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May 30, 2019

Jacob Frie Chris Pence

Environmental Services Supervisor BWSR Board Conservationist
Crow Wing County 1601 Minnesota Drive

322 Laurel Street, Suite 15 Brainerd, MN 56401

Brainerd, MN 56401
Dear Jacob Frie and Chris Pence:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Pine River Watershed One Watershed One Plan
(1W1P).

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency has very few comments on the plan. Overall, the process was
exemplary, and the 1W1P effectively and comprehensively covers the most important issues with
regards to surface and groundwater quality in the Pine River Watershed. The meetings and
communications that led to the development of the 1W1P were well organized and thorough, and
resulted in the issues and resources most important to the citizens being well addressed. Throughout
the process, the group was engaged and all concerns were taken into account as the 1W1P was written.

MPCA submits the following comments:

1. On page 18, the impaired lakes in the watershed are identified. It could be noted that of the five
impaired lakes, only four are impaired due to anthropogenic (human activity) causes. Lows Lake
is classified as a “natural background {4D)” impairment.

2. The 1W1P refers to lands currently enrolled in the Sustainable Forest Incentive Act (SFIA) as
“protected.” As indicated on page 111, SFIA status varies between 8, 20, and 50 years, meaning
that a parcel currently under an eight year SFIA plan could potentially become unprotected
within a very short time. On page 90, percentages of land currently deemed “protected” within
each watershed are said to include SFIA. Would it be possible or practical to identify what
percentage of lands are protected by SFIA, to get a better idea of how vuinerable these
protections are to the possibility of SFIA contracts running out?

The draft Pine River Watershed 1W1P is an excellent, comprehensive, readable, and implementable
plan. It has been a rewarding experience to be a part of this process.

Sincerely,

Scott Lucas
Environmental Specialist
Watershed Division
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m'i BOARD OF WATER
T_J AND SOIL RESOURCES

June 4, 2019

Jacob Frie

Crow Wing County Land Services Department
322 Laurel Street

Suite 15

Brainerd, MN 56401

RE: Response to submittal of draft Pine River One Watershed One Plan 60-day review
Dear Pine River Watershed Policy Committee,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments regarding the draft Pine River Comprehensive
Watershed Management Plan (PRCWMP) through the One Watershed One Plan (1W1P) program
under Minnesota Statutes Section 103B.101, Subd. 14. We appreciate the partners’ willingness to
participate in development of a multi-jurisdiction, watershed-based plan.

The PRCWMP is an all-inclusive plan to address surface and groundwater, water quality and quantity,
habitat and land use as per the 1W1P Plan Content Requirements adopted by the Board of Water and Soil
Resources (BWSR) on March 28, 2018 (Version 2.0). Implementation actions in the plan consider a broad
range of tools, including conservation practices, permanent forest protection, capital improvements,
official controls, and other tools and programs necessary to achieve the goals of the plan. The PRCWMP
meets the Plan Content Requirements. BWSR has the following mandatory and advisory comments on the
plan:

Comments that the plan must address to meet 1W1P Operating Procedures Requirements:

e Operating Procedures Requirements — It appears that the draft plan is following 1W1P
Operating Procedures (Version 2.0). After reviewing the Assessment, Evaluation and Reporting
Section on page 126-127, it appears this section is following 1W1P Operating Procedures
(Version 1.0). Please clarify if the plan is following version 1.0 or 2.0 of the 1W1P Operating
Procedures.

Comments that the plan should consider addressing:

e Goal 11 (Page 84) says “Maintain and enhance/restore two miles of riparian vegetation on
streams and lakes with over 10% impervious surface/disturbed area through outreach to
private citizens.” The targeted watersheds include Whitefish Lake and Daggett Brook. The map
included in the plan states that the impervious surface coverage in Whitefish is less than 5%.

Bemidji Brainerd Detroit Lakes Duluth Mankato Marshall Rochester St. Cloud St. Paul
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We question if that number is correct and it should be reviewed. If the impervious number is
correct, the goal may need to be changed to include adding lakes with a declining watershed.

Achieving Plan Goals Section (Page 117) — Forests and Habitat — this verbiage should be
changed to coincide with the comment mentioned above.

Consider adding language on page 108 to clarify that the counties and cities will meet once a
year to discuss ordinances and counties will notify each other of any proposed ordinance
amendments.

