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ACRONYMS
ACOE

Army Corps of Engineers

BMP

Best Management Practices

BWSR

Board of Water and Soil Resources

DFO

Department of Fisheries and Oceans

DNR

Department of Natural Resources

EDA

Environmental Data Access

ESD

Environmental Services Department

FRCG

Forest Resources Council Guidelines

ISTS

Individual Sewage Treatment System

KCHD

Koochiching County Health Department

LWMP

Local Water Management Plan

MDH

Minnesota Department of Health

MOE

Ministry of the Environment

MPCA

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

NEMO

Non-point Education for Municipal Officials

NPDES

Non-point Pollution Discharge Elimination Standards

NPS

Non-Point Source

NRCS

Natural Resources Conservation Service

OHWL

Ordinary High Water Level

OMH

Ontario Ministry of Health

OMNR

Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources

ORVW

Outstanding Resource Value Water

PCSD

Priority Concerns Scoping Document

QA/QC

Quality Assurance/Quality Control

RBWRC

Rainy Basin Water Resource Center

ROSS

Rainy On-site Sewage Study

RRCC

Rainy River Community College

SSTS

Subsurface Sewage Treatment System
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SWCD

Soil and Water Conservation District

TEP

Technical Evaluation Panel

TMDL

Total Maximum Daily Load

VNP

Voyageurs National Park

VSLFMG

Voluntary Site-Level Forest Management Guidelines

WMPAC

Water Management Plan Advisory Committee

WRC

Water Resources Center
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KOOCHICHING COUNTY WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
Introduction
The KCWMP was developed by the Water Management Plan Advisory Committee
(WMPAC) in concert with ESD staff. The WMPAC had six citizen members and eleven
agency and county representatives, two from SWCD staff and board, ESD, NRCS,
DNR, MPCA, County Health Department, one County Commissioner and expert
counsel from BWSR staff. This Committee worked hard, long and cooperatively with
ESD staff to produce a Water Plan that fits the needs of Koochiching County.
The WMPAC and Koochiching County understand that the majority of surface waters in
Koochiching County that have been sampled, meet or exceed current water quality
standards for conventional pollutants, with the exception of the documented impairment
for turbidity of the Little Fork River. Mercury impairments have been identified in
streams, rivers and lakes within the county as they have across Minnesota. The
Environmental Protection Agency has recently approved the Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency’s state-wide Mercury Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and reduction
plan.
The mercury TMDL identifies that atmospheric mercury deposition is uniform across the
state and is responsible for over 99% of the mercury that finds its way into fish through
the process of bioaccumulation. The reduction plan identifies a role for the State and
Federal governments to control emissions from various sources. Comprehensive Local
Water Management Plans have little to no role to play in the reduction of mercury
pollution.
Comprehensive Local Water Management Plans can address conventional pollutants,
including but not limited to nutrients, sediments, bacteria and other generally recognized
constituents of non-point source (NPS) pollution. Broad categories of activities that can
address NPS include information and education, technical assistance, conservation
practices and administration and enforcement of laws, rules, statutes and ordinances
that can protect water quality. Increasing the knowledge base by additional monitoring
of water resources, inventories of land use activities and assessment of the effects that
those land use activities have on water resources will help shape future water quality
protection discussion and actions.
Minnesota Statutes Chapter 114D, the 2006 Clean Water Legacy Act defines water
quality restoration as: actions, including effectiveness monitoring, that are taken to
achieve and maintain water quality standards for impaired waters in accordance with a
TMDL that has been approved by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
under federal TMDL requirements.
Chapter 114D.20 Subd.(6) identifies five priorities for addressing water quality
restoration as follows:
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1) coordinate with and utilize existing local authorities and infrastructure for
implementation;
2) can be implemented in whole or in part by providing support for existing or
ongoing restoration efforts;
3) most effectively leverage other sources of restoration funding, including
federal, state, local and private sources of funds;
4) show a high potential for early restoration and delisting based upon scientific
data developed through public agency or citizen monitoring or other means;
5) show a high potential for long term water quality and related conservation
benefits.
The statute also address water quality protection activities by as far as practicable,
employing the priorities listed above to prevent waters from becoming impaired and to
improve the quality of waters that are listed as impaired but do not have an approved
TMDL.
The 2007 update of the Koochiching County Comprehensive Local Water Management
Plan has identified six priority concerns that have relevance to both protecting water
resources and addressing the Little Fork River’s turbidity impairment. There may be
differences in the degree of emphasis of particular activities or specific priority locations,
but until the TMDL study of the Little Fork is completed and a specific implementation
plan is developed, the suite of actions identified in the CLWMP is generally accepted as
having a beneficial impact on water quality. The objectives and actions of the CLWMP
may also be adapted to any additional water quality impairments that may be identified
through monitoring and assessment activities.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Koochiching County Local Water Management Plan was updated by a sixteenmember Water Management Plan Advisory Committee led by Richard Lehtinen,
Koochiching County Environmental Services Director. The new Plan originally had a
July 27, 2005 deadline for adoption. The County requested and was granted a two year
time extension to July 27, 2007. This Plan finally started making great progress in
September 2006 and will be prepared for adoption close to the July deadline. The
purpose of the planning process was to develop a plan of work that would protect and
enhance surface water, groundwater and related land resources within Koochiching
County. The Advisory Committee developed a process designed to incorporate input
from citizens, local, state, federal and Canadian units of government, and to develop a
plan that was consistent with local, state and federal plans and controls.
The Committee used as a starting point the Rainy River Basin Plan, prepared by MPCA,
and the second generation County Water Management Plan. By deriving the new Plan
from these existing plans, the Committee was assured the new plan would address
issues relevant to both the county and the state. The Committee identified issues it
believed ought to be included in the new plan. These issues were then compressed
into general categories. From these general categories the Committee proceeded to
develop goals, objectives and action plans.
The Committee, after sifting through the Basin Plan, the Local Water Plan and the
results of a survey conducted for this project, developed a set of priority concerns which
the Plan would address. These priority concerns are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Erosion
Subsurface Sewage Treatment Systems
Education/Collaboration
Monitoring
Protection of Water Quality
Forestry

With these priority concerns, the Committee developed a total of fourteen goals, three
for Erosion, one for SSTS, one for Education, three for Monitoring, four for Water
Quality and two for Forestry. It also created forty-six objectives and seventeen action
plans. All these elements included ongoing activities of SWCD, ESD and state
agencies and activities that were either new or given higher emphasis which qualified
them as High Priority Concerns.
This Plan has been reviewed by local, state, federal, Canadian and cities in Koochiching
County as well as adjacent counties. This level of review assured the Committee that
this new Plan is consistent with the plans of other pertinent local, state and regional
plans. Other plans do not have to be amended in order for this Plan to be adopted and
implemented.
7

Priority Concerns
Priority Concerns of this Plan are identified and expanded upon in Appendix A the
“Priority Concerns Scoping Document” (PRSD). The goal, objectives and
implementation schedule, or action plans are found in the Management Plan section of
this report. They are all found together because that is the way this Plan was
developed by the Committee and it made sense to the Committee that all these
components be presented together in order better to understand the interrelationships
of the goals, objectives and action steps.
The costs identified in this Plan assume that much of the work in the Plan cannot be
done without grants or loans from state and federal sources. However, much of the
work can be accomplished within the budgets of SWCD and ESD. Some of the Plan
components will be implemented by state agencies with local entities playing a
supportive role. The total estimated cost to implement the Plan is $4,435,000 with
some additional costs being unknown.
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WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND
ACTION PLANS
A.

