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Executive Summary: 
North Fork Crow River  

Watershed Management Plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fishing on the Crow River, 1932 
 
 

This document establishes a Watershed Management Plan for the North Fork Crow River 
Watershed District (NFCRWD, herein called the “District”). The primary purpose of the Plan is 
to provide a “vision” for water resource management for the next ten years. The Plan consists of 
this Executive Summary and four Chapters.  Each of these sections is briefly described below:   
 

 
o Executive Summary – This section provides background information on Watershed Law, the 

formation of the Watershed District, the organizational structure of the District, the District’s 
Mission Statement, a summary of the District’s major accomplishments, and a summary of the 
goals identified in this Plan.   

 
o Watershed District Profile - Chapter One profiles the social and physical characteristics of 

the District, including sections on the District’s location, demographics, subwatersheds, and 
natural resources.   

 
o Priority Issues and Resource Assessment - Chapter Two presents the priority issues of the 

District, as determined by input throughout the planning process.  The issues are organized 
into the following four categories: 1) reducing priority pollutants; 2) drainage and surface 
water management; 3) improving stakeholder involvement; and 4) raising public awareness.    

 
o Goals, Objectives, and Policies - Chapter Three contains the District’s Goals, Objectives, 

and Policy Guidelines that will guide the District in water resource management over the 
next ten years (2010-2019).  The goal areas follow the same four categories identified in the 
Issues Chapter.   

 
o Implementation and Plan Administration - Chapter Four provides detailed information on 

future implementation projects, plan administration, and a profile for each of the Watershed 
District’s key stakeholders.   
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A.     Watershed Law 
 

In 1955, the Minnesota State Legislature passed the Watershed Act, now codified in 
Minnesota Statutes Chapter 103D (“Watershed Law”), to better address water-related 
issues occurring in the State within a watershed context. According to the enabling 
legislation, a watershed district is a special purpose unit of local government that is created 
“to conserve the natural resources of the State by land use planning, flood control, and 
other conservation projects by using sound scientific principles for the protection of the 
public health and welfare and the provident use of the natural resources”. Pursuant to M.S. 
103D.201, a watershed district may be established for one or more of the following 
purposes: 
 
 To control or alleviate damage from flood waters;  
 
 To improve stream channels for drainage, navigation, and any other public purpose;  
 
 To reclaim or fill wet and overflowed land;  
 
 To provide a water supply for irrigation;  
 
 To regulate the flow of streams and conserve the streams' water;  
 
 To divert or change all or part of watercourses;  
 
 To provide or conserve water supply for domestic, industrial, recreational, agricultural, 

or other public use;  
 
 To provide for sanitation and public health, and regulate the use of streams, ditches, or 

watercourses to dispose of waste;  
 
 To repair, improve, relocate, modify, consolidate, and abandon all or part of drainage 

systems within a watershed district;  
 
 To control or alleviate soil erosion and siltation of watercourses or water basins;  
 
 To regulate improvements by riparian property owners of the beds, banks, and shores of 

lakes, streams, and wetlands for preservation and beneficial public use;  
 
 To provide for hydroelectric power generation;  
 
 To protect or enhance the water quality in watercourses or water basins; and  
 
 To provide for the protection of groundwater and regulate its use to preserve it for 

beneficial purposes.  
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In accordance to M.S. 103D.401, a watershed district must prepare and adopt a watershed 
management plan for the purposes for which it was established. The watershed 
management plan must provide a narrative description of water-related issues and identify 
possible solutions to problems. The plan must also conform closely to the guidelines of the 
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR), as amended from time to time.  
 
 
 

B. Formation of the District 
 
The North Fork Crow River Watershed District (NFCRWD) was formed on May 10, 1985, 
by Order of the Minnesota Water Resources Board after being petitioned by residents in the 
Rice and Koronis Lakes area.  The first Overall Plan for the Watershed District was 
adopted on August 12, 1987.  According to Minnesota Statutes, Section 103D, the 
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) directs the Watershed District 
Board of Managers to develop a current Watershed Management Plan (approximately once 
every 10 years or sooner).  The Watershed District encompasses approximately 348 square 
miles of natural drainage and over 48 miles of the North Fork Crow River (NFCR).  The 
location of NFCRWD with the District’s political boundary, municipalities, and major 
highways, is displayed in Map One (found on Page 3 of Chapter 1).      
 
 
 

C.  Organizational Structure & Board of Managers 
 

The organizational structure of the District consists of a Board of Managers, which are 
responsible for the oversight of all Distict-related business, and an Advisory Committee. 
The Board is comprised of five members who are residents of the District and are 
appointed to staggered, three-year terms. Board representation is based upon the relative 
area of each county within the District.  Table A lists the District’s current Board of 
Managers.   
 
The managers have the authority to undertake projects involving construction repair, 
changing the course of a waterway, and regulating the flow and use of streams or other 
watercourses for the purpose of disposing wastewater.  The managers also have the power 
to undertake surveys and collect data for the development of projects, which enables them 
to accomplish improvements in the District.  Administrative funds can be levied, which 
consists of a tax on property within the District and the levied funds are used for general 
administrative expenses and for the construction and maintenance of projects of common 
benefit to the District. 
 
The overall plan is designed to gather information on almost every aspect of the watershed 
district.  These include a description of the watershed which lists: the general features of 
the watershed district, the economy, the hydrologic characteristics, the general water 
quality, the water uses, fish and wildlife resources, water resource projects, water-related 
problems in the District, and management policies and regulations.  
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Table A: 

North Fork Crow River  
Watershed District Board of Managers 

 
~ July 2010 ~ 

  
 Name  Position   

 Jim Wuertz  President  

 Bob Brauchler  Vice President  

 Joe Borgerding  Secretary 

 Jim Barchenger  Treasurer 

 Rick Hazelwood  Manager  

 
 
D.  Intent of the Overall Plan 

 
The Overall Plan provides a strategy for establishing water management and conservation 
programs that incorporate the desires of the local residents and officials of the cities, 
townships and counties within the District.   Minnesota Statutes 103D prescribes the 
contents of the overall plan, including identifying possible solutions (or implementation 
steps) to the problems and the general objectives of the Watershed District. 
 
 
 

E.  Mission Statement 
 
The District Mission for the NFCRWD is to improve and enhance water quality, to control 
water flow, to reduce erosion and sedimentation, to promote wise public, private and 
natural use of water while maintaining, enhancing and preserving public and private 
drainage for present and future residents of the Watershed District. 
 
 
 

F. Advisory Committee 
 
Pursuant to M.S. Chapter 103D.331, the District must maintain an Advisory Committee of 
at least five members and should include a representative from each soil and water 
conservation district, a representative of each county, a member of a sporting organization, 
and a member of a farm organization.  Other advisory committee members may be 
appointed at the discretion of the Board.  Table B lists the District’s current Advisory 
Committee Members.   
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Table B: 

North Fork Crow River  
Advisory Committee Members 

 

~ March 2010 ~ 

 Name Representing   

 Peter Jacobson Koronis Lake Association  

 Jim Ellickson Rice Lake Association 

 John Hanson Rice Lake Association  

 Dennis Fuchs  Stearns County SWCD 

 Steve Lawrence Pope County Environmental Services 

 Mark Herickoff Farmer 

 Jason Solvig Pheasants Forever 

   

  

G. Purpose of the Watershed District 
 

The District’s primary purpose is the conservation of the quality and quantity of water 
within the Watershed District boundaries.  A watershed is the area within the geographic 
boundaries of land that drains into a surface water feature such as a stream, river, or lake 
and contributes to the recharge of ground water.  Due to the continuous movement of water 
within a watershed, it is difficult to manage based upon linear public boundaries.  As a 
result, a Watershed District consists of a local unit of government that assists in the 
management of water quality and water quantity issues residing within the boundaries of a 
watershed district.  A Watershed District is a local unit of government that is used to help 
prevent and solve water-related problems.   
   
The North Fork Crow River Watershed District is one of 45 Watershed Districts in the 
State of Minnesota.  A board of five managers governs the Watershed District appointed by 
the Pope, Kandiyohi, Stearns, and Meeker Counties Board of Commissioners.   
 
Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 103.405D, Subdivision 1, requires that the Watershed District 
update the overall watershed management plan.  The overall plan serves as a guide for 
District operation.  This Statute prescribes that the Revised Overall Watershed 
Management Plan must contain the following: 
 

1. Updates and supplements of the existing hydrological and other statistical data of 
the watershed district. 

 
2. Specific projects to be completed. 
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3. A statement of the extent that the purposes for which the watershed district had 
been established have been accomplished. 

 
4. A description of problems requiring future action by the Watershed District. 
 
5. A summary of completed studies on active or planned projects, including financial 

data. 
 
6. An analysis of the effectiveness of the watershed district’s rules and permits on 

achieving its water management objectives in the Watershed District. 
 
The overall watershed plan seeks to establish water management and conservation 
programs that incorporate the desires of local residents and officials of the cities, townships 
and counties within the watershed district.  
 
The overall plan includes specific work items and contemplated plans on a watershed wide 
and comprehensive manner, including: a comprehensive water quality monitoring program, 
a comprehensive hydrologic and hydraulic computer modeling, a watershed wide 
comprehensive drainage facilities repair and improvement, regional erosion, non-point 
source pollution control and comprehensive land management. 
 
The philosophy of the overall plan will be used as a basis for recommendations, review and 
regulation to minimize the potentially degrading effects of water related problems in the 
district.  All projects will be reviewed and evaluated on a regional watershed wide basis. 
 
The Board of Managers of the NFCRWD instructed its administrator to develop an updated 
Overall Plan according to the requirements of Minnesota Statute 103.405D. 
This Statute directs the managers to “revise the watershed management plan for the 
watershed district at least once every ten years after the original watershed management 
plan is approved”.  The overall watershed plan is to be composed of narrative statements, 
updates and supplements of existing hydrological and statistical data, specific projects to be 
completed, purpose and water related problems within the district, possible solutions there 
to and the general objectives of the district. 

 
 
 
H. Watershed District Accomplishments 
 
 Since its inception in 1985, the North Fork Crow River Watershed District has completed a 

number of water quality and quantity accomplishments.  In the interest of saving space in 
the Executive Summary, the full list of accomplishments is provided in Appendix A.  
Please notice the list follows the major categories prescribed in the State’s “Watershed 
Law” (Minnesota Statutes Chapter 103D), which is also listed in Section A of this 
Executive Summary.   
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I. Watershed District Projects and Costs (1985 – 2009) 
 
 The North Fork Crow River Watershed District has numerous projects and corresponding 

costs that were completed between 1985 and 2009.  In the interest of saving space in the 
Executive Summary, the projects and costs are summarized in Appendix A.  The 
following list provides a summary of the major projects: 

  
 

Rice Lake / Lake Koronis Restoration CWP Phase II Part I:  Started in 1997 and 
completed in 2000 the project included septic upgrades, feedlot upgrades, erosion site 
repairs, BMP’s (Cost of project including in-kind – $1,069,250). 
 
Grove Lake Phase 2 CWP:  The project started in 1997 and completed in 2000.  Included 
SRF Loan Money of – $143,030.00, Monitoring, Erosion site repair, Septic upgrades, 
Feedlot upgrade and BMP’s (Cost of project including in-kind – $263,906). 
 
Rice and Koronis Lakes Phase 2 CWP Part II:  The project started in 1996 and had 
several project extensions included in the project SRF Loan Money and Grant used for 
Septic upgrades, Feedlot upgrades and BMPS, Erosion site repair on Rice Lake, 
Monitoring and other BMP’s (Cost of the project including in-kind – $716,774). 
 
319 Middle Watershed Project:  The project started in 2001 it included SRF loan  
Money for septic upgrades and Feedlot upgrade, Monitoring, Erosion Prevention, site 
repair and BMP’s (Cost of the project including in-kind – $184,283). 
 
CWP Watershed Wide Project:  The project started in 2005 included SRF Loan money for 
Septic Upgrades, Feedlot upgrades, BMP’s, and Monitoring (Cost of the project including 
in-kind – $418,087). 
 
Septic Certification Project:  WD Board approved in 2006 and started in 2007, this is a 
five year project contracted with Stearns County with Joint Power Agreements’ with 
Kandiyohi, Meeker and Pope Counties, to be completed in 2011 (Cost of the 5 year project 
is – $250,000). 

 
SRF Loans:  There have been 184 SRF Loans processed through the WD and certified for 
collection through the property tax system (Total SRF Loans distributed in the WD – 
$2,014,893). 

 
TMDL RICE Lake:  The MPCA has contracted with the WD to do a TMDL study on Rice 
Lake, project to finish in 2010 (Cost of TMDL -   $138,837). 

 
Please refer to Appendix A for a complete list of projects
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J. Summary of North Fork Crow River Watershed District’s Goals 
 
 The NFCRWD is involved in a number of key water-related issues throughout the District 

and will continue to cooperate on a vast amount of activities to properly address these 
issues.  For the purpose of this Plan, however, the following four goal areas were identified 
in Chapter Three:   
 

 
GOAL 1: 

TO ENSURE THAT DRAINAGE AND SURFACE WATER 
IS PROPERLY MANAGED THROUGHOUT THE DISTRICT 

 
GOAL 2: 

TO MINIMIZE OR REDUCE PRIORITY 
POLLUTANTS TO SUSTAINABLE  LEVELS 

 
GOAL 3: 

TO IMPROVE STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION,  
COOPERATION, AND COORDINATION IN IMPLEMENTING  

THE DISTRICT’S INITIATIVES  
 

GOAL 4: 
TO RAISE PUBLIC AWARENESS ON A NUMBER OF  

KEY ISSUES AND DISTRICT ACTIVITIES 
 
 
 
K. North Fork Crow River Watershed District’s Contact Information 
 
 For more information on the North Fork Crow River Watershed District or the contents of 

this plan, please contact the Watershed District directly. 

 
North Fork Crow River Watershed District 

100 Prairie Avenue North; PO Box 40 
Brooten, MN 56316 

Phone: (320) 346-2869 
Fax: (320) 346-2410 

E-Mail: nfcrwsd@tds.net 
www.nfcrwsd.org 

 
 

NOTE:  The Watershed District meets monthly on the 2nd Monday of the month at  
8 p.m. at the District Office (100 Prairie Avenue North; Brooten, MN 56316)  

and at 1:00 p.m. during the Winter months (December through March).   
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CHAPTER ONE: 
WATERSHED DISTRICT PROFILE 

 

 
Section A: 

Watershed and District Location 
 

The North Fork Crow River Watershed District is located at the beginning of the North Fork of 
the Crow River northwest of Grove Lake in Pope County and ends where the Middle Fork and 
the North Fork come together southeast of the City of Manannah. 
 
The headwaters of the North Fork Crow River (NFCR) are at Grove Lake in Pope County.  The 
river flows relatively straight until it reaches northeast of Brooten, where it then begins to 
meander until it reaches the outlet of Lake Koronis.  The average slope at the NFCR above 
Paynesville is approximately 5.1 feet per mile or 0.10% and from Paynesville to Manannah, the 
slope is approximately 3.2 feet per mile or 0.06%.  The Watershed has a maximum elevation of 
1,380 feet above mean sea level in Raymond Township, Stearns County, and a minimum 
elevation of 1,130 near Manannah. 
   