We commend the PR Watershed Partnership for your participation in developing a protection based
comprehensive watershed management plan through the 1W1P program and for your collaborative effort
in bringing this plan together. The state’s main water management agencies have committed to the 1W1P
approach and we look forward to continuing to work with you on future implementation. If you have any
questions about this letter, please feel free to contact Chris Pence at 218-203-4477 or Jeff Hrubes at 218-

203-4478.

Sincerely,

Chris Pence Jeff Hrubes

BWSR Board Conservationist Clean Water Specialist

1601 Minnesota Drive 1601 Minnesota Drive
Brainerd, MN 56401 Brainerd, MN 56401

Phone: 218-203-4477 Phone: 218-203-44778

Email: chris.pence@state.mn.us Email: jeff.hrubes@state.mn.us
¢ & Leech Lake River Watershed- Planning Work Group

Ryan Hughes, BWSR (via email) ryan.hughes@state.mn.us

Julie Westerlund, BWSR (via email) julie.westerlund@state.mn.us
Barbara Weisman, MDNR (via email) barbara.weisman@state.mn.us
Mike Peloquin, MDNR (via email) Michael.Peloquin@state.mn.us
Heidi Lindgren, MDNR (via email) heidi.lindgren@state.mn.us
Margaret Wagner, MDA (via email) margaret.wagner@state.mn.us
Luke Stuewe, MDA (via email) luke.stuewe@state.mn.us

George Minerich, MDH (via email) george.minerich@state.mn.us
Carrie Raber MDH (via email) Carrie.Raber@state.mn.us

Juline Holleran, MPCA (via email) juline.holleran@state.mn.us
Scott Lucas, MPCA (via email) scott.lucas@state.mn.us

Erik Dahl, MPCA (via email) erik.dahl@state.mn.us

Minnesota Board of Water & Soil Resources ¢ www.bwsr.state.mn.us



m » DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL RESOURCES

Regional Operations
1201 East Highway 2
Grand Rapids, MN 55744

June 4™, 2019

Jacob Frie

Environmental Services Supervisor

Crow Wing County Land Services Department
322 Laurel St., Suite #15

Brainerd, MN 56401

Chris Pence

Board Conservationist

MN Board of Water and Soil Resources
1601 Minnesota Drive

Brainerd, MN 56401

RE: Review and Comments for the Draft Pine River One Watershed One Plan

Dear Mr. Frie and Mr. Pence,

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on
the Draft Pine River One Watershed One Plan. We greatly appreciate the efforts of all the individuals involved
and will continue our participation and support in the implementation phase.

The Pine River Watershed has high water quality and high biological diversity. These attributes are vital to the
local economy and our sense of place. This plan helps protect these resources to ensure their future

sustainability.

We are pleased that the draft plan clearly incorporates many of the priority concerns DNR submitted early in the
planning process. Attached we provide additional information about a few of these concerns. We hope this

information will be helpful as you finalize the plan.

Thank you for including DNR in this collaborative effort to develop a comprehensive watershed management
plan, and for consideration of these comments. Please feel free to contact Area Hydrologist Heidi Lindgren at
218-203-4368 or Heidi.lindgren@state.mn.us if you have any questions, comments, or concerns. We look
forward to partnering with you during the implementation of this plan.

Sincerely,

Patty Thiele
MN DNR Northeast Region Director

CC: Heidi Lindgren (DNR), Darrell Schindler (DNR), Barbara Weisman (DNR), Chris Pence (BWSR), Scott Lucas

(MPCA), George Minerich (MDH), Luke Stuewe (MDA)

Equal Opportunity Employer



The information below pertains to parts of the plan that address the following three priorities identified in our
April 2018 priority concerns letter:

Water Quality and Land Cover
Consider planned growth strategies that protect water quality.
e The plan includes implementation actions, such as culvert and stormwater runoff management, which
will directly and indirectly address planned growth. These strategies involve working with townships, but
could be strengthened by including the cities in the watershed too.

Shoreland and Riparian Zones
Maintain and enhance water quality protection through shoreland ordinances and consider other strategies
to reduce the impacts of development on lake water quality.

e The plan addresses specific shoreland ordinances strategies for counties but cities can play an important
role as well. As noted in DNR’s April 2018 priority concerns letter, development is increasing in
municipalities also. County efforts could be strengthened by working with cities on their shoreland
ordinances. This would fit well in Section 7 Goal 11 and the “Manage It” category of Section 8.

e DNR'recently published an Innovative Shoreland Standards Showcase website that may be helpful to
local governments as they work on the above-mentioned goals. DNR staff are also available to help
identify opportunities to strengthen water quality protections in existing ordinances.

