
Lower St. Croix 
One Watershed, One Plan 
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4:00-6:00 PM   

Wyoming Area Library 

  

Facilitator: Angie Hong – EMWREP  Note taker: Cameron Blake   
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Anoka SWCD – Sharon Lemay  
Brown's Creek WD – Craig Leiser 
Carnelian Marian St Croix WD – Wade Johnson 

Chisago County – Mike Robinson 

Chisago SWCD – Jim Birkholz  
Comfort Lake Forest Lake WD – Stephen Schmaltz 

Isanti County - Greg Anderson 

Isanti SWCD – Wayne Calendar  
Middle St. Croix WMO – Doug Menekheim 

Pine County – Stephen Hallan 

Pine SWCD – Doug Odegard  
South Washington WD – Don Pereira 

Sunrise River JP WMO – Paul Enestvedt 
Washington County – Fran Miron 

Washington CD – Diane Blake 

 
Copied: 
Ann WhiteEagle – Ramsey CD; Barb Peichel – BWSR; Bart Biernat – Anoka Co; 
Caleb Anderson – Pine Co; Craig Mell – Chisago SWCD; Dan Fabian – BWSR; 
Darrick Wotachek – Isanti Co;  Erin Loeffler – BWSR; Jamie Schurbon – Anoka 
SWCD; Jay Riggs – Washington CD;  Jim Shaver – Carnelian-Marine-St. Croix WD;  
John Hanson – Valley Branch WD; Karen Kill – Browns Creek WD; Kris Larson – 
Pine Co; Matt Moore – South Washington WD; Mike Isensee – Middle St. Croix 
WMO; Mike Kinney – Comfort Lake – Forest Lake WD; Sharon Schwarze – Brown’s 
Creek WD; Stephanie Souter – Washington Co; Susanna Willson – Chisago Co; 
Alyssa Soderlund – Washington Co; Tiffany Determan – Isanti SWCD; Jack Lavold – 
Washington Co; Laura Jester – Keystone Waters LLC; Jen Kader – Freshwater 
Society 

  

Pre-work: Review: Aug. 27 meeting minutes; Stakeholder input summary; Priority issues list   

Agenda Items   
Topic Purpose Lead Time   

Welcome and introductions; Approve agenda INFO/DECIDE 
Policy 
Committee 

 5 min.   



Approve Aug. 27, 2018 meeting minutes DECIDE 
J Birkholz/ 

Policy 
Committee 

 5 min. 
  

Update on development of LSC 1W1P Mission State-
ment INFO A Hong  5 min.   

Update on outreach and stakeholder engagement  
• Events – July 11, Aug, 27, Sept. 26 
• On-line survey 

INFO A Hong  15 min. 
  

Update from Advisory Committee meetings on Sept. 
13 and Oct. 11 INFO 

L Jester and  
J Kader 

10 min. 
 

Discuss “Priority Issues”  
developed by the Advisory Committee  

• Explain how resources and issues were  
gathered for consideration  

o Data from existing plans 
o Priority concerns scoping documents 

submitted by local entities 
o Initial state agency comment letters 
o Input from stakeholder meetings and 

on-line survey 
o Input and discussions at steering com-

mittee and advisory committee meet-
ings 

• Explain the process used to prioritize the  
issues  

• Review the priorities  
• Consider approval 

INFO/DISCUSS 

J Kader  
L Jester 
Policy 
Committee 

40 min. 

 

Set date and location for next Policy Committee  
meeting DECIDE 

Policy 
Committee 

 5 min.  

 
 



LOWER ST. CROIX ONE WATERSHED, ONE PLAN 
POLICY COMMITTEE, MEETING 3 

 
AUGUST 27, 2018 BOARD MINUTES 
 

PENDING APPROVAL 

Call to Order 
 
Meeting called to order at 3:30pm by Chair Fran Miron. 
 
Members Present: Anoka SWCD- Sharon Lemay 

Brown’s Creek WD- Craig Leiser 
Carnelian Marian St Croix WD - Wade Johnson 
Chisago County - Mike Robinson 
Chisago SWCD – Jim Birkholz  
Comfort Lake Forest Lake WD - Stephen Schmaltz 
Isanti County - Greg Anderson 
Pine County – Stephen Hallan 
South Washington WD – Don Pereira 
Sunrise River JP WMO - Matt Downing (alternate) 
Washington County - Fran Miron 

Jack Lavold (alternate) 
 
Staff Present:  Angie Hong- EMWREP 

Mike Isensee – Middle St. Croix WMO 
Craig Mell – Chisago SWCD 
Jamie Schurbon – Anoka SWCD 
Jay Riggs – Washington CD 
Jim Shaver – Carnelian-Marine-St. Croix WD 
John Hanson – Valley Branch WD 
Mike Kinney – Comfort Lake 
Stephanie Souter – Washington Co 
Tiffany Determan - Isanti SWCD 
Barb Peichel- BWSR 
Dan Fabian – BWSR 

 
Consultants:   Laura Jester, Keystone waters, LLC 

  Jen Kader and Leslie Yetka - Freshwater Society 
 



 

 

ITEMS REQUIRING POLICY COMMITTEE DECISIONS OR APPROVAL 

Approve agenda  
 
Stephen Schmaltz moved to approve the agenda and Craig Leiser seconded this motion. Motion 
carried. 

Approve June 25, 2018 meeting minutes 
 
Jim Birkholtz moved to approve the June 25, 2018 minutes and Mike Robinson seconded this motion. 
Motion carried. 

