1
-0.9
-1.0

242.5 +/-
48.9

-14.2

-1.3
-1.3

-0.1

227 +/-
45.7

Biomass
estimate

(kg/ha)
333.3 +/-
105.3

-15.8

-12.7
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June 2019

Dec 2019

March 2
March 5
April 7

April 21
April 22
April 30
April 30
May 6

May 7

May 18
May 19
May 20

May 21

May 27
May 28
May 28
June 1l
June 1
June 2
June 3
June 3
June 4

June 4

REMOVAL:

2018 CPUE

REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:

REMOVAL:
(night)
REMOVAL:

REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:
REMOVAL:

REMOVAL:

Freemont Stream

minus fish removed

2020

Under Ice Seine
Under Ice Seine

Gill Netting

Gill Netting

Gill Netting

Gill Netting

Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Northwoods Barrier
Northwoods Barrier
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing

Boat Electrofishing

Boat Electrofishing
Newman Trap
Boat Electrofishing
Newman Trap
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Newman Trap
Boat Electrofishing
Newman Trap

Boat Electrofishing

33

n/a

815
12
50

72

30

50
21
209

53

65
25

29

71
90
125
18
26

18

109

n/a

4694
45
365
447
32
195
119
105
140
59
613
140

14

168
67
74
23
225
348
354
44
62

41
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-0.7

304.1 +/-
96.1

-30.0

-1.3
-2.0

-2.0
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June 11
June 15

December
2020

January 29

February
23

March 5
March 30
May 13
May 18
May 19
May 21
May 24
May 25
May 26
June 9
June 10

December
2021

REMOVAL:

REMOVAL:

ESTIMATE:
removed

REMOVAL:

Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing

2018 CPUE minus fish

2021

Under Ice Seine + Gill

Net + MUM (speakers)

REMOVAL:

REMOVAL:

REMOVAL:

REMOVAL:

REMOVAL:

REMOVAL:

REMOVAL:

REMOVAL:

REMOVAL:

REMOVAL:

REMOVAL:

REMOVAL:

ESTIMATE:
removed

Gill Netting

Gill Netting
Freemont Stream
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing

2018 CPUE minus fish

5
16

n/a

160

212

19

15
43

n/a

1042

1043

139
719
242
836
803
380
503
217
206
79

32
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-0.1
-0.2

250.4 +/-
79.1

-6.6

-6.6

-1.5
-5.3
5.1
2.4
-3.2
-1.4
-1.3
-0.5
-0.2

211.0 +/-
66.7

As carp biomass approaches the 100 kg/ha goal, the district will focus efforts that yield the best returns.
As of 2022, in-stream removals and targeted electrofishing have been the most consistent method for
reducing biomass. The goals of conducting multiple seining events between fall and end of winter may
shift toward methods that have greater reliability because likelihood of removing 15,000-30,000 pounds
annually seining is diminishing.

8.1.1 Seine netting permits
Most activities identified in this plan are covered under an annual fisheries research permit issued by
the MN DNR. However, large scale removal other than gill netting requires that someone hold an

Inland Commercial Fish Removal Permit- Class “B” or “C”.
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A Class B permit allows the holder to remove rough fish (carp) and sell them commercially in the area for
which the permit holder is licensed in MN. The Prior Lake Spring Lake Watershed is located within MN
Inland Commercial Fishing Permit Area 21 which is licensed to Don Geyer for the 2022/2023 Commercial
Fishing Year (expires on May 12, 2023). Don has worked with the District to remove carp under the ice
since 2017 and continues to do so.

However, Don has not always been available for removal operations and has not been interested in or
does not have the equipment to complete open water seine netting. To allow for commercial fishing
(large-scale removal), the district has acquired a Class C commercial permit in cooperation with other
commercial fishing crews; Jeff Riedemann has been the primary signatory since 2018.

This has allowed the district to move forward with large-scale removal operations throughout the time
period when commercial fishing may be permitted; generally, Labor Day through the first weekend in
May of the following year (~8 month window).

Task I11. Acquire MN DNR issued “Class C” Commercial Fishing Permit.

8.1.2 Commercial Seine Netting

Commercial seine netting employs local commercial fishing crews to target large aggregations of carp.
Since 2016, these crews have been guided to these aggregations by the use of the judas technique,
which uses radio-tag locations to identify timing and relative extent of aggregations. In Spring Lake, a
total of 41,630 pounds of carp have been removed using this method equating to a reduction in overall
biomass of 80.2 kg/ha (Table 13). One haul area on Spring Lake has been well established by the
commercial crew long before the district contracted with them. In recent years, the removal of
obstructions in this area has helped to ensure the successful pull of a seine net through this area.

Table 13: Commercial seine netting on Spring Lake since 2017.

Lake Year Date Reported Method Biomass #Ind. Pounds

Removed Carp Carp

(kg/ha) Removed Removed

Spring | 2017 1/30/2017 Commercial Under Ice Seine -60.1 2,577 31,800

Lake 2017 Total -60.1 2,577 31,800

2020 4/2/2020 Commercial Open Water Seine 0.0 4 16

4/24/2020 ' Commercial Open Water Seine -5.8 345 3,062

2020 Total -5.8 349.0 3078

2021 2/18/2021 | Commercial Under Ice Seine -14.3 1,238 7,552

2021 Total -14.3 1,238 7,552

Historically, seine netting on Upper Prior Lake did not occur. It was not until test seine netting was
contracted by the PLSLWD in 2016 was pursued that commercial crews felt confident to target
aggregations here.

Table 14: Commercial seine netting on Upper Prior Lake since 2016.
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Lake Year Date Reported
Upper | 2016 11/30/2016
Prior ' 2016 Total
Lake 5018 1/18/2018
2018 Total
2019 4/19/2019
2019 Total
2020 3/2/2020
3/5/2020
2020 Total

Method

Commercial Open Water Seine

Commercial Under Ice Seine

Commercial Open Water Seine

Commercial Under Ice Seine
Commercial Under Ice Seine

Task 12. Complete initial seine netting at haul location #1 on Spring Lake.

Biomass

Removed

(kg/ha)
-10.3

-10.3
-120.2
-120.2

-15.8

-15.8

-30.0

-0.3
-0.3

Task I13. Complete initial Seine netting at haul location #1 on Upper Prior Lake.

Task 14. Identify other locations for seine netting based on radio tag aggregations in both Spring Lake
and Upper Prior Lake.

Task I5. Open Water Seine Feasibility Test on Spring Lake and Upper Prior Lake - Mud Bay.

Task 16. Complete reconnaissance in secondary and tertiary seine netting locations for obstruction and
impediments to netting with the use of “practice seines”.

Task 17. Complete at least 1 commercial seine netting attempt in both Spring and Upper Prior Lakes if
aggregations persist and conditions allow once/year until biomass goals are met.

8.1.3 District Led Micro Hauls
Targeting of small aggregations of carp using district net. Deployed 4 times on Spring Lake with 1,210
pounds equating to a biomass reduction of 1.24 kg/ha.

Table 15. District-led seine events on Spring Lake from 2020 to 2022

Lake Year Date Method Biomass
Reported Removed
(kg/ha)
Spring = 2020 4/5/2020 | District Led Open Water -0.2
Lake Seine
2020 Total -0.2
2021 11/19/2021 @ District Led Open Water 0.0
Seine
2021 Total 0.0
2022  6/28/2022 | District Led Seine Netting - -0.8
Desilt Pond
8/16/2022 | District Led Seine Netting - -1.04

Desilt Pond

# Ind. Carp
Removed

23

23

80

78

Page 108
# Ind. Pounds
Carp Carp
Removed Removed
267 3,552
267 3,552
2,938 41,426
2,938 41,426
530 5,448
530 5,448
815 10,350
12 100
12 100
Pounds Carp
Removed
94
94
6
6
560
550
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2022 Total

Page 109

158 1,110

Task 18. Implement micro hauls in open water targeting radio tagged or sonar indicated aggregations in
areas where a small seine can be deployed and retrieved easily by hand if necessary.

8.1.4 Gill Netting
Beginning in 2019, the District was allowed the opportunity through DNR permitting to conduct the Gill
Netting Pilot Project for carp removal. Through this special permitting and under the watchful eye of the
DNR, the District worked with commercial netters to deploy gill nets for large scale removal. Specific
sizing of the gill nets was assigned to reduce the chance of catching non target species. The pilot
program now part of our normal permit with special restrictions.

Lake

Spring
Lake

Lake

Upper
Prior
Lake

Table 16. Gill netting on Spring Lake from 2020 to 2022

Table 17. Gill netting on Upper Prior Lake from 2020 to 2022

Year Date
Reported
2020 4/3/2020
4/5/2020
2020 Total
2021 11/19/2021
2021 Total
2022 6/28/2022
2022 Total
Year Date
Reported
2020 4/7/2020
4/21/2020
4/22/2020
4/30/2020
2020 Total
2021 2/23/2021
3/5/2021
2021 Total

Method

Commercial Gill Netting
District Led Gill Netting

District Led Gill Netting

District Led Gill Netting -
Desilt Pond

Method

Commercial Gill Netting
Commercial Gill Netting
Commercial Gill Netting
Commercial Gill Netting

Commercial Gill Netting
Commercial Gill Netting

Task 19. Request gill netting authorization from MN DNR.

Biomass
Removed

(kg/ha)
0.1

0.0
-0.1
-0.1
-0.1
-0.3

-0.3

Biomass

Removed

(kg/ha)
-2.3

-2.9
-0.2
-1.2
-6.6
-6.6
-0.9
-7.5

# Ind. Pounds
Carp Carp
Removed Removed
8 33
0 0
8 33
5 30
5 30
30 150
30 150
#Ind. Pounds
Carp Carp
Removed Removed
50 805
72 986
5 70
30 432
157.0 2292.7
212.0 2300
19 305
231.0 2605.1
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Task 110. Complete gill netting feasibility on both Upper Prior and Spring Lakes to determine feasibility
and mortality to bycatch.

Task 111. Based on feasibility results implement the use of gill nets as a removal technique as needed.

8.1.5 Baited Box netting

Box netting has had varied success since 2020 as shown in Tables 18 and 19 below. Difficulties in
establishing locations limits the use of the method. Box netting is low on the list of cost-effective
removal methods but is kept in the toolbox should winter seining yield low results or water levels have
negative impacts on in-stream removals. New trap setting technologies and use of PIT stations during
baiting are ways the District is looking to improve method effectiveness in the future.

Table 18. Box netting on Spring Lake from 2020 to 2021

Lake Year Date Method Biomass #Ind. Carp Pounds
Reported Removed Removed Carp
(kg/ha) Removed
Spring | 2020 7/23/2020 Box Netting -0.7 83 373
Lake 7/23/2020 @ Box Netting -0.5 56 241
8/12/2020 Box Netting -0.1 8 32
8/20/2020 Box Netting -0.9 94 452
8/20/2020 Box Netting -1.0 89 540
7/16/2020 | Box Netting -1.2 137 616
7/16/2020 Box Netting -1.0 113 508
8/27/2020 @ Box Netting -0.1 8 49
9/15/2020 Box Netting -1.1 94 570
9/25/2020 @ Box Netting -0.4 36 218
2020 Total -6.8 718.0 3598.8
2021 7/20/2021 @ Box Netting -0.9 78 473
7/27/2021 Box Netting -0.1 5 30
7/30/2021 Box Netting -0.2 18 109
2021 Total -1.2 101.0 612.4
Table 19. Box netting on Upper Prior Lake in 2020
Lake Year Date Method Biomass #Ind.Carp Pounds
Reported Removed Removed Carp
(kg/ha) Removed
Upper 2020 8/27/2020 Box Netting -0.3 15 89
Prior | 2020 Total -0.3 15 89
Lake

Task 112. Survey Spring Lake and Upper Prior Lake for Box net locations.

Task 113. Poll Spring Lake residents to gain shoreline access for additional box netting locations.
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Task 114. Test Baiting at Spring Lake and Upper Prior Lake potential box net locations.

Task 115. Install, operate, and remove box nets.

8.1.6 Push Trap

The push trap as described in section 5.5.3 works besting when spring flows are in their medium range
and consistent during the runup to ideal spawning temperatures. Table 20 shows that in 2020 the trap
was effective at removing biomass during a small window of operation. Water levels were low in 2021
and 2022 which led to the trap being ineffective at capturing carp.

Table 20. Push trap removals on Spring Lake 2020 to 2022

Lake Year Date Reported Method Biomass # Ind. Carp Pounds Carp
Removed (kg/ha) Removed Removed
Spring = 2020 5/18/2020 | Push Trap -0.3 22 153
Lake 5/19/2020 Push Trap 0.1 8
5/20/2020 @ Push Trap -0.1 9 52
5/21/2020 | Push Trap -0.2 14 89
5/22/2020 @ Push Trap 0.0
5/24/2020 | Push Trap 0.0 3
5/27/2020 | Push Trap -0.9 32 214
5/28/2020 | Push Trap 0.0 1 4
6/1/2020 @ Push Trap -0.1
6/2/2020 | Push Trap -0.3 32
6/3/2020 | Push Trap -0.2 15
6/8/2020 | Push Trap -0.1 9
2020 Total -2.2 154
2022 5/18/2022 | Push Trap -0.2 20 112
2022 Total -0.2 20 112

Task 116. Construct push trap and install at desilt pond outlet.