The North Fork Crow River Watershed District is located in Pope, Stearns, Kandiyohi, and 
Meeker Counties in Central Minnesota.  It is approximately 65 miles northwest of the Twin 
Cities and 30 miles southwest of St. Cloud.  The location of NFCRWD, the political boundary, 
municipalities and major highways are displayed in Map One.     
 
The North Fork Crow River flows southeasterly from Grove Lake of Pope County through a 
large portion of Stearns County, then into a small section of Kandiyohi County and then through 
Rice, Mud and Koronis Lakes.  The District’s boundary ends in Meeker County just southeast of 
the City of Manannah.  A few other lakes, namely Tamarack, George, and Pirz Lakes are located 
within the NFCRWD but do not directly drain into the North Fork Crow River.  The North Fork 
Crow River continues to flow outside the District, merging with the Middle Fork. The Middle 
Fork then merges with the South Fork, which turns into the Crow River near Rockford (a couple 
miles north of Deleno).  The Crow River enters the Mississippi River near Albertville by the 
Minneapolis/St. Paul metropolitan area 
 
The district has a total natural drainage area of approximately 348 square miles and encompasses 
over 48 miles of the North Fork Crow River (NFCR).  However, the political or legal boundaries 
of the watershed district include only 304 square miles.  The district includes 14 lakes having a 
total surface area of 10.4 square miles.  The three major lakes with public access are Grove Lake, 
Lake Koronis and Rice Lake.  Lake Koronis is the largest lake with a surface area over five 
square miles.  The municipalities of Paynesville, Brooten, Regal, Elrosa, and the unincorporated 

 

This chapter of the NFCRWD Overall Plan provides a physical and population profile of the 
Watershed District.  Sections include information on the District’s boundary, the North Fork 
Crow River Watershed, subwatersheds, and population projections.   
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communities of Manannah, Padua, Georgeville, Hawick, and Grove Lake are located within the 
legal boundaries of this Watershed District.  The Watershed District’s area is distributed between 
each of the counties as follows: 
 

Stearns County - 223.4 square miles (64%) 
 

Pope County - 51.3 square miles (15%) 
 

Kandiyohi County - 41.2 square miles (12%) 
 

Meeker County – 32.2 square miles (9%) 
 

Total District – 348.1 square miles (100%) 
 
 
Watersheds and Major 
Basins 
 
The North Fork Crow 
River Watershed District is 
an administrative legal 
boundary, originally 
determined at the time the 
District was formed.  As a 
result, the District’s legal 
description mostly follows 
land survey boundaries, 
with delineation done on 
quarter-quarter section 
lines.  The North Fork 
Crow River Watershed (not 
District), however, is not a 
political boundary, but 
rather a physical 
description of where water 
drains on a larger scale.   

 
Figure 1 displays 
Minnesota’s 10 major 
water basins.  A basin (or 
drainage basin) is the area 
of land drained by a river 
or lake and its tributaries.  
Each drainage basin is 
made up of smaller units 
 

Continued on page 5… 
 

 

Figure 1: 
Minnesota’s 10 Water Basins 
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called watersheds, which correspond to the drainage of a tributary or lake system.  Figure 2 
displays Minnesota’s 81 major watersheds according to the Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources (Figure 2 is labeled to 84, but numbers 6, 45, and 64 are missing). The North Fork 
Crow River Watershed is part of the Upper Mississippi River Water Basin.  Notice in Figure 2 
that the North Fork Crow River Watershed is labeled as number 18, which corresponds with the 
Minnesota Common Stream and Watershed Number System (MN DNR, 1981). 

 
Minor Watersheds or “Subwatersheds” 
 
According to the Minnesota DNR, the North Fork Crow River Watershed is further divided into 
87 smaller areas called minor watersheds, commonly referred to as “subwatersheds”.  According 
to the United States Geological Survey (USGS), the watershed contains 118 subwatersheds.   
Regardless of the correct number, subwatersheds refer to areas that normally contain a lake (or 
‘lakeshed’), drainage system, or smaller water feature, such as a stream or series of wetlands.  
Table 1A displays a list of the subwatersheds, and shows the difference between the DNR and 
USGS numbering system.  Appendix B contains subwatershed maps printed from the USGS 
database.   
 
 
North Fork Crow River Watershed  

 
The complete North 
Fork Crow River 
Watershed drains 
approximately 1,478 
square miles, 
compared to the 
Watershed District’s 
348 square miles.  
The Watershed 
contains 559 lakes 
covering 61,941 
acres, and an 
additional 17,330 
acres of wetlands.  
In 2000, the 
Watershed’s 
population was 
approximately 
99,476 people.  
Appendix B 
contains a number 
Watershed maps and 
corresponding data.   
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Table 1A: 
North Fork Crow River 

Watershed District Minor or Subwatersheds 
 

ID Number U.S.G.S Database ‘Common Name’ Area (Sq. Mi.)

18001 1800100 NFCR above JD #1 14.64 

18002 1800200 Sedan Brook 29.01 
18003 1800300 JD #1 14.61 

18004 1800400 Skunk River 33.33 

18025 1802500 Tributary to Lake Koronis 6.88 
18026 1802600 Lake Koronis 19.48 

18027 1802700 Tributary to Lake Koronis 10.25 

18036 1803600 Tributary to NFCR 15.58 
18037 1803700 NFCR above 1803600 0.17 

 1803701  16.55 

18042 1804200 Tributary (CD #5) to NFCR 9.67 
18043 1804300 NFCR to Rice Lake 4.93 

 1804301  0.47 

 1804302  0.41 
 1804303  14.02 

 1804304  0.49 

18055 1805500 NFCR above MFCR 8.00 
 1805501 NFCR above 1805600 4.19 

18056 1805600 Ditch to NFCR 6.98 

18064 1806400 Rice Lake 16.08 
18065 1806500 Tributary to NFCR 6.09 

18066 1806600 NFCR above 1806500 16.50 

 1806601  2.17 
18067 1806700 Tributary to NFCR 8.89 

18068 1806800 NFCR above Skunk River 10.13 

 1806801 NRCR above CD #7 0.50 
18069 1806900 CD #7 8.37 

18070 1807000 CD #7 9.93 

18071 1807100 NFCR above CD #7 3.16 
 1807101 NFCR above Sedan Brook 1.94 

 1807102 NFCR above CD #32 4.56 

18072 1807200 CD #32 18.05 
18085 1808500 Grove Lake 14.46 

                                                                                          Total     330.49 
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Section B: 
Population Profile of the Watershed District 

 
The North Fork Crow River Watershed District consists of four cities and nineteen townships 
located in Kandiyohi, Meeker, Pope, and Stearns Counties.  The State Demographer annually 
produces population estimates for all cities, townships, and counties in Minnesota.  The most 
recent report published for 2007 estimates the Watershed District having approximately 13,504 
residents.  Table 1B shows how this total was reached, along with the percentage of District 
residents by county.  Table 1C provides population data for each city and township from 1980 to 
2007.  Notice the Watershed District has grown by 527 since 1980.  Table 1D provides 
population estimates based upon historic gain/losses.  

 
Table 1B: 

North Fork Crow River Watershed District 
2007 Population and Percentage by County 

 

Location 2007 Percent 

Kandiyohi County 1,941 14% 

Meeker County 1,288 10% 

Pope County 633 5% 

Stearns County 9,642 71% 

2007 Total 13,504 100% 
 

Figure 1A: 
North Fork Crow River Watershed District 

2007 Population Percentage by County 
 

Kandiyohi
14%

Meeker
10%

Pope
5%

Stearns
71%
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Table 1C: 
North Fork Crow River Watershed District 

Population by Cities and Townships 
 

Location 1980 1990 2000 2007* + / - 

Kandiyohi County      

Burbank Township** 405 427 510 537 132 

Irving Township** 699 571 787 777 78 
Regal City 70 51 40 38 -32 

Roseville Township** 541 485 570 589 48 

Kandiyohi County Subtotal 1,715 1,534 1,907 1,941 226 

Meeker County      

Manannah Township** 628 611 610 644 16 

Union Grove Township** 616 612 625 644 28 

Meeker County Subtotal 1,244 1,123 1,235 1,288 44 

Pope County      

Bangor Township** 234 232 217 222 -12 
Grove Lake Township** 314 247 268 260 -54 

Lake Johanna Township** 189 176 151 151 -38 

Pope County Subtotal 737 655 636 633 -104 

Stearns County      

Brooten City 647 589 649 619 -28 

Crow Lake Township** 444 390 345 366 -78 
Crow River Township** 417 387 352 382 -35 

Eden Lake Township** 1,227 1,230 1,526 1,577 350 

Elrosa City 214 205 166 170 -44 
Getty Township** 463 420 405 434 -29 

Lake George Township** 479 388 371 391 -88 

Lake Henry Township** 453 349 330 366 -87 
North Fork Township 304 289 253 284 -20 

Paynesville Township** 1,167 1,307 1,376 1,526 359 

Paynesville City 2,140 2,275 2,267 2,273 133 
Raymond Township** 308 239 255 296 -12 

Spring Hill Township** 499 438 438 470 -29 

Zion Township** 519 443 388 488 -31 

Stearns County Subtotal 9,281 8,949 9,121 9,642 361 

Watershed District Total 12,977 12,361 12,919 13,504 + 527 
 

         * State Demographer Estimates.  ** Township is only partially located within the District. 
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Table 1D: 
North Fork Crow River Watershed District 

Population Projections by Cities and Townships 
 

Location 2007* 2010 2015 2020 + / - 

Kandiyohi County      

Burbank Township** 537 603 636 669 132 

Irving Township** 777 816 835.5 855 78 
Regal City 38 22 14 6 -32 

Roseville Township** 589 613 625 637 48 

Kandiyohi County Subtotal 1,941 2,054 2,111 2167 226 

Meeker County      

Manannah Township** 644 652 656 660 16 

Union Grove Township** 644 658 665 672 28 

Meeker County Subtotal 1,288 1,310 1,321 1,332 44 

Pope County      

Bangor Township** 222 216 213 210 -12 
Grove Lake Township** 260 233 220 206 -54 

Lake Johanna Township** 151 132 123 113 -38 

Pope County Subtotal 633 581 555 529 -104 

Stearns County      

Brooten City 619 605 598 591 -28 

Crow Lake Township** 366 327 308 288 -78 
Crow River Township** 382 365 356 347 -35 

Eden Lake Township** 1,577 1,752 1,840 1,927 350 

Elrosa City 170 148 137 126 -44 
Getty Township** 434 420 412 405 -29 

Lake George Township** 391 347 325 303 -88 

Lake Henry Township** 366 323 301 279 -87 
North Fork Township 284 274 269 264 -20 

Paynesville Township** 1,526 1,701 1,795 1,885 359 

Paynesville City 2,273 2,340 2,373 2,406 133 
Raymond Township** 296 290 287 284 -12 

Spring Hill Township** 470 456 448 441 -29 

Zion Township** 488 473 465 457 -31 

Stearns County Subtotal 9,642 9,823 9,913 10,003 361 

Watershed District Total 13,504 13,475 13,461 13,446 -58 
 

         * State Demographer Estimates.  ** Township is only partially located within the District. 
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Section C: 
Topography, Geology, and Soils 

 
Topography 
 
The North Fork Crow River (NFCR) has its source at Grove Lake in Pope County.  The River 
flows in a relatively straight manner to a point northeast of Brooten, where it starts to meander.  
The average slope at the NFCR above Paynesville is approximately 5.1 feet per mile (or 0.1%).  
From Paynesville to Manannah in Meeker County, the slope is approximately 3.2 feet per mile 
(or 0.06%).  The Watershed has a maximum elevation of 1,380 feet above mean sea level in 
Raymond Township (Stearns County), and a minimum elevation of 1,130 feet near Manannah.   
 
The general topography of the District near Brooten is flat with marshy lands mixed throughout 
the western half of the District.  The eastern half of the District is characterized by rolling hills 
and steeper banks next to waterways.  Stearns County is mostly an undulating plain, where the 
surface drainage pattern is young, shallow and closed depressions are common with outwash 
plains nearly level.  Large areas of the glacial till plain in the western part of the county are 
nearly level with the northeast part of Stearns County having large outcrops of granite. 
 
The northern half of Kandiyohi County is part of the Alexandria Moraine Complex.  A large 
outwash plain adjoins the terminal moraine in the north-central part of the county.  The southern 
half of the county is a till plain formed during the advance of the Des Moines Lobe.  The 
drainage network in the county began to form as the glacial ice melted about 10,000 years ago.  
County ditches, field ditches and tile lines in the southern part of the county have augmented the 
natural drainage network.   
 
Geology 
 
Geologic characteristics of the North Fork Crow River Watershed District consist of surficial 
deposits and a lower bedrock formation.  The surficial deposits resulted from the most recent 
Pleistocene ice advance including the Des Moines Lobe, which crossed the region northwest to 
southeast and the Wadena Lobe which deposited material in an earlier advance from the north 
and forms the subsurface deposits of the District. 
 
The District lies in three geomorphic regions: (1) The Osakis Till Plain, (2) The 
Belgrade-Glenwood Outwash, and (3) The Alexandria Moraine Complex.  The Osakis Till Plain 
extends from Paynesville throughout the area on the northeast side of the NFCR. The 
Belgrade-Glenwood Outwash Plain is located southwest of the NFCR and an Alexandria 
Moraine Complex lies in a narrow strip along the southeastern edge of the District.  
Metamorphic and igneous rocks form the lowermost geologic unit in Meeker County.  The rocks 
are mainly granites, gneisses and schists of Precambrian age.  Meeker County lies in an area 
where several glaciers advanced and retreated during the great ice age.  The ice age began about 
2 million years ago and ended about 10,000 years ago.  As the ice melted, sediment carried on 
and in the ice was deposited as moraines, outwash plains, stream terraces and lake plains. 
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Soils 
 
Following is a brief description of the characteristics of the specific soil types as found in the 
District and defined by the U.S. Dept. of Agriculture in each of County’s soil surveys.  Appendix 
B contains a number of maps with soils information.    
 
 
Clarion-Canisteo-Nicollet Association: This association consists generally of well drained, 
gently sloping soils, but there are some small, level, moderately well drained and poorly drained 
areas and very poorly drained depression areas and some small, steep sloping areas.  About 65% 
of this association is subject to erosion and can be controlled by use of strip cropping, contour 
farming and crop residue management.  
 
Estherville-Muck Association: This association consists mainly of excessively drained level 
soils.  About 80% of this association is subject to drought and soil blowing.  Strip cropping, field 
shelterbelts, crop residue management and minimum tillage can control wind erosion. 
  
