Le Sueur River One Watershed, One Plan
Meeting #9

LSRW POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING
Date: Friday, January 28, 2022
Time: 10:00am
Location: Waseca County
East Annex – Large Conference Room
300 North State Street
Waseca, MN, 56093
INVITEES
Policy Committee Members: Don Kropp (Freeborn SWCD), Ted Herman (Freeborn Co.), Randy Feist (Faribault, SWCD), Bill Anderson
(Faribault SWCD), Tom Loveall (Faribault Co.), Bruce Anderson (Faribault Co.), Larry Muff (Waseca SWCD), Todd Stencel (Waseca,
SWCD), De Malterer (Waseca Co.), Brad Krause (Waseca, Co.), Chris Hughes (Blue Earth SWCD), John Shanahan (Blue Earth SWCD),
Kevin Paap (Blue Earth Co.), Kip Bruender (Blue Earth County),
Staff: Mark Manderfeld (Blue Earth Co.), Scott Salsbury (Blue Earth Co.), Jerad Bach (Blue Earth SWCD), Mark Schaetzke (Waseca
SWCD), Haley Byron (Waseca Co.), Nate Carr (Faribault SWCD), Brandee Douglas (Faribault Co.), Brenda Lageson (Freeborn SWCD),
Lindsey Zeitler (Freeborn SWCD), Rachel Wehner (Freeborn Co.), Shaina Keseley (BWSR), Jill Sackett Eberhart (BWSR)

VIRTUAL MEETING LOGIN INFORMATION:
Link: https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/137441117
Phone +1 (872) 240-3212
Access Code: 137-441-117
BEFORE MEETING PLEASE REVIEW:
 Meeting packet
o Meeting minutes – December 16, 2021
o Financial Report – November & December 2021
o ISG Memo to Steering Team – Targeting and Measurable Goals (12/20/21)
o ISG Memo to Technical Advisory Committee – Targeting and Measurable Goals (01/06/22)

AGENDA
Item
1
2
3
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7

TOPIC
Call to Order
Ice Breaker
Approval of Agenda
Approval of Minutes
Financial Report
Policy Committee Process

Issue Statements:
Water Quality in Lakes
Riparian and Shorelands
Groundwater Protection

Presenter

PURPOSE

Haley Byron

Mark Schaetzke, Waseca SWCD
Haley Byron

Haley Byron

Discussion: What are
members taking into
consideration when making
decisions? What does a
successful plan look like?
Discussion: Review and make
recommendations on desired
future conditions, measurable
outcomes, priority resources
and targeting, and strategies
for inclusion in the initial 10year plan.

8

Updates & Next Steps

9

Adjourn

Haley Byron

Discussion: Timeline

Le Sueur River One Watershed One Plan
POLICY COMMITTEE
Date: December 16, 2021
Meeting #7_________________

_______

Time: 10:00 am
Location: Freeborn County Government Center – Freeborn Room
Attending: Policy Committee Members: Don Kropp (Freeborn SWCD), Ted Herman (Freeborn Co.), Randy Feist
(Faribault SWCD), De Malterer (Waseca Co.), Kevin Paap (Blue Earth Co.), Chris Hughes (Blue Earth SWCD), (Blue
Earth SWCD), Larry Muff (Waseca SWCD), Tom Loveall (Faribault Co), Brad Krause (Waseca Co)
Staff/Other: Rachel Wehner (Freeborn Co.), Brenda Lageson (Freeborn SWCD), Mark Schaetzke (Waseca SWCD),
Brandee Douglas (Faribault Co.), Haley Byron (Waseca Co), Jill Sackett Eberhart (BWSR)
Meeting called to order by De Malterer at 10:04 am, beginning with introductions.
Agenda:
Motion to approve the agenda, made by Ted Herman, Seconded by Tom Loveall.
Motion passed unanimously.
Minutes:
Motion to approve the minutes, made by Ted Herman, Seconded by Kevin Paap.
Motion passed unanimously.
Financial Report
 Mark Schaetzke presented the financial report for expenses.
Motion to recommend Waseca SWCD to pay bills as presented, made by Larry Muff, Seconded by Randy
Feist.
Motion passed unanimously.
Issue Statements
 Mark Schaetzke discussed the purpose of the issue statements and how they state the problems, risk, or
opportunities for the watersheds priority resources. It also lays the foundation of the plan content. To date,
ISG aggregated all data available – plans, reports, other county water plans, etc. From that 36 issues
statements were developed. The steering committee completed a survey of importance and after meeting,
narrowed results down to 15. Technical advisory committee reviewed issue statements and provided
feedback and edits. Loveall requested more information of the players of each group and when the public
was involved. It was explained that the public kickoff and survey results were pulled into results, steering
committee factored in public interest, and there are a couple interested members of the public part of the
technical advisory committee.
 Policy committee members requested to receive the extensive summary of kickoff summary.
 Also requested was the lists of who is on each committee. An effort should be made to bring in more people
in agriculture to TAC meetings. They could be invited as needed. It was discussed that we ultimately can’t
force people to come. We can only do our due diligence to invite and try to get people to attend.
 Issue statements were discussed individually. Resource concerns weighted at the top of the list is water
quality in rivers and streams, and water quality in lakes. Following those was Erosion with issue statements
that address soil health, erosion in agricultural lands, and bluff, ravine, and bank erosion.
o Question was posed the difference between high and excess. Water quality in rivers and streams
lists high sediment and nutrients. Water quality in lakes lists excess sediment and nutrients.
Requested that we ask ISG about the language differences. Can be compared or adjusted to WRAPS