Erosion
Goal 1: Carry out activities and programs that are an ongoing function of
the SWCD office, NRCS and Land and Forestry.
Objectives:
a. Continue to pursue and support cost share programs for erosion,
provision of technical assistance to property owners with erosion
problems, dissemination of best management practices to area farmers
and dissemination of Forest Resource Council Guidelines to private
property owners of forest lands.
b. Seek additional funding sources to address erosion problems on both
private and public lands.
Action Plan:
1. Priority: Low
This is a low priority because it is an ongoing activity for SWCD staff.
2. Activities
Process cost share applications for erosion control projects for private
property owners. Apply for grants to fund erosion control projects.
3. Responsibility
Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD) has the primary
responsibility in cooperation with the Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS). The Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR)
regional office plays a secondary role, as does the Koochiching County
Lands and Forestry.
4. Timeline: Ongoing program for SWCD
5. Cost: Approximately $20,000 per year plus staff time
Goal 2: Support MPCA’s efforts to do a TMDL Study of the Little Fork
River.
Objectives:
a. Support and participate in MPCA’s TMDL study of the Little Fork
River to determine the causes of turbidity and actions that may reduce
turbidity.
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b. Support and participate in MPCA’s paired river study of the Big Fork
and Little Fork Rivers.
Action Plan:
1. Priority: Low
2. Activities
SWCD and ESD will play supportive roles
3. Responsibility: MPCA has primary responsibility
4. Timeline: 2006 – 2010 (this study is currently underway)
5. Cost: unknown
Goal 3: Apply specific measures to improve shoreland protection in order
to protect against erosion and to benefit wildlife habitat.
Objectives:
a. Follow shoreland protection standards as described in the County
Zoning Ordinance.
b. Adopt a new zoning ordinance by or before the end of 2007 which
incorporates provisions for shoreland protection, some of which will
derive from DNR’s Alternative Shoreland Standards.
Action Plan:
1. Priority: High
2. Responsibility / Timeline
The Environmental Services Department (ESD) has a consultant under
contract to prepare a new Zoning Ordinance. The new Ordinance will be
completed and adopted in 2007. Shoreland protection provisions will be
included in the ordinance.
3. Cost: $45,000 contract with CR Planning
c. Establish a Shoreland Protection Program, consistent with DNR’s
shoreland protection standards, which will include proactive
enforcement, educational workshops and brochures and other steps as
needed.
Action Plan:
1. Priority: Medium
2. Responsibility

10

SWCD and ESD have primary responsibility. The State Department of
Natural Resources (DNR) also plays a primary role.
3. Activity
While shoreland protection has been somewhat important, it will occupy
a higher level of effort as a result of this Water Management Plan
(WMP). The shore impact zone along Rainy Lake shores on the
mainland and the islands has been deteriorating due to vegetation
removal, construction of lawns to the shoreline and other destructive
activities. Efforts to reverse this trend are needed. DNR, SWCD, ESD
and the Army Corps of Engineers will work together to offer workshops
each year.
4. Timeline: 2007 through 2009. After 2009, ESD, SWCD and DNR will
evaluate the effectiveness of the ramped up effort to improve shoreland
protection.
5. Cost: $15,000 for educational materials plus staff time
B.

Subsurface Sewage Treatment Systems (SSTS)
Goal 1: Assure that all residences with or needing SSTS have compliant
sewage treatment systems.
Objectives:
a. Prepare a Local SSTS Ordinance to be adopted by June 1, 2008.
b. Determine which governing structure will be used in Koochiching
County to oversee SSTS performance systems, a Water Quality
Cooperative or special district, and seek funding to finance the start-up
of the chosen governing structure.
c. Do a septic system compliance inventory of the Rainy Lake area by
the end of 2009 and an inventory of the rest of the county by 2011.
d. Prepare performance standards for effluent after treatment that will
be required in high population areas, in the shoreland zone and in
remote areas.
e. Identify problem areas, such as Rainy Lake, Meadowview, and others
all in the context of an overall county-wide strategy for SSTS.
f. Seek grant or loan money to help low income households afford new
or upgraded septic systems.
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Action Plan:
1. Priority: High
2. Activities
Objectives “a” through “f” are all high priority items after several years of
implementing MPCA ISTS Rule 7080. With the completion of the
Jackfish Bay sewer collection system, ESD can turn closer attention to
SSTS and, possibly, to extending centralized sewer further east to the
end of Highway 11 East.
The firm of CR Planning is currently working on a Local SSTS
Ordinance, which should be adopted before the end of 2007.
Koochiching County is still interested in activating a Water Quality
Cooperative to be responsible for the care of septic systems, but grant
seed-money is needed. All the other objectives will require funding from
State or Federal sources in order to activate work on their objectives.
3. Responsibility
ESD will be primarily responsible for implementing the SSTS program.
MPCA will also play a role. SWCD plays a secondary role as an office
that can facilitate obtaining SSTS loans for new or upgraded septic
systems.
4. Timeline: 2007 – 2012. Progress in implementing this goal will be
evaluated, at the latest, in 2012.
5. Cost: Approximately $1,000,000
C.

Education / Collaboration
Goal 1: Emphasize education and collaborative ventures to allow residents
and visitors alike to be good stewards of the county’s water.
Objectives:
a. Support the Water Resources Center of the Rainy River Basin in its
attempt to become an active research center, a water quality monitoring
leader, a data management center where information is disseminated
and citizen-based programs are organized and coordinated.
Action Plan:
1. Priority: Low
2. Activity
The low priority is because the County should play a support role rather
than a lead role in establishing the functional credibility of the Water
Resources Center. Rainy River Community College needs to develop a
12

physical place for the WRC. Partnering with four year universities, such
as St. Cloud State, will increase the likelihood that a solid resources
center will emerge. Canadian and Minnesota agencies should contribute
to the WRC. Universities should make efforts to assure that any of their
research focused on the Rainy River basin is delivered to the WRC.
3. Responsibilities
Rainy River Community College is of central importance. Agencies such
as MPCA, DNR and BWSR in Minnesota and OMNR, MOE and the
federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans will all be needed. ESD
and SWCD should promote the WRC as a valuable resource and help
the WRC identify how best to allocate its resources.
4. Timeline
2005 – 2012. During 2012 the status and effectiveness of the WRC
shall be evaluated.
5. Cost: Approximately $ 2,000,000
b. Convene the WMPAC one time per year to review progress on
implementing the Plan.
Action Plan:
1. Priority: Low
2. Activity
Annual meeting of WMPAC to be convened in January or February of
each year. WMPAC will evaluate the effectiveness of Water Plan
implementation and suggest changes where needed.
3. Responsibility
ESD shall convene the meeting.
4. Timeline: Annual
5. Cost: None
c. Prepare and disseminate information on water quality, shoreland
practices, septic requirements and forestry practices.
d. Work with the Arrowhead Water Quality Team to prepare regionallyoriented educational materials.
e. Work with Minnesota agencies and Ontario agencies to develop
educational materials pertinent to the entire Rainy Basin.
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f. Prepare a property owner’s resource guide which can be made
available to all property owners in the county.
g. Prepare and disseminate a homeowner’s newsletter which will be
distributed one to two times per year.
h. Re-establish subsidized water testing to be done by the County
Public Health Department.
Action Plan:
1. Priority: Medium
2. Activities
Objectives c – h all involve the development and distribution of
educational materials. This program emphasis is epitomized in the
slogan “education over regulation”. This does not mean regulation
should not be practiced, for it should and must, but it does rely on the
hope that an educated public will largely be self-regulating. Brochures,
newsletters, DVD’s, videos and workshops will all be needed. Local,
state and federal agencies should collaborate together and with their
Canadian counterparts.
3. Responsibilities
ESD and SWCD shall be primarily responsible for assuring an
educational program is sustained.
4. Timeline: 2008 – 2012. The effectiveness of the educational
program shall be evaluated in 2012.
5. Cost: Approximately $ 50,000
D.