Emerging Issues
Plan for changes that potentially threaten the health of the watershed, including invasive species, development,
and changing climate.

e Groundwater protection is addressed in several parts of the plan. Section 8, page 115 indicates the
ability to monitor groundwater quantity through the Cooperative Groundwater Monitoring System but
the system does not currently include any wells in the Pine River Watershed. Consider incorporating
goals and actions in the plan for the addition of monitoring wells. DNR staff are available to help with
this effort.



DEPARTMENT OF
Jacob Frie
Crow Wing County Land Services Department m AGRICULTURE

322 Laurel Street, Suite 15
Brainerd, MN 56401
651-480-7781
jacob.frie@crowwing.us

Chris Pence

BWSR Board Conservationist

1601 Minnesota Drive, Brainerd MN 56401
218-203-4477

chris.pence@state.mn.us

Dear Mr. Frie,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Pine River One Watershed One Plan (plan). The Minnesota
Department of Agriculture (MDA) appreciates being able to review and provide comments.

The plan is laid out in an easy to understand format with illustration and images throughout. Overall the
plan has a lot of good information, however, it contains a lot of detail for an average reader. The
executive summary included in section 3 may be a very helpful reference for communicating with
interested community members moving forward.

As identified in our initial comments letter addressing the Pine River 1IW1P impacts to ground and
surface water from the normal use of pesticides and commercial nitrogen fertilizer is of primary concern
to the MDA. Fortunately, the ground and surface water quality data collected to-date in this watershed
indicates the water is currently in good condition and a protection focus for goals and implementation is
appropriate.

Under section 6 of the plan, goal 8 illustrates the need for continued vigilance in nitrogen fertilizer use
decisions to reduce any impact to groundwater. Reference to groundwater data collected by the MDA
and the Nutrient Management Initiative (NMI) to help growers evaluate management changes to
improve nitrogen use efficiency is noted. The MDA’s ability to enroll one landowner per year in the NMI
program will depend on the availability of funding (page 99).

Pasture management is mentioned throughout the plan and listed as goal 3 under section 6. Mention of
the MDA’s Minnesota Ag Water Quality Certification Program (MAWQCP) under the implementation
section of this goal is noted (page 92). | would add to this, the AgBMP Loan Program that was
mentioned in our initial comments. In some cases, the AgBMP program can also be useful in addressing
pasture management challenges with a landowner. In agricultural outreach activities | would also
encourage local resource professionals to reference the Ag BMP handbook to help identify the most
practical and cost effective practices to address the resource concerns identified in this plan.

Thank you for including reference to a few of the MDA programs that could apply in this watershed and
also thanks again for the opportunity to provide additional comment.



Please let us know if you have any questions regarding these comments. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Luke Stuewe

Acting Supervisor

Fertilizer Field Unit

Minnesota Department of Agriculture
(218) 846-7425



m DEPARTMENT
% OF HEALTH

Protecting, Maintaining and Improving the Health of AlIl Minnesotans
May 21. 2019
Mr. Jacob Frie Mr. Chris Pence
Environmental Services Supervisor BWSR Board Conservationist
Crow Wing County, Suite 15 1601 Minnesota Drive
322 Laurel Street Brainerd, MN 56401

Brainerd, MN 56401

Dear Sirs:
Subject: Minnesota Department of Health Comments for the One Watershed One Plan - 60 Day Public Plan
Review

The Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) Source Water Protection Unit appreciates the opportunity to
review the draft Pine River Watershed One Watershed One Plan (1IW1P). MDH commends the plan partners for
including drinking water as a priority concern. Thank you for allowing MDH the opportunity to be part of the
Advisory Committee and for incorporating our ideas and suggestions into the draft plan.

MDH comments of the draft plan include:
MDH has no substantive comments to offer about your plan. We find it meets our Rule requirements and
offers a high level of protection to drinking water supplies.

We commend the planning team for their work in developing the plan. If you have any questions please
contact me at (320) 223-7314 or via email at: george.minerich@state.mn.us
Sincerely,

George Minerich, Principal Planner
Minnesota Department of Health
Source Water Protection Unit

3333 West Division Street, Suite 212
St. Cloud, MN 56301

CC: Jenilynn Marchand, Planning Supervisor, MDH Source Water Protection Unit
Gail Haglund, Area Hydro, MDH Source Water Protection Unit
Carrie Raber, MDH Source Water Protection Unit
Chris Elvrum, MDH Well Management Section
Ryan Huges, BWSR Northern Regional Manager
Mike Peloquin, EWR NE Manager, DNR
Juline Scott, MPCA North Central Watershed
Margaret Wagner, MDA Agri Unit Supervisor, Pesticide & Fertilizer Management

An equal opportunity employer.