Le Sueur River One Watershed One Plan
POLICY COMMITTEE
Date: December 16, 2021
Meeting #7_________________

_______

or TMDL language. When we set measurable goals, high vs excess will be defined. Staff will get
further information on these two statements to clarify.
o One issue statement is overall negative to agriculture. Wordsmithing could possibly be done to
replace “poor” in statements. Should we acknowledge we have problems without the negativity?
o Weighted ranking in erosion needs to be listed in order in the plan. Ranking value does not define
any prioritization, just the method the steering committee used to create the issues.
o Kevin Paap proposed quantity (peak flows and annual flow volume) should be addressed ahead of
quality. Quantity is affecting quality due to increased flows which causes erosion, and increased
drainage.
o Wetlands were questioned how much of a focus this will be due to the cost of restorations. Those
decisions have not been decided yet.
o Regarding leadership, the question was asked about who decision makers are. It was said anyone
that makes decisions can fall under this and this was high ranking from the kickoff meeting and
survey.
o “Lack of technical understanding” vs “an increase of engagement”. However issue statements are
identifying problems and negative items. Goals and implementation are the positive spin.
o Paap brought up the issue statement not on the list that perhaps should be on the list under
leadership is (pg 4) regarding “limited staff capacity and turnover limit progress”. Overall opinion
was that it shouldn’t be listed as an issue statement but will be addressed in narrative how staff will
complete work. Hardships in capacity can be mentioned.
Motion to approve broad issue statements with knowledge that certain wordage may change but intent will stay
the same, made by Tom Loveall, seconded by Chris Hughes.
Motion passed unanimously.
Updates and Next Steps:
 Priority areas will be the next step for steering committee members along with questions brought up in this
policy meeting. Measurable goals follow that.
 Next meeting is Jan 28th at 10am in Waseca.
Motion to adjourn by Tom Loveall, seconded by Randy Feist.
Motion passed unanimously.
Meeting Adjourned at 12:11pm

______________________________________
Secretary – Commissioner Ted Herman
Submitted by: Rachel Wehner (Freeborn County)

Memorandum
Le Sueur River One Watershed One Plan

To:

Le Sueur River 1W1P Steering Committee

From:

ISG

Date:

December 20, 2021

Subject:

Targeting and Measurable Goals

INTRODUCTION
The following memo outlines a starting point for determining targeting strategies, desired future conditions, and measurable
goals for issue statements related to lake water quality, riparian and shorelands, and groundwater protection. These issues
were selected as the first three issues to discuss measurable goals for because they provide a relatively straight forward
approach that will familiarize steering members with the process ahead of discussions related to the more complex issues. The
discussion will also include preliminary discussions on strategies and direction for implementation actions. The Steering
Committee should come prepared to discuss the following during the upcoming meeting for each issue statement listed above:
1. Process for determining priority resources and targeting
2. Desired future conditions (DFC)
3. Measurable goals

TARGE TING AND MEASURABLE GOALS
One requirement of the Plan is to set measurable goals that will address the priority issues in the watershed. A measurable goal
is a quantifiable change in a resource condition that you expect after you implement the 10-year plan. The desired future
condition (DFC) or long-term goal can help set the direction for planning as it defines what you are striving to attain regardless of
timeline. Measurable goals will be re-visited with the targeted implementation schedule knowing that there are limited financial
and technical resources to ensure that the measurable goal is attainable in 10-year timeframe.