Estherville-Hawick Association: The soils making up this association are on broad, nearly to 
level and undulating outwash plains and stream terraces.  Soils are suited to use as pasture and as 
windbreaks.  They are suited for building site development, but there is a hazard of pollution to 
underground water supplies and nearby lakes and streams if septic tank absorption fields or other 
sanitary facilities are placed in areas of this association. 
 
Regal-Osakis Association:  The soils making up this association are on nearly level outwash and 
stream terraces dissected by many drainage ways.  The soils are well suited to use as pasture they 
have fair to poor suitability for windbreaks because of the seasonal high water table.  They also 
have fair to poor suitability for building site development because of the seasonal high water 
table.  There is a hazard of ground water pollution if sanitary facilities are placed on these soils. 
 
Koronis-Marcellon Association: Soils making up this association are on nearly level and gently 
sloping ground moraines that have rolling and moderately steep slopes. Controlling erosion, 
removing excess water from the wet soils and maintaining tilth and fertility are the main 
concerns in management.  The soils have good to fair suitability for pasture and woodland.  
Wetness, frost action and low strength are the main limitations if these soils are used for building 
site development. 
 
Normania-Flom Association: Soils making up this association are on nearly level to undulating 
ground moraines that have broad convex rises on knolls. The soils are well suited to use as 
pasture, but they have fair to poor suitability for windbreaks and environmental plantings 
because of the seasonal high water table.  They have fair to poor suitability for building site 
development because of wetness, frost action, low strength and the moderate shrink-swell 
potential. 
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Roliss-Flom Association: Soils making up this association are on nearly level ground moraines.  
Maintaining tilth and fertility are also concerns.  The soils are well suited to use as pasture, but 
they are poorly suited for windbreaks and environmental plantings because of the seasonal high 
water table.  They are poorly suited to building site development because of wetness, low 
strength for supporting foundations, frost action and the moderate shrink-swell potential. 
 
Koronis-Hawick-Sunburg Association: This association is found on ground moraines 
characterized by scattered pockets of collapsed outwash and many areas of water or organic soils 
in small basins.  Land in this area is used as woodland or pasture and soils of are unsuited for 
cultivated crops because of the slope or drought.  The soils of this association are well suited for 
recreational and wildlife habitat use and are well suited for the development of paths and trails. 
Soils of this association are poorly suited to building site development and sanitary facilities 
because of the slope and the coarse textured underlying material. 
 
Wadenill-Sunburg-Delft Association: Soils occupy gently undulation to hilly regions, which are 
well to poorly drained.  The main management concerns are controlling erosion on the sloping 
soils and improving the drainage of wet soils.  The undrained marshes provide excellent wildlife 
habitat.   

 
Wadenill-Swedegrove-Muskego Association: Soils making up this association are on moraines. 
The position of the moraine is backslopes and summits, rims of depressions, and large 
depressions.  
 
Koronis-Forestcity-Houghton Association: Soils making up this association are on moraines.  
The position of the moraines is on backslopes and summits, foot slopes and narrow drainage 
ways, and large depressions.  
 
Koronis-Houghton-Forestcity Association: Soils making up this association are on moraines.  
The position of the moraines is on backslopes and summits, large depressions, and foot slopes 
and narrow drainage ways.  
 
Kanaranzi-Estherville-Biscay Association: Soils making up this association are on outwash 
plains and terraces.  The position of the outwash plains and terraces are on slight rises, 
backslopes, flats and drainage ways.  
 
Fieldon-Litchfield-Dassel Association: Soils making up this association are on outwash plains, 
terraces, and deltas.   The position of the outwash plains, terraces, and deltas are on rims of 
depressions, flats, and shallow depressions.  
 
Cohoctah-Muskego-Estherville Association: Soils making up this association are on flood plains 
and terraces.  The position of the flood plains and terraces are on flats, depressions, and 
backslopes, and summits.  
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Section D: 
Surface Water Resources  

 
 

Lakes 
 
Grove Lake, Rice Lake and Lake Koronis are the three major recreational lakes in the District 
that are valuable natural resources of the District providing recreation of various kinds, habitat 
for fish and wildlife and aesthetic values for the people living near these lakes.  In addition, Mud 
and Pirz Lakes are profiled.   
 
 

Grove Lake 
 
Grove Lake, located in eastern Pope County is the headwaters of the North Fork Crow River.  
Grove Lake is an important recreational and fishing lake for residents of Pope, Stearns and other 
nearby counties.  The Grove Lake has a total area of about 420 acres, a maximum depth of about 
31 feet and one public access located on the southeast corner of the lake and a Township Park on 
the northeast side of the lake. Water levels in Grove Lake are controlled by a dam at the outlet. 
 
 

Rice Lake 
 
Rice Lake encompasses about 1,640 acres and has a maximum depth of about 40 feet. 
The Minnesota DNR operates two public access areas on Rice Lake.  One is located on the 
southwestern shoreline; the second is located on the northwestern shoreline.  Two resorts are 
located on the Lake: Fischer’s Resort and the Morning Star Resort, both operating on a seasonal 
basis.  No public parks are located on Rice Lake.  Popular uses of Rice Lake include fishing, 
swimming, boating, sailing and water skiing. 
 
 

Lake Koronis 
 
Lake Koronis has a surface area of approximately 3,471 acres with a maximum depth of 132 
feet.  There are three public accesses on Lake Koronis:  One is located on the east side of the 
lake on Highway 55, one located at the Lake Koronis Regional Park on the south shoreline and 
Veterans Park on the NE. There are two more accesses existing on the lake but they limited 
parking facilities.  Contour lines on lake maps are visible to indicate the depth of the lake and 
various roadways surrounding the lake.  Lake Koronis has two public parks: Lake Koronis  
Regional park, which encompasses 62 acres, and the Veterans Park, located on the NE 
shoreline.  Both have swimming beaches.  In addition, there is a recreational trail around much 
of the lake.  Two resorts are located on the lake.  The lake level is controlled by a dam. 
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Mud Lake 
 
Mud Lake is a narrow, long and shallow lake connecting Rice Lake to Lake Koronis.  Mud Lake 
is approximately 146 acres of open water (315 acres with adjacent wetlands), and is about 1.63 
miles long and 860 feet wide.  The lowland area of Mud Lake is approximately 315 acres its 
length is about 2.75 miles with a width of about 2,310 feet.  Its average depth varies between 3 to 
7 feet.  The normal water elevation of Rice Lake is about 1,123 feet and at Lake Koronis is about 
1,122 feet.  The inlet of Mud Lake (or the outlet of Rice Lake) is only 460 feet from the Rice 
Lake inlet and the Mud Lake outlet (or the Lake Koronis inlet) is about 7,260 feet and 9,900 feet 
of shoreline distance from the Lake Koronis outlet.   
 

Pirz Lake 
 
Pirz Lake is situated in Eden Lake Township in Stearns County with its north border just off of 
County Road 123 and its Southwestern outlet running under 244th Street.  Pirz Lake is 67 acres 
of water surface with a perimeter of 2.2 miles and a total length of just under a mile.  At its 
widest point during spring, it does not exceed 1,000 ft. in width.  Its bottom topography 
resembles the keel of a sailing ship with its deepest point at the dagger board of 42 ft. and rapidly 
rising both toward the stern and the bow. The northern end of the lake is less than 5 ft. deep for 
about 100 to 125 ft.  The southern end of the lake has a depth of about 0 to 5 ft. for about 25 to 
30 ft. The perimeter of the lake is primarily sedimentary with no known rock formation at any 
level.  Lilly pad and coontail formations are evident around the perimeter of the lake. 
 
 
North Fork Crow River 
 
The North Fork Crow River has it’s headwaters in Pope County near Grove Lake and travels 
approximately 48 miles before it reaches Rice and Koronis Lakes in Stearns County.  This is the 
portion included in the North Fork Crow River Watershed District.  From Lake Koronis, the 
River flows an additional 125 miles until it joins the Mississippi River at Dayton.  The North 
Fork is small, shallow and fairly clean from the Lake Koronis Spillway to Kingston.  The river 
deepens and widens downstream from Kingston, meandering in a floodplain that is sometimes 
more than a mile wide.  The river is even broader and deeper as the North and South forks join 
near Rockford, thereafter turning into the Crow River. 
 
The North Fork was once flanked by the "big woods," a thick forest of maple, basswood, elm 
and other hardwoods.  The River is now bordered by agriculture, prairie and hardwood 
vegetation.  The Crow River was named by the Ojibwe Native Americans for the bird they called 
the "marauder of newly planted corn." Considered a sacred hunting ground by the Indians, the 
forest later attracted white trappers. Today there is still abundant fish and wildlife in the river 
corridor.  Portions of the North Fork of the Crow River have been designated as a "wild and 
scenic river."  This primarily refers to the River’s free-flowing characteristic and above average 
water quality.  As a result of the designation, portions of the river have some limited 
development regulations.   
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Although the District contains approximately 48 miles of the North Fork Crow River, the District 
also includes a number of natural streams and ditches that enter into the River from its 
headwaters to Rice Lake.  Table 1E shows the District actually encompasses approximately 360 
total miles of stream networks (including both natural streams and drainage ditches).  
 

Table 1E: North Fork Crow River 
Watershed District Stream Network  
above Rice Lake (Stearns County) 

 

 Miles 
Number of 

Reaches 

Natural Streams 240.86 527 

Drainage Ditches 119.96 158 

Total Stream Network 360.82 685 

 
 
 
 
Drainage Ditches 
 
The NFCRWD has drainage authority for the ditch systems listed below located within the 
boundaries of the Watershed District.  Map 1B shows the location of each drainage system 
within the District.   

 
 

Judicial Ditch 1 (Pope/Stearns Counties JD1) 
 
This system was constructed from 1907-1910 and turned over to the WD in 1992. The length is 
42 miles and the system accepts drainage from an area of 25,000 acres. In 1999, a 
redetermination of benefits was completed, and major repairs were begun in 2000.  
 

 
Judicial Ditch 2 (Kandiyohi/Stearns Counties JD-2) 

 
This 10,710 foot drainage system was constructed in 1909 and turned over to the WD in 1996. 
Repairs were completed on JD-2 south of Highway 55 in 1997 
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County Ditch 3 (Stearns County CD-3) 
 
One of the oldest systems in the WD, CD-3 was constructed in 1899 and turned over to the WD 
in 2000. The total length of the system is 7,000 feet. Repairs were requested in 2001, but after a 
meeting to discuss the project costs, the landowners did not want to incur the expense at that 
time. 
 
 

County Ditch 4 (Meeker County CD-4) 
 
The CD-4 drainage system was constructed in 1918 and turned over to the WD from Meeker 
County in 2003.  Maintenance on this system was done in 2007.  In 2010 an informational 
meeting will be held on the possible re-determination of benefits for this system.  A 
redetermination of benefits would bring in acres from the JD-11 tile system which outlets into 
CD-4 and are currently not accessed. 
 

 
County Ditch 5 (Stearns County CD-5) 

 
The WD was given control of this system in 1995. Stearns County Ditch 5 was constructed in 
1907 and has a total length of 48,430 feet. CD-5 had a redetermination of benefits completed in 
1996. Areas needing repair were determined, with repairs starting in 1999 and completed in 
2000.  
 

 
County Ditch 7 and 7A (Stearns County CD-7) 

 
Construction of this 33,580 foot system was done in 1901 with an improvement in the early 
1980’s and the system was turned over to the WD in 1998. Repairs were done in 1998-2000.  
 
 

County Ditch 8 (Stearns County CD-8) 
 

This 8,700 foot system was turned over to the WD in 2000. CD-8 acts as the outlet of CD-32. 
There are some questions as to how the benefits of CD-8 and CD-32 are combined. There has 
been no recent activity on this system. 
 
 

County Ditch 21 (Stearns County CD-21) 
 

After repairs in 1985, this system was turned over to the WD in 1996. The system was originally 
constructed in 1905 and has a length of 11,800 feet. CD-21 had a redetermination of benefits in 
1999. Repairs to the system were made in 2000.  
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County Ditch 29 (Stearns County CD29) 
 
CD-29 was originally constructed in 1906, with a total length of 36,960 feet. CD-29 was 
improved from 1985 to 1988. Before the system was turned over to the WD, a water holding 
structure was installed by Stearns County in the sub-main of CD-37 which flows into ditch 29, as 
part of a wetland mitigation project with the Army Corps. The part of the sub-main from the 
holding structure to CD-29 is now included in the benefited acres of CD-29. In 2000, the system 
was turned over to the WD.  

 
County Ditch 32 (Stearns County CD-32) 

 
CD-32 was constructed in 1911 with a length of 40,210 feet. It has both tile and open ditch. An 
improvement was done in 1985 by Stearns County.  CD-32 was turned over to the WD in 1998.  
Maintenance was done on the system in 1999 and 2000.  In 1999 a sheet pile structure was 
installed at the outlet of Banker’s Lake to retain water levels in the wetland.   
 

County Ditch 36 (Stearns County CD-36) 
 
The system was originally built in 1916 and is 11, 280 feet in length. At the hearing, when this 
ditch was turned over to the WD in 1998, landowners made it clear that they did not want to 
spend money on repairs.  

 
County Ditch 37 (Stearns County CD-37) 

 
Originally constructed in 1916, this 36,960 foot system was turned over to the WD in 1995. A 
redetermination of benefits was started by Stearns County in the 1980’s but never completed. 
Repairs were conducted on the system from 1998-2000. A portion of this project was requested 
on the western end of the system by the city of Brooten due to the high water table in the area 
and reoccurring basement wetness.  

 
County Ditch 38 (Stearns County CD-38) 

 
This 14,560 foot tiled system was built in 1916. It was turned over to the WD in 1995 and 
repaired in 1996-1997.  

 
County Ditch 40 (Meeker County CD-40) 

 
This system was constructed in 1915 and was turned over to the District on April 8, 2003. It is 
being looked at for a possible redetermination of benefits 

 
County Ditch 43 (Meeker County CD-43) 

 
This system was constructed in 1915.  This system was turned over to the WD in 2003. A 
redetermination of benefits of this system is being considered. 
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Wetlands 
 
For regulatory purposes under the Clean Water Act, the term wetlands means those areas that are 
inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to 
support and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically 
adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.  Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs 
and similar areas.  
 
A significant number of wetlands and storage ponds exist in the District and the majority of these 
wetlands are directly connected to the groundwater and the major aquifers in the area.  
Contaminated storm runoff reaching these wetlands could ultimately contaminate the 
groundwater resources of the region.  Agricultural and urban runoff will have a significant 
impact on the potential degradation of these resources.  The Wetlands Map shows the location of 
the District’s wetlands according to the National Wetlands Inventory.   
 
 
District Water Quality Monitoring 
 
The North Fork Crow River Watershed District has maintained a water quality monitoring 
program since the formation of the District.  Various sites on drainage ditches, tributaries and the 
North Fork Crow River have been monitored for flow and water quality.  Testing parameters 
may include, but are not limited to, transparency, dissolved oxygen, pH, temperature, 
conductivity, total phosphorus, nitrogen, and suspended solids.  Stream data has been used to 
assess the water quality of each stream.  This has allowed the district to formulate a list of 
priority areas for targeted Best Management Practices.  In the future, a sub-
watershed approach to managing the resource will be utilized.   
 