Monitoring
Goal 1: Establish a county-wide, watershed, condition monitoring program
for surface water consistent with the Rainy River Basin Condition
Monitoring approach.
Objectives:
a. Continue the following existing monitoring programs:
1. Big Fork River Board River Watch
2. Rat Root River/Rainy Lake Monitoring Partnership
b. Establish the following monitoring programs:
1. Little Fork River
2. Black River
3. Rapid River
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4. Rainy River
5. Selected lakes in Koochiching County
c. Partner with local organizations to ensure that the monitoring efforts
have local involvement and buy-in:
1. Rat Root River/Rainy Lake Monitoring Partnership – Little
Fork/Rat Root River Board, Rainy Lake Conservancy
2. Little Fork River – Little Fork/Rat Root River Board
3. Black River
4. Rapid River – Rapid River Board
5. Rainy River – Rainy/Rapid River Board
d. Partner with neighboring counties where appropriate to ensure that
the programs cover the entire watershed
e. Encourage collaboration through the Water Resources Center to
involve citizens, local government, tribal government, state agencies,
federal agencies and Ontario agencies in water quality monitoring
f. Each watershed monitoring program will:
1. Be locally led (i.e. lake or river association or other appropriate
organization)
2. Include a local commitment (a balance of local money and in-kind
contributions)
3. Have a monitoring plan, which at a minimum includes the
following:
 identifies local, basin, state (including TMDL effectiveness
monitoring where appropriate) and federal goals and
objectives
 phased implementation of plan components
 timelines
 budget
 descriptions of methodology options
 QA/QC Plan for field methodology, lab analysis (where
appropriate) and data management
 a plan for data use consistent with the monitoring goals
 integrates existing monitoring programs and activities into
the plan
 an effectiveness evaluation plan
g. Help assure stored and managed data are delivered to the Water
Resources Center and widely disseminated by the WRC.
Action Plan:
1. Priority: Medium
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2. Activities
This is a broadly scoped, ambitious water quality monitoring program. It
is important because its goal is to identify “baseline” conditions for all
significant surface water in the Rainy Basin. Waters in the basin that
have been sampled meet or exceed state and federal standards for
quality (except for turbidity in the Little Fork River and mercury in a
variety of other surface waters). By establishing “baseline” conditions for
all major surface water, any changes in water quality can be detected,
and corrected if deemed appropriate.
International waters such as Rainy Lake and Rainy River would benefit
from bi-national, coordinated monitoring. This approach is already being
taken in Lake of the Woods. Bi-national collaboration is also
encouraged for the Rainy Basin’s tributaries as water from both
Minnesota and Ontario affect Rainy Lake, Rainy River and Lake of the
Woods. In the center of all this monitoring, hopefully, will be the Rainy
Basin Water Resources Center.
3. Responsibilities
MPCA should lead and coordinate the monitoring program on the
Minnesota side of the Rainy Basin. On the Ontario side it is likely that
the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR) would organize the
monitoring program. ESD and SWCD should be strong supporters of
this effort as should other state, federal and Canadian agencies. RRCC
must necessarily be actively involved if only through its status as the
Water Resources Center. Citizens and schools also will need to
participate in a massive monitoring program.
4. Timeline: 2006 – 2017
5. Cost: $ 1,000,000 or more
Goal 2: Support funding for further studies of aquatic invasive species and
of cyanobacteria toxicity on Rainy Lake and other Rainy Basin
lakes as appropriate.
Objectives:
a. Recognize that the lead agencies to conduct these studies are DNR,
MPCA, VNP, OMNR and the Ontario Ministry of Health.
b. Anticipate additional aquatic invasive species and sources of toxicity
that may need to be studied in the Rainy River Basin.
Action Plan:
1. Priority: Low
2. Activities
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There is recent evidence of aquatic invasive species and of
cyanobacteria toxicity on Rainy Lake. This plan supports continued
monitoring of such species by MPCA and other entities. ESD and
SWCD are unlikely to be directly involved in these detection activities.
3. Responsibility
DNR and MPCA are responsible for detecting aquatic invasive species
and cyanobacteria although other agencies both from Minnesota and
Ontario will be involved. These agencies include State Dept. of Health,
Fish and Wildlife Service, EPA and VNP from Minnesota and OMNR and
the Ontario Ministry of Health (OMH) from Ontario.
4. Timeline: Ongoing
5. Cost: Unknown
Goal 3: Evaluate groundwater quality and quantity.
Objectives:
a. Retrieve and analyze the State’s database on wells in Koochiching
County.
b. Prepare a report or reports on wells in Koochiching County and what
the well information reveals about aquifers, groundwater quality and
groundwater quantity.
Action Plan:
1. Priority: Low
2. Activity
SWCD and ESD will request access to the State’s data base on wells.
They will seek grant money to hire someone to analyze the data and to
prepare a report describing the findings.
3. Responsibility
SWCD and ESD will be primarily responsible with technical help from the
Minnesota Department of Health (MDH).
4. Timeline: 2010: study will be initiated
5. Cost: Approximately $ 25,000
E.

Protection of Water Quality
Goal 1: Ensure the quality of water in the Koochiching County portion of
the Rainy River Basin is maintained or improved.
17