Figure 1: Continual Refinement of Priority Issues and Framework
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WATER QUALITY IN LAKES
Issue Statement: There is poor water quality in lake due to excess sediment and nutrients.
Desired Future Conditions: TBD – Discuss during December 20th Steering Team Meeting
Examples:
•
•

All lakes meet water quality standards for aquatic life
All lakes meet water quality standards for recreational use

Measurable Outcome: TBD – Discuss during December 20th Steering Team Meeting
Examples:
•
•

TP and/or TSS concentrations are reduced by X%
Water clarity improvements by X-feet

Measure: TBD – Discuss during December 20th Steering Team Meeting
Examples:
•
•
•

TP and/or TSS concentrations
TP and/or TSS loading
Secchi disk readings

Potential measures of level of effort / activity to address goal: TBD – Discuss during December 20th Steering Team Meeting
Examples:
•
•
•

Coordination with MPCA or others to monitor TP/TSS concentrations at priority lakes
Coordination with MPCA or others to measure water clarity at priority lakes
Track and record number of BMPs and expected load reductions

Priority Resources + Targeting:
A survey was sent to the Steering Committee to collect information prior to the meeting. The survey will help collect preliminary
insights for criteria that may be utilized for determining priority lakes that will be targeted for implementation in the 10-year
Plan. The criteria in the survey includes:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/2NYQF5D
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Criteria

Definition

Restoration vs. protection
(impaired vs. non-impaired)

Impaired lakes will be restoration lakes and non-impaired lakes will be protection
lakes. Impairments are based on 2022 draft impairment listings from the MPCA.

TMDL completed

If there is an impairment, a TMDL study has been completed or target completion
date for approved TMDLs.

Subwatershed assessment,
targeting or prioritization
study, or implementation plan
completed or in progress

A subwatershed assessment (SWA) is completed for the lake or lakeshed. A SWA
could be defined by a targeting or prioritization study, or implementation strategy
based on scientific data.

Identified as WRAPS priority

A lake that has been identified as a priority in the WRAPS.

Identified by citizen input /
survey as priority

A lake that has been mentioned in at the kickoff meeting or survey as
a local priority.

Lake size to drainage area
ratio

The ratio of lake area to watershed drainage area.

Lakeshed land-use
disturbance %

Proportion of land use in the lake’s immediate catchment composed of urban and
row crop (based on the 2011 National Land Cover Dataset).

Percent mean P from P
Standard

The percent change from the mean phosphorus concentration to the standard
phosphorus concentrations based on the ecoregion and depth classification for the
lake.

P Sensitivity

A measure of phosphorus sensitivity expressed in inches lost in water clarity with an
increase in 100 pounds of phosphorus loading.

Water clarity trends

If a trend was detected based on statistical analysis completed on lakes with
sufficient data collection.

Lakes of biological
significance

Defined as outstanding, high, or moderate for aquatic plants, fish, birds, and
amphibians.

Public accesses

The ability for citizens in the watershed to access the lake. The accessibility
can be defined by size of lake, number of boat ramps, number of parking spaces,
public parks, etc.

Momentum towards goals

(see criteria below)

Local support

(see criteria below)

Political support

(see criteria below)

Readiness

(see criteria below)

Other

Please provide other criteria not defined in the survey that may be
important to consider.
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Lake Criteria

Name

Geographic
Management Area

County

Depth
Class

Basin Acres

Watershed
Acres

Lake to
Watershed
Ratio

Ecoregion

%
Disturbed
Land Use

2022
Impaired
(Y/N)

Impairment

TMDL
Completed
N, Statewide
Mercury TMDL

199

498

2 WCBP

60%

Y

Fish
Bioassessments,
Mercury

shallow

50

668

13 NCHF

59%

N

-

-

Waseca
Blue Earth

shallow
shallow

861
126

4,005
1,094

5 WCBP
9 WCBP

81%
88%

N
N

-

-

Lower Le Sueur River

Blue Earth

shallow

523

6,046

12 NCHF

73%

Y

Nutrients

Approved 2016

Eagle (South)

Lower Le Sueur River

Blue Earth

shallow

376

6,046

16 NCHF

73%

N

-

-

Elysian (Main Lake)
Freeborn

Lower Le Sueur River
Cobb River

Waseca
Freeborn

shallow
shallow

2,215
2,034

28,615
7,694

13 NCHF
4 WCBP

79%
83%

Y
Y

Nutrients
Nutrients

Approved 2016
Approved 2016

Indian

Lower Le Sueur River

Blue Earth

shallow

177

985

6 WCBP

87%

N

-

-

Lily

Lower Le Sueur River

Waseca

deep

114

441

4 NCHF

40%

N

Lura

Rice Creek

Blue Earth

shallow

1,359

2,673

2 WCBP

82%

Y

Fish
Bioassessments,
Nutrients, Mercury

Madison

Lower Le Sueur River

Blue Earth

deep

1,447

11,167

8 NCHF

78%

Y

N, Approved
2014, Statewide
Mercury TMDL
Approved 2016,
Statewide
Nutrients, Mercury Mercury TMDL