Ratify Policy Committee Bylaws 
 
Craig Leiser moved to ratify the policy committee bylaws and Matt Downing seconded this motion. 
Motion carried. 

DISCUSSION ITEMS 

Update on Work Plan Amendment 
 
Jamie Schurbon updated the committee that the work plan amendments were made with the 
guidance of Dan Fabian to meet the requirements for stakeholder engagement.  

Update from first Advisory Committee meeting on August 16th 
 
Jen Kader updated the committee on the first Advisory Committee meeting. The focus of the meeting 
was determining the process of prioritization of issues before data consolidation.  
 
Angie Hong presented a vision statement from the steering committee which was intended to be 
grounding statement for the committee’s principals and to set the purpose, objective, and outcome 
for all the 1W1P meetings. Mike Robinson, Craig Leiser, and Greg Anderson all provided input on the 
vision statement. Adding “consistency” and emphasizing “local” in the vision statement was discussed. 
Fran Miron asked whether it would be more appropriate to call the steering committee statement a 
“procedural add-on” rather than a “vision statement”. The group concluded with a desire to have a 
vison statement for the 1W1P. 
 
The planning team will draft a revised vision statement for review at the next policy committee 
meeting.  

Schedule next Policy Committee meeting 
 
Meeting adjourned at 4:00 p.m. The next scheduled meeting is October 22nd, 2018 at 4:00p.m at the 
Wyoming Library.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
On July 12, 2018, as a part of the Watershed Partners “Workshop on the Water” event, participants were engaged in an 
activity to identify things working well in the St. Croix watershed as well as efforts that are needed to continue progress.  
 
Through small group conversations, participants rotated through several stations each addressing a different component 
of water resource planning. More than 50 stakeholders representing local organizations and governments, in addition to 
many representatives from state and federal agencies, discussed the following topics: 
 

- Surface Water Quality 
- Groundwater and Drinking Water 
- AIS 
- Recreation 
- Urban Land Use 
- Rural Landscape 
- Wildlife and Habitat 

 
Participants were asked to consider what was working well in each of these areas, as well as their priority concerns. As 
the topics were discussed, participants took their own notes. Each note was transcribed by Freshwater and distilled into 
major themes using qualitative analysis. The summary of the conversations is included in the following pages, and this 
information will be used in conjunction with the other kickoff meetings to come in August and September to inform the 
priority issues for the Lower St. Croix One Watershed One Plan.  
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WORKSHOP OUTCOMES 
 
Throughout all the topics, it is clear that there is a shared understanding of the role each of us can plan in addressing 
water resource issues, and the overarching importance of collaboration – across jurisdictions, sectors, and (maybe most 
importantly) across the urban/rural divide. Additionally, emphasis on education that leads to stewardship and funding to 
make it easier to do this work permeated the responses. As a kickoff meeting for a collaborative planning process for 
the Lower St. Croix One Watershed One Plan, this bodes very well.  
 
Each of the different table topics is summarized below. These summaries are intended to be broader in scope. Specific, 
detailed recommendations are available in the transcription of participant comments in a separate document.  
 

Surface Water Quality 
Participants highly value the role education plays in addressing water quality and pointed to the increased 
awareness among the public of what a watershed is and impacts of land use and people on water. At the same 
time, there is an interest in seeing more education by trained specialists or through interpretive signage that 
results in deeper understanding and action.  
 
As water flows across boundaries, collaboration across jurisdictions and with nonprofit and area partners was 
also highlighted as an important strategy that needs to be supported, whether in addressing land use, chloride 
application, monitoring, advocacy, or Clean Water Act compliance.  
 
Drinking Water and Groundwater 
Conversation centered on two primary concepts: protecting the quality of drinking water and groundwater, and 
ensuring ample supply. Regarding the former, participants stressed the importance of making sure that 
pollutants are kept out of groundwater. To do so, ensuring proper disposal of wastes of all kinds, sealing wells, 
and addressing chemical applications were identified as strategies that need to be pursued. For the latter, 
conservation programs, water reuse, and finding ways to increase safe infiltration were all encouraged. For 
both, collaboration, education, monitoring of quantity and quality, and incentives were all discussed at length.  
 
Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) 
One of the most challenging aspects of addressing AIS is that the situation is always changing. For that reason, it 
is understandable that participants’ comments point to a need to better understand prevention and eradication 
options, increase vigilance in monitoring and inspections, and continued education to help more people 
understand the role they can play to stop the spread of invasive species. Reasonably, there is also recognition of 
the desire to increase funding for this work at all levels, as well as to increase collaboration around 
implementation of different strategies. 
 
Recreation 
Recreation is definitely viewed as an asset to be protected, but not without cautions around over-use, 
competing uses, and AIS. While work is being done to make sure that those recreating in the watershed are able 
to enjoy the resources, there is also a very strong call to increase access to these amenities by youth, 
communities of color, and low-income communities. Additionally, the bulk of the comments in this category 
encourage education for users that leads to stewardship of the lakes, streams, and rivers in the watershed. This 
includes signage, staff at public beaches, outreach by outfitters, and outreach directed to all users that they 
themselves do not need to seek out.  
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Urban Land Use 
Many of the comments in this topic stressed the issues of urban runoff, namely that what we do on land impacts 
the water, and in urban environments, impervious surface is the biggest issue. The hard surface results in runoff 
that carries pollutants, including natural debris and chemicals such as chloride, to nearby water bodies. 
Additionally, concentrations of people also result in wastewater concerns and the potential for the depletion of 
groundwater. As populations grow and urban areas expand, and as precipitation patterns change, urbanized 
landscapes will continue to pose a threat to local water bodies. Participants noted that practices to help manage 
both water quality and quantity are going to continue to be needed, and that they’ll need to be maintained. 
Education, funding, and partnerships should be pursued to support these practices, but these should not be 
considered the only tools available. Strong, consistent regulation balanced with incentives for voluntary 
practices should also be on the table.   
 