Response to Comments - Pine River Watershed One Watershed One Plan KEY
Public and Agency Review Material Comments represent changes in material and content of the plan.
6/5/2019 Editorial Comments represent spelling, grammatical, clarification, or visual issues with graphics.
Note Generally consist of a statement expressing a perspective.
3+ — Plan
o |E S(=E|, ch
o . = | = ange .
Commenter ® £ | Page / Section Comment 2|18|%® 8 Comment Response / Action
o £ 515 2| Mmade
w
S (Yes/No)
More government over reach, more wasteful spending of tax dollars, more bureaucracy. What more could liberals want? This plan is full of
arbitrary flaws that will devalue property values. This same type of ponzi scheme has been tried all over the country. It results in fees no one
asked for, excessive taxation, and excessive bureaucratic intrusion onto personal property rights. Enough already. Lets have a couple open Thank you for your comments. This is a voluntary local planning process that is funded by the Clean Water Land
public: Pastor Dale meetings where i can take this plan to task publicly and the public can here the answers to the questions i have and how we as taxpayers and and Legacy Ammendment. No local taxes were raised to complete the plan and no local ordinaces have been
Ander.son 4/10/19 | 1 |General your bosses....are going to hold you accountable...fiscally and morally. We already have too much government interference in our private lives. x |No changed during the planning process. It is simply a way to determine where efforts are needed for improvements
And without proper representation...your plan is nothing but a waste of taxpayers dollars. and protections of our natural resources. Local elected officials are the ones making the decisions on this plan and
While the government should be reverting land to private ownership to put land back on the tax roles, your plan is the reverse. How about real citizen stakeholders have been involved in drafting the content.
plans with actual tax incentives and saving to us who actual own land and wish to be good stewards of our own hard work? | will stand opposed
to your plan, as | know what lies ahead. The best plan in Minnesota is to give the power back to its constituents...not bureaucrats.
1.Mhe Plan is very well written and understandable so that a layman could read it and get the general idea of what is going on and how CW &
General y . . v & g going x |No Thank you! We worked hard to make it understandable.
Cass county are trying to protect this watershed.
2.Birst 33 pages - The Land and Resource Narrative could be relabeled “Background and History” and moved to the front of the document. |
Table of Contents would suggest renaming the Plan Summary to Executive Summary and add and combine the current executive summary right after it. | can No Thank you for the suggestion. This document is formated following the BWSR Plan Content Requirements 2.0 and
read the Plan Summary and executive summary together and understand the basics of what you wanted to do and the direction you are therefore the sections aren't able to be renamed or moved.
heading without having to read the entire document. If | really want to dig into the specifics of the 1W1P, then | can read on further.
Tim Terrill a/16/19 | 2 3.Pg. 51, AIS program- after Aquatic Invasive Species put (AIS) to let the reader know later in the document what the abbrieviation AlS stands
Executive Director /16/ . for. Cass And Crow Wing have utilized the Minnesota Traditions social media campaign that was created by the Miss. Headwaters Board since . . X . X
o Section 4, Pg 51 . . . . o . X Yes Thank you, we appreciate your partnership and will add this material to page 51.
Mississippi inception. This could be added under Cass and Crow Wing County AIS Programs as: Mississippi Headwaters Board AIS Awareness Campaign:
Headwaters Board www.facebook.com/MinnesotaTraditions and www.twitter.com/MNTraditions
Appendices, pg 137 [4.Bg. 137- Under the category of surface water and column Existing Plans Priorities #5 add MHB Annual Plan. X Yes We will add this reference.