Objectives:
a. Work with other counties and Canada to protect water quality within
the Rainy Basin.
b. Bring all septic systems, over time, into compliance to help assure the
quality of Rainy basin waters is being improved.
c. Encourage the retention or planting of native vegetation along the
shoreline to protect wildlife habitat and to discourage lawns,
impermeable materials, and others with the intent to improve the quality
of Rainy basin waters.
d. Partner with the State Department of Health to prepare wellhead
protection plans.
e. Take actions to reduce local sources of mercury and other toxic
materials from polluting the county’s waters by continuing the bi-annual
collection of hazardous waste, by collecting for safe disposal, mercury
thermometers and by publishing educational materials about mercury
and other toxic material.
f. Provide for basin-wide application for the MPCA’s non-degradation
regulations.
1) This objective calling for rigorous implementation of the Statewide Non-degradation Rules (Minnesota Rules 7050.0185) is
intended to serve as an interim measure to prevent any degradation
to current watershed health, pending development of a water quality
baseline for all lakes, rivers and streams in the basin.
2) When the existing quality of the stream, river or lake (receiving
water) is unknown, efforts should be undertaken to establish and
document the present water quality prior to setting permit discharge
limits.
3) Permit effluent limits should include consideration of cumulative
effects from all inputs (point and non-point) for the watershed.
4) Ultimately, comprehensive monitoring should provide baseline
information and information needed to establish quantitative goals
based on current and desired future conditions for lakes, rivers and
streams within the basin.
g. Utilize stormwater runoff evaluation methodologies such as the Nonpoint Education for Municipal Officials (NEMO) in evaluating communitywide impacts of runoff.
Action Plan:
1. Priority: High
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2. Activities
ESD will need grant money to pay the cost of bringing all septic systems
into compliance. Both ESD and SWCD along with DNR will take steps
to assure there is wide spread retention of native vegetation and fewer
lawns being put in. ESD will work with the MDH to prepare wellhead
protection plans. Communities, such as International Falls may benefit
from the preparation of community-wide stormwater runoff plans.
MPCA’s non-degradation regulations are useful to the Rainy Basin
because water quality exceeds thresholds for degraded water.
Koochiching County needs to continue its household hazardous waste
collection program, its mercury collection program and its mercury and
other toxic materials education program.
3. Responsibilities
Both ESD and SWCD have primary responsibility to implement these
objectives in partnership with MPCA, DNR, DOH, other counties and
Canadian agencies.
4. Timeline: 2007 – 2012 and then an evaluation will be done
5. Cost: Approximately $250,000. Loan and grant money will be
required.
Goal 2: Utilize Koochiching County’s Wetland Flexibility Plan as the
primary implementing plan for wetlands, consistent with the
County’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan. (Note: Wetland
Flexibility Plan was developed collaboratively with SWCD, ESD,
MPCA, BWSR, DNR and the Corps of Engineers)
Objectives:
a. Seek funding for wetland restoration and creation, and apply for
wetland bank status as deemed appropriate by SWCD, BWSR and the
Army Corps.
b. Promote wetland mitigation standards that reject a “one size fits all”
assumption and acknowledges the wetland stewardship practiced by
over 80 percent counties.
c. Allow wetland mitigation sites anywhere in Minnesota for loss of
wetland in Koochiching County.
d. Allow flexible wetland replacement as to wetland type.
e. Encourage frequent use of the Wetlands Technical Advisory
Committee to work with landowners in mitigating wetland impacts.
f. Support stream restoration as a mitigation for wetland impacts.
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Action Plan:
1. Priority: Medium
2. Activities
Koochiching County has identified wetlands as a high priority issue
because over-regulation of wetlands will have adverse impacts on
development potential. Almost every development project is affected by
wetlands and sometimes the presence of wetlands even precludes
development. The Water Plan is not the document upon which wetlands
action is based. It is the Wetlands Flexibility Plan that this Water Plan
defers to.
3. Responsibilities
ESD and SWCD are primarily responsible at the local level. BWSR and
the Army Corps of Engineers have primary responsibility at the State
and Federal levels. DNR is also involved in wetland issues but more
directly responsible for surface waters.
4. Timeline: Ongoing
5. Cost: Primarily staff time
Goal 3: Offer technical assistance to help property owners avoid
detrimental impacts on water quality and promote projects which
make use of or restore natural vegetation on shoreland areas.
Objectives:
a. Maintain as an ongoing activity technical assistance to residents and
property owners by ESD, SWCD, NRCS.
b. Work with state and federal agencies to provide assistance when
appropriate to residents and property owners.
Action Plan:
1. Priority: Medium
2. Activities
These are ongoing activities of ESD, SWCD and the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS).
3. Responsibilities
ESD, SWCD, NRCS have responsibility at the local level and MPCA,
DNR and BSWR at the State level.
4. Timeline: Ongoing
5. Cost: Staff time
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Goal 4: Promote environmentally responsible new development in
Koochiching County.
Objectives:
a. Adopt a new Zoning Ordinance during 2007 which sets higher
development standards than those currently in place.
b. Require a constraints analysis prior to designing residential or
commercial/industrial projects with the primary purpose to avoid adverse
impacts on wetlands and on water quality.
c. Encourage projects which respect the characteristics and suitability of
the site for which a development project is being proposed.
Action Plan:
1. Priority: Low
2. Activities
This goal and objectives anticipate the adoption and implementation of
the new Koochiching County Development Ordinance, which will include
Zoning, Subdivision and Subsurface Sewage Treatment Systems. ESD
will be responsible for implementing this ordinance. The existing Zoning
Ordinance dates back to 1975.
3. Responsibility
ESD will implement this whole section.
4. Timeline: Ongoing, starting late 2007.
5. Cost: $ 75,000 plus staff time
F.

Forestry
Goal 1: Continue to provide technical assistance for forestry.
Objectives:
a. Continue SWCD’s tree sales program to encourage the proliferation
of native trees throughout Koochiching County.
b. Encourage SWCD, in conjunction with Minnesota Extension, to teach
forestry management and other forestry-oriented classes.
c. Offer preparation of Forest Stewardship Plans for private property
owners by the Soil and Water Conservation District office.

21

d. Encourage SWCD to support programs and activities which promote
multiple uses of wood and forestland.
Action Plan:
1. Priority: Low
2. Activities
SWCD has responsibility to conduct a forestry program for private
property owners. The four Objectives describe the forestry program
conducted by SWCD.
3. Responsibility
SWCD is responsible for this forestry goal and objectives.
4. Timeline: Ongoing
5. Cost: Staff time
Goal 2: Promote sustainable forestry practices on all lands within
Koochiching County.
Objectives:
a. Follow Voluntary Site-Level Forest Management Guidelines (as
developed by the Minnesota Forest Resources Council) on all public and
private forestlands.
b. Protect riparian areas during timber harvesting operations and road
building.
Action Plan:
1. Priority: Medium
2. Activities
This is rated a medium priority rather than low because it represents a
new emphasis for SWCD. SWCD in the past has not actively promoted
the Voluntary Site-Level Forest Management Guidelines on private
lands. These Guidelines, while voluntary, are actively followed on forestindustrial land, state, county and federally administered lands. SWCD
will promote use of the Guidelines to private landowners.
3. Responsibility
SWCD will work with DNR Forestry to implement this goal and
objectives.
4. Timeline: 2008 – 2017
5. Cost: Staff time
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Appendix A
KOOCHICHING COUNTY
WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 2007 – 2017
PRIORITY CONCERNS SCOPING DOCUMENT