Rural Landscape 
Again, what we heard from participants is that what we do on land impacts the water. In rural landscapes, the 
agricultural industry provides some of the biggest challenges, and many of the comments focus on finding ways 
to work with farmers to address and remove barriers to further changes that would improve soil health and 
water quality. Given the economic considerations in play, approaching farmers as partners will be important, 
and recognizing the different incentives and restraints of different scales of farming will be critical. Additionally, 
recognizing that the rural landscape is more than just farming will help to highlight other opportunities to make 
changes. 
 
Wildlife and Habitat 
This topic generated the most comments from participants – a clear indication of the value of pursuing multiple 
benefits from projects and programs to improve the health of water resources. From remarks about the return 
of different species to the emphasis on creating bird, pollinator, and aquatic habitat, this is clearly an important 
topic for the group. Dedicated funding, in addition to competitive programs, is needed to support this work. It 
should also be noted that several specific partnerships were identified, owing to the number of stakeholder 
groups that would be interested in the direct and indirect outcomes of the 1W1P process for education, 
monitoring, and restoration purposes.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

NEXT STEPS 
 
This summary is for the first kickoff meeting only. Two additional kickoff meetings are to come, and the input from those 
sessions should be added to both the raw data of all the comments and the summary above.  
 
Once all kickoff meetings have been held, major themes from those meetings will be used in conjunction with the 
natural resource inventory and priority concerns identified by participating local governments. These pieces together 
will begin to provide shape for the One Watershed One Plan for the Lower St. Croix.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
On August 27, 2018, the second of three kick-off events for the Lower St. Croix One Watershed One Plan process was 
held on board a boat, touring on the St. Croix out of Taylors Falls, Minn. Participants were engaged in an activity to 
identify things working well in the St. Croix watershed as well as efforts that are needed to continue progress.  
 
Through small group conversations, participants rotated through several stations each addressing a different component 
of water resource planning. More than 50 stakeholders representing local organizations and governments, in addition to 
many representatives from state and federal agencies, each discussed a minimum of two of the following topics: 
 

- Surface Water Quality 
- Groundwater and Drinking Water 
- AIS 
- Recreation 
- Urban Land Use 
- Rural Landscape 
- Wildlife and Habitat 

 
Participants were asked to consider what was working well in each of these areas, as well as their priority concerns. As 
the topics were discussed, participants took their own notes. Each note was transcribed by Freshwater and distilled by 
topic using qualitative analysis. The summary of the conversations is included in the following pages, and this 
information will be used in conjunction with the two other kickoff meetings (July and September) to inform the priority 
issues for the Lower St. Croix One Watershed One Plan.  
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WORKSHOP OUTCOMES 
 
Over the course of the event, participants offered a wealth of ideas for how to build on efforts to protect the health of 
natural resources in the Lower St. Croix River watershed. The three areas that received the most conversation were, in 
order, Surface Water Quality, Rural Landscape, and Aquatic Invasive Species.  
 
Each of the different table topics is summarized below. These summaries are intended to be broader in scope, and are 
not to be treated as mutually exclusive. Specific, detailed recommendations are available in the transcription of 
participant comments in a separate document.  
 

Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) 
Participants recognize that addressing AIS will require broad collaboration across all levels of government and 
geographies. They also recognize that while state funding of AIS response makes things like boat inspections and 
existing education possible, they also understand that there is a benefit in allowing each county or community 
to approach inspections, education, and marketing from a local perspective. Participants expressed a desire to 
see future efforts to prevent AIS include an emphasis on decontamination and inspections, as well as education, 
and funding to support these efforts. Additionally, recognizing that AIS is a present and evolving threat, there is 
a call for research to understand how to manage local sources for AIS and reduce the spread.  
 
Drinking Water and Groundwater 
Practices that infiltrate water (such as buffers), reduce pollutants (such as well-sealing and waste water 
treatment plant upgrades), and those to conserve drinking water use (such as rain barrels) were all recognized 
as efforts that appear to be going well. However, many questions remain as to the interaction between surface 
water and groundwater and how to protect rural well owners from groundwater contamination. Identification 
and monitoring of contamination sources is strongly requested, as well as education and knowledge sharing for 
best practices and contamination management. Additionally, protecting wetlands and recharge areas, as well as 
implementing more conservation measures, is desired.  
 
Recreation 
Integrating how people use and manage landscapes – whether in how they think, act, or plan – is important to 
participants, as is even considering recreation as a part of protection and restoration. Specific amenities and 
opportunities like the Gateway Trail and fishing are called out, but the most significant references are to actions 
being taken (or that need to be) to protect the resources people care about. While funding partnerships and 
efforts to manage fisheries and AIS are identified as things that are working, looking forward, participants would 
like to see these and other efforts strengthened. Specifically, they are interested in seeing consistent messaging 
between partners, an increase in partnerships among lake associations, and increased state and local funding for 
park. Additionally, they call for some simple changes that can help users be stewards of the environment, 
including dumpsters at access points, signage and education for users, and trail standards for erosion control.  
 