Minnesota
Perch

Maple River
Little Cobb River

Faribault
Blue Earth

shallow
shallow

1,884
199

4,454
1,300

2 WCBP
7 WCBP

86%
86%

N
N

-

Reeds

Lower Le Sueur River

Waseca

deep

195

550

3 NCHF

52%

Y

Mercury

Rice

Rice Creek

Faribault

shallow

963

14,810

15 WCBP

87%

Y

Nutrients

St. Olaf

Upper Le Sueur River

Waseca

deep

91

368

4 WCBP

87%

Y

Mercury

Bass

Rice Creek

Faribault

deep

Born

Lower Le Sueur River

Blue Earth

Buffalo
Cottonwood

Lower Le Sueur River
Cobb River

Eagle (North)

Statewide
Mercury TMDL
Target
completion in
2021
Statewide
Mercury TMDL
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Lake Criteria

Name

Geographic
Management Area

County

Bass

Rice Creek

Faribault

Born

Lower Le Sueur River

Blue Earth

Buffalo
Cottonwood

Lower Le Sueur River
Cobb River

Waseca
Blue Earth

Eagle (North)

Lower Le Sueur River

Blue Earth

Eagle (South)

Lower Le Sueur River

Blue Earth

Presence of
Water Clarity
Trend

Lake
Biological
Significance

No Evidence of
Trend

Y

Y

332

60

-453%

1

N

N

High

215
367

90
90

-139%
-308%

0
0

Y
N

Y
N

Moderate

149

60

-149%

1

Y

N

155

60

-158%

0

Y

N

Moderate

174
328

60
90

-191%
-264%

0
0

Y
Y

Y
Y

375

90

-317%

0

N

N

19

40

53%

67

N

N

133

90

-47%

4

Y

Y

65

40

-63%

1

Y

Y

125
506

90
90

-38%
-462%

2
0

Y
N

N
N

27

40

32%

50

Y

Y

245

90

-172%

0

Y

N

32

65

51%

40

Y

Y

Waseca
Freeborn

Indian

Lower Le Sueur River

Blue Earth

Moderate

Lily

Lower Le Sueur River

Waseca

Outstanding

Lura

Rice Creek

Blue Earth

Madison

Lower Le Sueur River

Blue Earth

Minnesota
Perch

Maple River
Little Cobb River

Faribault
Blue Earth

Reeds

Lower Le Sueur River

Waseca

Rice

Rice Creek

Faribault
Waseca

Citizen
Survey /
Feedback
(Y/N)

24

Lower Le Sueur River
Cobb River

Upper Le Sueur River

WRAPS
Priority
(Y/N)

38%

Elysian (Main Lake)
Freeborn

St. Olaf

P
Sensitivity
Index

90

Decreasing
Trend

No Evidence of
Trend
No Evidence of
Trend
Moderate
No Evidence of
Trend
Outstanding
Moderate
Increasing
Trend
High

Moderate
Decreasing
Trend

% Mean P
from P
Standard

56

Insufficient
Data
Insufficient
Data

TP
Mean TP Standard
(ug/L)
(ug/L)

High
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The survey requested input on professional judgement such as factors related to momentum towards goals, local support,
political support, and readiness that cannot be captured from existing scientific studies. Criteria for professional judgement is
defined below:
Momentum
Towards Goals
3 - high

Description
Studies/project identification/outreach/BMPs has been implemented already;
county initiatives have been undertaken that need to be supported with action.

2 - medium

Activities listed above have been, or are in the planning and development stages,
but not yet implemented; funding has been secured.

1 - low

No recent activity has taken place.

Local Support
3 - high

Description
Landowners are seeking out/taking initiative; there is an active lake association;
there are local champions; local match/contribution is secured.

2 - medium

Landowners will attend meetings or request information; the lake association is a
social group, not particularly interested in environmental issues.

1 - low

Low rate or no contact with landowners; no lake association.

Political Support
3 - high

Description
Elected officials have provided substantial staff and financial resources, voiced
political support, and worked to build community support.

2 - medium

Elected officials have provided some staff and financial resources, voiced political
support, and worked to build community support.

1 - low

Elected officials have voiced political support and worked to build community
support.

Readiness
3 - high

Description
There is a waiting list of projects; projects have been designed; the permits have
been acquired; awaiting funding to implement.

2 - medium
1 - low

Project are identified, concepts are developed, and ranked or prioritized.
There are no pending projects or landowners ready to implement projects; no
project planning scale activities have taken place.