8.1.7 Newman Trap

The Newman Trap design is similar to a baited box net. Rather than having to set the net by pulling up
the sides to capture the carp, this net provides constant capture of carp when set. Carp swim into the
trap and cannot escape. Like the Push Trap, this removal method is heavily dependent on normal to high
water levels to allow carp access to specific migration routes for the trap to be effective. During the first
year of deployment, the Newman Trap generated four removal capture events shown in Table 21.

Table 21. Newman Trap removals on Upper Prior Lake in 2020

Lake Year Date Method Biomass #Ind. Carp Pounds
Reported Removed Removed Carp
(kg/ha) Removed
2020 5/28/2020 Newman Trap -0.4 25 148
6/1/2020 Newman Trap -0.1 8 51
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Upper 6/3/2020 Newman Trap -2.2 125 780
Prior 6/4/2020 Newman Trap -0.4 26 137
Lake 5020 Total -3.2 184.0 1115.5

Task 117. Design and build Newman Trap.
Task 118. Install and monitor Newman Trap making modifications as necessary.

Task 119. Install Newman trap as needed.

8.1.8 Targeted Electrofishing

As discussed in section 5.5.2, targeted electrofishing has proven to be a consistent and reliable removal
method. Tables 22 and 23 show efforts in Spring and Upper Prior Lakes have led to significant
percentages of annual removals over the past three years.

Table 22. Electrofishing on Spring Lake from 2020 to 2022

Lake Year Date Method Biomass #Ind. Pounds
Reported Removed Carp Carp
(kg/ha) Removed Removed
Spring 2020 5/21/2020 Boat Electrofishing -0.6 64 337
Lake (night)
5/22/2020 | Boat Electrofishing -1.1 97 571
5/24/2020 Boat Electrofishing -1.7 163 913
5/27/2020 | Boat Electrofishing - -4.0 142 950
Tadpole & CD 13
5/28/2020 Boat Electrofishing - -0.7 29 168
Tadpole & CD 14
6/1/2020 Boat Electrofishing -0.4 39
6/2/2020 Boat Electrofishing -0.9 78
6/4/2020 @ Boat Electrofishing -0.1 7
6/16/2020 Boat Electrofishing -0.7 33
Total 2020 Total -10.2 652
2021 6/4/2021 Boat Electrofishing -1.3 114 691
6/7/2021 Boat Electrofishing 0.0 1 6
6/10/2021 Boat Electrofishing 0.0 0
Total 2021 Total -13 115
2022 5/18/2022 Boat Electrofishing -0.5 45 253
5/19/2022 | Boat Electrofishing -1.0 86 516
5/24/2022 Boat Electrofishing 0.0 7 5
6/7/2022 @ Boat Electrofishing -0.1 21 42
6/28/2022 Boat Electrofishing - 0.0 4
Desilt Pond
8/30/2022 | Boat Electrofishing -0.5 53 239
9/23/2022 Boat Electrofishing -0.2 33 109
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Lake

Upper
Prior

Total

2022 Total

249

Table 23. Electrofishing on Upper Prior Lake from 2020 to 2022

Year

2020

2020 Total
2021

2021 Total
2022

Date
Reported

4/30/2020

5/6/2020
5/19/2020
5/20/2020
5/21/2020

5/27/2020
5/28/2020
6/1/2020
6/2/2020
6/3/2020
6/4/2020
6/11/2020
6/15/2020

5/13/2021
5/18/2021
5/19/2021
5/21/2021
5/24/2021
5/25/2021
5/26/2021

6/9/2021
6/10/2021

5/2/2022
5/10/2022
5/19/2022
5/20/2022
5/26/2022
5/31/2022

6/7/2022
8/25/2022
8/30/2022

Method

Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
(night)

Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing

Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing

Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing
Boat Electrofishing

Biomass
Removed

(kg/ha)
-0.7

-0.7
-3.9
-0.9
-0.1

-1.1
-0.5
-1.4
-2.2
-0.3
-0.3
-0.1
-0.3
-12.3
-1.5
-5.3
-5.1
-2.4
-3.2
-1.4
-1.3
-0.5
-0.2
-20.8
-2.2
-1.0
-1.5
-0.2
-0.2
-0.1
-0.8
-0.2
-0.1

#Ind.
Carp
Removed
45

35
209
53

65
29
71
90
18
18

16
658
44
152
146
105
139
60
57
22

734
112
50
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Pounds
Carp
Removed
264

232
1352
308
30

370
163
496
767
97
91
32
94

532
1839
1767

836
1107

478

454

174

71
7258.7

784

350

518

56
56
28
266
53
27
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9/28/2022 Boat Electrofishing -0.1 3 27
2022 Total -6.2 306 2164.8

Task 120. Complete reconnaissance (ocular or radio telemetry) to determine if there are and where
spawning aggregations of carp are located.

Task 121. Complete nightly or daytime targeted electrofishing runs until carp are no longer present in
numbers/densities large enough to warrant removal.

8.1.9 Application of Modified Unified Method- MUM
Table 24. Summary of biomass removed using MUM Method

Lake Year Date Method Biomass #Ind. Pounds
Reported Removed Carp Carp
(kg/ha) Removed Removed
Upper 2021 1/29/2021 Commercial Seine + -6.6 160 2297
Prior Gill Net + MUM
Lake | 2021 Total -6.6 160 2297

Task 122. Purchase and construct 1 MUM array.

Task 123. Deploy MUM arrays as needed to move carp aggregations or keep aggregations away from a
particular location.

8.1.10 In-Stream Removals
Stream removals for Spring Lake County Ditch 13 are included with the targeted electrofishing summary
in section 8.1.6 (Table 20).

Stream removals in Upper Prior Lake includes two sites (Table 25). The first and most frequently visited
site is the connection to the Arctic Lake channel located in Mud Bay and is known as the Mud Bay
Cutout. A total of 1,407 individual carp have been removed from this location since 2019. That number
equates to nearly 33 kg/ha of carp biomass removed from Upper Prior Lake. Another 1.3 kg/ha was
removed from the Northwoods Barrier in 2020. Both of the locations have barriers that prevent
movement further upstream, thus stalling carp during their yearly attempt at springtime spawning
migration.

The Mud Bay Cutout location has been a prolific removal location where tens to hundreds of carp can be
removed during one event.

Table 25: Summary of Carp removal efforts at stream locations connected to Upper Prior Lake including
the Mud Bay Cutout and Northwoods Barrier.

Lake Year Date Method Biomass #Ind.Carp Pounds Carp
Reported Removed Removed Removed
(kg/ha)
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Upper = 2019 5/22/2019 | Stream Removal - Mud Bay -12.7 348 4374
Prior Cutout

Lake 6/5/2019 | Stream Removal - Mud Bay -0.7 33 240
Cutout

2019 Total -13.4 381.0 4614.0

2020 5/7/2020 | Stream Removal - -0.9 50 309

Northwoods Barrier
5/18/2020 | Stream Removal - -0.4 21 130
Northwoods Barrier

2020 Total -1.3 71.0 438.4

2021 3/30/2021 | Stream Removal - Mud Bay -4.5 222 1582
Cutout

2021 Total -4.5 222.0 1582.4

2022 4/22/2022 Stream Removal - Mud Bay -4.7 256 1637
Cutout

5/12/2022 | Stream Removal - Mud Bay -3.6 214 1256
Cutout

5/20/2022 | Stream Removal - Mud Bay -6.3 314 2198
Cutout

5/31/2022 | Stream Removal - Mud Bay -0.4 20 140
Cutout

2022 Total -14.9 804.0 5230.7

Carp are still present in Arctic Lake, located upstream from Upper Prior Lake and the Mud Bay Cutout. A
PIT tag station has monitored this stream section 2018 - 2022, however, little to no movement has been
detected in recent years. This decrease in movement is attributed to the barrier and water control
structure that has been in place near the confluence to Upper Prior Lake and in the Mud Bay Cutout. A
small removal event took place in 2022 along the Arctic Lake channel with results shown in table 26.

Table 26. Stream removal in the Arctic Lake — Prior Lake connecting channel in 2022

Lake Year Date Method Biomass #Ind.Carp  Pounds Carp
Reported Removed Removed Removed
(kg/ha)
Arctic 2022 | 5/18/2022 @ Stream Removal -33.0 118 884
2022 Total -33.0 118 884

The opportunity for in-stream removal events occurs only in the springtime and can be somewhat un-
predictable as these pulses of movement often coincide with rain events or a change in water level. In
recent years, a camera placed at the site as well as reports received from the Carp Espionage Program,
have enhanced district and consultant response time to aggregations that present themselves at these
locations. Beyond detecting aggregations in these locations, physical removal can be laborious as carp
are captured using hand dip nets with the aid of a backpack electro-fisher. The district will continue to
modify the techniques used to remove these carp from the system and be innovative in the approach to
trapping carp that are attempting to move so that response time is not as demanding.
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Task 124. Field survey potential in-stream trapping locations.

Task 125. Install trap and cameras at Spring Lake Desilt Pond and Upper Prior Lake Mud Bay cutout.

8.2 Obstruction Removal

One of the most critical factors to a successful seine is have an area that is clear of obstructions on the
lake bottom. The PLSLWD can help prepare known aggregation areas prior to seine season (November —
April) by engaging a commercial netter to run a test seine through areas with their nets, or by running a
chain on the bottom of the lake. These obstruction removals may occur on Spring Lake and Upper Prior
Lake each October/early November to prep the sites if a seine event is anticipated. In the Fall of 2020,
district staff and consultants located obstructions on the lake bottoms that had caused issues during
prior seining attempts. The obstructions were mapped using side scanning sonar and verified using an
underwater drone. Coordinating with commercial netters and a diver, debris ranging from tires to blocks
were found and either moved outside of the seining perimeter or disposed of.

The PLSLWD will also use its underwater drone to check the removal area conditions prior to a seine to
avoid any new or unforeseen obstructions in an area. If there are new obstructions under the ice, they
can potentially be avoided or removed prior to the seine.

In 2022, the two winter seine haul areas were traversed while using side-scan survey to look for any
possible obstructions to seine netting. Near-shore areas were too shallow to access but the areas that
were traversed had no obvious obstructions to pursue for removal.

Figure 28. Obstructions removed from Spring and Upper Prior Lake.
Task 126. Remove obstructions identified by sonar and/or underwater drone.

Task 127. Use sonar to scan established haul locations for the presence of obstructions each fall prior to
ice on.

62| Page



1-10-2023 PLSLWD Board Meeting Materials Page 117

8.3 Barriers

Figure 29. PIT stations, barriers, and carp movements mapped within the watershed
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Barriers may be a critical component of any carp IPM plan. Based on radio and PIT tag data, carp were
clearly exploiting connected waterbodies/wetlands for spawning and recruitment purposes through a
network of migration routes connected to both Spring and Upper Prior Lakes.

Based on this a series of barriers were necessary to limit recruitment so as to maintain lowered carp
biomass due to removal efforts in Tier 1 lakes.

A wide variety of barrier types exist using velocity, electricity, etc. The PLSL WD uses fixed physical
barriers at all locations. These barriers consist of a series of evenly spaced vertical bars to prevent the
movement of adult carp through the barrier while allowing for water flow and the movement of panfish,
forage fish, and smaller gamefish. Spacing is typically 1 7/8” between bars based on head
measurements of ~2-year old carp that were found to be sexually mature.

Task 130. Use data from radio telemetry, PIT stations, and observations such as carp espionage to
identify potential barrier locations.

Task I131. Field survey barrier locations along migration routes.

8.3.1 Ferric Chloride (Geis Wetland)

The existing FeCl Weir barrier from 2003 was re-designed and updated in 2020. This barrier system
needed repair for nearly a decade. The new system requires less maintenance and is designed to be
more effective in high water flood conditions. This barrier was placed in response to PIT tag data
collected at the Ferric Chloride PIT station that showed movement out of Geis Wetland towards Spring
Lake and movement from Spring Lake towards Geis Wetland in the springtime during spawning
migration period.

Task 132. Design barrier for installation at FeCl site.

Task 133. Install barrier at FeCl site.

8.3.2 Desilt

The desilt pond just downstream of the FeCl site and upstream of Spring Lake along CD 13, was
identified as a potential nursery site based on radio tagged carp located there in late spring. To mitigate
this, a rotating drum barrier was designed and installed at the outlet of the pond. However, low water
levels persisted, and carp were found in the pond post installation. These carp were assumed to be
using the secondary channel over the CD weir or were coming from the Geis wetland (prior to the
installation of the FeCl barrier in 2021). The rotating drum barrier was removed in 2019 and the push
trap was installed to effectively trap carp and prevent them from testing the drum barrier and moving
upstream using the secondary channel.

Task 134. Design drum barrier.
Task 135. Install drum barrier.

Task 136. Uninstall drum barrier.
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8.3.3 CD 13 Alternate Flow Weir

As indicated in the section above, carp appear to be accessing the desilt pond using the secondary CD 13
channel over the weir located along this stretch. This is an issue as carp stir up the desilt floc which the
desilt pond is designed for, and carp may be able to spawn successfully in the desilt (undetermined)
potentially contributing to additional carp biomass in Spring Lake.

A design and feasibility is needed to understand if and how a barrier could be installed at the CD 13 weir
structure. The feasibility would need to focus on the ability of water to pass over the weir and through
the barrier without being held back causing flow related issues. This feasibility would also aid in
determining if a no rise certificate is needed.

One design consideration would be the use of removable tines.
Task 137. Complete draft design of carp barrier at CD 13 weir.
Task 138. Complete feasibility study for barrier at'CD 13.

Task 139. Based on feasibility study, install barrier at CD 13 weir.

