Priority Concerns Scoping Document-2006

Itasca County, Minnesota

For 2007 Water Plan
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A. Introduction

1. County primer

a. Itasca County is located in the northern part of the Central Lakes Region. The county seat is located in the city of Grand Rapids.

b. As of the 2000 census it had a population 43,992 with a projected population increase of 8% for the period of 2000 to 2010. The population is expected to grow by 22% by 2030.

c. Dominant land uses are Forest Management, Recreation, Private and Corporate Development

2. Plan Information

a. The Itasca Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD) is the Local Government Unit (LGU) responsible for the local water management plan/program.

b. The original water plan was adopted in 1990. Updated in 1996 and again in 2002. The new plan update should be completed in 2007.

c. The expiration date of the existing plan is March 26, 2007

B. List of the Priority Concerns

1.Surface Water Quality

a. Clarity

b. Nutrient Levels

c.  Erosion

d. Health

e. Property values

f. Update and expand data collection and monitoring

g. Identify point and non point sources of pollution

h. Enforce current shoreland ordinances

i. Develop lake sensitivity guidelines

2. Land Use and Development

a. Shoreline buffers

b. Wetlands


c. Ownership fragmentation

d. Increased rate of development

e. Runoff

f. Sedimentation

g. Major developments-be proactive

h. Enforce shoreland ordinances
i. Limit development on lakes already on impaired list

j. Maintain recreational opportunities

k. Cumulative impacts within a watershed

l. Develop lake sensitivity guidelines

m. Regulate the development of marginal lake lots

n. Promote Buffer zones 
3. Ground Water Quality

a. Protect quality

b. Develop quality data base

c. Sealing of abandoned wells

d. Septic system compliance/enforcement

e. Contamination Prevention education
4. Septic Systems

a. Promote ordinance enforcement

b. Identify non-compliant systems

c. Identify or develop funding sources for upgrades

d. Provide incentives for upgrade of old systems

e. Concentrate on septics within 1,000’ of lakes and rivers
5. Fish and Wildlife Habitat

a. Surface water

b. Wetlands

c. Recreation importance to economy
6. Education

a. Current Residents

b. New Property Owners

c. Recreational Users

d. Shoreland Ordinances/Enforcement
C. Priority Concern Identification

1.  Public input forums

a. Water Plan Implementation Committee   meetings: March 21& May 16, 2006.

b. Outreach Mailings to (42) Organized Townships March 24, (10) Municipalities March 24, (5) Adjacent Counties & Water Plan Managers March 27, (37) Lake & River Associations March 23, (8) state agencies Mach 27. See attached distribution lists. Appendices A-E

c. Additional public meetings will be held during June and July of 2006 in Max, Marcell, Wabana, & Harris Townships

d. A copy of all comment materials received is available for review at the Itasca SWCD

2. Summary of out reach mailings:

a. Cover letter explaining process

b. Water Plan Update Assessment Rankings Worksheet in which participants were asked to rank the importance of the following water parameters.
Assessment Rankings Response Data Set:

	Raw Data Showing the Number of Responses Under Each Evaluation Criteria 2006
	

	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	H=60+
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	M=45-59
	

	
	weight=3
	weight=2
	weight=1
	 
	Total pts
	L=<45
	weighted avg
	

	Evaluation Criteria for Surface Water
	High
	Moderate
	Low
	
	
	
	
	

	Quality
	22
	0
	2
	
	68
	H
	2.83
	

	Pollutant Sources
	17
	6
	1
	
	63
	H
	2.63
	

	Expected Land Use Changes
	14
	9
	0
	
	60
	H
	2.61
	

	Shoreland Ordinances
	15
	6
	3
	
	60
	H
	2.5
	

	Sedimentation
	7
	12
	5
	
	50
	   M
	2.08
	

	Runoff
	8
	14
	2
	
	54
	  M
	2.25
	

	Unique Features and Scenic Areas
	7
	8
	9
	
	46
	  M
	1.92
	

	Quantity
	3
	15
	5
	
	44
	      L
	1.91
	

	Floodplain Protection
	3
	9
	12
	
	39
	      L
	1.63
	

	Recreational Lands, Adequacy Of
	9
	7
	7
	
	48
	   M
	2.09
	

	Fish and Wildlife Habitat
	16
	7
	1
	
	63
	H
	2.63
	

	Irrigation
	0
	2
	22
	
	26
	      L
	1.08
	

	Agricultural Ditches
	1
	4
	19
	
	30
	      L
	1.25
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Evaluation Criteria for Groundwater
	High
	Moderate
	Low
	
	
	
	
	

	Quality
	19
	4
	0
	
	65
	H
	2.83
	

	Pollutants
	16
	6
	2
	
	62
	H
	2.58
	

	Expected Land Use
	11
	13
	0
	
	59
	    M
	2.46
	

	Special Geologic Conditions
	1
	13
	9
	
	38
	         L
	1.65
	

	Quantity
	2
	10
	11
	
	37
	         L
	1.61
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Evaluation Criteria for Wetlands
	High
	Moderate
	Low
	
	
	
	
	

	Present and Future Use
	13
	10
	1
	
	60
	H
	2.5
	

	Fish and Wildlife
	17
	7
	0
	
	65
	H
	2.71
	

	Floodplain Protection
	6
	9
	9
	
	45
	    M
	1.88
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


c. Priority Concerns: Definitions and Examples reference paper was distributed for review.
d. Participants were then asked to fill out the Priority Concerns Input Worksheet by listing the top 3 concerns affecting their area.  