INTRODUCTION
Purpose
Local water management plans are not required by State Statute, but grant funds
From the Board of Water and Soil Resources are not awarded to counties that do
not have a local water management plan. Therefore, all 87 counties in
Minnesota have adopted local water management plans.
When a county decides to prepare a local water management plan, State
Statutes provide detailed requirements for the process, content and authority of
these plans in Statutes 103B.311 through 103B.331. Stat. 103B.311, Subd. 1
states (in part): “Each county is encouraged to develop and implement a local
water management plan.” Subd. 4 identifies five requirements of a local water
management plan:
“1) cover the entire area within a county;
2) address water problems in the context of watershed units and groundwater
systems;
3) be based upon principles of sound hydrologic management of water,
effective environmental protection, and efficient management;
4) be consistent with local water management plans prepared by counties and
watershed management organizations …
5) the local water management plan must specify the period covered by the
local water management plan … at least five years but no more than ten years
…”
Back to Subd. 1, it is clearly stated that local government has a great deal of
authority once it adopts a local water management plan it states, “Each county
that develops and implements a local water management plan has the duty and
authority to: “ … 3) exercise any and all powers necessary to assure
implementation of local water management plans.” State Statutes make it clear
that local counties are empowered to set water policy and to implement goals
and objectives for water.
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County Primer
Koochiching County has generally seen a decline in population since 1960. It is
projected by the State of Minnesota to continue to decline in population through
the life of this plan (see Table 1).
Table 1. 1940 to 2020 Koochiching County Population
1940

1950

1960

1970

1980

1990

2000

2010

2020

16,930

16,910

18,190

17,131

17,571

16,299

14,355

13,970

13,580

Rates of population decline roughly correspond to the number of jobs at the
paper mill. This is because the paper mill has about 25 percent of the total jobs
in the county. It is hoped that increases in tourist-oriented jobs, locationindependent jobs and other miscellaneous types of jobs might combine to give
the population a bit of a boost rather than a consistent decline.
Table 2 shows the decline in population between 1990 and 2000 occurred in the
cities and not in the unincorporated portion of the county. It is generally believed
the 2,252 decline in International Falls is overstated. The 1990 Census counted
many people as permanent residents when, in fact they were “temporary”
construction workers working at the paper mill expansion project from 1989 to
1991. When they moved, International Falls’ population declined and this decline
was reflected in the year 2000 Census.
Lake and riverfront property attract new construction and it is along Rainy Lake,
and the Little Fork, Big Fork and Rainy Rivers, that most of the county’s growth is
occurring. New construction of seasonal and retirement housing could
accelerate as the Hibbing – Grand Rapids – Bemidji tier continues to fill up,
making Koochiching County more attractive for development.
Table 2. 1990 and 2000 Cities / County Population
(source: U.S. Bureau of the Census)
Jurisdiction

Population
1990

2000

Change

341

264

-77

8,325

6,073

-2,252

Littlefork

838

680

-158

Mizpah

100

78

-22

Northome

283

230

-53

Ranier

199

188

-11

Big Falls
International Falls
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Subtotal Cites
Unincorporated
Total County

10,086

7,513

-2,573

6,213

6,842

629

16,299

14,355

-1,944

The dominant land use of Koochiching County is managed forest. Managed
forest easily takes up about 75 percent of the county. It is important to retain
long term, sustainable forests, managed both for economic production and
environmental values. Agriculture plays an important land use role even though
total production has declined over the years. Other land uses include urban and
rural residential development. Urban development located in the cities is
declining while rural residential development on the lake and rivers is increasing
at a modest pace.
Water Plan Information
The Local Governmental Unit (LGU) responsible for the local Water Management
Plan (WMP) is the Koochiching County Environmental Services Department.
More intimately involved in technical administration and implementation of the
WMP is the Koochiching County Soil and Water Conservation District. These
two entities work together to fulfill the county’s local responsibility for WMP
activities.
The original WMP was adopted in early 1995. The second, and most recent
update, was adopted July 27, 2000. Progress on this WMP was delayed due to
staff overload and the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) agreed to
extend the deadline to July 27, 2007. It is Koochiching County’s intent to adopt
the WMP, 2007 – 2017 by July 27, 2007.
PRIORITY CONCERNS FROM EXISTING PLANS
The Water Management Plan Advisory Committee (WMPAC) met four times in
2006, on September 27, October 25, and November 15 and December 13, with
the primary purpose of identifying Priority Concerns. The Committee relied on
two major documents, the “Koochiching County Comprehensive Water
Management Plan, 2000 Update” and the “Rainy River Basin Plan, 2004”.
Both of these plans have lists of priority concerns regarding water in Koochiching
County. WMPAC members considered priority issues from these two plans and
added some of their own. This process resulted in a comprehensive list of
potential Priority Concerns from which the Committee has decided to place
emphasis on some and not to emphasize others.
Priority Concerns Identified by WMPAC
1. Erosion
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2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Water Quality Monitoring
Individual Sewage Treatment Systems
Protection of Water Quality
Education
Forestry

This is the proposed set of Priority Concerns for the new Plan. They will be the
focus of more in-depth discussion later in this Priority Concerns Scoping
Document (PCSD). First, this report will describe the full number of potential
issues considered by the WMPAC. The WMPAC was introduced to potential
priority water plan issues to be identified in the new plan. These issues were
drawn from three sources: 1) a mail back survey of agency personnel conducted
by the Environmental Services Department (ESD), 2) issues prioritized in the
year 2000 Koochiching County Water Plan, 3) issues identified in the year 2004
Rainy Basin Plan. The Committee was also asked to introduce additional issues
which might be added. These issues are described below.
I.

Water Plan Survey
A. Most threatened
1. streams/rivers
2. lakes
3. wetlands

# of Responders
3
1
1

B. Water-Related Problems
1. erosion
2. development pressure/impact
3. stormwater/drainage mgmt.
4. declining water quality
5. lack of regulations
6. lack of enforcement
7. clean drinking water
8. natural habitat destruction
II.

4
3
2
2
1
1
1
1

Koochiching County Comprehensive Water Management Plan, 2000 Update
A. High Priority Goals
1. Administer and implement the Water Management Plan
a. re-establish the Water Plan Task Force
b. establish a Water Resources Advisory Committee
c. delegate tasks to appropriate agencies
d. develop a project priority list (Water Plan Committee, SWCD Board,
County Board)
Analysis: This high priority goal has not been implemented
2. Encourage people to update their ISTS
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a. continue ROSS Study
b. enforce local ISTS Ordinance and implement 7080
c. continue to develop the Water Quality Cooperative
Analysis: ISTS is still perceived as a high priority. The ROSS Study, while
defunct, set a high priority for addressing septic problems on Rainy
Lake. This remains a high priority. Performance systems, cluster
systems and others, controlled and administered by a Water Quality
Cooperative, are one of the next high priority areas to be pursued by
the County.
3. Administer the Wetlands Conservation Act
a. continue to work on the Wetland Flexibility Plan
b. provide technical assistance to county residents, municipalities, local
businesses
c. assist the Technical Evaluation Panel in wetland identification and
management
Analysis: Wetland Flex Plan was adopted in 2000. Providing technical
assistance remains a high priority and the TEP is just becoming active.
4. Reduce erosion and sedimentation
a. work with landowners on lake and river shoreland
b. protect and improve water quality through riparian buffers
Analysis: SWCD does work with landowners on lake and river erosion control
projects. The County has not effectively implemented riparian buffers.
5. Extend sewer service to Jackfish Bay area
Analysis: The Jackfish Bay Sewer Collection System is under construction.
6. Attempt to improve land use practices
a. use BMPs for agriculture, industry and development along lakes and
streams
b. follow Minnesota Forest Resources Council’s Voluntary Site Guidelines
for timber harvesting
Analysis: Generally, these objectives are being implemented
B. Moderate Priority Goals
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Attempt to monitor groundwater quality
Assist in protecting wellheads
Do an unused, unsealed well assessment
Continue to monitor closed landfills
Assist in removal of underground storage tanks
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Analysis: Monitoring groundwater quality would be a huge task. Wellhead
Protection plans will be prepared when the State Dept. of Health is
ready. The County is unlikely to do an abandoned well assessment.
Closed landfills are no longer under county jurisdiction. Removal of
underground tanks is done under the guidelines of MPCA.
C. Low Priority Goals
1.
2.
3.
4.