8.3.4 Tadpole

Since 2020, radio-tagged carp have been accurately documented visiting a small, connected waterbody
to the southwest of Spring Lake during spawning season named Tadpole Pond. A PIT station installed in
2021 confirmed seasonal movement. PLSLWD and WSB consultants began working together to design a
barrier that could meet multiple challenges. The first challenge was to design a barrier knowing it was to
be installed in a channel surrounded by wetland. The design idea formed by turning what our
hypothetical temporary barrier would look like and using long lasting materials like the Northwood
barrier. The second challenge in the design was making sure season fish passage and boat passage when
necessary. Building the barriers in four panels allowed for the middle two to swing open. The third
challenge was that installation was to be completed by the end of the year and to be done without the
use of heavy equipment. Boat access was also limited from low was level in 2021. Building the barrier
panels out of aluminum, using dock anchoring technologies, transporting the fabricated materials to the
site with Jon boats, and hard work made the undertaking possible. The installation of this barrier was
completed on October 15, 2021. Future PIT monitoring at this site will help to confirm the efficiency of
this barrier. More information regarding the Tadpole barrier and its role in the carp management
program can be found in Appendix C.

Task 140. Design tadpole barrier.
Task 141. Install tadpole barrier.
Task 142. Install, download data from, and uninstall PIT station at Tadpole barrier.

8.3.5 Agri-Drain Fish Screen at County Road 12/17 Wetland Restoration Outlet

In 2016, the wetland enhancement project site located at the southeast corner of County Road 12 and
County Road 17 was outfitted carp control grates to prevent carp from entering the wetland from Spring
Lake. The wetland site flows into the northwest corner of Spring Lake and was quickly identified as a
migration route for spawning carp when high water levels in the wetlands and on the lakeside created
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sufficient flow for passage of migrating carp. Carp have visually been seen traveling up the small channel
from Spring Lake into the culvert under Sunset Ave and attempting to enter the wetlands through the
Agri-drain water control structure. Grates were installed on the top the structures to prevent carp
passage.

Task 143. Install fish screen at Agri Drain outlet at 12/17 wetland restoration site.

8.3.6 Temp barrier on Spring to Upper Prior Channel

Anecdotal observations suggested that carp and other fish species use the Spring-Upper Prior
connecting channel as a migration route. To address this, a temporary barrier was installed to
determine if carp movement could be blocked and if the proposed design would work.

The design was a series of horizontal PVC pipes inserted into a series of wooden posts.

Elevated water levels during the spring summer of 2018 caused the channel to increase in width
resulting in an “open channel” on the sides of the barrier that carp could exploit. Scouring along the
bottom of the barrier required a series of sandbags to be installed throughout the growing season to
prevent carp from swimming under the barrier as well.

These issues will need to be addressed if a new barrier is needed in the future.
Task 144. Design temp Spring-Upper Prior connecting channel temporary barrier.
Task 145. Install and monitor Spring-Upper Prior Temporary barrier.

Task 146. Update temporary barrier design.

8.3.7 Northwoods Barrier

In 2019, the District identified a carp nursery site when radio-tagged carp were documented within
Northwood Pond during spring spawning. The potential location for a carp barrier was determined
where carp been observed entering wetland on the west side of Upper Prior Lake along Northwood Ave.
The Northwood Pond PIT station confirmed movement into this basin from Upper Prior Lake. The
District worked with the City of Prior Lake and WSB Consultants on final design for the Northwood carp
barrier. As construction had to wait until after fish spawning period, a temporary carp barrier was
installed at the Northwood carp barrier location that was made from PVC pipe and 2x4s to prevent carp
reaching these spawning grounds. In April of 2020, the temporary PVC carp barrier was removed
immediately prior to the permanent barrier installation. The District worked with WSB Consultants to
ensure the Northwood carp barrier was properly stabilized with vegetation after completion of the
project. In 2021, after the barrier had been installed for one year, zero (0) PIT tags were detected. PIT
station data indicates that the Northwood Pond barrier is effective at preventing migration into the
basin. More information regarding the Tadpole barrier and its role in the carp management in Appendix
C.

Task 147. Design Northwoods Barrier.

Task 148. Dewater and Install Northwoods Barrier.
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8.3.8 Fremont Barrier

The connecting channel between Arctic Lake and Mud Bay in Upper Prior Lake has historically been a
carp migration route. To mitigate this, the district installed a barrier at the culvert pipe outlet on the
Mud Bay side of the culvert under Freemont Avenue. The barrier was unlocked and there was some
indication (citizen observation) that the barrier was being opened from time to time which allowed carp
to move through the barrier an upstream into Arctic Lake.

The barrier was locked in 2021 which prevented movement. The City of Prior Lake also modified the
drop structure on the Arctic Lake side of Freemont further reducing the ability of carp to move through
this location.

Task 149. Install Freemont Barrier.
Task I50. Lock and ensure Freemont Barrier remains locked.

8.3.9 PLOC

Upper Prior Lake flows into Lower Prior Lake both of which share the same Ordinary High-Water level.
The lakes were naturally landlocked until the Prior Lake outlet structure was first build in 1983. The
water when above the weir height of 902.5’ travels nearly % mile underground and enters into the Prior
Lake Outlet Channel, beginning its seven-mile journey to the Minnesota River. The outlet structure was
replaced in 2010 and has a trash rack and accordion weir within the structure. The velocity of the water
leaving the outlet structure combined with the design make carp travel a one-way option. Carp have
been documented traveling downstream at the outlet structure where they end up in the daylight pond
near Jeffers Pond Elementary School. The outlet structure is considered a one-way barrier where carp
are unable to move upstream back into Lower Prior Lake.

8.4 Bluegill Stocking

Research completed by the Minnesota Aquatic Invasive Species Research Center (MAISRC) showed that
bluegill sunfish are the main predator of carp, preying on the eggs and larvae of carp young of year. Carp
actively seek out nursery sites that are devoid of these predator fish and proliferate in lakes where
bluegill abundance is low. A robust panfish and gamefish population may act as biological control and
complements the other IPM strategies (Weber et al., 2012). These predator fish are necessary to
prevent carp recruitment after a significant portion of the carp biomass has been removed or to keep
carp from establishing in lakes.

In 2017, the PLSLWD partnered with the University of Minnesota as part of a graduate research project
to assess the effectiveness of using bluegill sunfish as biocontrol for common carp (Poole, 2018). The
eastern basin at the 12/17 wetland restoration site was one of four study basins in the Twin Cities metro
area used; it was stocked with both spawning carp and adult bluegill to measure the effective rate of
bluegill predation on carp eggs. The results from the study indicate that bluegill predation had a major
effect on the abundance of post-larval carp. In the 12/17 wetland study basin, there 0% recruitment of
carp during the study period.

As part of the workplan for this project, this District and WSB used trap netting and electrofishing
methods to collect data where carp are migrating to and spawning (Figure 29). These methods are ideal
for sampling young of year carp and bluegills. While bluegills typically have self-sustaining populations,
winterkill is common in smaller shallow basins where carp can exploit the lack of predator fish. Project
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managers analyzed sample data (Table 27) and worked with the DNR to determine where bluegill
stocking could be an effective control method.

Table 27. YOY Carp and Bluegill Trap Netting and Electrofishing Presence Absence Summary

Key - Presence (P), Absence (A), Trap Netting (TN), Electrofishing (E) Bluegill Stocking (B)

Waterbody Year Common Carp Bluegill Sample Method Stocking
Geis Wetland | 2019 P P E, TN
2020 P P E, TN B
2021 P P TN B
Tadpole Pond | 2019 P P TN
2020 P P TN
Pike Lake = 2019 A P TN
2020 A P TN
Lower Jeffers | 2021 P P TN
Pond
Upper Jeffers = 2021 A P TN
Pond
Arctic Lake | 2019 A P TN
Northwoods Pond | 2020 A A TN B
2021 A A TN B
Spring Lake* | 2019 A P E
2020 P P E
2021 P P E
Upper Prior Lake* | 2019 A P E
2020 A P E
2021 A P E
12/17 Wetland | 2020 P P TN
2021 A P TN
Desilt Pond | 2020 A P TN
2021 A P TN B
Buck Lake | 2019 A P TN

* Spring and Upper Prior Lakes Survey Data include DNR Fisheries data
** Additional Waterbodies with absence of YOY carp and blue without stocking are not shown in the table

Prior to any barrier installations, Geis Wetland, Desilt Pond, and Tadpole Pond were all interconnected
form a carp spawning standpoint. All three water bodies are along County Ditch 13, which inlets into
Spring Lake. Geis Wetland is furthest upstream, just south of the Ferric Chloride treatment facility; Desilt
Pond is right after the Ferric Chloride treatment; and Tadpole Pond is just downstream of Desilt Pond.
Northwoods Pond lies to the west of Upper Prior Lake and is not directly connected to County Ditch 13
or the other three water bodies.

Acting upon this information and the bluegill and carp young of year (YoY) sampling discussed
previously, the district has stocked three (3) locations with bluegill. The table below displays stocking
completed to date.
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Table 28. District-wide bluegill stocking totals.

Waterbody 2020 Stocking 2021 Stocking | 2022 Stocking
Geis Wetland 2,000 2,000 2,400
Northwoods Pond | 900 700 0

Tadpole Pond 100 0 0

Desilt Pond 0 700 1,200

All of these wetlands and ponds have been used for carp spawning; however, as permanent barriers
have been installed on Geis Wetland, Tadpole Pond, and Northwoods Pond, carp spawning locations and
behaviors have been altered. In order to utilize bluegill stocking efficiently and effectively, changes in
bluegill stocking have been made accordingly. As can be seen in Table 28 above, neither Northwoods
Pond nor Tadpole Pond were stocked with bluegill in 2022. That decision was based on barrier locations,
PIT tag data, YOY trap net data, and carp spawning activities.

As the District moves forward with potential future bluegill stocking, those factors will continue to be
used in order to determine optimal stocking basins.

8.4.1 Geis Wetland

Carp do not appear to be accessing Geis wetland based on radio and PIT data due to the installation of
the barrier. Low water levels and anoxic conditions during 2021 and 2022 winter has resulted in
winterkills. Carp carcasses have appeared at the outflow of the wetland suggesting carp are still present.
Bluegill stocking efforts should continue until carp presence is absent.

Task 151. Stock Geis with Bluegill based on a 300/acre stocking rate if water levels are at normal pool.

8.4.2 Northwoods Pond

Stocking had been completed as this was a nursery prior to the barrier installation. Stocking has been
discontinued as carp are no longer able to access this site. Low water levels have also led to draw-down
like conditions further solidifying evidence carp are not present.

Task 152. Stock Northwoods Pond with Bluegill at a rate of 300/acre.

8.4.3 Desilt Pond

The desilt pond is still “on-line” as there is not a barrier on the CD 13 secondary channel and radio
tagged carp are still accessing this location. Bluegill and largemouth bass were documented in desilt in
2022 so may be acting to limit spawning and recruitment of carp from larvae to age-0 fingerling.

Task 153. Stock desilt pond with bluegill at a rate of 300/acre.

8.4.4 Tadpole Pond
Carp do not appear to be accessing Tadpole Pond based on radio and PIT data due to the installation of
the barrier.

Task 154. Stock Tadpole Pond with bluegill at a rate of 300/acre.
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8.5 Protect and Improve Fish and riparian Habitat

Habitat forms the basis for a quality and therefore resilient fishery which may then provide biocontrol to
prevent carp from spawning, recruiting, and dominating waterbodies.

Data collection efforts and summaries are provided in section 7.0 of this plan. Unfortunately, there are
not many implementation opportunities within the district to implement riparian habitat improvements
as much of the riparian zone around many of the lakes is privately owned.

The district however will remain vigilant and opportunistic for opportunities to improve fish habitat
within the riparian zone and in lake areas above and beyond existing programs to manage aquatic
invasive species and improve water quality.

Task I55. Manage invasive aquatic plants to promote growth of native submergent aquatic vegetation.

Task I156. Investigate opportunities for in-lake fish habitat.

8.6 Carp Disposition Options

A secondary requirement of carp management is determining proper disposition after they are removed
from the water. When working with commercial netters, carp are primarily taken to live market.
Conditions leading to live market are large removals during late fall and throughout the winter. Factors
such as market economics and live haul transportation availability can impact commercial netting
schedules. PLSLWD works with local farmers, residents, and organizations to find suitable locations for
carp when removals are small and/ or occur during the spring and warmer months. Carp disposition has
posed challenging at times and has led to lack of removal action due to uncertainties in where the carp
will end up. Continued efforts are needed to identify non-commercial or innovative commercial options
for carp disposition in consultation with DNR and other stakeholders.

Options for the disposition of removed carp include, but are not limited to:
e Live market
e Dead market
e Rendering/Fertilizer
e Organic Recycling
e Animal Feeding Operations
e Burial
e Incineration

Task I157. Investigate options for carp reuse and/or disposal.
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As the baseline data collection and implementation phase tasks are completed and carp biomass is
reduced sustainably, this PLSL WD carp management program will enter the maintenance phase.

Perhaps one of the most data driven metrics that triggers a pivot from implementation to maintenance
is achieving the two (2) goals outline in this IPM- Meeting carp biomass densities in Upper Prior and
Spring Lakes (100 kg/ha).

Once this has been accomplished the PLSL WD can reassess these goals and establish a new sset of goals
for the watershed or simply restate these goals as “maintain” carp biomass density at 100 kg/ha which
will be supported by the maintenance tasks listed below and by additional implementation as needed.