Rural Landscape 
A mix of voluntary actions and regulatory efforts are identified by participants as working to restore “the old 
green acres” and address challenges and opportunities in the rural landscape. On the regulatory end, effective 
zoning, quality planning, and offering tax credits were noted. On the voluntary side, nutrient management and 
conservation practices (including cover crops, no till, and rotational grazing), easements, and farm conservation 
plans were discussed.  In looking to the future, the conversation remained focused on encouraging further 
adoption of voluntary practices. Support for alternative cropping practices (providing education, addressing crop 
insurance concerns, expanding market access for more sustainable crops, etc.) is needed, as is working more 
directly with producers to address needs and build buy-in. In order to do this, participants recognize that 
increased funding for farm conservation planning and implementation, protecting and restoring marginal lands, 
hiring and retaining trained staff and service providers, and improving soil health is also needed.  
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Surface Water Quality 
As surface water quality involves several of the other topics discussed, there is some natural overlap with other 
topics, most notably AIS in referencing carp barriers and efforts to control curly leaf pondweed among those 
things that are working. Also noted as efforts to continue are those that reduce phosphorous such as iron-
enhanced sand filters and street sweeping. As far as best management practices are concerned, there is a strong 
call for integrated and targeted BMPs, using the Paredo principle to identify the best sites to address TMDLs. 
Looking forward, there is a strong desire to see efforts to reduce phosphorus from agricultural and urban 
landscapes, protection and restoration of wetlands, as well as more local involvement and projects that support 
multiple benefits.  

 
Urban Land Use 
Unlike the Rural Land Use category, those efforts recognized by participants as working are almost entirely 
focused on regulations, including permitting, zoning, MIDS, and TMDLs. The only effort not a regulation 
(Prioritized, Targeted, Measurable, or PTM) is heavily employed in governmental planning processes. The 
priority issues discussed by participants largely hold to the regulatory focus. Participants called for consistency in 
standards and regulations using model water quality examples or MIDS as a guide, as well as for new 
requirements for all development and redevelopment projects that would further promote infiltration. There 
were some non-regulatory considerations offered as well, including increasing water reuse, addressing road salt, 
and developing a green infrastructure program. 
 
Wildlife and Habitat 
As the questions asked participants to consider what is working and what the priority issues are, comments in 
this category pertain to the habitat that supports wildlife, rather than the wildlife itself. Enhancing and 
protecting habitat that already exists, in addition to restoring habitat (including restoring drained wetlands and 
adding habitat diversity in crop rotations), is clearly important to participants. Additionally, using outreach to 
effectively help residents understand the collective impact of their actions is called for to support this work.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

NEXT STEPS 
 
This summary is for the second kickoff meeting only. A separate summary has already been developed for the first 
kickoff meeting (held on July 12), and a third will be developed for the final kickoff meeting (to be held on September 
26).  
 
Once all kickoff meetings have been held, major themes from those meetings will be used in conjunction with the 
natural resource inventory and priority concerns identified by participating local governments. These pieces together 
will begin to provide shape for the One Watershed One Plan for the Lower St. Croix.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
On September 26, 2018, the third and final kick-off event for the Lower St. Croix One Watershed One Plan (LSC 1W1P) 
process was held in North Branch, Minn. The purpose of this event was to gather input from stakeholders in the 
northern part of the basin.  The format for this event was slightly different from the two prior stakeholder events. 
 
More than 40 stakeholders including individuals and representatives of local organizations and governments were in 
attendance. Following a presentation from Barb Peichel of the Board of Water and Soil Resources and Laura Jester of 
Keystone Waters (the lead consultant for the LSC 1W1P), participants engaged in a series of small group conversations 
guided by Freshwater, responding to the following open-ended, solution-oriented questions: 
 

1. Thinking about the natural environment in your community, what are some of the things that you value and 
care about?  

2. What do you think are the major issues or concerns for our natural resources today? 
3. Looking forward, what hopes do you have for the resources in the Lower St. Croix watershed? 

 
The first question asks people to consider what it is they value about the region. Those values carried through the 
responses, tying answers to each other. As they discussed their answers, participants took their own notes. Each note 
was transcribed verbatim by Freshwater and distilled by topic using qualitative analysis, where comments were grouped 
by similar themes and then summarized to develop a single narrative of all comments.  
 
That summary of the conversations is included in the following pages, and this information will be used in conjunction 
with the two other kickoff meetings (July and August) to inform the priority issues for the LSC 1W1P. 
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WORKSHOP OUTCOMES 
 
Unlike the summaries of the previous two kickoff meetings, this summary is not grouped around pre-determined 
categories. As the questions built on top of each other, the answers are summarized together along themes which 
emerged in the analysis to create a clear understanding of what stakeholders value, what their concerns are, and what 
they would like to see in the future.  
 

The overarching tone of the comments (and a message verbally brought up more than once during the meeting) is one 
of the desire to leave a legacy people can be proud of. While the questions specifically related to the natural 
environment, the answers had a heavy emphasis on the role humans play in protecting – and damaging – the 
environment. While these two broad categories are not mutually exclusive (in theory and in the comments), separating 
the two here makes for a valuable distinction, especially where potential strategies are concerned.  
 

A focus on the resources 
Participants clearly conveyed that the community values its abundance of natural resources, including park lands, 
wetlands, forests, rivers, streams, and lakes, as well as the area’s rural character. They value access to and recreational 
use of those spaces, and the services they provide such as habitat and clean water. As such, water quality and 
preservation of these natural spaces is of the utmost importance.  
 