The following table is a summary of the Priority Concern responses.
	Priority Concern Response Data
	
	

	
	
	

	First Priority
	Second Priority
	Third Priority

	Water Quality (surface & ground)
	Pollution sources (within 3 miles)
	Land Use Changes( development

	Monitor surface water quality
	Land use changes
	Wetland protection

	Water Quality (surface & ground)
	Lakeshore development
	Maintain natural shoreline veg

	Water Quality (surface )
	Ground water quality
	Shoreland buffers

	Water quality ( surface and ground)
	NA
	NA

	Unconforming Septics
	Enforce current ordinances
	NA

	Flooding (prairie river chain)
	Flooding (prairie river chain)
	Flooding (prairie river chain)

	Ground water quality
	Run-off sedimentation
	Maintain recreational access

	Ground water quality
	Surface water quality
	fish and wildlife

	Impacts of development on water quality
	Failing septics
	Cumulative impacts

	Water Quality
	Fish and Wildlife
	Pollutant Sources

	Development, recreation (controlled growth
	Impaired septic systems
	Run-off, drainage

	Surface water quality
	Ground water quality
	surface & ground W pollution

	Water Quality
	Septics
	Shoreline

	Zoning Ord. to protect Water Quality
	Water quality monitoring
	Septic survey, update

	Lake carrying capacity
	Development of marginal lots
	water run-off

	Shorline buffer zones
	Land use rules
	Wetland protection

	Protect ground water
	Sealing unused, unsealed wells
	Develop ground water quality data

	Impaired waters (TMDL)
	Rainy river & upper Missi bsins
	Little Fork, Big Fork, Swan river

	Water quality-development in riparian ar
	Erosion and sediment control
	 Forest land conversion

	Water quality  (1-6)
	Mining impacts
	Stream stability

	Surface water quality
	Maintain/improve shoreland wetla
	Development in shore impact zne

	Development of Lakeshore
	Failing septic sytems
	Preserving water quality (surface)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Major Priorities
	
	

	Water Quality ( surface)   19
	
	

	Development/runoff/sed/   18
	
	

	Water Quality ( ground )   12
	
	

	Shoreline buffers/wetlands  9
	
	

	Non-compliant septics        8 
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Others
	
	

	Flooding on Prairie River Chain
	
	

	Others ( continued)
	
	

	Fish and wildlife
	
	

	Sealing unused wells
	
	

	Rainy River/ Upper Miss Basin Plans
	
	

	Maintain Recreational access
	
	

	Cumulative Impacts
	
	

	Little Fork river Plan
	
	

	Big Fork River Plan
	
	

	Swan River Plan
	
	

	Steam Stability
	
	


D. Priority Concern Selection

1. Priority concerns were chosen by the Water Plan Implementation Committee after review of the above tables, and comparing them with past assessment rankings to evaluate if there had been any major changes or apparent trends forming.

2. Differences between the plans priority concerns and those received in comments are the following:

a. Many of the specific concerns cited were grouped together with similar concerns and then addressed.
b. The scope of some of the concerns were very broad and were broken down into more specific areas so that they may be more adequately addressed.

E. Priority concerns not addressed, why or how incorporated into other areas. Or how those issues may be addressed through other means.

1. MPCA) Upper Mississippi , Bigfork, Rainy, Swan and Little Fork River basins-- are not specifically addressed, but are incorporated into broader coverage under other priority concerns.
2. (DNR) Mining Impacts-- The DNR is a major player in the environmental permitting of mining activities. The concerns that they have expressed would best be addressed as part of the mining plan upfront rather than after the fact.

3. (DNR) Stream stability --not directly addressed but most of their concerns will be covered under the Land Use or Fish and Wildlife sections
4. (DNR) Roads management --will be incorporated into the Land Use section
5. (DNR) Road access to remote parcels-- incorporated into Land use section

6. (DNR) Water crossings-- major points are cover under the Land Use section

7. (DNR) Cattle Grazing in Riparian/Stream areas.-- Water Quality section covers excess nutrients, Land Use covers sedimentation.

8. (DNR) Proliferation of Damaging Exotic Species. --Most points are covered in the Land use section

9. (DNR) Public ditches.-- There are no active public ditch authorities within Itasca County. There are numerous abandoned public ditches which for the most part have a non impact on drainage at this point due to lack of maintenance.

10. (DNR) Inadequate or Non-existent Public water Access to Lakes and Rivers.-- There are 353 public water accesses and countless resort accesses available in Itasca County, therefore lack of public access does not seem to be a major concern here.
11. ?

12. ?

13. ?

14. ?

15. ?