5.Pg. 147- Add MHB Comprehensive Plan under General Ordinance Standards as we have jurisdictional authority at the confluence where the
Appendices, pg 147 | _. & . R P ) y X Yes We will add this reference.
Pine River and Miss. meet.
Section 7, page 88 |[6.Bdd MHB to the acronym list so the reader will know what it stands for. X Yes We will add this reference.
. 7. Pg. 89: Permanently protect undeveloped land with conservation easements- Please add MHB as a supporting entity since we have an . .
4/17/19 | 3 [Section 7, page 89 g . ,y P ; P PP g ¥ X Yes We will add this reference.
easement & acquisition Habitat program there from LSOHC.
The Northern Waters Land Trust (NWLT), formerly the Leech Lake Area Watershed Foundation, fully supports the Pine River One Watershed
One Plan (1W1P). We feel the Pine River One Watershed One Plan project is a well-developed and comprehensive plan for the Pine River
General . B . ) . x [No Thank you!
Watershed and its numerous sub-watersheds. We support The Plan’s goal of protecting 75 percent of the watershed in an effort to protect its
valuable lakes and streams.
Kathy Moore The Northern Waters Land Trust is ready to assist in the implementation of the plan. NWLT could participate in protecting sensitive habitats by
. o acquiring conservation easements or fee title ownership of those valuable lands. Since our formation, we have helped protect 3,200 acres of . . . .
Executive Director, General . . . . . . R x |No Thank you! We welcome your assistance in implementing this plan.
Northern Waters 4/29/19 | 4 uplands and 23 miles of environmentally sensitive shoreline in the watershed. We view The Plan as another tool in protecting vulnerable lands
Land Trust in our area.
and frus We are currently under consideration by the Land Trust Alliance, a national organization that oversees land trusts, to become an accredited
land trust. Only organizations that meet the high standards of the Land Trust Alliance earn this distinction. Being accredited will also further
General enhance our ability to negotiate, hold and acquire conservation easements. The only other fully accredited land trust in Minnesota is the x |No Thank you! We welcome your assistance in implementing this plan.
Minnesota Land Trust, an organization with which we hold a strong relationship. Please let us know how we can continue to assist your team in
implementing this 1W1P.
We see it much easier as a lake association to do things at the lake level than upstream. Lower Hay is placed by the Plan in Tier 1, needing
rotection. Moving from our present 34% protected watershed to 50% protected (upstream) land will cost an estimated $800,000. However, . . . o .
. P & . y . °P e R . °p (up ) R > K . Yes, shoreline restoration and protection are also a priority in this plan. See goals 10 and 11, pages 101 and 102 of
Section 7 there are parts of the Plan, involving properties immediately adjacent to the lake, that could be accomplished much more quickly and with x |No the olan
much less expense. plan.
Goal of protecting ground water: See Plan page 99 for all following.
1. Extend Goal 8 to more than the “South Fork and Whitefish.” Efforts at ground water control, at the property owner level can be
accomplished for a small fraction of what it costs to permanently “tie up” land away from the lake.
. P . . P v P R v . . Goal 8 aims to continue current programs including free nitrate testing for anyone in the watershed. Whitefish and
Section 7, Page 99 [We would like to see recommendations for the Plan referenced well water nitrate testing to be available and extended to other sub-watersheds No . ) . X
Alan Sherburne for . . . L . . . _— L X A South Fork subwatersheds are targeted directly, but anyone in the watershed can get free nitrate testing.
] if appropriate. Like Lower Hay. This involves free nitrate testing of private wells for the purpose of finding failing septic systems and/or drift of
Environmental nitrates toward the lake from nearby agricultural activity.
Group 5/1/19 | 5