Surface water quality 
Many participants specifically mentioned “clean water” as something they valued in the region, and something 
they wanted to work to protect. In fact, surface water quality was the topic of greatest concern for participants 
throughout the conversation. Contaminants and erosion from urban and agricultural runoff, as well as impacts 
from outdated and failing infrastructure, were identified as challenges that need to be addressed. The following 
were offered as potential strategies:  

 Reduce impervious surface 

 Plant for water quality, and reduce chemical applications 

 Manage septic systems 

 Address pollution sources, and build projects that make a noticeable impact 

 Continue monitoring and be prepared to respond to pollutant changes 

 Improve clarity of impaired waters, and protect high-quality resources 
 

Recreation 
Whether it is through passive observation and appreciation of the aesthetics, hunting and fishing, camping, 
swimming, paddling, hiking and mountain biking, or other ways for “modern people to stay wild”, recreation is 
an important part of the lives of participants. The following were offered as potential strategies: 

 Amend fishing regulations to improve diversity of sizes 

 Scatter parks throughout the watershed  
 

AIS 
The spread of AIS is of great concern. This concern is compounded by the uncertainty around just how much 
damage AIS will cause to habitat and how to stop the spread. The following were offered as potential strategies: 

 Continue to increase understanding of impacts and best management strategies for AIS 

 Continue monitoring and continue efforts to stop or control the spread of AIS 
 

Climate Change 
Heavy rains, drought, and warmer temperatures from climate change need to be considered as a part of future 
management. Participants specifically mention concerns about flooding, insect damage, and the threat of 
introduction of new invasive plants and animals. The following were offered as potential strategies: 

 Build acceptance of climate change among politicians 

 Invest in strategies that address flooding concerns 
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Development 
One of the strongest themes in the responses focused on appreciation of the rural character of the area, and the 
desire to maintain the beauty and aesthetics of the region. Accordingly, one of the prevailing concerns centered 
on the increased development pressure, either in the form of population growth or land use change for frac 
sand mining. Drawing connections to increases in groundwater consumption, expansion of impervious surface 
resulting in more runoff, and overuse of surface water bodies, participants want to see a balance of growth with 
environmental protection. The following were offered as potential strategies: 

 Maintain and improve habitat 

 Consider cluster development 

 Limit wetland loss, and restore those which have been lost 

 Preserve natural areas for lasting water resource benefit 
 
A focus on people 
It doesn’t take long in reviewing the comments to see the extent to which participants understand that everyone has a 
role to play to protect water, with one person even remarking that “each person can do something better.” As 
community members, staff of local governments, and elected officials, there is a general sense that there is room for 
improvement. Collaboration is frequently called out as a strategy that should be pursued further, recognizing that 
working together can pay dividends in helping all parties achieve shared goals in pursuit of a shared vision. This 
emphasis on collaboration bodes well as a beginning to the full One Watershed One Plan process. 
 

Community 
Participants are concerned that, as a community, there is not enough of an environmental ethic to support 
protection and restoration of natural resources. Greed, convenience, lack of education, and a willingness to 
settle for short term gains were all specifically mentioned as evidence in their call to increase the amount people 
value the environment. The following were offered as potential strategies: 

 Enhance public education for all ages, and strengthen natural resource education in schools 

 Increase collaboration and knowledge sharing between lake and river associations 

 Expand involvement in activities to protect water, including purchasing habits 
 

Government 
The role of government in protecting natural resources is clear, but there is concern that existing regulations are 
not being enforced, adequate funding is not being allocated, and legislators lack the political will to protect 
environmental legislation and take the actions necessary. The following were offered as potential strategies: 

 Further collaboration between governing bodies at all levels (including Wisconsin representatives) 

 Continue involvement from the private sector 

 Assist landowners in making transitions to more sustainable land use 

 Help elected officials better understand the value of the resources and what is needed to protect them 

 Increase funding for natural resource preservation and restoration 
 
 

NEXT STEPS 
 
This summary is for the third kickoff meeting only. A separate summary has already been developed for the first (held on 
July 12) and second kickoff meeting (held on August 27).  
 
Now that all kickoff meetings have been held, the reports have been used to inform the issues statements included in 
the planning process. These pieces, together with the land and water resource inventory, will begin to provide shape for 
the One Watershed One Plan for the Lower St. Croix.  



Lower St. Croix “One Watershed, One Plan” On-Line Survey Summary 

Total responses = 71 
Anoka 27 
Chisago 15 
Isanti 5 
Pine 0 
Washington 22 
Not in St. Croix 
watershed 2 

 
Please share 3-5 local water resources that are most important to you.** 

Lakes  Rivers/streams St. Croix River Groundwater Wetlands Other 
Big Marine Lake Brown's Creek Lake St. Croix Drinking water (4) wetlands (2) Wildlife habitat 
Bone Lake (12) Cedar creek St Croix River (35) groundwater (8) 

  Center Lake (2) Data Creek (2) Upper St. Croix River 
   Chisago Lake (2) Kettle River 

    Comfort Lake (2) creeks feeding the St. Croix 
    Coon Lake (4) Mississippi River 
    Elin Lake Namekagon River 
    Fannie Lake  North Branch of Sunrise River (3) 
    Fish lake Rum River (5) 
    Florence Lake Sunrise River (13) 
    Forest Lake (2) Typo Creek (5) 
    Green Lake Valley Creek 
    Island lakes 

     Linwood Lake (7) 
     Long Lake - Grandy 
     Martin Lake (21) 
     Moody Lake (6) 
     Otter Lake 
     Paul's Lake (Florence) 
     Rush Lake (2) 
     Second Lake (Chisago County) 
     Skogman Lake (2) 
     Square Lake (3) 
     Third Lake 
     Twin Lakes complex 
     Typo Lake (7) 
     White Bear Lake 
      

How do you use rivers, lakes, streams and wetlands in the Lower St. Croix watershed? 