Maintain balance between recreational use and environmental quality
Establish reasonable floodplain limits
Safely manage storm water
Continue to monitor industrial pollution

Analysis: Some of these goals might be considered for a high priority. All of
them require more than the local level of government for
implementation.
III.

Rainy River Basin Plan 2004
A. Overall goal: maintain or improve the existing conditions consistent with local
plans, for streams, rivers and lakes in the Rainy River Basin
B. Address failing Individual Sewage Treatment Systems (ISTS) and unsewered
communities, especially along Rainy Lake and rivers and streams
1. Develop performance standards that could allow surface discharge
2. Develop an administrative system to ensure that performance-based
systems are properly maintained
3. Extend centralized sewer where environmentally and economically
feasible
4. Support the continued development of new ISTS technology and
management options
C. Develop monitoring programs to provide information about the water quality
of Rainy Lake and the Rainy, Rat Root, Big Fork and Little Fork Rivers
1. Support the continued operation and expansion of the Rainy River
Community College partnership
a. establish and expand a Rainy River Basin Water Resources Center at
RRCC ¹) to monitor water quality and aquatic ecology, ²) to manage
water resources data, ³) to release public information about water
management needs and resources, ) to establish a Rainy Basin River
Watch
b. encourage development of River Watch programs for rivers currently
not monitored
c. establish baselines for water quality throughout the basin
d. disseminate water quality information
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D. Prevent or reduce erosion and run-off where feasible and remediate existing
and future erosion and run-off problems
E. Analyze and maintain or improve groundwater quality in the Rainy River
Basin and protect surface water drinking supplies
F. Medium priority goals
1. Protect the special qualities of Rainy Lake that enabled its Outstanding
Resource Value Water (ORVW) classification
2. Protect wetland types and functions throughout the basin and recognize
the potential of wetlands to maintain or improve water quality
G. Low priority goals
1. Ensure planned and environmentally sensitive development and ensure
shoreland development proceeds in a manner that protects the culture,
environment and economy of the area
2. Support the forest products industry
a. encourage employment of VSLFM Guidelines and effectiveness
monitoring
b. encourage training opportunities for loggers and forest professionals
c. development of a “statement of support” for efforts to maintain forest
land uses and management
d. support communications to small private landowners to broaden
awareness of the Sustainable Forest Incentive Act
After considering issues from the above three sources and any additional issues
raised by Committee members, the Committee compiled a long list of issues from
which to identify the priority concerns that will be in the new Plan.
The WMPAC discussed and found potentially relevant for the New Water Plan
the following priority concerns:
1. Survey found rivers and streams to be most threatened
2. Survey identified water-related problems to be:
a. Erosion (both river and Rainy Lake)
b. Development pressure and impact on water quality
c. Some concern for stormwater and drainage management and declining
water quality
3. High priority to establish a Water Plan Task Force
Note: The establishment of the WMPAC accomplishes this priority
29

4. Individual Sewage Treatment Systems are a high priority
a. Failing systems are a primary threat to maintaining good water quality
b. Rainy Lake east of Jackfish Bay needs to have a Sewage Feasibility
Study pursuant to provision of centralized sewage or clustered ISTS
both to the mainland and islands
c. Prepare a local ISTS ordinance
d. Seek funding to be able to form a Water Quality Cooperative
e. Seek ISTS solutions for the rest of Koochiching County
5. Wetlands protection
a. Continue to implement the Koochiching County Wetlands Flexibility
Plan and Ordinance
b. Provide technical assistance to county residents, municipalities and
local businesses
c. Maintain an active Technical Evaluation Panel
6. Erosion and sedimentation
a. Work with landowners on erosion and sedimentation control on both
lakes and rivers/streams
b. Promote shoreland and riparian buffers with the use of native
vegetation
c. Discourage planting of lawns to the shoreland and riparian edge
7. Maintain good land use practices to avoid adverse impacts on water
quality
a. Promote Best Management Practices (BMP) for agriculture,
commercial/industrial and residential development near lakes and
rivers/streams
b. Seek forest practices certification
8. Water quality monitoring
a. Develop / maintain monitoring programs to provide information about
water quality of Rainy Lake and the Big Fork , Little Fork, Rainy, Rapid
and Rat Root rivers
b. Encourage the development of volunteer River Watch programs for
rivers currently not monitored
c. Establish baselines for water quality throughout the Basin
d. Support funding for the Little Fork / Big Fork paired river study
e. Assure water quality information is disseminated
9. Groundwater quality and surface water drinking supply
a. Prepare a well inventory pursuant to monitoring groundwater quality
b. Help prepare groundwater protection plans with the State Department
of Health
c. Do an unused and unsealed well assessment
d. Do protection Surface Water Assessment Plans for private surface
water providers
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10. Education
a. Agency (federal, state, local) partnership with Rainy River Community
College
b. Support the expansion of RRCC’s Rainy River Basin’s Water
Resources Center (WRC)
c. Promote the WRC as an international repository and dispenser of
information and knowledge
d. Promote high school participation in water quality monitoring
e. Seek funding to help the WRC accomplish its four objectives:
 monitor water quality and aquatic ecology
 manage water resources data
 release information to the trained and lay public about water
management needs and resources
 establish a Rainy Basin River Watch
11. Rainy Lake
a. Protect the special qualities of Rainy Lake that enabled its classification
as an Outstanding Resource Value Water (ORVW)
12. Wetland Types and Functions
a. Protect wetland types and functions, as identified in the Koochiching
County Wetland Flexibility Plan, throughout the Basin and recognize
the ability of wetlands to maintain or even improve water quality
13. Development
a. Ensure planned and environmentally sensitive development
b. Ensure shoreland development proceeds in a manner that protects the
culture, environment and economy of the area
14. Rainy River
a. Support efforts to fund studies of Rainy River on such topics as
erosion, hydrology, river profile, effects of peaking
b. Support efforts to control the practice of peaking in order to protect
spawning areas and to prevent other potentially adverse impacts
15. Forestry
a. Support sound forest management practices that allow for harvest but
avoid adverse environmental impacts on water quality
Additional Priority Concerns
1. Water Quality
a. Define water quality generally
b. Prepare several “definitions” of water quality depending on the
standard being sought
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2. Impaired Waters
a. Seek funding for study of the Little Fork River Impaired Water
b. Implement an action plan for the Little Fork River
c. Identify other Impaired Water in Koochiching County
PRIORITY CONCERNS FOR THE 2007 – 2017 PLAN
All priority concerns point in one direction: water quality. Maintaining or enhancing
existing water quality is the overriding goal of all priority concerns. The six priority
concerns identified in this report attempt to disaggregate the concern for water quality
into somewhat logical and discrete categories. Even at that they are overlapping but
they do offer a focus from which to derive goals, strategies and implementation
measures. The six priority concerns are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Erosion
Individual Sewage Treatment Systems
Education/Collaboration
Monitoring
Protection of Water Quality
Forestry