Strategies:
•

•

Watershed Strategies
o BMPS to decrease nutrients
o BMPS to decrease sediment
o Improve soil health
o Drainage management
Lakeshore Strategies
o Lakeshore restoration
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•

•
•

o Lakeshore protection (easements/ordinances)
In-Lake Strategies
o Biomanipulation
o Invasive species control (prevention, early response planning, lake vegetation management)
o Alum treatments
o Dredging
Outreach and Education
Lake assessments – focused studies on sources assessments, prioritization, and targeting

RIPARIAN + SHORELANDS
Issue Statement: A reduction in quality and quantity or riparian and shoreland habitat and connectivity.
Desired Future Conditions: TBD – Discuss during December 20th Steering Team Meeting
Examples:
•
•

All shorelands are in compliance with applicable policies and ordinances
Buffer compliance on all protected waterways and public drainage ditches

Measurable Outcome: TBD – Discuss during December 20th Steering Team Meeting
Examples:
•
•
•
•

Restore X LF of shoreland
Greater than X% of 50’ buffer on protected waterways
Greater than X% of one rod buffers on public drainage ditches
X% increase in land protection of critical habitat and sensitive areas such are shoreland and along river corridors

Measure: TBD – Discuss during December 20th Steering Team Meeting
Examples:
•
•
•
•

Linear feet of shoreland restoration
Acres or linear feet of buffered protected waterways
Acres or linear feet of buffered public drainage ditches
Acres in protection

Potential measures of level of effort / activity to address goal: TBD – Discuss during December 20th Steering Team Meeting
Examples:
•
•
•
•

Track and record number of shoreland restorations
Track and record compliance efforts with protected waterway buffers
Track and record compliance efforts with public drainage ditches
Track and record number of acres placed in protection

Targeting:
•

Targeting for shorelands on priority lakes determined from Water Quality in Lakes Issue
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•
•

Target protection in critical habitat corridors
Target riparian enhancements in subwatershed with impacts of altered hydrology. Altered hydrology is the primary
cause of degraded habitat, changes in connectivity, timing and amount of flow though instabilities vegetation loss, and
reduction in floodplain connectivity.

Strategies:
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Shorelands
o Shoreland restoration
o Shoreland enhancements
o Native planting and conservation cover
Buffers
o Buffer installation – private and public ditches
o Buffer compliance process enhancements
o Buffer expansions
o Buffer maintenance
Ordinances/Policy
o Comparison study of ordinances/policies/enforcements
o New development practices
Riparian restorations
Stream restoration/floodplain connectivity
Two stage ditches
Land protection of critical habitat areas
Outreach and education of lakeshore owners on best practices and management of shorelands
Coordination with lake associations best practices and management of shorelands

GROUNDWATER PROTECTIO N
Issue Statement: Elevated contaminants in groundwater, particularly nitrates and arsenic, are an ongoing threat to drinking
water quality.
Desired Future Conditions: TBD – Discuss during December 20th Steering Team Meeting
Examples:
•
•
•
•

Reduce impacts of elevated nitrates to Mankato’s shallow drinking water wells
All private well owners are aware of arsenic and its impacts
All unused and unsealed wells within DWSMA boundaries are sealed
All SSTS operate as designed and meet compliance

Measurable Outcome: TBD – Discuss during December 20th Steering Team Meeting
Examples:
•
•
•
•

Nitrate loads at Le Sueur outlet are reduced by X%/X mg/L
Annual outreach and education is conducted to inform private well owners of threats from arsenic in drinking water
Seal 10 unused or unsealed wells within DWSMA boundaries
Improve/upgrade 10 SSTS

Measure: TBD – Discuss during December 20th Steering Team Meeting
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Examples:
•
•
•
•

Nitrate load and/or concentration
Number of outreach and education efforts
Number of sealed wells
Number of improved SSTS

Potential measures of level of effort / activity to address goal: TBD – Discuss during December 20th Steering Team Meeting
Examples:
•
•
•
•

Coordinate with MPCA to monitor nitrate concentrations throughout watershed and at Le Sueur River outlet
Track and record outreach and education efforts related to arsenic
Track number and location of sealed wells
Track number of improved SSTS

Targeting:
Existing studies and reports were referenced to develop a draft list of criteria for identifying targeted priority areas to implement
strategies to address this issue statement. Based on discussions in previous meetings it was decided that this issue statement
reflects two distinct “resources” that will each have unique criteria considered to target implementation actions. These two
resource categories are community public water systems and private wells.
To identify priority targeted areas the first step is to identify sensitive and vulnerable areas. For groundwater this includes the
location of:
•
•
•

DWSMA’s
Areas with high pollutant sensitivity
High concentration of private wells

The location of the sensitive and vulnerable areas was then considered along with known drinking water quality threats that
were identified from the studies/reports. Identifying where the threats overlap with the location of sensitive and vulnerable
areas will guide selection of priority targeted areas.
Using this information, a list of draft recommendations for priority targeted areas was developed. The recommendations are
preliminary and will be discussed in the December 20th meeting with the Steering Team to finalize.
Community Public Water Systems:
Threats:
•
•

High nitrates in Le Sueur River impacting shallow wells that provide the City of Mankato’s drinking water
(roughly 1/3 of total supply)
Land use activities within DWSMA boundaries
(Only one DWSMA in planning area has moderate vulnerability while the others are low or very low)