Boating, canoeing, kayaking, paddle-boarding, jet-skiing 59 
Swimming 51 
Living on or near the water 49 
Fishing 42 
Going for scenic drives along or near the water 31 
Visiting restaurants, shops, and other businesses near the 
water 29 
Bird-watching or nature study 25 
Hunting 15 
Creating art or photography 14 



 

Please share 3-5 water issues in the Lower St. Croix watershed that you think are most important to address.** 

Anoka Chisago Isanti Washington Not in basin 
AIS (6) AIS (5) protect wetlands (2) AIS (6) nutrient loads 
algae (6) E. coli / fecal coliform (3) protect groundwater/aquifers (2) water levels & control (3) Agricultural runoff 

carp (6) water quality (3) AIS (2) Protecting groundwater (2) 
 development along 
shorelines 

water quality (5) water access / landings (3) limit development Redevelopment standards 
 wetland loss and 
restoration 

septic systems (3) nutrients (2) water quality Runoff   
nutrients (3) ag runoff (2) eutrophication Phosphorus   
fertilizer (2) litter sedimentation livestock grazing near waterways   
water clarity (2) pollution stormwater runoff illegal drainage to the river   
waterfowl/hunting habitat (2) runoff lack of shoreline buffers protecting streams   
shoreline erosion habitat along rivers road widths protecting wetlands   
contaminants shoreline development chemicals Need more infiltration   
lake levels open space permeable pavement mining   
education wetland loss and restoration   septic systems   
litter lawns mowed to edge of shorelines   

 
  

cattails fertilizer   ag pollution   
copper sulfate     boat wakes and erosion   
street runoff     enforcing regulations   
pollution     protecting and creating habitat   

 
    working collaboratively   

 
    targeting projects to priority locations   

 
    Creating economic incentives for sustainable farming   

 
    Algae   

 

Looking at the list below, which do you think should be the TOP 5 priority GOALS for regional partners in the next 10 years? 

Protecting high quality lakes, streams and wetlands 57 
Restoring degraded lakes, streams and wetlands 51 
Preventing the spread of Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) 49 
Protecting against groundwater contamination 42 
Improving water quality in the St. Croix River 38 
Protecting high-quality habitat 25 
Creating/restoring habitat 22 
Promoting groundwater recharge and sustainable use of groundwater 21 
Planning/preparing for climate change and extreme rainfall events 14 
Developing new water-based recreation opportunities 2 

 

  



Looking at the list below, which do you think should be the TOP 5 priority ACTIONS for regional partners in the next 10 years? 

Working with farmers to implement sustainable farming practices 46 
Educating the public about water issues in their area 45 
Creating and enforcing consistent regulations for urban development and redevelopment 38 
Monitoring and collecting data about local water resources 33 
Targeting projects to specific priority water bodies 32 
Working with private landowners through voluntary incentive programs 30 
Identifying and replacing failing septic systems 30 
Involving the public in planning and decision-making 23 
Collaborating across levels of government and with non-profit and community groups 19 
Developing programs at a regional watershed scale 16 

 

What is the most important thing regional partners should do to protect water in the Lower St. Croix watershed?** 

Educate and engage the public Anoka - 8 Chisago - 1 Isanti - 1 Washington - 3 Outside - 1 14 
Work together; implement watershed plan; get state funding; set clear goals and measure progress Anoka - 3 Chisago - 2 Isanti - 1 Washington - 3 Outside - 1 10 
Control water pollution Anoka - 4 

    
4 

Reduce runoff / nutrient pollution Anoka - 3 
    

3 
Monitor / control / prevent spread of AIS Anoka - 3 

  
Washington - 3 

 
3 

Control carp in lakes Anoka - 2 
    

2 
Stronger rules and enforcement 

 
Chisago - 2 

   
2 

Develop a regional ag outreach and incentive program 
   

Washington - 1 
 

1 
Protect groundwater 

 
Chisago - 1 

   
1 

Establish a watershed district for the Sunrise River 
 

Chisago - 1 
   

1 
Limit development 

  
Isanti - 1 

  
1 

Require shoreline buffers 
  

Isanti - 1 
  

1 
Establish consistent development standards 

  
Isanti - 1 

  
1 

Prepare for changing climate 
   

Washington - 1 
 

1 
Work with upland landowners 

   
Washington - 1 

 
1 

Create a sustainable development plan 
   

Washington - 1 
 

1 
Monitor watershed contaminants of concern in groundwater and surface water 

   
Washington - 1 

 
1 

More infiltration 
   

Washington - 1 
 

1 
 

  



What is one action YOU have taken to protect water in your community?** 

Have restored/maintained native shoreline or modified landscaping practices Anoka - 9 Chisago - 1 Isanti - 1 Washington - 7 
 