9.1 Update PEs and Removals

To determine if carp biomass levels remain at or below the stated goal of 100 kg/ha, the district will
complete a population estimate (boat electrofishing CPUE) on Tier 1 lakes annually and may include Tier
2 or 3 lakes as budget and data dictate. Proactively identifying increases in carp biomass will allow the
district to remain “on top of” carp recruitment and prevent losses to water quality and ecological
integrity.

Under this phase a strategic and purposeful approach to integrate automated and remote
sampling/data collection will be made to reduce staff time and provide needed data.

Task M1. Complete CPUE abundance estimates annually on Spring Lake and Upper Prior Lake after the
biomass density goal is met.

Task M2. Based on findings on Upstream waterbodies, Update PEs for these lakes on a similar schedule
(can alternate and batch CPUEs to save funds).

Task M3. If a spike in PE is detected, implement removal as a rapid response action.

9.2 Sampling for YoY and Juvenile

Similar to updating PEs to monitor the “pulse” of carp abundance throughout the watershed, sampling
for YoY and juvenile carp will aid in proactively managing carp reproduction and recruitment before it is
a large-scale problem.

Task M4. Complete sampling for young of year/juvenile carp and bluegill on tier 1 lakes once every 2 to
3 years.

Task M5. Sample documented nursery sites to ensure no spawning or recruitment success once every 2
to 3 years.

Task M6. Stratified random sampling for YoY in hydrologically connected waterbodies every 2 to 3 years.
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9.3 Fishery Surveys and Bluegill stocking
Task M7. Update baseline (MN DNR Standard) survey using the same methodology for comparative
analysis every 4 years.

Task M8. Complete Targeted bluegill survey to augment or fill data gaps from standard survey
concurrently with standard survey (every 4 years).

9.4 Bluegill Stocking

PLSLWD will continue assessing carp nursery locations for bluegill populations. More bluegills will be
stocked in identified nursery locations if deemed necessary to prevent carp recruitment. Additional
nursery locations based on spring 2022 spawning observations will be analyzed for potential bluegill
stocking 2023.

Task M9. Stock bluegills if water quality is sufficient and carp reproduction is detected.

9.5 Ageing

Task M10. Collect and assess carp otoliths from a subsample of 50-100 individuals once every 5 years to
monitor changes and identify recruitment events or increases in abundance in Spring Lake and Upper
Prior Lake

9.6 PIT Monitoring

The district has invested finances, time, and staff knowledge building into developing a network of PIT
monitoring stations. The network will require minimal financial investment to maintain and may be
used for other data collection purposes for other fish species if required. Maintaining the network can
also make is available for rapid response in the event it is needed for carp monitoring.

Task M11. Seasonal installation and monitoring of PIT station network.
Task M12. Data download and analysis of PIT data.

Task M13. Implant additional PIT Tags to increase the number of at-large PIT tags to 500 at any one
time.

9.7 Barriers

As a structural BMP, the carp barriers should be inspected annually for signs of wear and other issues
that carp may exploit (undermining of sediment below barrier) to remain effective. Maintenance should
be scheduled as needed.

Task M14. Develop an annual carp barrier inspection SOP and associated form.

Task M15. Complete annual carp barrier inspections for all barriers.

9.8 Radio Telemetry

A goal of 10 active radio tags in each Spring and Upper Prior Lakes are found to be a high enough
guantity to determine aggregations while low enough to make tracking time effective. Radio tag battery
life is good for around 24 months. Implanting 5 radio tags in both lakes every year has been the general
procedure.

Task M16. Implant radio tags if necessary.
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9.9 Permits
Activities completed in the IPM are permitted through the MN DNR.

Task M17. Acquire annual MN DNR scientific and/or Class C commercial fishing permits as needed.

9.10 Innovation Process

The District will continue to explore options for removals using non-commercial fishing crews.
Researching and deploying novel methods has allowed the District to utilize year-round management
practices and have success while does so.
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Table 29. Baseline Data Collection Planning Table

2023 2024
Q2 Q3 Q4 Ql Q2 Q3 Q4
Sub-Phase Phase- Baseline Data Collection Status
Complete initial boat electrofishing CPUE Estimate for Fish Lake Complete
Complete Initial boat electrofishing CPUE Estimate for Spring Lake Complete
Complete Initial boat electrofishing CPUE Estimate for Arctic Lake Complete
Complete Initial boat electrofishing CPUE Estimate for Upper Prior Lake Complete
Complete Initial boat electrofishing CPUE Estimate for Lower Prior Lake Complete
Abundance Complete Initial boat electrofishing CPUE Estimate for Jeffers Pond Planned
Complete Initial boat electrofishing CPUE Estimate for Pike Lake Complete -__
Generate a mark and recapture estimate for Upper Prior Lake Complete
Generate a mark and recapture estimate for Spring Lake Complete
Calculate internal P load from carp based on data collected in Task BDC1 and 2 Complete
Implant 10 adult carp with high frequency radio transmitters in Spring Lake in 2015-2016 Complete
Implant 10 adult carp with high frequency radio transmitters in Upper Prior Lake in 2015-2016 Complete
Complete a weekly surveys in winter to identify carp aggregation areas in Spring Lake and Upper Prior Lake Complete
Complete weekly surveys during carp spawning period to identify migration routes and nursery sites Complete
Movement Complete monthly surveys during summer and fall to document last known locations and identify potential open water seining areas Complete
Transfer field data from each telemetry survey to GIS (create shapefile). Complete
Install PIT station in waterways connecting lakes and wetlands to Upper Prior Lake and Spring Lake to provide additional specificity on
carp migration (date and time) and determine if other tributaries are being utilized. Complete
Download PIT data Complete
Assess and Report on PIT data Complete
Complete baseline fisheries (MN DNR Standard) survey to document assemblage and relative abundance (MN DNR) Complete
Complete targeted YoY and Juvenile carp and bluegill survey in Desilt pond Complete
Complete targeted YoY and Juvenile carp and bluegill survey in tadpole pond Complete
Complete targeted YoY and Juvenile carp and bluegill survey in Spring Lake Planned
Biocontrol Complete targeted YoY and Juvenile carp and bluegill survey in Arctic Lake Complete
Complete targeted YoY and juvenile carp and bluegill surveys in Geis Wetland Complete
Complete targeted YoY and juvenile carp and bluegill surveys in Northwood Pond Complete
Complete targeted YoY and juvenile carp and bluegill surveys in Unnamed Potential Nursery Sites Connected to Spring Lake Complete
Complete targeted YoY and juvenile carp and bluegill surveys in Unnamed Potential Nursery Sites Connected to Upper Prior Lake Complete
Ageing Collect a subsample of 50 to 100 individual carp for otolith removal and aging analysis from Spring Lake Planned
Collect a subsample of 50 to 100 individual carp for otolith removal and aging analysis from Upper Prior Lake Planned
Habitat Complete a baseline “score your shore” or other ecological assessment to evaluate riparian and/or in lake habitat Planned
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Table 30. Implementation Planning Table
2022 2023 2024 2025
Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 |4 a1 @2 (@3 4 |1 (@2 (@3 |4
TaskID  |Sub-Phase Phase-Implementation
11 IAcquire "Class C" issued MN DNR Commercial Fishing Permit
12 Complete initial seine netting at haul location #1 on Spring Lake Complete
13 Complete initial Seine netting at haul location #1 on Upper Prior Lake Complete
14 Identify other locations for seine netting based on radio tag aggregations in both Spring Lake and Upper Prior Lake Complete
15 Open Water Seine Feasibility Test on Spring Lake and Upper Prior Lake - Mud Ba Complete
16 Complete reconnaissance in secondary and tertiary seine netting locations for obstruction and impediments to netting with the use of “practice seines”. Complete, as needed
17 Complete at least 1 commercial seine netting attempt in both Spring and Upper Prior Lakes if aggregations persist and conditions allow once/year until biomass goals are met.
18 Implement micro hauls in open water targeting radio tagged or sonar indicated aggregations in areas where a small seine can be deployed and retrieved easily by hand if necessary.
19 Request gill netting authorization from MN DNR Complete
110 Complete gill netting feasibility on both Upper Prior and Spring Lakes to determine feasibility and mortality to bycatch Complete
111 Based on feasibility results implement the use of gill nets as a removal technique as needed Complete; on-going
112 Survey Spring Lake and Upper Prior Lake for Box net location Complete
113 Poll Spring Lake residents to gain shoreline access for additional box netting location Complete
114 Test Baiting at Spring Lake and Upper Prior Lake potential box net location Complete
115 Install, operate, and remove box nets Complete; on-going
116 Db Construct Push trap and install at desilt pond outlet Complete
Physical Removal - .
117 Design and build Newman Trap Complete
118 Install and monitor Newman Trap making modifications as necessary Complete
119 Install Newman trap as needed
120 Complete reconnaissance (ocular or radio telemetry) to determine if there are and where spawning aggregations of carp are located Complete
121 Complete nightly or daytime targeted electrofishing runs until carp are no longer present in numbers/densities large enough to warrant removal Complete; on-going
122 Purchase and construct 1 MUM array Complete
123 Deploy MUM arrays as needed to move carp aggregations or keep aggregations away from a particular location Complete; as-needed
124 Field survey potential in-stream trapping locations Complete
125 Install trap and cameras at Spring Lake Desilt Pond and Upper Prior Lake Mud Bay cutout Complete; on-going - - -
126 Remove obstructions identified by sonar and/or underwater drone Complete
127 Use sonar to scan established haul locations for the presence of obstructions each fall prior to ice on Complete; on-going
157 Investigate Options for carp reuse and/or disposal options
128 Administrative and Update PLSLWD Carp IPM in August 2023 ||
129 Planning or Outreach Maintain carp biomass removal records
130 Use data from radio telemetry, PIT stations, and observations such as carp espionage to identify potential barrier location Complete
131 Field survey candidate barrier locations Complete
132 Design barrier for installation at FeCl site Complete
133 Install barrier at FeCl site Complete
134 Design drum barrier Complete
135 Install drum barrier Complete
136 Uninstall drum barrier Complete
137 Complete draft design of carp barrier at CD 13 weir Planned
138 Complete feasibility study for barrier at CD 13 Planned
139 Based on feasibility study, install barrier at CD 13 weir Planned
140 Barriers Design tadpole barrier Complete
141 Install tadpole barrier Complete
142 Install, download data from, and uninstall PIT station at Tadpole Barrier Complete
143 Install fish screen at Agri Drain outlet at 12/17 wetland restoration sit Complete
144 Design temp Spring-Upper Prior connecting channel temporary barrier Complete
145 Install and monitor Spring-Upper Prior Temporary barrier Complete
146 Update Spring-temporary barrier design Complete
147 Design Northwoods Barrier Complete
148 Dewater and Install Northwoods Barrier Complete
149 Install Freemont Barrier Complete
150 Lock and ensure Freemont Barrier remains locked Complete
151 Stock Geis with Bluegill based on a 300/acre stocking rate if water levels are at normal poo Complete
152 Biocontrol Stock Northwoods Pond with Bluegill at a rate of 300/acre Complete
153 Stock desilt pond with bluegill at a rate of 300/acre Complete
154 Stock Tadpole Pond with bluegill at a rate of 300/acre Complete
155 Manage invasive aquatic plants to promote growth of native submergent aquatic vegetation Complete; on-going
156 Habitat Investigate opportunities for in-lake fish habitat Planned
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Table 31. Maintenance Planning Table

Page 130

TaskID |Sub-Phase Phase-Maintenance Status
Complete CPUE abundance estimates annually on Spring Lake and Upper Prior Lake after the biomass density
M1 goal is met Planned
Abundance Based on findings on Upstream waterbodies, Update PEs for these lakes on a similar schedule (can alternate and
M2 batch CPUEs to save funds) Planned
M3 If a spike in PE is detected, implement removal as a rapid response action Planned
M4 Complete sampling for young of year/juvenile carp and bluegill on tier 1 lakes once every 2 to 3 years Planned
M5 Recruitment Sample documented nursery sites to ensure no spawning or recruitment success once every 2 to 3 years Planned
M6 Stratified random sampling for YoY in hydrologically connected waterbodies every 2 to 3 years. Planned
M7 Update baseline (MN DNR Standard) survey using the same methodology for comparative analysis every 4 years Planned
Biocontrol Complete Targeted bluegill survey to augment or fill data gaps from standard survey concurrently with standard
M8 survey (every 4 years)
M9 Stock bluegills if water quality is sufficient and carp reproduction is detected. Planned
Ageing Collect and assess carp otoliths from a subsample of 50-100 individuals once every 5 years to monitor changes
M10 and identify recruitment events or increases in abundance in Spring Lake and Upper Prior Lake Planned
M11 Seasonal installation and monitoring of PIT station network Planned
M12 Data download and analysis of PIT data Planned
M13 Movement Implant additional PIT Tags to increase the number of at-large PIT tags to 500 at any one time Planned
M14 Develop an annual carp barrier inspection SOP and associated form Planned
M15 Complete annual carp barrier inspections for all barriers
M16 Implant radio tags if necessary. Planned
M17 Administrative Acquire annual MN DNR scientific and/or Class C commercial fishing permits as needed.

76 |Page



1-10-2023 PLSLWD Board Meeting Materials Page 131

Successful implementation of the IPM has achieved through the support of state and federal grant funds
as well as partnering with local organizations and volunteers.