Priority Areas:
•
•

Areas contributing high nitrate loads to Le Sueur River outlet
Failing SSTS, unsealed wells, feedlots, active leaky tank sites, and agriculture in moderately vulnerable DWSMA’s
and areas with karst geology
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•

Failing SSTS and unsealed wells in low and very low vulnerable DWSMA’s

Strategies:
•
•
•
•
•
•

BMPs to reduce nitrogen loads from agriculture in high contributing areas
BMPs to reduce nitrogen leaching in DWSMA’s (cover crops)
Seal unsealed or unused wells
Manage feedlots and manure
SSTS management (identify and replace failing systems)
Address active leaky tank sites

Private Wells:
Threats:
•
•

High arsenic
Potential for future impacts from increased nitrates

Priority Areas:
•
•
•

Areas with high density of private wells
Areas with evidence of high arsenic levels (from testing)
Areas with high pollution sensitivity of wells

Strategies:
•
•
•

Outreach and education on need to test for all contaminants, particularly arsenic
Outreach and education on options to treat arsenic if detected
Consider location of high pollution sensitivity of wells when targeting locations for BMPs that reduce potential for
nitrates to infiltrate into the groundwater

There were additional threats and strategies that were identified in the referenced studies that are not included in the
recommendations but should be reviewed by the Steering Committee to ensure all considerations are considered when
developing the final targeted areas and resulting measurable outcomes.
Potential threats not addressed in above strategies:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Pesticides
o Currently no MDA monitoring well in planning areas, therefore; there is a lack of data
Radionuclides
o Not enough known about radium’s distribution across aquifers at this time and human activity is unlikely to be
cause. Therefore, only suggested action is outreach and education
Stormwater
Household hazardous waste
Pharmaceuticals
Groundwater quantity
o No statistical analysis but data indicates groundwater levels are slightly increasing over time during monitoring
period (1981-2020)
Groundwater connected natural features
o Fens, forested wetlands, marshes, peatland/bog)
o Groundwater flow dominated lakes
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Potential Strategies not addressed above:
•
•
•

Coordinate with MDA to install monitoring wells
Establish a well inventory to record baseline data and track changes in groundwater quality over time (successful
example is the Southeast MN Domestic Well Network)
Protect groundwater from closed landfills (Waseca County Landfill)

Data Sources:
•

GRAPS & City of Mankato 2021 Source Water Assessment
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To:

Le Sueur River 1W1P Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

From:

ISG

Date:

January 6th, 2022

Subject:

Targeting and Measurable Goals

INTRODUCTION
The following memo outlines the framework for determining targeting strategies, desired future conditions, and measurable
goals for issue statements related to lake water quality, riparian and shorelands, and groundwater protection as recommended
by the Steering Team. These issues were selected as the first three issues to discuss measurable goals for because they
provide a relatively straight forward approach that will familiarize Steering and Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) members
with the process ahead of discussions related to the more complex issues. The discussion will also include preliminary
discussions on strategies and direction for implementation actions. The TAC should come prepared to discuss the following
during the upcoming meeting for each issue statement listed above:
1. Process for determining priority resources and targeting
2. Desired future conditions (DFC)
3. Measurable goals

TARGETING AND MEASURABLE GOALS
One requirement of the Plan is to set measurable goals that will address the priority issues in the watershed. A measurable goal
is a quantifiable change in a resource condition that you expect after you implement the 10-year plan. The desired future
condition (DFC) or long-term goal can help set the direction for planning as it defines what you are striving to attain regardless of
timeline. Measurable goals will be re-visited with the targeted implementation schedule knowing that there are limited financial
and technical resources to ensure that the measurable goal is attainable in 10-year timeframe.

Figure 1: Continual Refinement of Priority Issues and Framework
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WATER QUALITY IN LAKES
Issue Statement: There is poor water quality in lake due to excess nutrients.
Desired Future Conditions:
•

All lakes meet water quality standards for aquatic life and recreational use

Measurable Outcome:
•
•
•

Reduce TP by X pounds per year
Increase the number of participants in citizen lake monitoring by X
Protect lakes meeting water quality standards from becoming impaired (St. Olaf and Reeds are the only protection
lakes)

Measure:
•
•

TP loading
Citizen lake monitoring participants

Potential measures of level of effort / activity to address goal:
•
•

Coordination with MPCA or others to monitor TP concentrations and water clarity at priority lakes
Track and record number of BMPs and expected load reductions

Priority Resources + Targeting:
The priority resources were determined based on quantifiable scientific metrics and professional judgement criteria. Each
criteria was weighted based on percent rank of the total dataset giving a value between zero and one. The percent rank for each
criterion was averaged for each lake (see “Overall Score (All Criteria)” column). The top seven lakes listed in Table 1 were
identified as the priority resources for lakes and will be the focus for targeted implementation for the issue related to water
quality in lakes.
Table 1: Priority Resources - Lakes