Monitoring sites have also been established on Grove, Koronis, Pirz and Rice Lakes.  The 
District’s 2009 Lake Monitoring Report for these lakes appears in Appendix D.  Parameters 
tested at these sites include, but are not limited to, transparency, dissolved oxygen, pH, 
conductivity, Chlorophyll A, phosphorus, nitrogen, and suspended solids.  All monitoring data 
collected each year is submitted to the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency and is available in 
their online database www.epa.gov/storet.  
 
The NFCRWD also collects precipitation data from a network of citizens who read district 
provided rain gauges on a daily basis.  The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency maintains 
continuous flow monitoring stations from time to time on the North Fork Crow River.  
Additional monitoring within the district by the MPCA, lake associations, and other 
organizations or agencies may take place.  The monitoring program is periodically reviewed. 
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CHAPTER TWO: 
NFCRWD WATER PLANNING ISSUES 

 

 
Section A: 

Drainage and Surface Water Management 
(Goal Area 1 in Chapter Three) 

 
Drainage Work Group 

 
In 2005, the Minnesota Legislature directed the BWSR to conduct an “implementation 
assessment of public drainage system buffers and their use, maintenance, and benefits”. As part 
of this assessment, the BWSR convened a Work Group of stakeholders, which met several times 
over the two-year period, to develop recommendations on how to improve drainage 
management. The following are the consensus recommendations of the group: 

 
o Clarify point of beginning for measuring required ditch buffer strips and width of 

required buffer strips.  
 

o Enhance authority to establish and maintain buffers.  
 

o Enhance ditch buffer strip compliance and enforcement.  
 

o Enhance establishment of public drainage ditch buffers.  
 

o The BWSR should develop and disseminate guidelines for drainage records preservation 
and modernization.  

 
o The Minnesota Public Drainage Manual should be updated, in consultation with the 

Drainage Work Group, to reflect revisions and clarifications of Minnesota drainage law 
since 1991.  

 
o The Drainage Work Group should continue to develop consensus recommendations to 

the Legislature, agencies, and other stakeholders for additional drainage issues and topics 
brought forward by its members. 

 
o The State should create and fund a drainage assistance team to work with drainage 

authorities and others to better enable multi-purpose projects involving drainage 
infrastructure in Minnesota. 

 

This chapter of the NFCRWD Overall Plan identifies the District’s key water planning issues 
and assesses what resources are available to properly address them.  The chapter is broken 
down into sections corresponding with the District’s four main goal areas:  surface and 
drainage water management (Section A); reducing priority pollutants (Section B); and 
improving stakeholder participation (Section C) and raising public awareness (also Section C).  
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Wetlands 
 
The Wetland Conservation provision (Swampbuster) of the 1985 Natural Food Security Act and 
its subsequent amendment grants the NRCS one of the primary authorities over wetlands related 
to agricultural lands. Swampbuster requires all agricultural producers to protect the wetlands on 
the farms they own or operate as a stipulation of eligibility for USDA farm program benefits. 
Producers are not eligible to receive these benefits if they plant an agricultural commodity on a 
wetland that was converted by drainage, leveling, or any other means after December 23, 1985, 
or convert a wetland for the purpose of, or to make agricultural commodity production possible 
after November 28, 1990. 
The NRCS categorizes wetlands according to Swampbuster applicability. There are four 
categories of wetlands subject to Swampbuster restrictions and three categories of wetlands with 
Swampbuster exemptions. Each wetland classification includes its own unique set of regulatory 
requirements. The following describes each of the NRCS wetland categories:  
 
Regulated Wetland Categories 

   
Wetlands (W) - Areas meeting wetland criteria under natural conditions that have typically 
not been manipulated by altering hydrology and/or removing woody vegetation.  
 
Farmed Wetlands (FW) - Wetlands that were drained, dredged, filled, leveled, or otherwise 
manipulated before December 23, 1985, for the purpose of making the production of an 
agricultural commodity possible, and continue to meet specific wetland criteria. Under this 
category drainage may be maintained but not improved.  
 
Farmed Wetland Pasture or Hayland (FWP) - Wetlands manipulated and used for pasture 
or hayland, including native pasture and hayland, prior to December 23, 1985 that still meet 
specific wetland hydrology criteria and are not abandoned; or were in agricultural use and 
met FWP criteria on December 23, 1985. 
 
Converted Wetland (CW) - Wetlands drained, dredged, filled, leveled, or otherwise 
manipulated for the purpose of, or to have the effect of, making possible the production of an 
agricultural commodity. These lands must have been W, FW, or FWP and not highly 
erodible prior to the conversion. They may have been converted by any activity, including 
the removal of woody vegetation, that impaired or reduced the flow, circulation, or reach of 
water; provided the conversion activity was such that agricultural production on the land 
would not have been possible without its application. 

 
Exempted Wetland Categories 
 

Prior Converted Cropland (PC) - Converted wetlands where the conversion occurred prior 
to December 23, 1985; an agricultural commodity had been produced at least once before 
December 23, 1985; and as of December 23, 1985, the converted wetland met certain 
specific hydrologic criteria and did not support woody vegetation. 
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Artificial and Irrigation-Induced Wetland (AW) - Wetlands in an area that was formerly 
non-wetland, but now meets wetland criteria due to human activities. This definition includes 
wetlands created by an irrigation system on an area that was formerly non-wetland. 
 
Non-Wetland (NW) - Land that under natural conditions does not meet wetland criteria. 
This definition includes wetlands which were converted to the extent that wetland criteria 
was not present prior to December 23, 1985, but were not cropped. 
 
Note: Landowners need to complete a form AD-1026 (Highly Erodible Land Conservation and 
Wetland Certification) at the local Farm Service Agency office prior to any drainage-related 
project.   

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Section 404 
 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344) prohibits discharge of dredged or fill material 
into waters of the United States without a permit from the USACE. Waters of the United States 
include wetlands and tributaries adjacent to navigable waters and other waters where the 
degradation or destruction of which could affect interstate or foreign commerce. If a project 
involves discharge of dredged or filled material, the Corps will evaluate the proposed activity under 
the Section 404 guidelines prepared by the EPA.  

 
The USACE and the EPA define wetlands as areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or 
groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances 
do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. 
Activities in wetlands that normally require permits include, but are not limited to the list below: 
 

 Placement of fill material 
 

 Ditching activities when excavated materials is side cast 
 

 Levee and dike construction 
 

 Land clearing involving relocation of soil material 
 

 Land leveling 
 

 Most road construction 
 

 Dam construction 
 
The Corp of Engineers must consider the following Federal laws during permit review: 

 
 National Environmental Policy Act 

 
 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

 
 Endangered Species Act 
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 National Historic Preservation Act 

 
 Federal Power Act 

 
 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 

 
 National Fishing Enhancement Act of 1984 

 
The Corps of Engineers uses four different types of review processes depending upon the nature of 
the work proposed: 
 

Letter of Permission - This is used for minor non-controversial projects in navigable waters of 
the United States, and concerns docks and small dredging projects. 

 
Nation Wide General Permit - This permit is a blanket authorization for activities that will 

have minimal environmental effects such as navigational aids, fill for minor road crossings, 
certain outfall structures, discharges into certain waters, bank stabilization, and fill for utility 
lines. 

 
Regional General Permit - This permit authorizes certain projects in Minnesota where a DNR 

permit is usually required, and includes projects including larger bank stabilization projects, 
bridge and culvert replacements, sand blankets, dredging and rough fish barriers. 

 
Full Public Interest Review - This is required for large projects such as new marinas or harbors 

in navigable waterways, large dredging projects, highway projects through wetlands or 
waters, fill in wetlands to convert them to upland, and large drainage projects. 

 
 
 
Wetland Restoration/Protection Programs 
 
Wetland Conservation Act 
 
The Wetland Conservation Act (1992) requires persons proposing to impact a wetland by 
draining, excavating, or filling to first, attempt to avoid the impact; second, attempt to minimize 
the impact; and finally, replace any impacted area with another wetland of at least equal function 
and value.  The Wetland Conservation Act is administered by local government units with 
oversight provided by the Board of Water and Soil Resources.  Enforcement of the act is 
provided by Department of Natural Resources conservation officers and other peace officers. 
The primary objectives of the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) are as follows: 
 

1. To achieve a no net loss in the quantity, quality, and biological diversity of Minnesota's 
existing wetlands; 
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2. To increase the quantity, quality, and biological diversity of Minnesota's wetlands by 
restoring or enhancing diminished or drained wetlands; 

 
3. To avoid direct or indirect impacts from activities that destroy or diminish the quantity, 

quality, and biological diversity of wetlands; and 
 

4. To replace wetland values where avoidance of activity is not feasible and prudent. 
 
 
Wetland Reserve Program (Perpetual/ Limited) 

 
The Wetland Reserve Program (WRP) is a voluntary program through the USDA to restore and 
protect wetlands on private property. It provides an opportunity for landowners to receive 
financial incentives to restore or enhance wetlands on their property. Landowners can enroll in 
the WRP by one of the following three means:  
 

 Permanent Easement is a conservation easement in perpetuity.  USDA pays 100 percent 
of the restoration costs.   

 

 30-Year Easement is an easement that expires after 30 years.  USDA pays up to 75 
percent of the easement value and up to 75 percent of the restoration costs. 

 

 Restoration Cost-Share Agreement is an agreement to restore or enhance the wetland 
functions and values without placing an easement on the enrolled acres.  USDA pays up 
to 75 percent of the restoration costs.  

 
Any type of land that can be restored to a wetland at a reasonable cost is eligible for WRP, 
except for wetlands drained in violation of Swampbuster or land established to trees under the 
Conservation Reserve Program. Cost-share is available to restore:  
 

 Wetlands cleared and/or drained for farming, pasture, or timber production;  
 

 Upland areas around a restored wetland and;  
 

 Drained wooded wetlands where hydrology will be restored. 
 
The WRP program is administered by the NRCS, with assistance from local soil and water 
conservation districts.  
 
 
Reinvest in Minnesota Reserve Program (Perpetual) 
 
The Reinvest in Minnesota (RIM) Reserve Program, administered by local SWCDs and the 
BWSR, was one of the first State programs of its kind in the nation. RIM allows landowners to 
sell perpetual easements for riparian lands, sensitive groundwater areas, wetland restoration areas 
(drained wetlands), marginal cropland, and land for living snowfences. The payment rate for the 
program is based on 90 percent of the average market value of tillable land in the township. In 
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addition, RIM Reserve provides cost share funds, often 100 percent, for the establishment of 
appropriate conservation and wildlife habitat practices on easement lands. 
 
Since its beginning in 1986, funding for the program has been erratic, ranging from a high of $51 
million, to a low of $3 million. Since it began, RIM Reserve has enrolled approximately 3,927 
easements, covering 126,567 acres, including 43,401 acres of wetland restoration and adjacent 
upland. The program has historically fostered partnerships with private organizations, including 
Pheasants Forever, Ducks Unlimited, and the Minnesota Waterfowl Association, as well as other 
government agencies, including the USFWS and the Minnesota DNR.  
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Easements (Perpetual) 
 
The USFWS manages land enrolled in two types of conservation easement programs in the 
County: the Farmer’s Home Administration (FmHA) Program and Wetland Easement Program. 
Under the first program, when a landowner defaults on an FmHA loan, and that property 
contains wetlands, those wetlands receive protection. Protection may come in the form of a 
perpetual conservation easement or fee title transfer to a Federal or State fish and wildlife agency 
for management.  

 
The Wetland Easement Program provides landowners an opportunity to permanently protect 
existing wetlands through a perpetual easement. Wetlands that are enrolled in this program 
cannot be drained, filled, leveled, or burned. Landowners retain both hunting and mineral rights 
and can graze or hay wetland when they naturally dry up.  
 
 
Restorable Wetlands Inventory 
 
In October 2000, a Restorable Wetlands Working Group was formed to create a Restorable 
Wetland Inventory (RWI) for the glaciated tallgrass Prairie Pothole Region of Minnesota and 
Iowa. This group represents a unique partnership between several governmental agencies and 
private conservation groups including the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, the Natural Resource 
Conservation Service, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Board of Water and Soil 
Resources, the Department of Natural Resources, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, the 
Minnesota Department of Transportation, Ducks Unlimited, Red River Basin Institute, Pheasants 
Forever, and the Nature Conservancy. The collective goal of this group is to develop inventories 
that can be used to prioritize areas for wetland restoration.  
 
Several data sources were used in the wetland delineation process including National Aerial 
Photography Program (1:40,000 scale) color infrared photographs acquired in 1991 and 1992, 
USGS 7.5 min topographic quadrangle maps, National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps, county 
soil survey maps, and USDA Farm Service Agency compliance slides acquired in 1993 
(immediately after a period of intense precipitation). Specific photointerpretation protocols 
included: 
 

1. All drained depressional wetlands, regardless of size, were delineated.  
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2. NWI wetlands were delineated if the original delineation did not include the entire 
historic wetland area.  

 
3. Wetlands identified on NWI maps which did not exhibit wetland characteristics (i.e. 

hydrology, hydrophytes, etc) on new (1992) CIR photography were delineated even if no 
evidence of drainage was apparent.  
 

4. Wetlands not delineated on NWI maps, and in cropland, were delineated.  
 

5. Wetlands not delineated on NWI maps, and in grassland, were not delineated, unless 
evidence of drainage was observed on the aerial photo.  
 

6. Wetlands not delineated on NWI maps, and in trees, were not delineated.  
 

For more information on the Restorable Wetlands Inventory, contact the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
service or visit the following website: 
 

www.fws.gov/midwest/HAPET/RestorableWetlands.htm 
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Section B: 
Reducing Priority Pollutants 

(Goal Area 2 in Chapter Three) 
 

Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs)  
 
A TMDL, or Total Maximum Daily Load, is a calculation of the maximum amount of a pollutant 
that a water body can receive and still meet water quality standards, and an allocation of that 
amount to the pollutant's sources.  When a water body cannot sustain a number of identified 
pollutants, it is placed on the Minnesota Pollution Control Agencies TMDL 303(d) List of 
Impaired Waters (the MPCA is responsible for creating and maintaining the 303(d) list of 
Impaired Waters).  Table 1A lists the Impaired Waters found in the NFCRWD for 2010 (also 
refer to the Impaired Waters Map).   
 