18 
Raingarden or native planting 

 
Chisago - 2 Isanti - 1 Washington - 3 Outside - 2 8 

Don't dump / pick up litter / Leave no Trace  Anoka - 3 Chisago - 1 
 

Washington - 2 
 

6 
Participate in lake association or Watershed CAC Anoka - 2 Chisago - 1 

 
Washington - 1 

 
4 

Participate in community events (carp harvest, lake clean-up) Anoka - 2 
    

2 
Have helped with AIS monitoring Anoka - 2 

    
2 

Follow DNR rules for shoreline development and boat cleaning Anoka - 1 Chisago - 1 
   

2 
Particiate in education activities 

  
Isanti - 1 Washington - 1 

 
2 

Changed boat type (no longer use 2-cycle outboard) Anoka - 1 
    

1 
Had our old underground fuel oil tank removed 

 
Chisago - 1 

   
1 

Maintain septic system 
 

Chisago - 1 
   

1 
Cleanstorm drain 

 
Chisago - 1 

   
1 

Don't use chemicals at home or in yard 
  

Isanti - 1 
  

1 
Moved to a new, smaller home/property 

  
Isanti - 1 

  
1 

Chose an environmental career 
   

Washington - 1 
 

1 
 

Which best describes your home or property? 

Lakeshore, streambank or riverfront property 43 
Residential lot in the country 15 
Residential lot in town 11 
Large acreage, non-agricultural 5 
Apartment or condo 1 
Agricultural 1 

 

Are you affiliated with any of the following organizations? 

Local lake association 31 
City or county government 14 
Non-profit or community environmental group (ie. Nature Conservancy, Pollinator Friendly Alliance, 
etc.) 12 
Soil and Water Conservation District or Watershed Management Organization 9 
Hunting or fishing group (ie. Trout Unlimited, Pheasants Forever, etc.) 6 
St. Croix River Association 3 
State or Federal agency administering land, water, environment or agriculture programs 2 

 

**Indicates open-ended questions. Similar responses were bundled together in this data summary.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
On October 11, 2018, the Advisory Committee engaged in a four hour workshop to prioritize the issues to be addressed 
by the Lower St. Croix One Watershed One Plan (LSC 1W1P). Producing these prioritized statements for review by the 
Policy Committee represents a significant milestone in the LSC 1W1P process, both in terms of the work leading up to it, 
as well as what having these statements allows to follow.  
 
As Board of Water and Soil Resources guidance stipulates, the identification and prioritization of resources and issues is 
needed because, over the lifespan of the plan, not all of the identified issues can be addressed or addressed at the same 
time. Knowing what the group will be working to address allows for the development of measurable goals to address the 
issues, and ultimately for an implementation schedule that reflects the priorities established by the group. 
 
This report contains an overview of the input collected that led to the identification of the issue statements and priority 
resources, the process used to prioritize, and the outcomes of the workshop.  
 
 
 
 

 
PROCESS OF DEVELOPING ISSUE STATEMENTS 
 
 
Over the course of several months, a significant amount of information on existing issues, priorities, and goals was 
reviewed and consolidated by the LSC 1W1P Data Consolidators, the Plan Writer, and the Meeting Facilitator. The 
sources for this data included: 
 

 Previously completed local plans 
 Comment letters from governmental agencies 

o Board of Water and Soil Resources  
o Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 
o Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) 
o Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MDA) 
o Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) 
o Metropolitan Council 

 Lower St. Croix Watershed Groundwater Resource and Protection Plan 
 Priority Scoping Document submissions from each local entity 
 Three stakeholder meetings and an online survey 

 
Initial review of all the information resulted in a list of resource categories, uses of those resources that are threatened, 
and the issues creating those threats. In total, the data consolidation led to a list of nearly 100 issues that could be 
addressed by the LSC 1W1P. This list was shared with the Planning Team for initial revisions before being distributed to 
the full Advisory Committee in advance of the October 11 meeting. Before beginning the prioritization of the issues, the 
Advisory Committee had the opportunity to add issues they considered important that were not already addressed by 
the compiled statements.  
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PRIORITIZATION OF ISSUE STATEMENTS 
 
All participants received the issues statements drafted by the consultants with the guidance of the Planning Team one 
week in advance of the meeting. They were asked to look for gaps or anything that might be missing, as well as begin to 
consider how they would rank the issues within each of the resource categories.  
 
At the beginning of the workshop, participants were asked to offer any issues they did not believe were adequately 
reflected in the statements. Each resource area was reviewed one at a time, and once all areas were discussed, the list 
of issue statements was considered final. At that time, all participants were asked to rank the issue statements 
individually, working in one resource area at a time. Responses were aggregated and averaged, resulting in the collective 
group’s prioritization of the issues. 
 
The group prioritization was reviewed as a part of a large group discussion using “Fist to Five”, where participants had 
the opportunity to reflect on the outcome and, as needed, advocate for a lower ranked issue to move higher. The 
purpose of Fist to Five is “to validate group consensus, take inventory of how individuals feel about the ranking, or 
engage those who are not yet onboard in vocalizing their concerns”1. Participants are asked to, all at the same time, use 
their hand to indicate how comfortable or confident they feel about something being discussed, with a fist (or zero) 
signifying complete opposition and a 5 signifying complete support. The goal is not to get everyone to a five, but to get 
those below a three to above a three. In order to do so, those showing below a three are asked what they need to get 
them to feel comfortable with the ranking, allowing for a frank and honest conversation to take place.  
 