Overall Score

Name

Geographic
Management
Area

County

(All Criteria)

Scientific Metrics

Professional
Judgement

Bass

Rice Creek

Faribault

0.69

0.70

0.67

Lura

Rice Creek

Blue Earth

0.66

0.68

0.63

St. Olaf

Upper Le Sueur
River

Waseca

0.66

0.77

0.44

Reeds

Lower Le Sueur
River

Waseca

0.65

0.74

0.47
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Madison

Lower Le Sueur
River

Blue Earth

0.61

0.50

0.82

Freeborn

Cobb River

Freeborn

0.57

0.43

0.85

Rice

Rice Creek

Faribault

0.34

0.35

0.31

Table 2: Prioritization Criteria for Priority Lakes

Criteria

Definition

Restoration vs. protection
(impaired vs. non-impaired)

Impaired lakes will be restoration lakes and non-impaired lakes will be protection
lakes. Impairments are based on 2022 draft impairment listings from the MPCA.

Subwatershed assessment,
targeting or prioritization
study, or implementation plan
completed or in progress

A subwatershed assessment (SWA) is completed for the lake or lakeshed. A SWA
could be defined by a targeting or prioritization study, or implementation strategy
based on scientific data.

Identified as WRAPS priority

A lake that has been identified as a priority in the WRAPS.

Identified by citizen input /
survey as priority

A lake that has been mentioned in at the kickoff meeting or survey as
a local priority.

Lake size to drainage area
ratio

The ratio of lake area to watershed drainage area.

Percent mean P from P
Standard

The percent change from the mean phosphorus concentration to the standard
phosphorus concentrations based on the ecoregion and depth classification for the
lake.

P Sensitivity

A measure of phosphorus sensitivity expressed in inches lost in water clarity with an
increase in 100 pounds of phosphorus loading.

Water clarity trends

If a trend was detected based on statistical analysis completed on lakes with
sufficient data collection.

Lakes of biological
significance

Defined as outstanding, high, or moderate for aquatic plants, fish, birds, and
amphibians.

Public accesses

The ability for citizens in the watershed to access the lake. The accessibility
can be defined by size of lake, number of boat ramps, number of parking spaces,
public parks, etc.

Momentum towards goals

(see criteria below)

Local support

(see criteria below)

Political support

(see criteria below)

Readiness

(see criteria below)
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A survey was completed to collect input from Steering Committee members on professional judgement factors such momentum
towards goals, local support, political support, and readiness criteria that cannot be captured from existing scientific studies.
Criteria for professional judgement is defined below:
Momentum
Towards Goals
3 - high

Description
Studies/project identification/outreach/BMPs has been implemented already;
county initiatives have been undertaken that need to be supported with action.

2 - medium

Activities listed above have been, or are in the planning and development stages,
but not yet implemented; funding has been secured.

1 - low

No recent activity has taken place.

Local Support
3 - high

Description
Landowners are seeking out/taking initiative; there is an active lake association;
there are local champions; local match/contribution is secured.

2 - medium

Landowners will attend meetings or request information; the lake association is a
social group, not particularly interested in environmental issues.

1 - low

Low rate or no contact with landowners; no lake association.

Political Support
3 - high

Description
Elected officials have provided substantial staff and financial resources, voiced
political support, and worked to build community support.

2 - medium

Elected officials have provided some staff and financial resources, voiced political
support, and worked to build community support.

1 - low

Elected officials have voiced political support and worked to build community
support.

Readiness
3 - high

Description
There is a waiting list of projects; projects have been designed; the permits have
been acquired; awaiting funding to implement.

2 - medium
1 - low

Project are identified, concepts are developed, and ranked or prioritized.
There are no pending projects or landowners ready to implement projects; no
project planning scale activities have taken place.

Strategies:
•

Watershed Strategies
o BMPS to decrease nutrients
o BMPS to decrease sediment
o Improve soil health
o Drainage management
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•
•

•
•

Lakeshore Strategies
o Lakeshore restoration
o Lakeshore protection (easements/ordinances)
In-Lake Strategies
o Biomanipulation
o Invasive species control (prevention, early response planning, lake vegetation management)
o Alum treatments
o Dredging
Outreach and Education
Lake assessments – focused studies on sources assessments, prioritization, and targeting

RIPARIAN + SHORELANDS
Issue Statement: A reduction in quality and quantity or riparian and shoreland habitat and connectivity.
Desired Future Conditions:
•

All shorelands and riparian zones provide healthy habitat and floodplain connectivity.