These concerns were developed by the WMPAC.
Erosion
Erosion is one of the key contributors to poor water quality. It is a concern for
Rainy Lake and for the three major rivers in the county, Rainy, Big Fork and Little
Fork. It is also a concern for all the smaller rivers and lakes.
This Plan will support:
 cost share for erosion control on private land
 technical assistance to property owners is provided by the Soil and Water
Conservation District (SWCD), the Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS), the Department of Natural Resources (DNR), and the Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA)
 Best Management Practices for agricultural operations
 Forest Resources Council Guidelines for forestry management
 study of the Little Fork River “impaired water” due to turbidity
 the Little Fork River / Big Fork River paired river study
 increased emphasis on shoreland protection by encouraging native
vegetation and discouraging lawns up to the shoreline
 implementation of National Pollution Discharge Elimination Standards
(NPDES)
 consider use of NEMO (Nonpoint Education for Municipal Officials) to
determine cumulative impacts of runoff due to development
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Best Management Practices for residential and commercial construction,
stormwater management, road construction and hydrologic modification
contributing to bank instability.

Individual Sewage Treatment Systems (ISTS)
ISTS makes up a separate category because there are several grant programs
and major activities that fit under this category. It is also generally acknowledged
that faulty septic systems constitute the greatest manmade threat to water quality
in the Rainy River Basin. With the enactment of the Clean Water Act in 1973,
point sources of pollution were a major problem 30 – 40 years ago but are now
under strict permit requirements. Nonpoint sources, such as ISTS, now
constitute the greatest threat.







now that Jackfish Bay sewer is under construction, direct major attention to
the rest of Rainy Lake from Tilson Bay to Dove Island, and also Rainy Lake’s
islands
this plan supports adoption of a local ISTS ordinance
implement a Water Quality Cooperative, or other administrative structure, to
be responsible for maintenance, repair and construction of new ISTS
do a septic system compliance inventory
support the development of Performance Standards for ISTS which would for
a wide range of types of ISTS and for having a range of effluent quality
standards to apply depending on an area’s remoteness from surface water
focus attention on both specific, localized problem areas and on issues
affecting the whole county.

The Board of Commissioners supports the extension of centralized sewer east to
Dove Island. This may or may not be feasible. If not, cluster systems and
performance standards should be implemented.
Education/Collaboration
Education is a key component of this new Water Management Plan. We all need
to be educated about water. It is well known that Minnesotans cherish their
water. They want to know how to maintain or enhance their water fronts, their
surface water and their groundwater. Hopefully, the centerpiece of education
about water in Koochiching County will be Rainy River Community College’s
Water Resources Center (WRC). There, all that is known about Rainy River
Basin water quality may be studied, stored and retrieved. The WRC will be an
international center absorbing information from both Minnesota and Canadian
sources. It is important to note that 65 percent of the Rainy River Watershed is
in Ontario. Collaboration between Minnesota and Ontario is fundamentally
important to protection of the Rainy Basin’s water quality.


Seek funding for the WRC to further its principal objectives to
a) monitor the Basin’s water quality,
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b) manage collected data,
c) disseminate collected data in informational reports,
d) support citizen-based water quality programs such as River Watch
emphasize education over regulation (e.g., voluntary use of alternative
standards for shoreline development
prepare informational brochures on groundwater, water quality monitoring,
shoreland vegetation and others
encourage MN DNR, MPCA, BWSR, Dept. of Health, Voyageurs National
Park, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Ontario Office of the
Environment, Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Rainy River First Nations
to disseminate informational reports, brochures and other educational
materials
convene the Water Management Plan Advisory Committee at least one time
each year to review progress on implementing the WMP 2007 – 2017.
Promote natural vegetation for shoreland and alternative standards for
shoreland development
Provide information about the hazards of using surface water for drinking and
promote safe treatment options and alternatives.

Monitoring
Monitoring is important because it requires the active pursuit of information to
develop a deeper understanding of the water resource. Generally, water quality
in the Rainy Basin is considered “good” as compared to nationally accepted
water quality measurement standards and to other geographic areas in
Minnesota. There is information, enough to draw conclusions about the general
quality of Koochiching County waters. But no body of water, except for the Big
Fork River, has been systematically studied to the point where a baseline has
been established. The Big Fork River has been systematically monitored by the
Big Fork and Littlefork High Schools and guided by volunteer expert, Richard
Lacher. The WMP will seek to expand water quality monitoring efforts.









continue water quality monitoring of the Big Fork River
create systematic water quality monitoring programs for Rainy River, Little
Fork River, Rapid River, Rat Root River and Rainy Lake in cooperation with
the Water Resources Center
encourage citizen water quality efforts
support funding of a Volunteer Water Monitoring Coordinator position at Rainy
River Community College
seek funding for surface water studies
do inventories, as a form of monitoring, of wells in Koochiching County and of
unused, unsealed wells
encourage high schools to commit to doing long term water quality monitoring
consistent with MPCA requirements, in cooperation with the Water Resources
Center
establish water quality baselines for Rainy Lake, Rainy River and the Little
Fork River
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utilize and build from the comprehensive Rainy Lake characterization study,
organized by Voyageurs National Park, done in 2004
support studies of exotic species on Rainy Lake and other bodies of water as
appropriate
support studies of cyno-bacteria (blue green algae) toxicity in Rainy Lake
rely on Rainy Lake’s status as an Outstanding Resource Value Water
(ORVW) to justify funding of studies and programs designed to enhance
Rainy Lake’s water quality
encourage the conduct of nutrient loading studies of Koochiching County’s
lakes and rivers.

Protection of Water Quality
Protection of water quality refers mostly to impacts of construction on water
quality. Most construction projects in Koochiching County have the potential to
affect wetlands. Wetlands are more thoroughly addressed in the Koochiching
County Wetland Flexibility Plan. The WMP will address Priority Concerns that
are particularly related to impacts associated with man-made development
projects.
















promote planned, environmentally sensitive development in Koochiching
County, designed to ensure good water quality
preserve and enhance native vegetation on shoreland
seek funding for wetland restoration where appropriate
promote use of alternative standards for shoreline development
follow local zoning and shoreland ordinances (e.g., setbacks, vegetation
removal, etc.) in riparian areas to protect the shore impact zone
require site constraints analysis prior to designing residential or
commercial/industrial projects
seek continued State support of Koochiching County’s Wetland Flexibility
Plan
insist that one size fits all is not appropriate to wetland mitigation in Minnesota
achieve flexibility in siting wetland replacement by allowing replacement for
Koochiching County projects anywhere in Minnesota
do not require wetland mitigation be the same type of wetland as the type
being affected
avoid adverse impacts on water quality from aggregate mining and quarrying
assist farmers in manure management
encourage frequent use of the Technical Evaluation Panel to evaluate
projects that will affect wetlands
continue to have the SWCD provide technical assistance to Koochiching
County cities and property owners
consider setting local thresholds for water quality that are stricter than
national or state standards.
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Forestry
Forestry is a key component of the Soil and Water Conservation District’s
(SWCD) work program. Since this Water Management Plan will be used as a
basis for SWCD’s actions, forestry is included in the Plan even though some of
its components are not directly pertinent to water management.
This Plan will support:
 preparation by SWCD of Forest Stewardship Plans for private property
owners
 distribution of trees throughout the county in SWCD’s tree sales program
 participation in teaching forestry management educational classes at Rainy
River Community College
 collaboration with federal and state agencies and the private sector in helping
to assure Koochiching County has healthy, productive and sustainable forests
 promotion of forestry practices that protect water quality
 promotion of the use of Voluntary Site-Level Forest Management Guidelines
on private lands to protect water quality (e.g., riparian buffers, roads and
culverts, stream crossings, etc.)