Table 1A: 
MPCA 2010 TMDL List of Impaired  

Waters for the NFCRWD 
 

Water Body Affected Use Pollutant/Stressor 

Rice Lake 
Aquatic 

Consumption 
& Recreation 

Mercury 
Excessive Nutrients 

(Eutrophic Lake) 

Grove, Koronis, and  
Mud Lakes 

Aquatic 
Consumption 

Mercury 

North Fork Crow River 
Aquatic 

Consumption 
Mercury 

North Fork Crow River 
(Lake Koronis to Middle Fork) 

Aquatic Life 
Aquatic Macroinvertebrate  

Bioassessments 

 

 
 
For each impaired water identified, a “TMDL Study” is developed.  The study determines the 
amounts of pollutants entering the water body and sets reductions for each source that will result 
in meeting water quality standards.  From the TMDL Study, an Implementation Plan is created to 
clean-up the impaired water.  The MPCA has oversight in both TMDL study and implementation 
plan development.   
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The Statewide Mercury TMDL Plan 
 
Numerous Lakes and Rivers throughout Minnesota are on the TMDL List of Impaired Waters for 
high levels of Mercury.  As a result, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency conducted a 
Statewide TMDL Study for Mercury, titled “The Statewide Mercury TMDL Plan.”  According to 
the plan, there is a strong connection between the Minnesota Department of Health Fish 
Consumption Advisory (FCA) and MPCA’s impairment determination. When the FCA 
limitation is more restrictive than one meal per week, the water body is impaired.   
 
The long-term goal of the mercury TMDL is for the fish to meet water quality standards; the 
approach for Minnesota’s share is mass reductions from state mercury sources. This mercury 
TMDL establishes that there needs to be a 93% reduction in state emissions from 1990 for the 
state to meet its share. Water point sources will be required to stay below one percent of the total 
load to the state and all but the smallest dischargers will be required to develop mercury 
minimization plans. Air sources of mercury will have a 93% emission reduction goal from 1990 
levels. Air sources will be divided into three sectors: products, energy, and mining.  
 
For more information regarding the Statewide Mercury Plan or TMDLs in general, contact the 
MPCA or visit the following website: 
 

http://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/tmdl/ 
  

The Rice Lake TMDL Study 
 
Rice Lake was added to the impaired waters list in 2008 due to excess nutrients.  The 
designated use primarily impaired is Aquatic Recreation.  Being listed as impaired 
triggered a total maximum daily load study (TMDL) which was to begin in 2011. Due to 
pressure from the Rice Lake Associate and the NFCRWD, MPCA reschedule the study for 
a 2009 start. The MPCA has contracted with NFCRWD who has retained the services of 
Wenck and Associates to complete the study.  The goal of a TMDL is to determine the 
sources of nutrient loading into the lake and give them each a reduction allocation.  
Monitoring on four sites within the lake with assistance from lake association volunteers, 
and three sites on streams began in June, 2009 and will continue through October, 2010. 
Several stakeholder meetings will be held throughout the process.  A final report and 
an implementation plan for nutrient reduction are expected in June, 2011.       
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Feedlots 
 
The Feedlot Map shows the location of digitized feedlot locations throughout the District (Pope 
County does not have their feedlot inventory digitized, however, the known feedlot locations are 
included in the Map).  The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) regulates the 
collection, transportation, storage, processing, and disposal of animal manure and other livestock 
byproducts.  The Feedlot Program outlines rules and provides assistance to counties and the 
livestock industry.  For the most part, the rules focus on waste management, including the 
design, location, construction, and management of feedlots.   
 
According to the MPCA, there are two primary concerns about feedlots and protecting water 
quality.  The first is to simply ensure that manure doesn’t run into our lakes, streams, and 
waterways.  The second is ensuring that nutrient-rich manure is applied properly to cropland at a 
rate, time, and method that prevents it from entering our water resources, including groundwater.    
 
All four counties administer the State’s Feedlot Program for feedlots under 1,000 animal units.  
In addition, the District has used State Revolving Loan Funds to assist with developing manure 
management plans.  The District has also partnered with local SWCDs on several feedlot 
upgrades.  For more information on the State’s Feedlot Program, contact the MPCA or visit the 
following website: 
 

www.pca.state.mn.us/hot/feedlots.html 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Septic Systems 
 
Subsurface Sewage Treatment Systems (SSTS) are commonly known as septic systems 
(previously referred to and ISTS for Individual Sewage Treatment Systems).  They are used for 
the treatment and disposal of wastewater from individual homes, clusters of homes, isolated 
communities, industries, or institutional facilities. When properly functioning, SSTSs are an 
effective means of treating wastewater. However, if improperly designed, installed, or 
maintained, SSTSs have the potential to adversely impact surface and groundwater resources.  

 

AFO/CAFO Definition 
 
AFO/CAFO are terms used in the USA to designate and define an animal feeding operation 
(AFO) from a confined animal feeding operation (CAFO), the distinction being of 
considerable importance in terms of regulatory input by the federal Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and State Departments of Ecology. The distinction and definition is 
complicated but a CAFO is defined as a facility with more than 1000 animal units confined 
on a site for more than 45 days. Any sized AFO that discharges manure or wastewater into a 
natural or man-made ditch, stream or other waterway is defined as a CAFO. Animal 
equivalents for 1000 Animal Units are: beef - 1000 head; dairy - 700 head; swine - 2500 pigs 
weighing more than 55 lbs; poultry - 125,000 broilers or 82,000 laying hens or pullets. 
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Human waste contains high concentrations of microorganisms and many chemicals including 
nitrogen, phosphorus, salts, and trace elements. These pollutants are a public health concern and 
can degrade the environment. 
 
Over the last few years, the District has been heavily involved with administering State 
Revolving Fund (SRF) loans.  These loans utilize Clean Water Partnership funds from the 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency for a number of different projects, including septic system 
upgrades, feedlot management, and shoreline restorations.  The District provided over $1.9 
million in SRF funding to numerous projects that would not have been possible without the low 
interest loans.   
 
In addition to the SRF loans, the Watershed District has been involved with funding septic 
inspections since they were petitioned by District’s residents in 2005.  To accomplish this, the 
District hired the Stearns County Environmental Services Department conduct the inspections 
throughout the District (by signing a Joint Powers Agreement).  As a result of the project, 32 
systems were upgraded in 2007 and 2008 using the District’s SRF loans (totaling $265,940).   
 
 
State’s Role in SSTS 
 
The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) regulates septic systems statewide.  Similar to 
feedlots, however, each county has the opportunity to enforce local regulations and designate a 
septic inspector.  The goal of the MPCA SSTS program is to protect the public health and the 
environment by adequate treatment and dispersal of sewage from dwellings or other 
establishments not serviced by a publicly-owned treatment facility. 
 
The first State law addressing failing ISTSs, known as the ISTS Act, went into effect in 1994. 
This legislation has since been codified as Minn. Rule Chapter 7080.  Chapter 7080 requires that 
all new construction and replacement of ISTSs meet minimum statewide standards. It also 
systematically addresses the adequacy of existing systems through upgrading of failing systems 
before construction of an additional bedroom. The following are the State’s objectives in 
regulating sewage systems through Chapter 7080. 
 

 Keep inadequately treated sewage away from human contact to prevent disease 

 Reduce levels of pathogenic bacteria and viruses discharged to the environment 

 Reasonably and cost-effectively prevent groundwater contamination 

 Develop clear direction for design, construction and maintenance of sewage treatment 
facilities 

 Strive for cost effective methods of sewage treatment to maintain or improve property 
values 

 Encourage personal responsibility for treating sewage 
 
For more information on the State’s SSTS, contact the MPCA or visit the following website: 
 

www.pca.state.mn.us/programs/ists/index.html 
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Stormwater Management 
 
Stormwater is the water that flows over the land after a rain event or snowmelt.  It carries with it 
pollutants such as sediment, phosphorus, coliform bacteria, oils, toxins, and debris.  It also 
increase the temperature of water bodies it enters.  When natural areas are developed the amount 
of impervious land surface increases and in turn the volume and velocity of stormwater does as 
well. This polluted stormwater discharges into streams and lakes usually unfiltered.  It is 
important to minimize the amount, velocity, and temperature of this water before it reaches other 
surface water.   
 
Prior to development, stormwater represents only a small component of the annual water 
balance. However, as development increases, natural surfaces are replaced with impervious 
surfaces including roads, driveways, parking lots, compacted turf, and rooftops. The impact of 
low urbanization on a typical annual water budget is shown in Figure 1A. Notice that runoff 
increases substantially from the natural (0.3%) to developed (30%) state. In addition, 
development results in a decrease in groundwater infiltration and an increase in evaporation-
transpiration.  
 
 

Figure 1A: 
The Effects of Development on the Annual Water Budget 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Stormwater Impacts 
 
According to the Center for Watershed Protection (www.cwp.org), when the level of impervious 
coverage in a watershed increases to between 10 and 30%, several stormwater-related impacts 
are realized. These consequences include changes to stream flow, changes to stream 
geomorphology, aquatic habitat impacts, and water quality impacts. The following provides a 
detailed description of each of these impacts, as derived from the 2005 Minnesota Stormwater 
Manual.  
 
 

Source: University of Washington 
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Changes to Stream Flow: 
 

o Increased Runoff Volumes - Land surface changes can dramatically increase the total 
volume of runoff generated in a developed watershed through compaction of soils and 
introduction of impervious surfaces. 

 
o Increased Peak Runoff Discharges - Rainfall quickly runs off impervious surfaces 

instead of being released gradually as in more natural landscapes. Increased peak 
discharges for a developed watershed can be two to five times higher than those for an 
undisturbed watershed. Control programs that may address runoff rates do not fully 
address many of the problems associated with stormwater runoff. 

 
o Greater Runoff Velocities - Impervious surfaces and compacted soils, as well as 

improvements to the drainage system such as storm drains, pipes, and ditches, increase 
the speed at which rainfall runs off land surfaces within a watershed. 

 
o Shorter Times of Concentration - As runoff velocities increase, it takes less time for 

water to run off the land and reach a stream or other waterbody. 
 

o Increased Frequency of Bank-full and Near Bank-full Events - Increased runoff 
volumes and peak flows increase the frequency and duration of smaller bank-full and 
near bank-full events, which are the primary channel forming events. 

 
o Increased Flooding - Increased runoff volumes and peaks also increase the frequency, 

duration and severity of out-of-bank flooding. 
 

o Lower Dry Weather Flows (Baseflow) - Reduced infiltration of stormwater runoff 
could cause streams to have less baseflow through shallow ground water inflow during 
dry weather periods and reduces the amount of rainfall recharging ground water aquifers. 

 
 
Changes to Stream Geomorphology: 
 

o Stream Widening and Bank Erosion - Stream channels widen to accommodate and 
convey the increased runoff and higher stream flows from developed areas. More 
frequent small and moderate runoff events undercut and scour the lower parts of the 
streambank, causing the steeper banks to slump and collapse during larger storms. 

 
o Higher Flow Velocities - Increased streambank erosion rates can cause a stream to 

widen many times its original size due to post-development runoff. 
 

o Stream Downcutting - Another way that streams accommodate higher flows is by 
downcutting their streambed. This causes instability in the stream profile, or elevation 
along a stream’s flow path, which increases velocity and triggers further channel erosion 
both upstream and downstream. 
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o Loss of Riparian Canopy - As streambanks are gradually undercut and slump into the 
channel, the vegetation (trees, shrubs, herbaceous plants) that had protected the banks are 
exposed at the roots. This leaves them more likely to be uprooted or eroded during major 
storms, further weakening bank structure. 

 
o Changes in the Channel Bed Due to Sedimentation - Due to channel erosion and other 

sources upstream, sediments are deposited in the stream as sandbars and other features, 
covering the channel bed, or substrate, with shifting deposits of mud, silt and sand. 

 
o Increase in the Floodplain Elevation - To accommodate the higher peak flow rate, a 

stream’s floodplain elevation typically increases following development in a watershed 
due to higher peak flows. This problem is compounded by building and filling in 
floodplain areas, which cause flood heights to rise even further. Property and structures 
that had not previously been subject to flooding may now be at risk. 

 
 
Aquatic Habitat Impacts: 
 

o Degradation of Habitat Structure - Higher and faster flows due to development can 
scour channels and wash away entire biological communities. Streambank erosion and 
the loss of riparian vegetation reduce habitat for many fish species and other aquatic life, 
while sediment deposits can smother bottom-dwelling organisms and aquatic habitat. 

 
o Loss of Pool-Riffle Structure - Streams draining undeveloped watersheds often contain 

pools of deeper, more slowly flowing water that alternate with “riffles” or shoals of 
shallower, faster flowing water. These pools and riffles provide valuable habitat for fish 
and aquatic insects. As a result of the increased flows and sediment loads from urban 
watersheds, the pools and riffles disappear and are replaced with more uniform, and often 
shallower, streambeds that provide less varied aquatic habitat. 

 
o Reduced Baseflows - Reduced baseflows possibly due to increased impervious cover in 

a watershed and the loss of rainfall infiltration into the soil and water table adversely 
affect instream habitats, especially during periods of drought. 

 
o Increased Stream Temperature - Runoff from warm impervious areas (e.g.. streets and 

parking lots), storage in impoundments, loss of riparian vegetation and shallow channels 
can all cause an increase in temperature in urban streams. Increased temperatures can 
reduce dissolved oxygen levels and disrupt the food chain. Certain aquatic species, such 
as trout, can only survive within a narrow temperature range. 

 
o Decline in Abundance and Biodiversity - When there is a reduction in various habitats 

and habitat quality, both the number and the variety, or diversity, of organisms (e.g.. 
wetland plants, fish, and macroinvertebrates) are also reduced. Sensitive species and 
other life forms disappear and are replaced by those organisms that are better adapted to 
the poorer conditions. The diversity and composition of the benthic, or streambed, 
community have frequently been used to evaluate the quality of urban streams. Aquatic 
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insects are a useful environmental indicator as they form the base of the stream food 
chain. Fish and other aquatic organisms are impacted not only by the habitat changes 
brought on by increased stormwater runoff quantity, but are often also adversely affected 
by water quality changes due to development and resultant land use activities in a 
watershed. 