Measurable Outcome:
•
•
•

Restore X linear feet of shoreland
X linear feet/ X acres of voluntary adoption of expanded perennial cover along lakeshore, river corridors, and private
and public ditches
X%/X acres increase in land protection of critical habitat and sensitive areas such are lakeshore and along river
corridors

Measure:
•
•
•

Linear feet of shoreland restoration
Linear feet or acres of expanded perennial cover along waterways
Acres in protection

Potential measures of level of effort / activity to address goal:
•
•
•

Track and record number of shoreland restorations
Track and record expanded perennial cover along waterways
Track and record number of acres placed in protection

Targeting:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Targeting for lakeshore on priority lakes determined from Water Quality in Lakes Issue
Targeting for shoreland on priority watercourses determined from Water Quality in Rivers and Streams Issue.
Target protection in critical habitat corridors
Target riparian enhancements in subwatershed with impacts of altered hydrology. Altered hydrology is the primary
cause of degraded habitat, changes in connectivity, timing and amount of flow though instabilities vegetation loss, and
reduction in floodplain connectivity.
Target locations to protect infrastructure such as roads, house, etc.
Target identified areas where there is a need for additional native perennial cover along lakeshore, river corridors, and
private and public ditches
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Strategies:
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Shorelands
o Shoreland restoration
o Shoreland enhancements
o Native planting and conservation cover
Buffers
o Buffer installation – private and public ditches
o Buffer compliance process enhancements
o Buffer expansions
o Buffer maintenance
Ordinances/Policy
o Comparison study of ordinances/policies/enforcements
o New development practices
Riparian restorations
Stream restoration/floodplain connectivity
Two stage ditches
Land protection of critical habitat areas
Outreach and education of lakeshore owners on best practices and management of shorelands
Coordination with lake associations best practices and management of shorelands

GROUNDWATER PROTECTION
Issue Statement: Elevated contaminants in groundwater, particularly nitrates and arsenic, are an ongoing threat to drinking
water quality.
Desired Future Conditions:
•
•
•
•

Reduce impacts of elevated nitrates to Mankato’s shallow drinking water wells
All private well owners are aware of arsenic, its threats to their health, if it’s detected in their water, and opportunities
to treat it if present.
All unused and unsealed wells within planning area sealed
All SSTS operate as designed and meet compliance

Measurable Outcome:
•

•

Public Water Systems
o Outreach/Education to a minimum of X# DWSMA’s a year to identify if there are any unused/abandoned wells
within DWSMA boundary
o X# of unused/abandoned wells are sealed within DWSMA boundaries
o Nitrate + Nitrite loads at Le Sueur river outlet are reduced by X%/X mg/L
o X% of cropland acres implementing cover crops in Madison Lake’s DWSMA
o X# of manure management plans implemented for feedlots adjacent to Madison Lake DWSMA
Private Wells
o Targeted outreach and education to private well owners on threats from arsenic, including treatment options,
X# of times per year
o X# of cropland acres implementing cover crops in moderate to highly sensitive well areas.
o X# of unused/abandoned wells are sealed
o X# of manure management plans implemented for feedlots adjacent to moderate and high rated areas
according to DNR’s susceptibility of near surface materials.
o X# of septic systems replaced to meet compliance
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Measure:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Nitrate + Nitrite load and/or concentration at Le Sueur River Outlet
Number of outreach and education efforts
Number of sealed wells
Number of improved/replaced SSTS
Number of cropland acres that are implementing cover crops
Number of manure management plans implemented

Potential measures of level of effort / activity to address goal:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Track and record Nitrate + Nitrite loading results from MPCA’s pollutant load monitoring network at Le Sueur river outlet
(station E32077001)
Track and record topics and count of outreach and education efforts
Track and record number and location of sealed wells
Track and record number of improved SSTS
Track and record number of newly implemented acres of cover crops
Track and record number of manure management plans implemented

Targeting:
•

•

Public Water Systems
o Locations of failing SSTS, unsealed wells, feedlots, active leaky tank sites, and agriculture in moderately
vulnerable DWSMA’s
o Locations of unsealed wells in low and very low vulnerable DWSMA’s
o Areas of the watershed that contribute high nitrogen loads to Le Sueur river outlet
Private Wells
o All private wells are a priority with an immediate priority put towards:
 Areas with evidence of high arsenic levels (from testing)
 Areas with high pollution sensitivity of near surface materials of wells.
 Ensure older wells are getting tested and not just newly installed wells.

Strategies:
•

•

Public Water Systems
o Seal unused wells
o Manage feedlots and manure
o Repair/address leaky tank sites
o BMPs to reduce nitrogen leaching such as cover crops
o BMPs to reduce nitrogen loads
Private Wells
o Outreach and education on need to test for all contaminants, particularly arsenic
o Outreach and education on options to treat arsenic if detected
o BMPs to reduce nitrogen leaching such as cover crops
o Repair or replace failing SSTS
o Manage feedlots and manure

Data Sources:
•

GRAPS & City of Mankato 2021 Source Water Assessment
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