Fatmada Al aceenn




rrienus vl Lower

This action is labeled at Level 3 because it is a state database that includes numerous data sources and state

Hay . 2. Move ground water database management to Level 1 from Level 3. Delaying the start of an adequate database of wells and previous testing . . R . . R
Section 7, Page 99 . L ) . . No testing, not a local database. Level 3 does not make it less important, it just means that it is a partner project, not a
almost automatically delays coordinating meaningful local efforts at improving ground water. .
local project.
3. “Center pivot agriculture” is mentioned only once in the entire document but is now a reality for certain lakes in the watershed. Lower Hay
has a center-pivot field that is within 1.35 miles of the lake. That field is also just 0.6 miles from the Pine River, close to where it flows into . . . X . .
. ) o . . . . . This plan was developed with partners that represent the local area. Center pivot agriculture is monitored and
impaired Upper Whitefish lake. Lower Hay is also fed by a stream that is only 420 yards from a center-pivot field. That same field is within 220 X . o . o
) L ) R ) regulated by the DNR. This area is not a priority for the MN Department of Agriculture at this time, although they
General yards of Bertha lake. Should the plan be strengthened in any way at this time to remain relevant for the next 10 years to handle industrial No K X . o K .
X . R L K do have regulations for commercial pesticide application. The plan will be reviewed and updated for any changes
agriculture? Is the current ground water data sufficient for the DNR to make informed determinations about large volume well permits —new . L ) .
L ) . . . . . R in five years and irrigation can be evaluated again at that time.
and continuing? The Plan should identify present center-pivot sites and get baseline well data. Then have a plan to continue with long term well
testing and a fertilizer management program if needed.
Section 1, page 7  |On Page 7 in the paragraph under “why does it matter” — the word “aetheistical” | think should be “aesthetics” . Yes Thank you, we will make this correction.
We reached out to UMN Extension about the benefits of maintenance and received the following response: When
septic tanks are not pumped the contaminant load to the soil treatment will go up for:
On Page 72 under Goal 6 — | am unaware of and have seen no studies that have determined maintaining a septic system by regular schedule 1. Organic and Inorganic material - will cause overloading over time. This is a longevity issue, but if a system is
Terry Neff pumping will enhance water quality (ie — reduce phosphorus, nitrates, bacteria, etc in the groundwater). The three feet of separation to the surfacing this is a public health issue.
Environmental 5/6/19 Section 6. page 72 seasonal saturation layer is the factor that reduces these nutrients and bacteria to acceptable levels before reaching a watertable/seasonal No 2. Nitrogen - there are important nitrogen transformations occur which will not if the tank is full of solids
Services Director, » Pag saturation layer. Regular pumping of the tank is for prolonging the useful life of the drainfield (prevent premature hydraulic failure and surface 3. Phosphorus - there is phosphorous removal as solids settle/float in a septic tank. As tanks get full and less
Aitkin County discharge) and surface discharge from the tank should the outlet pipe become plugged. At the point of surface discharge you would have settling occurs more phosphorus will travel out to the soil treatment system. Soils have a limited amount of
concern for increase nutrients via overland flow to a surface water but the more concerning issue at this point would be a public health threat. phosphorous removal capacity base on mineral content and surface area so the less going out there the better.
The other big benefit of regular maintenance is catching other problems: cracked tanks, missing baffles, pumps
issues, etc. The sooner these issues are caught the better.
General I think what is proposed is a very well written plan. Great job! No Thank you!
As lakeshore owners on the Whitefish Chain and long-term residents we are highlighting issues and a few questions that stand out in our initial
review of the IW1P. We are not water resource experts but as stakeholders have a keen interest in the future of the Whitefish Lake Region.
As a key source of drinking water for downstream communities as far south as Missouri the Pine River Watershed will have long-term regional
consequences for a large section of the Upper Midwest and beyond. Thanks for the opportunity to learn more about your current and future
programs. No Thank you!
The Advisory Board team is to be commended for its comprehensive plan for the Pine River Watershed. The Watershed defined by the Pine
River drainage basin is a sound geographic framework for data collection, analysis, planning, land management, and monitoring. Additionally,
the report describes and maps the watershed’s geomorphology and many other key physical and land use features of the Lake Country setting.
The presentation of ninety-five prioritized lakes (out of 500 watershed lakes) is carefully documented.
1.Meclining water quality measured in terms of water clarity by the Kendall trend statistic, and other metrics, particularly on the “impaired