BG Stocking — Prior Lake Rotary, Spring Lake Association, Prior Lake Association

Grants — Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR), Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
(MPCA), Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

Project partners — Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community (SMSC), City of Prior Lake, Volunteers
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Visit the following sites online to download the appendices documents:

APPENDIX A — CARP MANAGEMENT COST-BENEFIT SUMMARY 2020
https://www.plslwd.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Carp-Cost-Benefit-Summary.pdf

APPENDIX B — 2018 CLEAN WATER PARTNERSHIP GRANT FINAL REPORT
https://www.plslwd.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/CWP-Carp-Management-Grant-FINAL-Report_Jun-
2018.pdf

APPENDIX C — PLSLWD 319 FINAL REPORT 2022
https://www.plslwd.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/319-Final-Report_Public.pdf
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PRIOR LAKE SPRING LAKE WATERSHED DISTRICT

Financial Report - Cash Basis

January 1, 2022 Through December 31, 2022

Page 133

**Reflects bills paid through December 31, 2022**

2022 Actual Results

Program 2022
Element Budget December 2022 YTD YTD % of Budget|
General Fund (Administration)
Revenues
Property Taxes $ 246,200 114,584 244,146 99%
Grants - - - #DIV/0!
Interest = (1,414) 5,854 #DIV/0!
Other - - - #DIV/0!
Total Revenues $ 246,200 113,170 250,000 102%
Expenditures

Administrative Salaries and Benefits S 133,800 17,176 126,602 95%
703 - Telephone, Internet & IT Support 20,000 2,270 15,297 76%
702 - Rent 27,400 2,318 26,987 98%
706 - Office Supplies 10,000 963 7,208 72%
709 - Insurance and Bonds 12,800 - 13,524 106%
670 - Accounting 27,000 1,570 26,738 99%
671 - Audit 7,700 - 8,500 110%
903 - Fees, Dues, and Subscriptions 1,500 61 406 27%
660 - Legal (not for projects) 6,000 - 1,314 22%
General Fund (Administration) Expenditures $ 246,200 24,358 226,576 92%
Net Change in General Fund - 88,813 23,424

DRAFT - Amounts subject to change during preparation of the Audit
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PRIOR LAKE SPRING LAKE WATERSHED DISTRICT

2022 Budget

January 1, 2022 Through December 31, 2022

Page 134

**Reflects bills paid through December 31, 2022**

2022 Actual Results

Program 2022
Element Budget December 2022 YTD YTD % of Budget
Implementation Fund
Revenues
Property Taxes S 1,602,735 745,657 1,584,795 99%
Grants/Fees 105,000 - 105,388 100%
Interest - 7,684 12,575 #DIV/0!
Sales/Other - - 500 #DIV/0!
Budget Reserves 252,700 - - 0%
Total Revenues $ 1,960,435 753,341 1,703,258 87%
Expenditures
Program Salaries and Benefits (not JPA/MOA) S 461,700 40,813 401,155 87%
Water Qual 550 Public Infrastructure Partnership Projects S 6,750 - - 0%
Water Qual 611 Farmer-led Council 61,000 39 27,803 46%
Water Qual 611 Cost-Share Incentives 58,000 - 39,785 69%
Water Qual 611 Highway 13 Wetland, FeCl system & Desilt, O& M 65,000 187 6,454 10%
Water Qual 611 Fish Management, Rough Fish Removal 88,000 1,340 72,466 82%
Water Qual 611 Spring Lake Demonstration Project Maintenance 1,050 550 1,054 100%
Water Qual 611 Alum Internal Loading Reserve 230,000 - - 0%
Water Qual 611 Upper Prior Lake Phase Il Sediment Monitoring 20,000 - - 0%
Water Qual 637 District Monitoring Program 109,000 2,411 46,194 42%
Water Qual 626 Planning and Program Development 20,000 4,865 17,776 89%
Water Qual 626 Engineering not for programs 15,000 752 14,018 93%
Water Qual 626 Debt Issuance Planning 10,000 - - 0%
Water Qual 648 Permitting and Compliance 27,000 1,148 30,992 115%
Water Qual 648 Update MOAs with cities & county 10,000 - - 0%
Water Qual 648 BMP and easement inventory & inspections 12,000 - 517 4%
Water Qual 626 Upper Watershed Blueprint 443,035 17,731 77,143 17%
Water Qual 752 Fish Lake Shoreline Restoration Project Maintenance - - 3,458 #DIV/O!
Water Qual 611 Fish Stocking 3,000 - 3,505 117%
WQ TOTAL $ 1,178,835 29,022 341,164 29%
T 1T 1]
Water Storage  [550 District-wide Hydraulic & Hydrologic model S 5,000 - - 0%
Water Storage  [550 S&I Sutton Lake Outlet Structure Project 125,400 - 3,296 3%
WS TOTAL $ 130,400 - 3,296 3%
[ [ 1]
AIS 611 Aquatic Vegetation Mgmt S 7,000 - 3,174 45%
AIS 637 Automated Vegetation Monitoring (BioBase) 5,000 - 131 3%
AIS 637 Aquatic Vegetation Surveys 18,000 10,700 22,400 124%
AIS 637 Boat inspections on Spring, Upper & Lower Prior 30,000 6,378 31,037 103%
AIS TOTAL 60,000 17,078 56,743 95%
[
Ed & Out 652 Education and Outreach Program S 10,000 11 2,487 25%
E&O TOTAL S 10,000 S 11| $ 2,487 25%
|
PLOC Contribution S 19,500 - 19,148 98%
Debt Payment Reserve 100,000 - - 0%
Total Implementation Fund $ 1,960,435 86,924 823,992 42%
Net Change in Fund Balance Implementation Fund - 666,418 879,266
Grant Funds/Fees Anticipated
Water Qual 611 Farmer-led Council (BWSR Grant) S 10,000
648 New Easement Acquisition Fees 5,000
Water Qual 648 BMP and easement violations fees 500 DRAFT - Amounts subject to change during
626 Upper Watershed Blueprint (BWSR WBIF Grant) 19,800 preparation of the Audit
550 S&I Sutton Lake Outlet (DNR Flood Hazard Grant) 62,700
AIS 611 Aquatic Vegetation Mgmt. (Scott County) 7,000
Total Grant Funds/Fees Anticipated S 105,000
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PLSLWD Monthly Treasurers Report Treasurer: Christian Morkeberg
Account balances as of 12/31/2022

Old National Bank (Checking Account) $ =

Sterling Bank (Checking Account) $ -

4M Fund (Checking Account) $ 1,649,377

4M Plus Account $ 1,172,957

Total Uncleared Transactions $ =

SUBTOTAL $ 2,822,334
RESTRICTED/COMMITTED FUNDS

Restricted - Permit Deposits, etc. $ 127,001

Restricted - PLOC Contingency Reserve (850) $ 262,633

Restricted - PLOC O&M Funds (830) $ (12,624)

Committed - Alum Internal Loading Reserve $ 480,000

Committed - Upper Watershed Blueprint Fund Balance $ 362,300

Committed - Debt Payment $ 100,000

TOTAL DISTRICT/PLOC RESTRICTED OBLIGATIONS $ 1,319,310

Available cash at end of December 2022 $ 1,503,024

65.4% of 2022 Budget

DRAFT - Amounts subject to change during preparation of the Audit
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Month (End of Month) Jan 2022 Feb 2022 | Mar2022 | Apr2022 May 2022 Jun 2022 Jul 2022 Aug 2022 | Sept2022 | Oct2022 | Nov2022 | Dec2022
Cash on Hand (Inc. 4M

r d) $1,223,157 | $1,072,763 | S 966,996 | S 887,945 | S 786,363 | $1,661,896 | $1,569,025 | $1,433,119 | $1,405,927 | $1,314,937 | $1,253,788 | $1,503,024
un
Restricted/Committed
Fund S 977,195 | S 970,484 | $1,000,461 [ $ 912,165 S 942,723 | S 929,501 [ $ 995,586 [ $ 982,158 | $ 973,049 | $ 953,855 | $ 808,850 | $1,319,310
unds
Total Cash on Hand $2,200,352 | $2,043,247 | $1,967,457 | $1,800,110 | $ 1,729,086 | $2,591,397 | $2,564,611 | $2,415,277 | $2,378,976 | $2,268,792 | $2,062,638 | $2,822,334
2022 Cash Flow Projections
$3,000,000
$2,500,000
$2,000,000
$1,500,000
$1,000,000
$500,000
s,
Jan 2022 Feb 2022 Mar 2022 Apr 2022 May 2022 Jun 2022 Jul 2022 Aug 2022 Sept 2022 Oct 2022 Nov 2022 Dec 2022

m Restricted/Committed Funds

M Cash on Hand (Inc. 4M Fund)
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PLSL Watershed District
Starting cash on hand Cash Minimum Balance Alert $ 150,000
Jan 2022 Feb 2022 Mar 2022 Apr 2022 May 2022 Jun 2022 Jul 2022 Aug2022 | Sept2022 Oct 2022 Nov 2022 Dec 2022
Total
Cash on hand (beginning of month) ' $ 2,288,043 $ 2,200,352 $ 2,043,247 $ 1,967,457 $ 1,800,110 $ 1,729,086 $ 2,591,397 $ 2564611 $ 2,415277 $ 2,378,976 $ 2,268,792 $ 2,062,638
Cash Receipts

Property Tax Levy S -3 -3 - S - s - $ 968,039 $ - s - s - s - s 660 S 860,242 | $ 1,828,941
BWSR WBIF - Lower MN River - - 15,830 - - - - - - 3,957 - - 19,787
BWSR BWF Metro Grant - - - - 18,500 18,500
DNR Flood Hazard Mitigation Grant - - - - - - - 43,999 - - - 43,999
Grants - Other - - - - - - 2,664 - - - 16,904 - 19,568
PLOC Contributions - - - - 69,993 - 28,410 - - - - - 98,403
Interest Income 6 6 7 10 118 450 1,770 2,466 2,931 3,194 2,787 5,489 19,234
Other Receipts - - - - 500 3,534 24,237 (24,237) - - - 1,708 5,742
Total Cash Reciepts| $ 6] 6[s 15837]s 10]s  7oe11]s 972023[s s7081|s (177)$s  46930[Ss  7151|s  38851|$  867,439[$ 2,054,174

Total Cash Available| $ 2,288,049 $ 2,200,358] § 2,059,084| $ 1,967,467 $ 1,870,721 s 2,701,109 $ 2648478[$ 2,542,840 S 2462207| $ 2,386,127 $ 2307,643] $ 2,930,077

Cash Paid Out
Salaries and Per Diems $ 41,794 $ 37,000 $ 55501 $ 42,212 $ 51016 $ 39,133 $ 38518 $ 58271 $ 42225 $ 33977 § 42442 S  57,989|$ 540,178
Office Expense, Audit, Accounting 3,423 5,751 8,095 9,738 19,199 11,743 15,967 8,024 9,727 6,069 6,024 11,274 115,034
PLSLWSD Program Costs 40,586 107,548 16,022 27,111 13,770 40,997 20,957 50,440 26,212 58,095 51,534 24,157 477,429
PLOC Contribution 19,148 - 19,148
PLOC Operations 1,894 6,712 12,009 88,296 38,502 17,839 8,425 10,828 5,067 19,194 145,005 14,323 368,094
Debt Service
subtotal| $ 87,697 [$ 157111|s  one27]$s 167357[$ 141635|$ 109712]$  s3867[s 127563|s  83231]$ 117335[$ 245005] S 107,743
Cash on Hand (end of|
montry| $ 2200352| $ 2,043247|'$ 1,967,457 | $ 1800110 | § 1729086 | $ 2,501,397 | $ 2564611 |$ 2415277 | $ 2378976 |$ 2268792 | $ 2,062,638 | $ 2,822,334
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Prior Lake-Spring Lake Watershed District
Balance Sheet

12/31/2022
Balance
Cash/Investments
Sterling Bank S -
Old National Bank -
4M Fund/US Bank 2,822,334
S 2,822,334
Receivables
PLOC - Contributions -
Other Receivables -
Total Assets S 2,822,334
Liabilities
Permit Security S 66,566
Permit Deposits 60,435
127,001
Fund Balance
Restricted 250,009
Committed 942,300
Unassigned 1,503,024
2,695,333
Total Liabilities and Fund Balance S 2,822,334

DRAFT - Amounts subject to change during preparation of the Audit
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PLSLWD
Cost Analysis
Year to Date 12-31-2022

Year to Date 12-31-2022

Amount % of total

Program staff costs 401,155 38.2%
Consultants

EOR 108,834

Blue Water Science 11,700

WSB & Associates 65,479

Scott Soil and Water Cons. 66,800

RMB Environmental Labs 10,103

Waterfront Resorations 23,947

286,864 27.3%

Projects - (without staff cost or consultants)

Hard costs, exclusive of prog staff & consultant costs 116,825
Permitting Revenue -
116,825 11.1%

Overhead and Administration

Staff costs 126,602
Audit/Accounting/Legal 36,552
Other admin overhead 63,422

226,576 21.6%

Bonds payments - 0.0%
PLOC Contribution 19,148 1.8%
Expenses excluding PLOC expenses per manager report 1,050,568 100.0%

No assurance is provided on this statement.
This statement omits required disclosures.
This statement is prepared on the cash basis of accounting.
DRAFT - Amounts subject to change during preparation of the Audit
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WORKSHOP MEETING MINUTES
Tuesday, December 13, 2022
Prior Lake City Hall
4:00 PM

Members Present: Bruce Loney, Frank Boyles, Christian Morkeberg, Matt Tofanelli,
Ben Burnett

Staff & Consultants Present: Joni Giese, District Administrator
Patty Dronen, Administrative Assistant
Emily Dick, Water Resources Project Manager
Elizabeth Froden, Water Resources Specialist
Carl Almer, District Engineer, EOR

Others Present: Lisa Quinn, Spring Lake Township
Christopher Crowhurst, CAC
Mike Beard, Scott County Commissioner

The meeting was called to order at 4:02 PM.