 
 
Water Quality Impacts: 
 

o Increased Total Dissolved Solids - Suspended solids include inorganic (sediment, sand) 
and organic (vegetative and animal waste) particulates. Among the problems that 
suspended solids cause in receiving waters are turbidity (cloudiness), increased water 
temperature, destruction of the aquatic habitat (burying, alteration of bottom material), 
transport of adsorbed contaminants, clogging of drainage systems, and direct impact on 
aquatic organisms (altered respiration, reduced light penetration). Sources of particulates 
include streambed and streambank erosion, runoff from construction sites, vegetative 
debris, and litter. 

 
o Increased Nitrogen and Phosphorus - High concentrations of these nutrients can result 

in algal blooms and excessive aquatic plant growth. Of the two, phosphorus is usually the 
limiting nutrient that controls the growth of algae in lakes. As phosphorus loading 
increases, the potential for algal blooms and accelerated lake eutrophication also 
increases. Sources of these nutrients include organic matter and fertilizers applied 
improperly or in excessive amounts. 

 
o Decreased Dissolved Oxygen - As aerobic microorganisms decompose organic matter, 

dissolved oxygen is consumed. Following a rainfall event, runoff can deposit large 
quantities of oxygen-demanding substances, including animal waste and street litter, in 
lakes or streams. A “pulse” of high oxygen demand may then occur which depletes 
dissolved oxygen supplies, especially in shallow, slow-moving waters. Oxygen depletion 
is a common cause of fish kills. 

 
o Increased Chloride - In Minnesota, a tremendous amount of salt is used each year to 

melt ice from roads, parking lots, and sidewalks. Because it is extremely soluble, almost 
all salt applied ends up in surface or ground water (Pitt et al., 1994a). If the concentration 
of chloride becomes too high, it can be toxic to many freshwater organisms. Normal 
application of de-icing salt to roads is unlikely to create toxic conditions. However, there 
have been many documented cases of surface and ground water contamination caused by 
runoff from inadequately protected stockpiles of salt and sand-salt mixtures. 

 
o Increased Pathogens - High levels of bacteria and viruses are commonly found in 

stormwater runoff. While not all of these pathogens pose a threat to human health, several 
do, including E. coli and hepatitis A. Sources of pathogens include sanitary sewer leaks, 
animal waste, and discarded infected material. 
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Minnesota Stormwater Program 
 

The Stormwater Program is a comprehensive program that is administered by the MPCA, with 
oversight from the EPA.  The program is based upon the Federal Clean Water Act requirements 
for addressing polluted stormwater runoff.  A 1987 amendment to the Federal Clean Water Act 
required implementation of a two-phase comprehensive national program to address stormwater 
runoff.  Since the early 1990s, Phase I regulated large construction sites, 10 categories of 
industrial facilities, and major metropolitan MS4s, including the Cities of Minneapolis and St. 
Paul.     

 
On March 10, 2003, the program broadened to include smaller construction sites, municipally 
owned or operated industrial activity, and many more municipalities. Phase II is designed to 
further reduce adverse impacts to water quality and puts controls on runoff that have the greatest 
likelihood of causing continued environmental degradation. 

 
Stormwater regulations are part of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit program.  The EPA delegated permitting authority for Minnesota’s NPDES 
program to the MPCA in 1974.  The MPCA issues combined State Disposal System (SDS) and 
NPDES stormwater permits.  There are three general permit types: construction, industrial, and 
municipal.  An overview of the requirements of each permit type is provided below.  

 
 

Construction Permits 
 

Under Phase I, operators of large construction activity, resulting in the disturbance of five or 
more acres of land, were required to obtain general permit coverage. Some activities requiring 
permit included clearing, grading, excavating, road building, construction of houses and office 
buildings, landfills, airports, feedlots, and industrial or commercial buildings. 

 
Phase II was expanded to include small construction activity that results in the disturbance of 
equal to or greater than one acre and less than five acres. Like the Phase I program, owners and 
operators of small construction sites need to obtain permit coverage and implement practices to 
minimize pollutant runoff from construction sites. 

 
 

Industrial Permits 
 

Under Phase I, facilities with Standard Industrial Classification codes in 10 categories were 
regulated. They were identified as either mandatory (issued a permit with no exceptions) or 
discretionary facilities (may or may not be issued a permit). Some discretionary facilities whose 
industrial materials or activities were not exposed to stormwater were not required to obtain 
permit coverage. 

 
Under Phase II, the mandatory and discretionary classifications were deleted and facilities with 
no materials or activities exposed to stormwater were not required to obtain permit coverage. No 
new categories of industrial activity were added to the program. However, since March 10, 2003 
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many small municipalities (populations of less than 100,000) that had previously been exempted 
had to obtain permit coverage for their industrial activity. 

 
 
Municipal Permits 

 
Under Phase I, Minneapolis and St. Paul obtained individual permits and designed and 
implemented stormwater programs.  Revised stormwater rules require cities to obtain permit 
coverage by Feb. 15, 2007, if their population exceeded 10,000 or 5,000 if they were located 
within ½ mile of an outstanding value resource water or impaired water.   
 
 
Common Compliance Problems 

 
The following provide a listing of compliance problems are commonly found at small 
construction sites, as derived from the MPCA Stormwater Construction Inspection Guide.  
 

1. No Temporary or Permanent Cover. Continuous positive slopes with exposed soil and 
within 200 linear feet of a surface water must have temporary erosion protection or 
permanent cover year round. The timing of cover application depends on the steepness of 
the slope and when the slope was last worked. Ask the contractor when particular exposed 
slopes were last worked to help you determine if there is compliance. 

2. No Sediment Controls On-site. The permit requires established sediment control practices 
(e.g., sediment traps/ basins, down-gradient silt fences or sediment barriers, check dams, 
etc.) on down-gradient perimeters before up-gradient land disturbing activities begin. 

3. No Sediment Control for Temporary Stock Piles. Temporary stockpiles must have silt 
fence or other effective sediment controls, and cannot be placed in surface waters (or curb 
and gutter systems). 

4. No Inlet Protection. All storm drain inlets that receive a discharge from the construction 
site must be protected before construction begins, and must be maintained until the site is 
stabilized. 

5. No Best Management Practices (BMPs) to Minimize Vehicle Tracking on to the Road. 
Vehicle exits must use BMPs such as stone pads, concrete, or steel wash racks, or 
equivalent systems to prevent vehicle tracking of sediment. 

6. Sediment on the Road. If BMPs are not adequately keeping sediment off the street, then 
the permit requires tracked sediment to be removed (e.g., street sweeping). 

7. Improper Solid Waste or Hazardous Materials Management. Solid waste must be disposed 
of properly, and hazardous materials (including oil, gasoline, and paint) must be properly 
stored (which includes secondary containment). 
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8. Dewatering at the Construction Site. Typically dewatering occurs where building footings 
are being constructed. Have measure been taken to ensure that the pumped discharge is 
not causing erosion? Is the discharge turbid and if so is it treated before discharging from 
the site? Has ditching been used to dewater and if so is that water resulting in the 
discharge of sediment and causing water quality impairments? 

 
 

For more information on stormwater management, please contact the MPCA 
 or visi the following website: 

 
www.pca.state.mn.us/water/stormwater 
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 Section C: 
Improving Stakeholder Participation and  

Raising Public Awareness 
(Goal Areas 3 & 4 in Chapter Three) 

  
Water plans have traditionally focused on providing education on a number of key water-related 
issues. NFCRWD is committed to continuing this tradition, by focusing their educational efforts 
on the County’s priority water-planning issues. In addition, a number of the miscellaneous 
issues, such as the importance of protecting groundwater, will be considered in the County’s 
educational efforts. This priority issue will also be a way for the County to cooperate with a 
number of the key water-planning stakeholders. 
 
There are numerous entities involved in providing public education on the State’s vast water 
resources and how best to protect them.  The following include a summary: 
 
 
Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD) 
  
Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCDs) are established under M.S. Chapter 103C. The 
purpose of an SWCD is to promote programs and policies that conserve the soil and water 
resources within its boundary. They generally work in conjunction with the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS).  Priority concerns for the District include water and wind erosion. 
As a result, they are frequently involved with the implementation of practices that reduce or 
prevent erosion, sedimentation, siltation, and agricultural-related pollution. Districts frequently 
act as local sponsors for many types of water management projects, including grassed 
waterways, drainage ditches, flood retarding dams, on-farm terracing, erosion control structures, 
and other water-related projects. They also are actively involved in the administration of the 
Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) and various educational programs that promote soil and water 
conservation.   
 
All four counties in the NFCRWD have active SWCDs.  For more information on SWCD 
activities in the NFCRWD, please contact the following: 
 
  Kandiyohi County SWCD:  www.co.kandiyohi.mn.us/swcd 
  Meeker County SWCD: www.co.meeker.mn.us  
  Pope County SWCD: www.popeswcd.org  
  Stearns County SWCD: www.stearnscountyswcd.net  
 
 
State Agencies 
 
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) 
 
In 1986, the Minnesota State Legislature established the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil 
Resources (BWSR), thus consolidating the functions of the Minnesota Soil and Water  
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Conservation Board, Minnesota Water Resources Board, and Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin 
Council.  BWSR’s duties include oversight of programs and funding of the State’s SWCDs, 
formation and guidance of watershed districts, directing and assisting counties in developing 
their Comprehensive Local Water Plans, and implementation of the Minnesota Wetland 
Conservation Act (WCA).  BWSR is the State agency that is responsible for reviewing and 
approving water management plans. 
 
For more information on BWSR activities in the NFCRWD, please contact the following: 
 

Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources:  www.bwsr.state.mn.us 
 
 
 
 
Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MDA) 
 
The Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MDA) is responsible for ensuring the safety of 
agricultural related products in the State. The agency is involved in several water resource 
management activities and programs. The Agricultural Best Management Practices Loan 
Program provides low interest financing to farmers, agriculture supply businesses, and rural 
landowners to encourage agriculture best management practices that prevent or mitigate 
nonpoint source pollution. The MDA also offers a program to homeowners to monitor nitrates in 
their drinking water, as well as assists in a program to collect and dispose of agricultural 
pesticide containers.  
 
For more information on MDA activities in the NFCRWD, please contact the following: 
 
  Minnesota Department of Agriculture:  www.mda.state.mn.us  
 
 
 
Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) 
 
The Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) is the State’s lead public health agency and works 
with governmental and other organizations to protect the health of communities. The MDH has 
permit and regulatory authority for the construction of wells and for monitoring public water 
supply facilities, as required by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). These facilities include 
water wells, surface water intakes, water treatment and water distribution for public use. 
Currently, through source water protection requirements of the SDWA, the MDH is assisting 
public water suppliers in developing Wellhead Protection Plans. In addition, the MDH is also 
involved in the Upper Mississippi River Source Water Protection Project; the cities of St. Cloud, 
St. Paul, and Minneapolis draw their drinking water from the Mississippi River.  
 
For more information on MDH activities in the NFCRWD, please contact the following: 
 
  Minnesota Department of Health:  www.health.state.mn.us  
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Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 
 
The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has both regulatory and enforcement 
authority over natural resource programs of the State. The principal divisions of the DNR include 
Ecological Services, Enforcement, Fisheries, Forestry, Lands and Minerals, Parks and 
Recreation, Trails and Waterways, Waters and Wildlife. The DNR has permit authority over 
watershed district projects that impact Protected Waters of the State. The DNR is also actively 
involved in helping local units of government administer floodplain management ordinances and 
standards.  
 
For more information on DNR activities in the NFCRWD, please contact the following: 
 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources:  www.dnr.state.mn.us 
 
 
 
Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) 
 
The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) is responsible for the administration of 
Federal and State highway systems. Since many highway systems cross natural and artificial 
waterways, there is frequent interaction between the County and MnDOT.  County projects that 
intersect regulated highways require approval by MnDOT. Conversely, MnDOT activities that 
have the potential to impact waters often require a County permit. 
 
For more information on MnDOT activities in the NFCRWD, please contact the following: 
 
  Minnesota Department of Transportation:  www.dot.state.mn.us   
 
 
Minnesota Environmental Quality Board (EQB) 
 
The Minnesota Environmental Quality Board (EQB) has final authority on permits involving a 
wide range of construction activity throughout the State. The EQB is comprised of the 
commissioners of State agencies, the chairmen of State boards, and five citizens members. The 
EQB is responsible for the oversight of Environmental Assessments Worksheets (EAWs) and 
Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) that are written for specific project proposals. 
 
For more information on EQB activities in the NFCRWD, please contact the following: 
 

Minnesota Environmental Quality Board:  www.eqb.state.mn.us 
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Minnesota Geological Survey (MGS) 
 
The Minnesota Geological Survey (MGS) is a unit of the Newton Horace Winchell School of 
Earth Sciences in the University of Minnesota. The MGS is the University outreach center for 
the science and technology of earth resources in Minnesota. The MGS conducts basic and 
applied earth science research, conveys that information to the public through publications and 
service activities, and promotes earth science education. 
 
For more information on MGS activities in the NFCRWD, please contact the following: 
 
  Minnesota Geological Survey:  www.geo.umn.edu/mgs  
 
 
 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) 
 
The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) has both the regulatory and enforcement 
authority to protect the surface and ground waters of the State from pollution.  Because many 
projects involve water quality considerations, the MPCA becomes an active participant in the 
watershed management activities.  In March of 2003, the MPCA began implementation of the 
new Stormwater Phase II regulations.  In addition, MPCA is also involved with other local 
governmental units, such as municipalities, in the construction and operation of wastewater 
treatment plants and the control of nonpoint source pollution.  As previously discussed, the 
MPCA also takes the lead on listing 303 (d) impaired waters and oversees the corresponding 
TMDL study and implementation plan development. 
 
For more information on MPCA activities in the NFCRWD, please contact the following: 
 
  Minnesota Pollution Control Agency:  www.pca.state.mn.us  
 
 
 
Federal Agencies 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) can potentially have permit and regulatory 
authority over projects in the County. Generally, areas of permit jurisdiction include the 
placement of fill or dredged material in wetlands and alterations or impacts to navigable waters. 
In addition, the USACE has been actively involved in project planning and construction.  
 
For more information on USACE activities in the NFCRWD, please contact the following: 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers:  www.usace.army.mil/Pages/default.aspx 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
 
There are two agencies in the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) that the County 
commonly interacts with: the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) and the Farm 
Service Agency (FSA). The NRCS provides technical advice and engineering design services to 
the local SWCDs. The NRCS’s involvement in USDA program participation significantly 
benefits the County’s water resources. The FSA participates in sponsoring and funding projects 
related to water and soil conservation. In this respect, the NRCS serves as the technical and 
design function, while the FSA provides the funding for projects.  
 
For more information on USDA activities in the NFCRWD, please contact the following: 
 
  U.S. Department of Agriculture:  www.mda.state.mn.us   
 
 
 
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
 
The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) is principally a data-gathering agency.  Of particular 
interest to the County is the data collected by the agency related to water resources.  Data 
collected by the USGS includes stream flow discharge, ground water levels, and water quality.  
 
For more information on USGS activities in the NFCRWD, please contact the following: 
 

U.S. Geological Survey:  www.usgs.gov 
 
 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is involved in the protection of the nation’s 
air, soil, and water resources. Of particular interest, the EPA has had an expanding role in 
construction project activities of the MFCRWD. The agency has overview authority of the 
Stormwater Phase II regulations, as well as Section 404 permits issued by the USACE. EPA also 
has the right to review the USACE permit decisions. 
 
For more information on EPA activities in the NFCRWD, please contact the following: 
 
  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency:  www.epa.gov  
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is a key player in wildlife and wetland 
management in the nation. Among its many functions, the USFWS enforces Federal wildlife 
laws, protects endangered species, manages migratory birds, restores nationally significant 
fisheries, and conserves and restores wildlife habitat, especially wetlands. The USFWS has been 
involved in several wetland restoration projects in the watershed.  
 
For more information on USFWS activities in the NFCRWD, please contact the following: 

 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service:  www.fws.gov 

 
 
Special Interest Groups 

 
Lake Associations 
 
A lake association is an organized group of people who have a common interest in a specific 
lake.  Lake associations serve as an organized voice of their members to township and county 
government and are often a watchdog for enforcement of local ordinances. Associations may 
also monitor lake conditions, develop management plans, educate shoreland property owners 
about individual and collective actions to protect a lake, and provide volunteers to assist in lake 
and watershed projects. They may also work with the DNR to improve fish habitat or fish 
stocking, get permits for aquatic plant removal, maintain lake accesses, or implement lakeshore 
stabilization projects.   
 