Section 5 lakes, ” such as Whitefish and Big Trout Lakes, seems to us to be a reasonable and pragmatic approach for the analysis of root causes of water No Thank you!
quality decline and the selection of best remediation processes.
2.Mon-point pollution from phosphorus loading/runoff into surface waters has been identified as a leading contaminant that falls in the “fix it” Existing data show that phosphorus loading to surface water has impacted the lakes with declining trends. Data
Section 8 category. This makes sense but how did this issue rise to the top Additionally, we recognize that ground water has been impacted by faulty No show that groundwater has not been impacted yet, although we do recognize that it is vulnerable and it is a
septic systems and nitrate loading into the watershed’s sandy aquifer. protection focus in this plan.
3.Whe range of monitoring and mitigation steps are outlined throughout the report. As noted above, the Advisory Committee prioritized lakes
and streams that require the most immediate attention (i.e., Whitefish and Big Trout Lake as noted above). What key data sources underscore Please see section 5 for details on the lake prioritization. A description of the criteria is presented at the top of
Kenard Smith and Section 5 the lake selection process? Other significant lakes within the watershed such as Cross Lake, are classified as stable and are not the focus of No page 55. You are correct that Cross Lake is not a focus of short-term solutions, but the long term protection of
Scott Nelson, 5/7/19 short-term solutions. Cross Lake, however, does have perhaps the densest concentration of 382 private septic systems, whose inspections and Cross Lake does fall within the plan.
Crosslake residents well sealing recommended for attention in the ten-year plan.
4.Mhe efficacy of non-point pollution monitoring and land management techniques are beyond our expertise. However, a systematic
watershed management program must begin with a research program including expert data collection, analysis, and review for the to . . .
General o & p. & . & . . p g § . P . K v ! . P No You are correct. Aquatic Invasive Species are already addressed and funded through each county's AIS Plan.
priorities (phosphorus loading and possibly nitrate contamination) to generate “big wins” that improve the quality and clarity of the most
impacted lakes. Other emerging issues like aquatic invasive species are not in the plan, but presumably under review by other public agencies.
(1) 5% reduction was based on the Radomski 2018 study, but it was also chosen because it is acheivable in the 10
ear timeframe of the plan. 5% reduction in phosphorus in the lakes with declining water quality amounts to a
5.@ur other key questions for the Advisory Board concern the identification and justification for the goals in the ten-year program. Three v . P ’ pnosp . - & q Y
. . L . . . . . reduction of 750 Ibs of phosphorus at a cost of approximately $3.6 million. (2) Please see pages 29-30 of the plan
examples stand out. First, five percent reduction in phosphorus loading seems low. s this standard primarily based on the recent study cited . . X K
X . . . . X . . . . . for a description of the 75/25 percent standard for watershed protection. A full list of the percent protection for
(Radomski, 2018)?  Will a five percent reduction be that effective in improving water quality? What is the scientific basis for only five percent? R . X R K R "
. Lo . . X . . each minor watershed can be found in Appendix D, page 142. If there is a large lake in the minor watershed it is
Section 6 Second, on what basis did the Advisory Committee determine the 75/25 percent standard for watershed protection? And, how will property No ) o . L R
. ) o . L . o listed in this table and is a reference for land managers. (3) The two-mile riparian buffer goals include both lake and
owners and public land managers know if they are “in” or “out” of that standard? Third, the two-mile riparian buffer: what is the scientific ) » . . . , . .
) ) - . ) streams. Two miles was chosen as ambitious, but acheivable during this plan's 10 year timeframe. Incentives for
basis for that standard? Is the two-mile buffer for streams primarily, or also for lakeshore? Finally, how will all three of these goals be R . .
) . . K L land management changes are offered through the local SWCDs in the form of cost share, technical assistance, tax
measured, monitored, iand enforced? Will property owners be incentivized to make land management changes? . X ) . . . . . .
incentives and more. The Crow Wing SWCD will keep statistics on what is acheived during the plan timeframe to
track progress towards these goals.
6.Mhe goals set by the Advisory Committed are modest in our opinion but realistic due to the high costs of the ten-year program (i.e., $14.8
General million if fully funded). Consequently, we applaud these significant steps in a long-term effort to improve the Pine River Watershed and No Thank you!
benefit a much larger region.
On page 18, the impaired lakes in the watershed are identified. It could be noted that of the five impaired lakes, only four are impaired due to . .
Section 2, page 18 pag P P v P Yes Thank you, we will make this change.