36

3/9/2007

Appendix B

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE “KOOCHICHING
COUNTY WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 2007 – 2017
PRIORITY CONCERNS SCOPING DOCUMENT”
By Richard Lehtinen

This report documents all comments received on the Koochiching County PCSD. The
comments are grouped by comments with a Comment-Response format. The
Response indicates whether or not a change in the PCSD text will be made.
1.

Fisheries and Oceans Canada (2/26/07) – Neville Ward
Comment: DFO supports the plan, especially efforts to control the practice of
peaking.
Response: Comment noted.
Comment: Page 14, change “Ontario Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries” to
“Fisheries and Oceans Canada”.
Response: Where appropriate, this change will be made.

2.

Fisheries and Oceans Canada (3/5/07) Carolyn Bowie
Comment: The PCSD has been assigned a file number KE-07-0197 and has
been assigned to a fish habitat biologist to review.

3.

Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (2/23/07) John Van den Broeck
Comment: Likes the Analysis, Limitations, Status format in the first part of the
report. Thinks pages 10-13 should be put in the front of the report, but he would
not want to lose portions of the front section.
Response: This PCSD will be an Appendix in the Final Plan. The PCSD will be
re-formatted as suggested. The existing format was done in order to track
chronologically the development of priority concerns by the WMPAC.
Comment: Would like the first part of the PCSD to be re-formatted to have two
headings under Introduction: 1) Purpose of Document, 2) Background.
Response: The Final Plan will be formatted as John Van den Broeck
recommends.
Comment: I think you’ve hit all the issues. It’s actually ambitious.
Response: That’s encouraging.
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4.

Andrew Wright, WMPAC member (2/20/07)
Comment: County should more actively enforce ISTS regulations and be
proactive in extending sewer to high population areas.
Response: This issue is clearly expressed in the PCSD and will be elaborated
on in the Final Draft.
Comment: How will drought affect water quality and what procedures will the
County follow to deal with drought conditions?
Response: The County Water Management Plan will not address drought. That
task is done by water providers.
Comment: Mining can have long term effects on water quality. Mining
operations should be required to have provisions for clean up and removal of
contaminants.
Response: All mining operations under permit are required to have reclamation
plans.
Comment: The County should export water and consider use of public waters for
commercial and industrial uses.
Response: This comment has not been raised by any other person or agency.
The WMPAC may want to consider this issue in the Final Plan.

5.

Voyageurs National Park (3/5/07) Kate Miller
Comment: Page 3, please consider nutrient loading in lakes and rivers as a
priority concern.
Response: Nutrient loading will be added as an issue under the category 4
heading of Protection of Water Quality.
Comment: Page 12, Monitoring, VNP conducted a baseline survey of water
quality on Rainy Lake in 2004. A manuscript is in development for publication.
Response: This will be added as a bullet under Monitoring in the final PCSD.
Comment: VNP applauds efforts to provide sewage treatment systems, the
outreach and education efforts identified in the PCSD, and cooperative
monitoring efforts among local, county, State, Federal and citizen partners.
Response: This expression of positive support is appreciated.
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6.

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (2/26/07) Lisa J. Thorvig
Comment: MPCA has five recommendations for the Local Water Management
Plan: 1) how will the County participate in addressing impaired water, developing
TMDL pollutant allocations and implementing TMDLs for impaired waters; 2)
include maps of impaired waters; 3) commitment of the County to submit data it
collects to MPCA; 4) plans for monitoring as yet unmonitored waters; 5) actions
and timing of the County to reduce pollutants causing the impairment.
Response: These five recommendations will be addressed in the LWM Plan but
need not be addressed in the PCSD. The PCSD does identify impaired waters
as a priority concern.
Comment: Since MPCA is leading the way on reports for mercury, the County
should only address pollutants other than mercury in its LWM Plan.
Response: There is only one impaired water other than those affected by
mercury and that water is turbidity in the Little Fork River. This impairment is
currently being studied by MPCA and the LWM Plan will fully support the findings
and recommendation of this study.
Comment: The County should access the water quality section of MPCA’s
Environmental Data Access (EDA) to find water quality monitoring data which
may be useful to the LWM Plan. The County should consider impaired waters as
a top priority.
Response: The County will look into the EDA site and has identified the impaired
Little Fork River as a high priority concern.
Comment: The County should begin to implement a county-wide ISTS program
in 2007 (the county is currently administering 7080 in shoreland areas).
Response: The County does implement 7080 county-wide and has since 1996.
Comment: The County should be prepared to adopt an ordinance (i.e., local
ISTS Ordinance) that implements proposed rule changes for the 2008
construction season.
Response: Koochiching County is working on a Local ISTS Ordinance which
should be ready for review by May 2007.

7.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (2/28/07) Kevin Peterson
DNR recommends seven additional concerns for the Recommendations section
on pages 10 – 13. All of these items will be added to the final PCSD. These
items are:
1. Under Education / Collaboration, p. 11 add:
39





emphasize education over regulation (e.g., voluntary use of alternative
standards for shoreline development)
promote natural shoreline and alternative standards for shoreline
development
provide information about the hazards of using surface waters for
drinking and promote safe treatment options and alternatives

2. Under Protection of Water Quality, p. 12 add:
 promote use of alternative standards for shoreline development
 follow local zoning and shoreland ordinances (e.g., setbacks,
vegetation removal, etc.) in riparian areas to protect the shore impact
zone
3. Under Forestry, p. 13, add:
 promote forestry practices that protect water quality
 promote Voluntary Site-Level Forest Management Guidelines on
private lands to protect water quality (e.g., riparian buffers, roads and
culverts, stream crossings, etc.)
8.

State Department of Health (1/31/07) Beth Kluthe
The DOH recommends as a priority concern “Source water protection for the City
of International Falls and resorts located on Rainy Lake”. DOH did a study and
published a report on this topic about four years ago. We will add a reference to
this study in the Protection of Water Quality section of the PCSD.

9.

Board of Water and Soil Resources (2/28/07) Jeff Hrubes
Comment: Forest land management should be a priority concern.
Response: Forest land management is addressed under the category of
Forestry and will be addressed in more detail in the Final Plan.
Comment: Surface water quality as it relates to development adjacent to riparian
areas should be a priority concern.
Response: Development practices in shoreland areas are addressed under the
category of Protection of Water Quality and will be addressed in more detail in
the final Plan.
Comment: Erosion and sedimentation should be a priority concern.
Response: Erosion is one of the principal concerns in the PCSD. Under Erosion
the following bullet point will be added:


Best Management Practices for residential and commercial construction,
stormwater management, road construction and hydrologic modification
contributing to bank instability.
40