Handouts not included in Workshop meeting materials

District Administrator Giese handed out one staff memo requesting board authorization carry
forward PTO above the PTO cap for Administrator Giese into 2023 that was inadvertently not
included in the board packet. The second was revised board resolution 22-364 that included total
alum reserve fund value after the 2022 alum reserve commitment. Board action on both items
will be requested at the board meeting starting at 6 pm. Both handouts were explained, and any
associated questions were answered.

2023 Potential Flood Storage Projects — Emily Dick, PLSLWD Project Manager

Emily presented an updated staff evaluation of potential 2023 Flood storage projects. The
projects were evaluated based on weighted evaluation criteria and professional judgement. The
number of impacted landowners was deemed the most relevant to future project success and
feasibility and represented 45% of the total ranking value. Elevation change represented 36% of
the total ranking value, and regulatory burden represented the remaining 19%.
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Staff’s highest ranked projects was as follows:

Ranking Project
Number
1 6
2 5
3 4
4 13
5 3
6 1

Emily stated the staff rankings were presented to the CAC for review and comment. The CAC'’s top
preferred projects were Project Numbered 6, 1, and 9.

Manager Loney mentioned if cost/acre foot of storage obtained was the highest ranking
evaluation, projects numbered 10, 11 and 6 would rank highest.

Manager Tofanelli inquired what specific flood goal the District was trying to achieve through
these projects. Various perspectives were shared regarding the criteria that should be used to
evaluate potential projects. Based on commonality between staff ranking and CAC expressed
preference, it was suggested that projects numbered 1 and 6 be advanced for further
consideration as the two potential projects to be advanced to feasibility study. A motion was
made by Manager Boyles to advance projects numbered 6 and 1 for further consideration for
potential advancement to feasibility study. Second by Manager Burnett. All Ayes. Passed 5-0.

PLOC Lining

There is a half mile long section of the outlet pipe that is at an age and condition that its useful life
would be extended if it were lined. In 2022 three nonbinding estimated lining costs were provided
by pipe lining contractors. Estimated lining costs ranged from $560,000 to $2,000,000. Manager
Loney was interested in learning whether there could be potential cost savings if the pipe is lined
when water levels are low and no/minimal water flowing through the pipe.

The pipe lining project is located in PLOC Segment 1, with approximately 87% of lining cost being
funded by PLSLWD. The City of Prior Lake would be responsible to fund approximately 12.9% of
the cost and approximately 0.1% of the cost would be funded by the Shakopee Mdewakanton
Sioux Community.

Potentially advancing the pipe lining project will be discussed at the PLOC Cooperators meeting
scheduled for Thursday, December 15, 2022. The pipe lining project is not currently in the 2023
PLOC budget. If the project proceeds and the construction bids come in on the high end, the
District would likely need to bond to fund the District’s portion of the project.

One of the contractors solicited for a nonbinding estimate suggested a thinner liner could be
considered if the pipe was still structurally sound, resulting in a significantly reduced lining cost.

Budget Update
At the November board workshop, board managers expressed a desire to keep the 2023 budget
increase under 5%. The revised proposed budget included in the board packet reflected a budget
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increase of 4.9%. If the debt reserve line item for the 2023 budget is reduced from $100,000 to
$80,000, the resulting budget increase would be 3.8%. The board all agreed to move forward with
a proposed 3.8% increase for the public hearing.

District Permitting Update

Administrator Giese presented updates on the work being performed by Paul Nelson regarding
advancing equivalency agreements with LGU partners, comprised of the City of Prior Lake, the City
of Savage, and Scott County. Previously established equivalency agreements have expired. Staff
intend to hold meeting with LGUs in January to discuss the following:

e Review gaps identified between the District’s and LGU’s rules and how gaps will be
resolved in order to achieve equivalency between the District and LGU rules

e Review of draft Memorandums of Agreement

e Develop an agreed upon process between the LGU and PLSLWD regarding how and when
PLSLWD best integrates into the LGU’s development review process to ensure a smooth
process for permittees

e Discuss how additional flexibility built into the District’s new rules would be implemented

In addition, Administrator Giese is holding discussions with Scott SWCD to determine if the SWCD
can provide services that would support District permitting activities.

Liaison Update
Manager Boyles will attend the SCALE meeting later this week.

Manager Tofanelli —Manager Loney attended the CAC meeting in Manager Tofanelli’s place. I-LIDS
and flood storage projects were primary discussion topics at the CAC meeting.

Manager Morkeberg presented the Fish Lake feasibility project status information at the Spring
Lake Township meeting. For the Scott SWCD meeting, there was a question raised about District’s
interest in funding a rain garden project.

Manager Burnett — Lower MN Watershed meeting is 12/14. No items pertinent to PLSLWD were
brought forward during Scott County meeting.

Manager Loney — A grant management presentation was made at the Scott WMO that staff and
managers may want to view. Scott MWOQO'’s proposed 2023 budget increase was 5%. The PLOC
meeting is scheduled for December 15, 2022. For the March and April 2023 board workshops and
meetings, Manager Loney will either miss or participate virtually depending on whether a virtual
meeting can be set up to comply with open meeting laws.

President Loney recognized Scott County Commissioner Mike Beard, who did not run for re-
election and therefore will no longer be the liaison to the PLSLWD. Commissioner Beard provided
24 years of service to the community. Jody Brennan has been elected to fill Commissioner Beard’s
position.
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Programs and Projects Monthly Summary

Board member Boyles inquired if the programs and projects summary prepared by staff should
transition to a quarterly report. After discussion it was agreed that the report should continue to
be prepared monthly.

Meeting adjourned at 5:45 pm

Respectfully submitted
Patty Dronen
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REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
Tuesday, Dec 13, 2022
Prior Lake City Hall
6:00 PM

Members Present: Bruce Loney, Christian Morkeberg, Frank Boyles,
Matt Tofanelli, Ben Burnett

Staff & Consultants Present:  Joni Giese, District Administrator
Jeff Anderson, Water Resources Coordinator
Shauna Capron, Water Resources Technician
Carl Almer, EOR, District Engineer
Emily Dick, Water Resources Project Manager
Elizabeth Froden, Water Resources Specialist
Others Present: Ben Brant and Eric Lee with Waterfront Restorations

e 1.0CALL TO ORDER & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:
Meeting was called to order by President Loney at 6:01 pm. Everyone present recited the
Pledge of Allegiance.

e 2.0PUBLIC COMMENT
¢ No general public comments.
e Manager Boyles motioned to open the public hearing for the 2023 Budget and Levy
resolutions (22-362 and 22-363), 2" by Manager Morkeberg, passed 5-0.
* No public comments.
« Manager Boyles motioned to close the public hearing, 2" by Manager
Burnett, passed 5-0.
« Manager Boyles motioned to pass Resolution 22-362 (2023 Budget), 2"
by Manager Morkeberg, passed 5-0.
« Manager Boyles motioned to pass Resolution 22-363 (2023 Levy), 2" by
Manager Morkeberg, passed 5-0.

e 3.0 APPROVAL OF AGENDA
e Manager Tofanelli moved to approve the agenda. Seconded by Manager Boyles.
Motion passed 5-0.
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e 40O0THER OLD/NEW BUSINESS

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

Programs & Projects Update

e Staff provided a report of its many activities the preceding month, and some
upcoming events.

e Lakesare iced over.

2022 Watercraft Inspections Report: Waterfront Restorations
e Ben Brant presented the Watercraft Inspections Report.

2023 1-LIDS Program

e District Administrator Joni Giese, presented the staff recommendation to not
renew the I-LIDS project for 2023 and that budgeted I-LIDS funds would be
better spent on additional watercraft inspections.

e Manager Boyles motioned to discontinue the I-LIDS program without
committing budgeted I-LIDS funds to watercraft inspections. 2" by Manager
Tofanelli. Motion passed 5-0.

Year End Fund Commitments

e Manager Boyles motioned to pass Resolution 22-364 - Alum Internal Loading
Fund Balance Commitment. 2nd by Manager Tofanelli. Motion passed 5-0.

e Manager Boyles motioned to pass Resolution 22-365 - Upper Watershed
Blueprint Fund Balance Commitment. 2nd by Manager Tofanelli. Motion
passed 5-0.

e Manager Boyles motioned to pass Resolution 22-366 - Debt Payment Reserve
Fund Balance Commitment. 2nd by Manager Burnett. Motion passed 5-0.

Staff Water Resources Conference Presentation

e Jeff Anderson, Shauna Capron, and Elizabeth Froden gave a presentation,
Carp Removal as an Approach to Increase Submerged Aquatic Vegetation and
Reduce Phosphorus that was also presented at the fall 2022 Water Resources
Conference.

e 5.0 TREASURER’S REPORT
Treasurer Morkeberg summarized the financial information contained in the packet
including:
5.1 Monthly Financial Reports

Financial Report
Treasurers Report
Cash Flow Projections

e 6.0 CONSENT AGENDA

6.1
6.2
6.3
6.4
6.5
6.6

Meeting Minutes — November 15, 2022, Board Workshop
Meeting Minutes — November 15, 2022, Board Meeting
Meeting Minutes — October 27, 2022, CAC Meeting
Claims List & Visa Expenditures Summary

2022 District Administrator PTO carry forward

Johnson Estates Conservation Easement

Motion to approve the consent agenda by Manager Tofanelli. 2" by Manager
Morkeberg. Motion passed 5-0.



1-10-2023 PLSLWD Board Meeting Materials Page 146

e 7.0 UPCOMING MEETING/EVENT SCHEDULE:

e PLOC Cooperators Meeting, Thursday, December 15, 2022, 12:00 pm (Prior Lake
City Hall — Parkview Conference Room)

e Board of Managers Workshop, Tuesday, January 10, 2023, 4:00 pm (Prior Lake City
Hall — Parkview Conference Room)

e Board of Managers Meeting, Tuesday, January 10, 2023, 6:00 pm (Prior Lake City
Hall — Council Chambers)

e CAC Meeting, Thursday, January 26, 2023, 6:30 — 8:00 pm (Prior Lake City Hall -
Wagon Bridge Conference Room)

e 8.0 ADJOURNMENT

e Motion to adjourn by Manager Morkeberg. 2nd by Manager Tofanelli. Motion
passed 5-0.
e Meeting adjourned at 7:43 pm.

Respectfully Submitted,
Ben Burnett, PLSLWD Secretary, 12/29/22
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CLA - accountant

1/10/2023

Prior Lake Spring Lake Watershed District
Claims list for Invoice Payments due for the prior month
Managers will consider approving this claims list - Staff payroll and Manager per diems have already been paid via ADP. After the managers vote, two
Managers will approve the claims through Bill.com and payment, either ACH or by check will be sent the the vendors. Staff will request that all
vendors provide information on their invoices to fit into the categories below