Presently there are four lake associations in the District.  These include Rice Lake, Lake Koronis, 
Pirz, and Grove Lake Associations.  In 2003, the Rice and Koronis Lake Associations cooperated 
on developing an overall Lakeshed Management Plan.  Many of the implementation steps 
identified in the Lakeshed Plan are compatible with the Goals, Objectives, and Policy Guidelines 
found in Chapter Three of this Watershed Plan.  These lake associations have recently received a 
grant to update their plan.  In addition, Pirz Lake also has published a lake management plan.  
For more information on the lake associations, visit the following websites: 

 
Grove Lake:  www.grovelakeassociation.com 
Koronis Lake:  www.lakekoronis.com/lake.html 
Pirz Lake:  http://www.minnesotawaters.org/index.php?uberKey=1319 
Rice Lake:  www.ricelakestearnsco.org/index.htm 
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CHAPTER THREE: 
GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICY GUIDELINES 

 

 
Throughout the Overall Plan, goals, objectives and policy guidelines are defined in the following 
way (also see Figure 4A).  

 
Goal: This is an idealistic statement intended to be attained at some undetermined future 
date.  Goals are purposely general in nature. 
 
Objective: Objectives are action-oriented and can be measurable if a date, dollar amount, 
etc. is included.  Objective statements always begin with an action verb.  There may be more 
than one objective for each goal. 
 
Policy Guideline: These statements support the action of the objective.  The statements are 
recommendations often qualified by the word “should”.  Policy guidelines can be used to 
create action work plans. 

 
 

Figure 4A 
Goal, Objective & Policy Guideline Hierarchy 
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The overall priority of each policy guideline is communicated by identified it as Urgent (needing 
immediate attention), Important (needing attention as soon as possible), and Noteworthy 
(needing attention when the opportunity arises).   In addition, a timeframe is identified for some 
of the policy guidelines, indicating when the policy guideline should ideally be implemented.   

This chapter of the NFCRWD Overall Plan establishes the District’s goals, objectives and 
policy guidelines.  Collectively, they will be used to guide future management activities and 
decisions.  More importantly; however, the objectives and policy guidelines provide a 
framework that the District’s Board of Managers can use to base land use decisions. 
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GOAL 1:  TO ENSURE THAT DRAINAGE AND SURFACE WATER 
IS PROPERLY MANAGED THROUGHOUT THE DISTRICT 

  
 

 Objective A: Maintain the public drainage system to District and State specifications.  
 

Guideline 1: The District should continue to enforce the provisions of the Minnesota 
Drainage Code 103E (Important). 

 
Guideline 2: The District should refer to the drainage coefficients outlined in the 

Minnesota Drainage Guide (Noteworthy).  
 
Guideline 3: A vegetative cover should be maintained on all ditch banks and slopes 

(Important).  
 

   Guideline 4: The District should assist with identifying where additional ditch buffers 
are needed and/or required (Important).    

 
   Guideline 5: Overland flow of water into ditches should be managed and filtered 

(Important).   
 
Guideline 6: Evaluation of possible environmental concerns related to a proposed 

drainage system project should be conducted after the project is initiated 
by petition, but prior to the public hearing stage (Important). 

 
Guideline 7: Alternative drainage practices should be promoted to willing landowners 

as a viable option to replace existing open surface tile intakes 
(Noteworthy).   

 
Guideline 8: The benefits of a drainage system should be redetermined when feasible 

(Noteworthy).     
 
Guideline 9: The District should apply for funding to develop a Drainage Management 

Plan aimed at identifying problem areas and finding innovative solutions 
to improve drainage throughout the District (Noteworthy).     

 
Guideline 10: The District should continue to inspect ditches when needed 

(Noteworthy).     
 
Guideline 11: The use of ditches for anything other than drainage needs to be approved 

(Important).     
 
Guideline 12: When feasible, ditches should be properly re-sloped where needed.  The 

District should also assist with identifying these areas (Important).     
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Guideline 13: The District’s ditch files and records should be updated into a multi-
purpose database (Important).     

 
Guideline 14: Continue to provide reports to the State on drainage activities as required 

(Important).   
 
Guideline 15: Culvert attributes (size, location, type, elevation, etc.) should be collected 

and mapped (Important).   
 
Guideline 16: Consider proper culvert sizing (to minimize downstream impact) when 

culverts are installed or replaced (Important).   
 

Objective B: Utilize both structural and nonstructural measures to stabilize appropriate water 
levels and reduce downstream flooding.  

 
Guideline 1: The District should strictly regulate the construction, alteration, repair and 

removal of water control structures (Important).   
 
Guideline 2: The construction/installation of bridges, cables, culverts and pipelines 

should be regulated to maintain the integrity the District’s waterways 
(Important).    

 
Guideline 3: Upland storage areas should be preserved and, when possible, restored to 

slow surface runoff, stabilize stream water levels and reduce downstream 
flooding (Important).    

 
Guideline 4: Stream and ditch impediments should be removed when needed 

(Important).     
 
Guideline 5: Utilize areas for additional water storage where feasible (Important).     
 

Objective C: Preserve existing wetlands through education and regulation and provide 
technical assistance to landowners desiring to restore wetlands.  

 
Guideline 1: Degradation of wetlands should be prevented by managing or buffering 

the direct and indirect activities that impact their quality (Important).    
 
Guideline 2: Existing and future wetland inventories should be utilized to identify 

priority areas for wetland preservation and restoration (Important).    
 
Guideline 3: Wetlands should be preserved through regulatory controls and 

conservation programs (Noteworthy).      
 
Guideline 4: Opportunities should be sought to create new wetlands and restore 

previously impacted wetlands (Important).    
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Guideline 5: Wetland restoration programs should be promoted to willing landowners 
(Noteworthy).       

 
Guideline 6: The establishment of exotic and invasive species in wetlands should be 

prevented (Noteworthy).      
 
Guideline 7: Support the use of the wetland banking program in the District 

(Noteworthy).     
 
Guideline 8: Permanent and temporary water retention and settling basins should be 

designed to enhance surface water quality and to provide areas for upland 
water storage (Noteworthy).     

 
Guideline 9: When feasible, stormwater management should be integrated with the 

functions and values of wetlands (Important).   
 
Guideline 10: Wetland management activities need to comply with State and Federal 

statues and regulatory rules (Noteworthy).       
 
 
 

GOAL 2:  TO MINIMIZE OR REDUCE PRIORITY 
POLLUTANTS TO SUSTAINABLE  LEVELS 

  
 

Objective A:  Utilize programs and regulations to protect water resources from potential 
pollution sources. 

 
 Guideline 1: Support efforts by local units of government in the District to develop, 

adopt and administer performance standards that protect water resources 
(Noteworthy).     

 
 Guideline 2: Work to minimize pollution from key areas, such as from wastewater 

plants, industrial sites, and similar easily recognizable sources commonly 
referred to as ‘point source pollution’ (Important).   

 
 Guideline 3: The District should assist livestock producers with implementing BMPs 

designed to prevent livestock from entering waterways (Important).    
 
  Erosion and Sediment Control 
 

Guideline 4: Adequate erosion control measures should be incorporated into the 
designs of all proposed projects (Important).    

 
  Guideline 5: All contractors and landowners should be held accountable for minimizing 

water runoff and soil erosion (Important).    
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  Guideline 6: Work with SWCDs, NRCS, farmers, and landowners to promote 

conservation tillage practices and to repair erosion sites (Important).     
 
  Guideline 7: Work cooperatively to repair erosion problems along CD-32 in North Fork 

Township (Important).     
 
  Stormwater 

 
Guideline 8: Work to establish consistent and sound stormwater management policies 

throughout the District (Noteworthy).     
 
Guideline 9: Landowners should mitigate stormwater pollution in land use activities, 

when feasible (Important).    
 
Guideline 10: Support developing demonstration projects to show how stormwater 

management can be properly achieved (Important).    
 
Feedlots 

 
Guideline 11: Feedlots should be held accountable to County and State regulations 

(Important).    
 
Guideline 12: Assist livestock producers with establishing BMPs where needed, 

including ones designed to prevent livestock from entering water 
(Important).     

 
Guideline 13: The District should assist with implementing manure management plans, 

when feasible, in cooperation with SWCDs, Environmental Service 
departments, and landowners (Important).     

 
Sewage Treatment 
 
Guideline 14: Owners of Subsurface Sewage Treatment Systems (SSTS) should be held 

accountable to County and State regulations (Important).   
 
Guideline 15: The District should continue to partner with providing SSTS inspections 

and low-interests loans for needed upgrades (Important).     
 
Guideline 16: The District should notify the respective County when a SSTS failing to 

properly treat sewage is discovered (Urgent). 
 
Guideline 17: Municipal sewer systems should be held accountable to State and Federal 

discharge requirements (Urgent).  
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Guideline 18: New commercial and industrial development should be encouraged to 
locate within areas served by municipal sewer and water (Noteworthy).  

 
Objective B: Work to get all of the Districts waters off the Environmental Protection 

Agency’s 303D List of Impaired Waters. 
 

Guideline 1: Cooperatively work with partners to coordinate the preparation and 
implementation of TMDL studies for impaired waters (Important). 

 
Guideline 2: Partner with the MPCA and other stakeholders on developing the various 

TMDL implementation plans as needed (Important).   
 
Guideline 3: Assist with identifying priority areas for implementation activities 

(Important).  
 
Guideline 4: Implement key TMDL initiatives, including BMP cost-share, public 

educational activities, and water quality monitoring when funds are 
available (Important).   

 
Objective C: Continue surface water quality monitoring efforts within the District.  

 
Guideline 1: Agency, organization, and volunteer efforts to monitor lakes and streams 

should be promoted and supported (Important).   
 
Guideline 2: Water quality monitoring programs within the District should be annually 

reviewed to assess achievement of water quality standards and 
effectiveness of Best Management Practices (BMPs) (Important). 

 
Guideline 3: The District should assist with interpreting water quality results and 

disseminating vital information to the public (Important).   
 



August 2010 Draft 

 
NFCRWD Water Management Plan (2010-2019) Ch. 3  Pg. 8 

GOAL 3:  TO IMPROVE STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION, COOPERATION, AND 
COORDINATION IN IMPLEMENTING THE DISTRICT’S INITIATIVES 

  
 

Objective A: Meet and cooperate with agencies and local units of government as needed.  
 

Guideline 1: A list of contacts should be identified for each relevant agency and local 
unit of government (Important; updated annually). 

 
Guideline 2: Meetings should be held as needed to discuss important planning issues 

and to determine what opportunities exist to cooperate and/or share 
resources (Important). 

 
Guideline 3: Technical assistance and guidance should be exchanged in the 

development of planning documents and regulatory programs 
(Important). 

 
Guideline 4: Comments and recommendations should be provided on projects and 

permits that have the potential to impact the water resources of the District 
(Urgent).  

 
Guideline 5: The District should periodically review the effectiveness of conservation 

efforts and discuss anticipated future program needs (Important). 
 
Guideline 6: Work with the Minnesota Association of Watershed Districts (MAWD) in 

pursuing statewide watershed district initiatives (Important).   
 
Guideline 7: Continue to cooperate with local Soil and Water Conservation Districts 

(SWCDs) on implementing various Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
(Important). 

 
Objective B: Assist in the coordination of administrative activities between the District and 

local units of government.  
 

Guideline 1: Local controls, including ordinances and rules, should be periodically 
assessed for effectiveness, consistency and coordination, as they relate to 
water resource management (Important).  

 
Guideline 2: When appropriate, authority and responsibility should be transferred to 

other local units of government for watershed management activities 
(Important).  

 
Guideline 3: To alleviate inconsistency, the District should consider adopting land use 

controls on key issues to help implement consistent provisions throughout 
the District (Noteworthy). 
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Guideline 4: As requested, the District should review and provide comments on permit 
applications (Urgent). 

 
Guideline 5: Cooperate with local and neighboring counties, SWCDs, Watershed 

Districts, and other regional organizations on implementing mutual water 
plan initiatives (Important). 

 
Guideline 6: The District should develop a comprehensive Geographic Information 

Systems (GIS) database, including an interactive mapping website to 
manage and display information (Important; within 5-10 Years).   

 
Objective C: Keep the public advised of important planning issues and events. 

 
Guideline 1: Public meetings (including stakeholder meetings) should be held or 

attended as needed to identify issues and to discuss the nature of important 
planning issues (Important).    

 
Guideline 2: The media should be notified of meetings and important planning issues 

(Noteworthy).  
 
Guideline 3: The Internet and other multi-media should be used, when feasible, to keep 

the public informed on District activities and issues.  A website should be 
developed and maintained (Important).    

 
Guideline 4: Residents should have ample time to provide input into important District 

decisions (Noteworthy).   
 
Guideline 5: Data and other public information developed by the District should be 

made available to all those who request it (Noteworthy).   
 
Guideline 6: Work to maintain a Citizens Advisory Committee (Important).      
 

Objective D: Utilize long-term planning and partnerships to cost-effectively fulfill District 
goals and address water resource management issues.  

 
  Guideline 1: Appropriate financing mechanisms should be utilized to finance all 

District activities, including but not limited to mechanisms and procedures 
outlined in MN. Statutes 103B “Water Planning” and 103D “Watershed 
Districts” and others when available (Important).  

 
  Guideline 2: Non-tax levy funding should be actively pursued in order to reduce the tax 

levy financing burden on the residents of the District (Important). 
 
  Guideline 3: Seek partnerships and cooperative agreements to finance projects 

(Important).   
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Guideline 4: When needed, examine the development of Utility Districts, Lake 
Management Areas, or similar funding mechanisms to properly and 
equitably address key water planning issues (Noteworthy).  

 
Guideline 5: Proactively partner on implementing the Rice-Koronis Lakeshed 

Management Plan, and other plans as developed (Important).    
 
  Guideline 6: The District should continue to apply for grants and other aid to support 

water resource management projects (Important).   
 
 

GOAL 4:  TO RAISE PUBLIC AWARENESS ON A NUMBER OF 
KEY ISSUES AND DISTRICT ACTIVITIES 

  
 
Objective A: Inform residents, agencies, and local governmental units on the District’s key 

issues, rules, and activities.  
 

Guideline 1: The District’s management rules and regulations should be clearly 
identified and communicated (Important). 

 
Guideline 2: Efforts to inform the public on the need for stormwater management 

should focus upon the importance of minimizing impervious areas 
(Important).   

 
Guideline 3: Infiltration methods and techniques should be incorporated into District 

stormwater management projects, where appropriate, and should be 
periodically inspected to ensure they are functioning properly 
(Important).  

 
Guideline 4: District residents should be informed on the relationship between fish, 

wildlife habitat, and water quality, as well as opportunities to enhance 
and/or protect habitat through voluntary conservation programs 
(Important).  