anthropogenic (human activity) causes. Low Lake is classified as a "natural background (4D)" Impairment.




The 1W1P refers to lands currently enrolled in the Sustainable Forest Incentive Act (SFIA) as "protected". As indicated on page 111, SFIA status

Discussions with the DNR and Department of Revenue resulted in a response that <1% of enrollees are looking to

MPCA 5/30/19 | 8 varies between 8, 20, and 50 years, meaining that a parcel currently under an eight year SFIA plan could potentially become unprotected within ) .
. . N . . X X withdraw from SFIA by year 8. Many enrollees have also switched from an 8 year to a 20 or 50 year covenant.
Section 8, page 111 (a very short time. On page 90, percentages of land currently deemed "protected" within each watershed are said to include SFIA. WOuld it be [x No R R .
. . . . . . Approximately a third of enrollees have already moved from the 8 year to the 20-50 year covenant since those
possible or practicle to identify what percentage of lands are protected by SFIA, to get a better idea of how vulnerable these protections are to ] . . . . ) .
o . options became available in 2018. Therefore, in this plan we will keep SFIA in the protected land category.
the possibility of SFIA contracts running out?
It appears that the draft plan is following 1W1P Operating Procedures (Version 2.0). After reviewing the Assessment, Evaluation and Reportin . . . R . . L
Section 9, pages p.p p. .g C P g ( . ) . & . . p & Yes, this plan is following 2.0 operating procedures. We will make the changes to Section 9 so it fits the 2.0
Section on page 126-127, it appears this section is following 1W1P Operating Procedures (Version 1.0). Please clarify if the plan is following X Yes .
126-127 . . operating procedures.
version 1.0 or 2.0 of the 1W1P Operating Procedures.
Goal 11 (page 84) says "Maintain and enhance/restore two miles of riparian vegetation on streams and lakes with over 10% impervious
. surface/disturbed area thorugh outreach to private citizens". The targeted watersehds include Whitefish Lake and Daggett Brook. The map We double-checked the Whitefish impervious percentage and it is less than 10%. Therefore we will change the
Section 6, page 84 | ; ) ) ; NN o ; . Yes . . L
BWSR 6/4/19 | 9 included in the plan statets that the impervious surface coverage in Whitefish is less than 5%. We question if that number is correct and it goal to include lakes with declining trends.
should be reviewed. If the impervious number is correct, the goal may need to be changed to include adding lakes with a declining watershed.
Section 8, page 117 aA;ZZving Plan Goals Section (page 117) - Forests and Habitat - this verbiage should be changed to coincide with the comment mentioned « Yes Thank you, we will make this change.
Consider adding language on page 108 to clarify that the counties and cities will meet once a year to discuss ordinances and counties will notif
Section 8, page 108 g languag P .g Y v y X Yes Thank you, we will make this change.
each other of any proposed ordinance ammendments.
Under section 6 of the plan, goal 8 illustrates the need for continued vigilance in nitrogen fertilizer use decisions to reduce any impact to
dwater. Ref t dwater data collected by the MDA and the Nutrient M t Initiative (NMI) to hel luat
Section 7, page 99 grouncwater. Reterence ,0 groun v.va erdataco ec © y © an e, ) lfl,en anagement Initiative ( Jto 'e P growers evalua e. Yes We will change the wording to say "Enroll one landowner per year depending on funding availability".
management changes to improve nitrogen use efficiency is noted. The MDA’s ability to enroll one landowner per year in the NMI program will
depend on the availability of funding (page 99).
MDA 5/30/19 | 10 Pasture management is mentioned throughout the plan and listed as goal 3 under section 6. Mention of the MDA’s Minnesota Ag Water
Quality Certification Program (MAWQCP) under the implementation section of this goal is noted (page 92). | would add to this, the AgBMP Loan
Section 7, page 92 [Program that was mentioned in our initial comments. In some cases, the AgBMP program can also be useful in addressing pasture X Yes Thank you, we will make this change.
management challenges with a landowner. In agricultural outreach activities | would also encourage local resource professionals to reference
the Ag BMP handbook to help identify the most practical and cost effective practices to address the resource concerns identified in this plan.
MDH 5/21/19 | 11 |General No comments.
Section 7, 102 ] . ) ) ) A -
ection ) page The plan includes implementation actions, such as culvert and stormwater runoff management, which will directly and indirectly address . . . . . . . .
and Section 8, page . . . . . R . Yes We will update this in the implementaton table and the implementation program section to include cities.
108 planned growth. These strategies involve working with townships, but could be strengthened by including the cities in the watersheds too.
Section 7. page 102 The plan addresses specific shoreland ordinances strategies for counties, but cities can play an important role as well. As noted in DNR's April
Section 8, page 108' 2018 priority concerns letter, development is increasing in municipalities also. County efforts could be strengthened by working with cities on |x Yes We will update this in the implementaton table and the implementation program section to include cities.
»Pag their shoreland ordinances. This would fit well in Section 7 Goal 11 and the "Manage It" category of Section 8.
DNR 6/4/19 |12 DNR recently published an Innovative Shoreland Standards Showcase website that may be helpful to local governments as they work on the
General above-mentioned goals. DNR staff are also available to help identify opportunities to strengthen water quality protections in existing Yes Thank you, we will mention this in Section 8, "Manage It" and also include it in educational efforts.

ordinances.

Section 8, page 115

Groundwater protection is addressed in several parts of the plan. Section 8, page 115 indicates the ability to monitor groundwater quantity
through the Cooperative Groundwater Monitoring System but the system does not currently include any wells in the Pine River Watershed.
Consider incorporating goals and actions in the plan for the addition of monitoring wells. DNR staff are available to help with this effort.

We will add an action to the implementation table that says "Coordinate with the DNR on well installation in the
watershed and future monitoring". This will be a level 3 action for installation and level 1 action for monitoring.
The cost is estimated at $3,000 per well.
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