Christian Morkeberg, Treasurer

Page 147

Vendor Invoice Link Description Amount
1. Watershed District Projects (excluding staff payroll)
RMB Environmental Laboratories X Ferric Balance Due S 485.00
Watershed Monitoring S 2,071.00
Metropolitan Council X CAMP S 4,940.00
Vessco Inc. X Winterizing of FeCl facility S 1,000.00
Tech Sales Co. X pH sensor for monitoring sonde S 235.00
Xcel Energy X Utilities - 18051 Langford Blvd $15.99
Three River Park District X Lake Water Quality Monitoring & Laboratory Analysis S 15,931.00
Ravenview Farm X December FLC Meeting Speaker Fee S 200.00
Blue Water Science X McComas - Aquatic Plant Workshop, Aug. 2022 S 450.00
EOR X FeCl Site & Desilt Pond Monitoring $886.50
General Engineering $2,731.25
Upper Watershed Blueprint $2,359.50
Buck Lake East Wetland Enhancement Feasibility $375.75
Sutton Lake Management Plan $461.00
BWSR FY22-23 WBIT Work Plans $709.75
District Monitoring Program $375.75
Permitting $918.50
Rule Revisions $250.50
Subtotal| $ 34,396.49
2. Outlet Channel - JPA/MOA (excluding staff payroll)
EOR PLOC Segment 1, 4, & 5A Bank Repair S 61.09
PLOC Segment 1, 4, & 5A Bank Repair S 404.72
PLOC Segment 1, 4, & 5A Bank Repair S 297.82
PLOC XP-SWMM Updates S 2,807.50
PLOC Vegetation/Stability Inspections S 897.25
Annual certification prep, attendance at PLOC Mtg S 781.00
Minnesota Dirt Works X Final Close-out PLOC 2022 Bank Stabilization - Final S 612.68
Final Close-out PLOC 2022 Bank Stabilization - Final S 4,058.98
Final Close-out PLOC 2022 Bank Stabilization - Final S 2,986.80
CLA PLOC Accounting S 1,000.00
Subtotal| $ 13,907.84
3. Payroll, Office and Overhead
ADP Manager Per Diems S 853.02
ADP Staff Payroll S 21,606.59
ADP Taxes & Benefits S 13,573.52
Fidelity Investments X S 165.38
NCPERS X Life Insurance Premiums - January S 96.00
Reliance Standard X January LTD and STD Premiums S 799.58
HealthPartners X Health Insurance Premiums S 5,122.83
City of Prior Lake X Rent (February 2023) S 2,317.50
CLA X Monthly Accounting S 1,530.00
Payroll processing S 328.00
Technology and Client Support Fee S 142.90
Rymark X January Billing (11 workstations) S 1,007.15
X Elizabeth's computer and set up S 1,904.98
Paradigm Consulting X Elizabeth - Database S 95.00
Metro Sales X Monthly charges $ 155.00
VISA November - December Billing S 2,827.23
Subtotal| $ 52,524.68
TOTAL| $ 100,829.01
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Prior Lake-Spring Lake Watershed District
VISA Transactions 11/24/2022-12/23/2022
Trans Date Merchant Name Amount Receipt Staff Approval Class Customer Expense Description
Link
11/24/2022|AMZN Mktp US*HI8SS09L2 $7.95 X Patty Dronen 405 General Fund 706 Office Supplies Staple remover
11/25/2022 | ADOBE CREATIVE CLOUD $110.54 X Patty Dronen 626 Planning Planning and Program Development 903 Dues/Fees/Subscriptions Software
11/27/2022|IRONCLAD STORAGE $220.00 X Jeff Anderson 611 Operations & Maintenance Fish Mgmt - Equipment, Storage & Maintenance |876 Field Equipment & Maintenance Equipment storage
11/29/2022 | GROUPGREETING $5.36 X Patty Dronen 405 General Fund 706 Office Supplies Staff greeting card
12/4/2022 | UNITEDHEALTHONE $70.49 X Patty Dronen 405 General Fund 570 Salaries, Per Diems & Benefits Emily health premium
12/4/2022 |UNITEDHEALTHONE $221.48 X Patty Dronen 405 General Fund 570 Salaries, Per Diems & Benefits Emily health premium
12/4/2022|VZWRLSS*APOCC VISB $28.08 X Jeff Anderson 648 Regulation LGU Permit & Inspections 876 Field Equipment & Maintenance Cell data
$30.16 Jeff Anderson PLOC 839 PLOC Equipment & Maintenance 876 Field Equipment & Maintenance Cell data
$15.08 Jeff Anderson 611 Operations & Maintenance Fish Mgmt - Equipment, Storage & Maintenance |876 Field Equipment & Maintenance Cell data
12/7/2022 |HOLIDAY STATIONS 0198 $84.79 X Jeff Anderson 637 Monitoring & Research Equipment Storage & Maintenance 801 Gas, Mileage Truck gas and car wash
12/7/2022|CUB FOODS #1640 $274.75 X Patty Dronen 626 Planning Planning and Program Development 806 Program Costs-Miscellaneous Volunteer Thank you VISA Gift Cards
12/7/2022|CUB FOODS #1640 $329.70 X Patty Dronen 626 Planning Planning and Program Development 806 Program Costs-Miscellaneous Volunteer Thank you VISA Gift Cards
12/7/2022|CUB FOODS #1640 $329.70 X Patty Dronen 626 Planning Planning and Program Development 806 Program Costs-Miscellaneous Volunteer Thank you VISA Gift Cards
12/7/2022|CUB FOODS #1640 $329.70 X Patty Dronen 626 Planning Planning and Program Development 806 Program Costs-Miscellaneous Volunteer Thank you VISA Gift Cards
12/8/2022 | OFFICEMAX/DEPOT 6767 $34.67 X Elizabeth Froden [405 General Fund 706 Office Supplies HDMI adapter for new laptop
12/9/2022 |RIDGES AT SAND CREEK (FAN $358.63 X Emily Dick 611 Operations & Maintenance Farmer-led Council 902 Meals and Lodging December FLC Meeting Food
12/11/2022 | TARGET 00018333 $5.08 X Patty Dronen 626 Planning Planning and Program Development 902 Meals and Lodging Staff Event
12/12/2022 | Microsoft#G017684567 $4.83 X Patty Dronen 626 Planning Planning and Program Development 903 Dues/Fees/Subscriptions Microsoft Azure
12/13/2022|Jimmy Johns $111.44 X Patty Dronen 626 Planning Planning and Program Development 902 Meals and Lodging Board Manager meal
12/15/2022 | Prior Lake Hardware S 76.43 X Jeff Anderson 611 Operations & Maintenance Fish Mgmt - Carp Removals-Seining 876 Field Equipment & Maintenance Hardware for under ice crawler + shovel
12/15/2022| Davannis S 22.48 X Patty Dronen PLOC 839 PLOC Administrative Expenses 902 Meals and Lodging PLOC Cooperators meal
12/18/2022 | AMAZON S 39.99 X Patty Dronen 405 General Fund 706 Office Supplies Pens
12/19/2022|GROUPGREETING S 5.36 X Patty Dronen 405 General Fund 706 Office Supplies Sympathy Card
12/23/2022|ADOBE CREATIVE CLOUD S 110.54 X Patty Dronen 626 Planning Planning and Program Development 903 Dues/Fees/Subscriptions Software
Finance Charge S 38.01 Patty Dronen 626 Planning Planning and Program Development 903 Dues/Fees/Subscriptions Late fee/Finance charge

TOTAL

$2,865.24
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PLSLWD Board Staff Report P R I o R LA K E

December 29, 2023
SPRING LAKE
Al

Subject | 2023 Permit Fee Schedule
Board Meeting Date | January 11, 2023 Item No: 6.4
Prepared By | Joni Giese, District Administrator
Attachments| None

Proposed Action| Approve 2023 Permit Fee Schedule

BACKGROUND

When the PLSLWD first began administering permits, the Board of Managers determined that it
is in the public interest to require applicants to pay the cost of administering, reviewing, and
inspecting permit applications rather than using the District’s annual administrative levy for
such purposes. The PLSLWD collects two types of permit fees for projects:

Permit Fee Deposits: The Permit Fee Deposit (PFD) is due at the time that the permit
application is submitted. The PFD includes a $10 application fee and an amount held in
escrow to be used for the actual costs of permit review, field inspections, monitoring and
related expenses. Note: In accordance with Rule K, PFDs are not charged to government
agencies.

Permit Securities: A Permit Security is a cash security or an irrevocable renewable letter of
credit to ensure completion of the permitted activity in accordance with the permit and the
rules of the District. The Permit Security is due following Board approval of the application,
prior to permit issuance, and can vary in amount based on project activities. Note: In
accordance with Rule L, Permit Securities are required from the contractors of government
agencies.

In Resolution 19-330, the Board adopted the most recent permit fee deposit and security
schedule. This schedule is as listed below:

PERMIT FEE DEPOSITS:

ACTIVITY \ PERMIT FEE DEPOSIT
Stormwater Management (new or reconstructed impervious surface): $1,000 per acre
Erosion & Sediment Control (area of disturbance) $1,000 per acre

Bridge or Culvert Crossing of a Public Water, Prior Lake Outlet Channel, or | $2,000 per crossing
other drainage way (only drainage ways with tributary area > 100 acres)
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Drainage Alterations $1,000
Buffer Strips $3,000
PERMIT SECURITIES:
Land Disturbance (area of disturbance) $2,000 per acre

IN ADDITON: Land disturbance within 100 feet of a Public Ditch, Public + 510 per linear foot
Water or Prior Lake Outlet Channel (parallel distance in linear feet along

waterbody)
Stormwater Management (acre-foot of volume/water quality storage $20,000 per acre-foot
required)
Floodplain Alteration (cubic-foot of mitigation) $7.50 per cubic-foot

Bridge or Culvert Crossing of a Public Ditch, Public Water or Prior Lake Outlet | $5,000 per crossing
Channel

According the District Rules, the permit fee schedule should be reviewed and approved
annually. Any changes to the permit fee schedule require an official resolution by the board.

ACTION ITEM

District staff recommend that the current permit fee schedule continue on without changes.
Staff is requesting that the Board approve the continuation of the existing permit fee schedule
for 2023.
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6.5 2023 Regular Board Meeting Schedule

Page 151

Second Tuesday of each month (unless otherwise noted below*), starting at 6:00 PM in the

Prior Lake City Hall Council Chambers.

January 10
February 14
March 14
April 11

May 9

June 13

July 11
August 8
September 12
October 10
November 14
December 12
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6.6

2023 CAC Meeting Schedule

Last Thursday of each month (*unless noted below), 6:30 — 8:00 PM
Wagon Bridge Conference Room, Prior Lake City Hall

January 26
February 23
March 30
April 27

May 25

June 29

July 27
August 31
September 28
October 26
*November — NO MEETING

*December 7

Page 152
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6.7 2023 Citizen Advisory Committee Members

The Prior Lake-Spring Lake Watershed District’s (PLSLWD) Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) consists of
residents who provide input and recommendations to the Board on projects, reports, prioritization and
act as the primary interface for the Board to address the current issues of concern of the local citizens.

The CAC meets monthly on the last Thursday of the month at 6:30 pm at the Prior Lake City Hall (4646
Dakota St. SE, Prior Lake, MN 55372). Members serve three-year terms and must reside within the
Watershed District and are appointed by the PLSLWD Board of Managers.

CURRENT MEMBERS
Matt Newman Woody Spitzmueller Christopher Crowhurst
TERM: 06/2020 — 03/2023 TERM: 04/2022 — 03/2025 TERM: 05/2020 — 03/2023
Loren Hanson Curtis Witt Maureen Reeder
TERM: 04/2021 - 03/2024 TERM: 05/2022 — 03/2025 TERM: 05/2021 — 03/2024
David Hagen Ron Hoffmeyer
TERM: 7/2021 -3/2024 TERM: 05/2022 — 03/2025

*Members serve three-year terms on a staggered basis. Terms end in March and new terms start in April.
New member terms are assigned to reflect the nearest three-year term.
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PRIOR LAKE

SPRING LAKE

6.8 Selecting the 2023 Official Newspaper

The Board of Managers selects the Prior Lake American as its official District newspaper for
2023.
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PRIOR LAKE

SPRING LAKE

6.9 Selecting the District Depository Bank

The Board of Managers selects Minnesota Municipal Money Market Fund (4M Fund) in
Albertville, Minnesota, in association with US Bank, Prior Lake Branch, as its official District
Depository Bank for 2023.
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PLSLWD Board Staff Report P R I o R LA K E

January 4, 2023
SPRING LAKE
Al

Subject | 2023 WSB Carp Management Services Contract

Board Meeting Date | January 10, 2023 ItemNo | 6.10

Prepared By | lJeff Anderson, Water Resources Coordinator

Attachments | 2022 WSB Carp Management Services Contract

Action | Motion to approve the 2023 WSB Carp Management Services Contract

BACKGROUND

WSB has performed carp management services for the PLSLWD since 2015 and are experts in the field of
invasive common carp. They have helped the District meet grant objectives, annual goals, and lead
innovative plans during this time period.

Discussion

Carp management is an integral part of improving the water quality in Spring and Upper Prior Lakes. The
carp management program is also relied on to achieve assurances set in the 2019-2021 BWRS grant.
District staff and consultants are set to continue carp management as outlined in the 2023 Integrated
Pest Management Plan for Carp. The 2022 WSB Carp Management Services Contract Scope of Services
(Exhibit A) outlines five tasks where WSB will complete annual objectives resulting in reduction of carp
biomass, assessing populations, tracking movement through PIT stations, data analysis and reporting,
and project management. Contracted services also include the coordination and subcontracting of
commercial netters. The knowledge and experience learned in previous years continues to be used to
drive cost effectiveness as a tool to select removal methods through the calendar year.

ACTION REQUESTED

District staff is requesting that the Board of Managers approve the attached 2022 WSB Carp
Management Services Contract written not to exceed $68,800.
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AGREEMENT BETWEEN
PRIOR LAKE - SPRING LAKE WATERSHED DISTRICT and
WSB & ASSOCIATES, INC

2023 CARP MANAGEMENT SERVICES

This agreement is entered into by the Prior Lake - Spring Lake Watershed District, a
public body with powers set forth at Minnesota Statutes chapters 103B and 103D
(PLSLWD), and WSB & Associates, Inc. dba WSB, a Minnesota corporation (CONSULTANT).
In consideration of the terms and conditions set forth herein and the mutual exchange
of consideration, the sufficiency of which hereby is acknowledged, PLSLWD and
CONSULTANT agree as follows:

1. Scope of Work

CONSULTANT will perform the work described in the 1/10/2023 Scope of Services attached as
Exhibit A (the "Services"). Exhibit A is incorporated into this agreement and its terms and
schedules are binding on CONSULTANT as a term hereof. PLSLWD, at its discretion, in writing may
at any time suspend work or amend the Services to delete any task or portion thereof. Authorized
work by CONSULTANT on a task deleted or modified by PLSLWD will be compensated in
accordance with paragraphs 5 and 6.

2. Independent Contractor

CONSULTANT is an independent contractor under this agreement. CONSULTANT will select the
means, method and manner of performing the Services. Nothing herein contained is intended or
is to be construed to constitute CONSULTANT as the agent, representative or employee of
PLSLWD in any manner. Personnel performing the Services on behalf of CONSULTANT or a
subcontractor will not be considered employees of PLSLWD and will not be entitled to any
compensation, rights or benefits of any kind from PLSLWD.

3. Subcontract and Assignment

CONSULTANT will not assign, subcontract or transfer any obligation or interest in this agreement
or any of the Services without the written consent of PLSLWD and pursuant to any conditions
included in that consent. PLSLWD consent to any subcontracting does not relieve CONSULTANT
of its responsibility to perform the Services or any part thereof, nor in any respect its duty of care,
insurance obligations, or duty to hold harmless, and indemnify under this agreement. PLSLWD
hereby approves the use of Don Geyer, Tim Adams, and/ or Jeff Reidemann as subcontractors.