 
Guideline 5: Provide educational and financial assistance, as available, to homeowners 

on the importance of properly maintaining and updating SSTS 
(Important). 

 
Guideline 6: Help assist with publicizing TMDL issues, concerns, activities, and 

implementation steps (Important).   
 
Guideline 7: The District should participate in and/or sponsor workshops on key water 

planning issues (Noteworthy).   
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Guideline 8: Partner with key stakeholders, cities, and school districts on providing 
youth water resource education (Important).  

 
Guideline 9: The District should help citizens understand the key water resource 

information pertaining to the District, including water quality data, studies, 
reports, and regulatory plans (Noteworthy).     

 
Guideline 10: A brochure should be developed outlining the District’s initiatives, 

programs, and other important information (Important).    
 
Guideline 11: Wellhead Protection Areas should be promoted and protected 

(Important).   
 

Objective B: Through education, encourage landowners to implement BMPs to protect the 
water resources of the District.  

 
  Guideline 1: The District should partner on providing funding and education on proper 

BMP installation and maintenance (Important).   
 

Guideline 2: The District should assist landowners with implementing Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) that follow current water quality and 
quantity statutes and rules (Important).   

 
Guideline 3: Best Management Practices (BMPs) should be encouraged along all 

waterways and watercourses, with special emphasis on private and public 
ditches (Important).   

 
Guideline 4: The District should support and provide assistance, as available, to lake 

associations and other watershed related organizations on promoting and 
demonstrating lakescaping and other BMPs (Important). 

 
Guideline 5: District residents should be informed on issues related to nutrient and 

sediment reduction, as well as other sources of nonpoint source pollution 
(Important). 

 
Guideline 6: The District should help promote the need for water conservation and 

assist with developing a Water Conservation Plan to be implemented 
during drought conditions (Noteworthy).     
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CHAPTER FOUR: 
IMPLEMENTATION 

 

 
Section A: 

Future Implementation Projects 
(2010 – 2019) 

 
Many of the following implementation steps will require grant funding and/or cost share 
partnering with various stakeholders in order to be completed.  The list is intended to be 
simplified and some may require feasibility and/or engineering studies prior to completely 
understanding the scope and estimated cost of each project.  Each step is rated as a high, 
medium, and low priority.  If possible, the high priority steps should be completed within the 
next five years.  The medium priority steps should be completed within the next ten years and the 
low priority steps should be completed only as funding becomes available.   
 
The following list of implementation steps are not listed by any particular order and/or ranking, 
however they are associated with the one of the four major goal areas identified in Chapter Three 
(many of the implementation steps could fit under more than one goal area): 

 
 

GOAL 1: 
TO ENSURE THAT DRAINAGE AND SURFACE WATER 

IS PROPERLY MANAGED THROUGHOUT THE DISTRICT 

 
1. Permitting associated with the planned State Highway 23 bypass of Paynesville (High 

Priority; 2010 – 2013). 
 
2. When the Regal Bridge is replaced, work towards better water retention (Low Priority). 
 
3. Water retention pond/sediment basin west of Grove Lake next to Judicial Ditch 1 (High 

Priority; $75,000; 1-2 years). 
 
4. Work on water retention for Regal, including installing curb, gutter, and retention ponds 

(Medium Priority; within 10 years). 
 

This chapter of the Plan establishes a work plan for the District.  The primary purpose of the 
Chapter is to identify potential projects that could be implemented over the next ten years.  
Most of the implementation steps have cost estimates, although project costs can vary greatly 
due to a number of unknown variables at the time of implementation.     
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Lake Koronis 

 
 
5. Install tile on a landowner’s water holding site (Medium to High Priority; $70,000;  5 

years). 
 
6. Work on water retention and erosion reduction at Koronis Ministries (Medium to High 

Priority; 5 years) 
 
 
Pirz Lake 

 
7. Work to achieve and maintain steady acceptable water levels in Pirz Lake. (High Priority;  

5 years) 
 
 
Drainage Improvements 

 
8. Ditch records modernization (Medium to High Priority; $50,000; 2-10 years). 

 
9. Redetermination of benefits for ditch systems as requested possibly including County 

Ditch 4 and Judicial Ditch 11.   
 

10. Beaver control as needed (High Priority; ongoing).   
 

11. County Ditch 5 repairs, including cleanout and erosion sites (Medium to High Priority; 
$70,000; 1-5 years). 

 
12. Water control structure in County Ditch 4 (in Meeker County) for control of water levels 

in nearby protected wetland (High Priority; $10,000; 5 years). 
 
13. County Ditch 29 repairs, including cleanout, erosion sites, tree spraying, and beaver 

control (Medium Priority; $40,000; 1-5 years). 
 

14. County Ditch 32 erosion repairs (Medium Priority; $100,000; 5-10 years). 
 
 
15. County Ditch 38 outlet repair (Medium Priority; $40,000; 1-5 years). 
 
16. County Ditch 42 repair from origin to Banker’s Slough (Medium Priority; $10,000; 5-10 

years). 
 
17. Cleanout County Ditch 43 from the outlet of Pigeon Lake (Medium Priority). 
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18. Repairs on County Ditch 40 from the outlet of Lake Koronis to the end (Low Priority). 
 
19. Judicial Ditch 1 repairs, including cleanout (High Priority; $250,000; 1-5 years). 
 
20. Cleanout repairs on Judicial Ditch 2 (High Priority; 10 years). 

 
21. County Ditch 7 improvements, including erosion repairs, tree spraying, and beaver 

control (Medium Priority). 
 
Miscellaneous as time and financing becomes available… 
 

22. Removal of sediment and/or the deepening of Mud Lake between Rice and Koronis 
Lakes (Low Priority; $20+ million). 

 
 

GOAL 2: 
TO MINIMIZE OR REDUCE PRIORITY 

POLLUTANTS TO SUSTAINABLE  LEVELS 

 
23. Provide assistance to the City of Paynesville on developing a stormwater discharge study 

(High Priority). 
 
24. Provide septic certification inspections ($150,000) and provide low interest loans (High 

Priority; $700,000; ongoing). 
 
25. Provide low interest loans to upgrade priority feedlots (High Priority; $300,000). 
 
26. Work on water retention, septic, and sanitary sewer issues for Hawick (Low Priority or as 

requested). 
 
27. Georgeville septic upgrades and stormwater retention (Low Priority). 
 
28. Repair river erosion west of County Road 6 in Kandiyohi County (High Priority; 

$300,000; 5 years). 
 
 

Rice Lake 
 

29. Erosion sites (Medium Priority; $125,00; 5-10 years). 
 

 
Lake Koronis 

 
30. Erosion repairs (Medium to High Priority; $500,000; 5-10 years). 

 
31. Water retention sites (Medium to High Priority; $100,000; 5 years). 
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GOAL 3: 
TO IMPROVE STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION,  

COOPERATION, AND COORDINATION IN IMPLEMENTING  
THE DISTRICT’S INITIATIVES 

 
32. Assist with implementing the Rice Lake TMDL (High Priority; $142,000; 2010-2011). 
 
33. Work with the City of Paynesville on various Wellhead Protection Area implementation 

issues (High Priority).  
 
34. Continue partnering with lake associations and other key stakeholders on implementing 

water planning strategies (High Priority; ongoing). 
 
35. Assist with finishing the Lake Koronis Recreational Trail around Lake Koronis in areas 

where the trail may impact water quality. (Medium Priority).   
 

36. Publish a district annual report and make it available to key partners in a timely matter 
each year (High Priority; ongoing.) 

 
 

GOAL 4: 
TO RAISE PUBLIC AWARENESS ON A NUMBER OF  

KEY ISSUES AND DISTRICT ACTIVITIES 
 
37.  Continue the District’s water quality monitoring efforts (High Priority; ongoing). 
 
38.  Develop a website for the District (High Priority; $5,000; 2-5 years). 

 
39. Continue to partner with other local agencies, organizations and schools to provide 

educational opportunities throughout the watershed district (High Priority; ongoing). 
 

40. Provide newsletters to district residents as available (Medium Priority, ongoing). 
 

41. Alert district residents to projects which may impact them by way of postcards, letters, 
brochures, public meetings, news releases and website postings (High Priority, ongoing). 

 
42. Provide press releases about district projects (High Priority; ongoing.) 
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Section B: 
Plan Administration 

 
 
 
Plan Coordination 
 
Managing the water resources of the NFCRWD is a complicated task, involving many local, 
State and Federal agencies, as well as private citizens and special interest groups.  For any water 
management activity to be successful, a well-coordinated effort is needed.  The NFCRWD is 
committed to working with all of its stakeholders to ensure proper management of its water 
resources. 
 
 
 
Implementation Timetable   
 
Coordination of the Overall Plan’s initiatives will commence with the Board of Managers 
adoption of the plan.  Initiatives will be carried out throughout the lifetime of the plan, which is 
scheduled to be a ten-year plan (2010 – 2019).  The implementation plan contained in this 
chapter, however, is intended to be updated in five years (in 2015).   
 
 
 
Role of the District in Implementation 
 
The District recognizes the importance of water resource management and the role citizens and 
local units of government play in decision making.  The Overall Plan’s goals, objectives, policy 
guidelines and action items are a reflection of the water related concerns in the NFCRWD.  
Implementation will be based on current needs and availability of funding.   
 
The last section of this Chapter lists the estimated expenditures per action identified in the 
Overall Plan.  The District realizes that in order to complete all of the action items listed, 
additional funding beyond the District’s budget will likely be necessary.  The District, through 
various sources, will actively pursue outside funding opportunities as they become available.   
 
 
 
Other Agencies Roles in Implementation 
 
Throughout the Overall Plan, the stakeholders involved in the District’s interests are mentioned.  
It is intended that relationships with these entities can be further enhanced throughout the 
coordination of the plan’s initiatives.   
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Recommendations for State Programs 

To implement the initiatives set forth in the Overall Plan, continued cooperation between the 
District and various State agencies is necessary.  In an effort to increase coordination in this 
effort, the District respectfully makes the following recommendations regarding State agency 
programs. 

 The District should be informed of State agency program changes and the availability of 
funding. 

 

 Data collected by State agencies should be readily shared with the District to avoid 
duplicative efforts. 

 

 State agencies should continue to provide local and/or regional staff to assist local 
officials with agency programs. 

 

 State agencies should provide greater flexibility to districts in setting annual work plan 
priorities.  Priorities should be based upon current needs, availability of funding and 
changes in State initiatives and regulations.   

 
 
 
Intergovernmental Conflicts/Resolution Process 

In the development of the Overall Plan, no intergovernmental conflicts arose.  In the event of an 
intergovernmental conflict, the Board of Managers shall request the Advisory Committee to 
intervene and informally negotiate resolution of the conflict.  If the committee does not resolve 
the conflict, the District shall petition the BWSR for a contested case hearing. 
 
 
 
Plan Evaluation 
 
To successfully implement the Overall Plan, periodic review is necessary.  The District should 
review the plan at least once every two years in order to ensure that the NFCRWD’s “vision” 
remains both accurate and constructive.  Any changes can be documented as an amendment to 
the plan.  The plan can be amended by the recommendation of the Advisory Committee to the 
Board of Managers, or the Board of Managers can propose an amendment to the plan by 
resolution to the Advisory Committee.  
 
 
 
Major Plan Amendment Procedure 
 
The Overall Plan is intended to extend through December 31, 2019; however, the District may 
propose amendments to the plan prior to that.  The following procedures will be used by the 
District for major amendment proposals to the Overall Plan.  
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1. When issues are brought to the attention of the District with regard to the need for 
amendments to its adopted Overall Plan, the District will refer that person, group, local 
unit of government, or agency to the District’s Advisory Committee. 

 

2. The District’s Advisory Committee will review the issue and may, if necessary, 
undertake studies relating to the issue.  After review, the committee will determine 
whether the Overall Plan should be amended. 

 

3. If the District’s Advisory Committee determines that the Overall Plan should be 
amended, it will make recommendations to the Board of Managers.  The Board of 
Managers shall approve or disapprove the proposed amendment. 

After development, a proposed amendment to the Overall Plan must be submitted for local 
review and comment in the following manner.  The District must submit the proposed plan 
amendment to all local units of government wholly or partly within the District, the applicable 
regional development commission (if any) and other counties or watershed management 
organizations within the same watershed unit and groundwater system that may be affected by 
the proposed plan amendment.  Each local unit of government must review the proposed 
amendment, along with its own water and land-related land resources plans and/or official 
controls, and comment on the fiscal and policy ramifications of the amendment.  Comments from 
local review must be submitted to the Board of Managers within 60 days after receiving a 
proposed plan amendment for comment, unless the Board of Managers determines that good 
cause exists for an extension of this period and grants an extension.  The Board of Managers 
must conduct a public hearing on the proposed plan amendment after the 60-day period is 
completed, but before it is submitted to the State. 
 
After conducting the public hearing, the Board of Managers must submit the proposed plan 
amendment, all written comments and a record of the public hearing to the BWSR for review.  
The BWSR must complete the review within 90 days after receiving the proposed Overall Plan 
amendment and supporting documentation.  The BWSR must consult with the Departments of 
Agriculture, Health, Natural Resources, Pollution Control, Planning Agency, Environmental 
Quality and other appropriate State agencies during the review. 
 
The BWSR may disapprove a proposed amendment if it determines the amendment is not 
consistent with State law or the principles of sound hydrologic management, effective 
environmental protection or efficient management.  If the amendment is disapproved, the BWSR 
must provide a written statement of its reasons for disapproval.  The disapproved Overall Plan 
amendment may be revised by the Board of Managers and resubmitted for approval by the 
BWSR within 120 days after receiving notice of disapproval, unless the BWSR extends the 
period for good cause.  The decision of the BWSR to disapprove the amendment may be 
appealed by the Board of Managers to District Court.  The Board of Managers must adopt and 
begin implementation of its amended Overall Plan within 120 days after receiving notice of 
approval of the amendment from the BWSR. 
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Minor Plan Amendment Procedure 
 
If an amendment to the Overall Plan is considered to be minor in nature, the following process 
will be followed: 

 
1. The Board of Managers will receive a recommendation from the Advisory Committee for 

an amendment to the Overall Plan. 
 

2. At the Board of Manager’s meeting, where the amendment is introduced, the District will 
hold a public hearing to explain the amendments and publish a legal notice of the hearing 
at least ten (10) days before the date of the hearing in the official District newspaper.  

 

3. The District will send copies of the amendment to the BWSR Board Conservationist 
assigned to the District for review and comment. 

 
 
 
General Information 
 
All amendments adopted by the District will be printed in the form of replacement pages for the 
Overall Plan.  Each page will show deleted text as stricken and new text as underlines on draft 
amendments, as needed, and include the effective date of the amendment.  The District will 
maintain a distribution list of agencies and individuals who have received a copy of the Overall 
Plan and the District shall distribute copies of the amendment(s) within thirty days of adoption.  
 