4, Duty of Care; Indemnification

CONSULTANT will perform the Services with reasonable care and in a manner consistent with that
degree of care and skill ordinarily exercised by members of the same profession currently
practicing under similar circumstances at the same time and in the same or similar locality.
CONSULTANT will hold harmless and indemnify PLSLWD, its board members, employees from
actions, costs (including reasonable attorney fees), damages and liabilities to the extent caused
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by: (a) CONSULTANT’s negligent or otherwise wrongful act or omission, or breach of a specific
contractual duty; or (b) a subcontractor’s negligent or otherwise wrongful act or omission, or
breach of a specific contractual duty owed by CONSULTANT to PLSLWD. For any claim subject to
this paragraph by an employee of CONSULTANT or a subcontractor, the indemnification obligation
is not limited by a limitation on the amount or type of damages, compensation or benefits payable
by or for CONSULTANT or a subcontractor under workers’ compensation acts, disability acts or
other employee benefit acts.

5. Compensation

PLSLWD will compensate CONSULTANT for the Services on an hourly basis and reimburse for
direct costs in accordance with Exhibit A. Invoices will be submitted monthly for work performed
during the preceding month. Payment for undisputed work will be due within 30 days of receipt
of invoice. Direct costs not specified in Exhibit A will not be reimbursed except with prior written
approval of the PLSLWD administrator. Subcontractor fees and subcontractor direct costs, as
incurred by CONSULTANT, will be reimbursed by PLSLWD at the rate specified in PLSLWD’s written
approval of the subcontract.

The total payment for each task will not exceed the amount specified for that task in Exhibit A
unless specifically authorized in writing by PLSLWD. The total payment for the Services will not
exceed $68,800. Total payment in each respect means all sums to be paid whatsoever, including
but not limited to fees and reimbursement of direct costs and subcontract costs, whether
specified in this agreement or subsequently authorized by the administrator. PLSLWD recognizes
there are rental fees associated with Box Nets and telemetry PIT Tracking Devices detailed in
Exhibit A. Other equipment operated or owned by CONSULTANT to complete the scope of services
does not include usage fees.

CONSULTANT will maintain all records pertaining to fees or costs incurred in connection with the
Services for six years from the date of completion of the Services. CONSULTANT agrees that any
authorized PLSLWD representative or the state auditor may have access to and the right to
examine, audit and copy any such records during normal business hours.

6. Termination; Continuation of Obligations

This agreement is effective when fully executed by the parties and will remain in force until end
of day 1/9/2024 unless earlier terminated as set forth herein.

PLSLWD may terminate this agreement at its convenience, by a written termination notice stating
specifically what prior authorized or additional tasks or services it requires CONSULTANT to
complete. CONSULTANT will receive full compensation for all authorized work performed, except
that CONSULTANT will not be compensated for any part performance of a specified task or service
if termination is due to CONSULTANT’s breach of this agreement.

Insurance obligations; duty of care; obligations to indemnify and hold harmless; and document-
retention requirements will survive the completion of the Services and the term of this
agreement.
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7. No Waiver

The failure of either party to insist on the strict performance by the other party of any provision
or obligation under this agreement, or to exercise any option, remedy or right herein, will not
waive or relinquish such party’s rights in the future to insist on strict performance of any provision,
condition or obligation, all of which will remain in full force and affect. The waiver of either party
on one or more occasion of any provision or obligation of this agreement will not be construed as
a waiver of any subsequent breach of the same provision or obligation, and the consent or
approval by either party to or of any act by the other requiring consent or approval will not render
unnecessary such party’s consent or approval to any subsequent similar act by the other.

Notwithstanding any other term of this agreement, PLSLWD waives no immunity in tort. This
agreement creates no right in and waives no immunity, defense or liability limit with respect to
any third party of this agreement, specifically but not exclusively Section 4.

8. Insurance

At all times during the term of this Agreement, CONSULTANT will have and keep in force the
following insurance coverages:

A. General: $1.5 million, each occurrence and aggregate, covering CONSULTANT’s
ongoing and completed operations on an occurrence basis and including
contractual liability.

B. Professional liability: $1.5 million each claim and aggregate. Any deductible will
be CONSULTANT’s sole responsibility and may not exceed $200,000. Coverage
may be on a claims-made basis, in which case CONSULTANT must maintain the
policy for, or obtain extended reporting period coverage extending, at least three
(3) years from completion of the Services.

C. Automobile liability: $1.5 million combined single limit each occurrence coverage
for bodily injury and property damage covering all vehicles on an occurrence
basis.

D. Workers’ compensation: in accordance with legal requirements applicable to
CONSULTANT.

CONSULTANT will not commence work until it has filed with PLSLWD a certificate of insurance
documenting the required coverages and naming PLSLWD as an additional insured for general
liability, along with a copy of the additional insured endorsement establishing coverage for
CONSULTANT’s ongoing and completed operations as primary coverage on a noncontributory
basis. The certificate will name PLSLWD as a holder and will state that PLSLWD will receive written
notice before cancellation, or a change in the limit of any described policy under the same terms
as CONSULTANT.
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9. Compliance With Laws

CONSULTANT will comply with all applicable laws and requirements of federal, state, local and
other governmental units in connection with performing the Services and will procure all
licenses, permits and other rights necessary to perform the Services.

In performing the Services, CONSULTANT will ensure that no person is excluded from full
employment rights or participation in or the benefits of any program, service or activity on the
ground of race, color, creed, religion, age, sex, disability, marital status, sexual orientation, public
assistance status or national origin; and no person who is protected by applicable federal or state
laws, rules or regulations against discrimination otherwise will be subjected to discrimination.

10. Data and Information

All data and information obtained or generated by CONSULTANT in performing the Services,
including documents in hard and electronic copy, software, and all other forms in which the data
and information are contained, documented or memorialized, are the property of PLSLWD.
CONSULTANT hereby assigns and transfers to PLSLWD all right, title and interest in: (a) its
copyright, if any, in the materials; any registrations and copyright applications relating to the
materials; and any copyright renewals and extensions; (b) all works based on, derived from or
incorporating the materials; and (c) all income, royalties, damages, claims and payments now or
hereafter due or payable with respect thereto, and all causes of action in law or equity for past,
present or future infringement based on the copyrights. CONSULTANT agrees to execute all
papers and to perform such other proper acts as PLSLWD may deem necessary to secure for
PLSLWD or its assignee the rights herein assigned.

PLSLWD may immediately inspect, copy or take possession of any materials on written request to
CONSULTANT. On termination of the agreement, CONSULTANT may maintain a copy of some or
all of the materials except for any materials designated by PLSLWD as confidential or non-public
under applicable law, a copy of which may be maintained by CONSULTANT only pursuant to
written agreement with PLSLWD specifying terms.

11. Data Practices; Confidentiality

The requirements of Minnesota Statutes §13.05, subdivision 11, apply to this agreement.12.
PLSLWD Property

All property furnished to or for the use of CONSULTANT or a subcontractor by PLSLWD and not
fully used in the performance of the Services, including but not limited to equipment, supplies,
materials and data, both hard copy and electronic, will remain the property of PLSLWD and
returned to PLSLWD at the conclusion of the performance of the Services, or sooner if requested
by PLSLWD. CONSULTANT further agrees that any proprietary materials are the exclusive
property of PLSLWD and will assert no right, title or interest in the materials. CONSULTANT will
not disseminate, transfer or dispose of any proprietary materials to any other person or entity
unless specifically authorized in writing by PLSLWD.

Any property including but not limited to materials supplied to CONSULTANT by PLSLWD or
deriving from PLSLWD is supplied to and accepted by CONSULTANT as without representation or

4
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warranty including but not limited to a warranty of fitness, merchantability, accuracy or
completeness. However, CONSULTANT’s duty of professional care under paragraph 4, above,
does not extend to materials provided to CONSULTANT by PLSLWD or any portion of the Services
that is inaccurate or incomplete as the result of CONSULTANT’s reasonable reliance on those
materials.

13. Notices

Any written communication required under this agreement to be provided in writing will be
directed to the other party as follows:

To PLSLWD:

Joni Giese, District Administrator

Prior Lake - Spring Lake Watershed District
4646 Dakota Street SE

Prior Lake MN 55372

To CONSULTANT:
Tony Havranek, Director of Fisheries
WSB & ASSOCIATES, INC

477 Temperance Street
St Paul, MN 55101

Either of the above individuals may in writing designate another individual to receive
communications under this agreement.

14. Choice of Law; Venue

This agreement will be construed under and governed by the laws of the State of Minnesota.
Venue for any action will lie in Scott County.

15. Whole Agreement

The entire agreement between the two parties is contained herein and this agreement
supersedes all oral agreements and negotiations relating to the subject matter hereof. Any
modification of this agreement is valid only when reduced to writing as an amendment to the
agreement and signed by the parties hereto. PLSLWD may amend this agreement only by action
of the Board of Managers acting as a body.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, intending to be legally bound, the parties hereto execute and deliver this
agreement.
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CONSULTANT

By Date: January 3,2023
Its Tony Havranek, Director of Fisheries

PRIOR LAKE -SPRING LAKE WATERSHED DISTRICT

By Date:
Its
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Exhibit A
Scope of Services
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Exhibit A
2023 Scope of Services

1/10/2023

TASK 1: Project Management

Complete administrative tasks (budget), permit acquisition, and meetings with district and internal staff,
planning, and board. Task also includes presentations to the board of managers and/or citizen advisory
committee.

Project Management Budget:

Max. Unit
Cost Rate
Staff Time Director of Fisheries 183.00 /hr.
Sr. Environmental Scientist 122.00 /hr.
TOTAL BUDGET: $5,800

Project Management Deliverables: Meeting notes, permits, and presentation.
Task 2: Carp Removal and Seining

Residual carp biomass in both Upper Prior and Spring Lakes will need to be targeted to ensure that carp
biomass density thresholds are achieved and kept below the 100 kg/ha threshold that may negatively
impact the alum treatments and associated water quality and lake ecology. The Consultant will
coordinate both open water and under ice carp removals using a variety of gear types including seine
nets, gill nets, electrofishing, specialized traps, and box nets. The consultant will coordinate removal
events to be completed by commercial fishing crews. Removal schedules will be coordinated with
district staff and timing will be dictated by weather and fish aggregations. Carp removal may also be
completed on connected waterbodies such as Geis Wetland where data indicates there may be a
remnant population of both adult and juvenile carp that have the potential to migrate to Spring Lake
and Prior Lakes. Consultant will aid in scanning for obstructions in haul areas on Spring and Upper Prior
Lakes before seining occurs.

Carp Removal Budget:

Max. Unit
Cost Rate
Staff Time Director of Fisheries 183.00 /hr.

Sr. Environmental Scientist 122.00 /hr.
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Environmental Scientist 122.00 /hr.

Box Net Rental $1,500 /net/season

$3,000-58,000
Sub-Contractors Commercial Netters (varies) /event

TOTAL BUDGET: $47,000

Carp Removal Deliverables: Remove carp biomass, report on total pounds removed per attempt,
removal observations, contract commercial netters.

Task 3. Population Assessments

The Consultant will complete assessments of the carp population to determine abundance and gather
other essential population characteristic data to track changes in abundance and identify reproduction
and recruitment. CPUE assessments will be conducted on Spring Lake, Upper Prior Lake. CPUE
assessments may be conducted on Fish Lake if budget allows. A total of 10-14 carp captured from survey
or removal efforts will surgically implanted with radio tags. Remainder of three 2022 PIT tags will be
implanted during removal events in 2023. PLSLWD will supply new 2023 radio tags.

Population Assessment Project Budget:

Max. Unit Cost Rate
Staff Time Sr. Environmental Scientist 122.00 /hr.
TOTAL BUDGET: $5,000

Population Assessment Project Deliverables: Updated population estimate spreadsheet. Implant a total
of 10 radio tags into carp from Spring or Prior Lakes. Implant the approximately 40 remaining 2022 PIT
tags.

Task 4. PIT Set Up and Data Analysis

The Consultant will collaborate with District staff to identify locations of 2023 PIT stations, install District
PIT station at these locations, and be available for troubleshooting as budget allows. PIT stations in 2023
are set to have software and firmware upgrades. Consultant will work to set-up 1-2 “parasite” telemetry
PIT tracking devices on District stations. PLSL District staff will be responsible for downloading data from
each of the PIT stations and providing the data to WSB for analysis. PLSL District staff will also regularly
monitor PIT stations to assure that the stations have power and are working properly as well as uninstall
stations for storage.

PIT Station Equipment, Set Up, and Data Analysis Budget:
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Max. Unit Cost | Rate
Staff Time Sr. Environmental Scientist 122.00 /hr.
Director of Fisheries 183.00 /hr.
PIT “parasite” Telemetry Rental | $2000 /unit/ season

TOTAL BUDGET: $7,000

PIT Station Set Up and Data Analysis Deliverables: Memo summarizing PIT data.
Task 5. Data and Reporting

The Consultant will coordinate with PLSL District staff to prepare an update to the annual PLSL
Watershed Carp IPM. In addition, the consultant will maintain existing fishery datasets and update as
needed.

Data and Reporting Budget:

Max. Unit
Cost Rate | Total Budget
Staff Time Director of Fisheries 183.00 /hr.
Sr. Environmental Scientist 122.00 /hr.
ESTIMATED TOTAL BUDGET: $4,000

Data and Reporting Deliverables: IPM review and final 2023 report summarizing activities and data
analysis.

Budget:
Tasks Total
Budget
1. Project Management $5,800
2. Carp Removals and Seining $47,000
3. Population Assessments $5,000
4. PIT Set Up and Data Analysis $7,000
5. Data and Reporting $4,000
TOTAL BUDGET: $68,800
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