Using this method, consensus was reached on the ordering of the issue statements within each category. On the whole, 
the group accepted the outcome of the averaged rankings, though there was some movement. However, at multiple 
points in the previous weeks as well as in the workshop, concern about how local priorities fit in (especially for those 
entities that are adopting the LSC 1W1P as their county water plan) came into the conversation. Through discussion with 
participants (including BWSR staff), it was decided that regional priorities should be the focus, but that local priorities 
could be called out separately to account for locally significant issues.  
 
One thing important for this group was the recognition that even if an issue is not considered a high priority for this 
plan, it could very well be addressed in projects or programs that have multiple benefits. For that reason, desire was 
expressed to keep all issues on the table throughout the planning process. In order to accommodate that desire, the 
ranked issues were then separated into tiers A, B, and C so as to reflect their relative priority.  
 

A Issues in Tier A are those issues which must be addressed in the LSC 1W1P 

B Issues in Tier B are considered important to pursue as secondary priorities 

C Issues in Tier C will be addressed primarily through multiple benefits, or as funding and time allow 

 
Using the group-prioritized issues statements, participants worked in small groups to discuss where they felt the line 
should be drawn between the tiers. Each group had a chance to provide input on the tiered breakdown of each resource 
area, and the final group reviewed the input from the previous groups to propose the official delineation. Once again, 
Fist to Five was used to settle any discomfort with the proposed tiers and produce the recommendations in the 
remainder of this document.  

                                                           
1
 2017. Meeting Facilitation to Meet Needs: Fist to Five. © Authentic Edge, LLC. 
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PRIORITY ISSUES BY RESOURCE AREA 
 
 
Groundwater 
Threatened Uses: Drinking water, irrigation, resource base flows for habitat and recreation 
 
Groundwater is an important resource throughout the Lower St. Croix River Watershed.  It accounts for 100% of the 
region’s drinking water and many natural resources rely on groundwater to supply base flows including wetlands, trout 
streams, lakes, and some non-trout streams. Contamination of groundwater from various pollution sources is a growing 
concern as a large area of pollution sensitivity extends through the middle portion of the watershed in Anoka, Isanti and 
Chisago Counties, and much of Washington County is considered sensitive to groundwater pollution. Further, 
groundwater consumption is on the rise with a 50% increase in pumping for consumption since 1990. 
 

A 

Groundwater quality is impacted by degraded soil health and agricultural practices including overuse or 
misuse of nitrates and pesticides 

Groundwater quantity is impacted by consumption, irrigation, and overuse 

Groundwater quality is impacted by chemical contaminants including VOC/TCE, PFASs, etc. 

Additional groundwater monitoring is needed to better understand quantity and quality issues. 

Groundwater quality is impacted by leaking or non-conforming SSTS 

B 

Recharge areas are reduced by urban and agricultural development 

Groundwater-dependent natural resources are threatened by reduced surficial aquifer levels 

Surface water - groundwater interactions aren't well understood 

C 

All sources of and vulnerability to pollution are not known 

Strength or availability of local ordinances or rules are not adequate to protect groundwater quality and 
quantity 
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Lakes 
Threatened Uses:  Aesthetics, recreation, habitat, fishing, property values 
 
Lakes are the most significant water features throughout the watershed - providing recreation, habitat, and natural 
beauty to the area. There are 127 lakes in the Lower St. Croix Watershed, covering over 40,000 acres. Unfortunately, 52 
of these lakes are considered impaired due to high nutrient levels coming from sources such as stormwater runoff, 
agricultural runoff, poor shoreline practices, failing septic systems, and from within the lake itself. High levels of 
nutrients increase algal growth, decrease water clarity, negatively impact recreation, and can reduce habitat quality.  
Some lakes are experiencing pressures from new development or redevelopment. Further, some of these lakes have 
significant infestations of aquatic invasive species (AIS) which impact habitats, recreation, and property values and which 
can be easily spread to uninfested lakes.   
 

A 

Degraded soil health, as well as runoff and erosion from agricultural lands, threaten lake water quality 

Stormwater runoff threatens lake water quality 

Development pressure threatens lakes as natural landscapes turn to residential within sensitive lakesheds 
and shorelines 

Poor shoreline practices disrupt/degrade habitats, increase erosion, contribute nutrients and other 
contaminants 

Invasive species threaten lake habitats, biota, recreation, and property values. 

Failing/nonconforming SSTS threaten lake water quality 

B 

Internal pollutants degrade water quality 

Climate change impacts water levels, water temperature, water chemistry, biota 

Variable lake levels can negatively impact shoreland and homes (*Chisago Lakes LID) 

C 

Additional monitoring, modeling, assessment is needed to determine pollutant sources and track changes to 
lake water quality and quantity (*Isanti SWCD) 

Some recreational uses have negative impacts on biota and water quality and may transfer AIS. 

Local ordinances or rules are lacking in some areas to help protect lakes. (*Isanti SWCD) 
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Rivers and Streams 
Threatened Uses:  Aesthetics, recreation, habitat, fishing, drainage 
 
There are over 1,000 miles of rivers, streams, and judicial ditches draining through the Lower St. Croix Watershed on 
their way to the St. Croix River itself. Of the stream segments with enough monitoring data, 146 miles are considered 
impaired for pollutants or stressors including bacteria, low dissolved oxygen, pH, or significantly low numbers of key 
aquatic species. Some streams run through deep ravines, offering cool environments and harboring trout. Others drain 
through lake systems, offering recreation and habitat, and the ability to keep water levels stable. Many streams and 
ditches drain agricultural lands, helping to support the cropping infrastructure while also providing critical and sensitive 
habitats.  
 

A 

Degraded soil health, as well as runoff and erosion from agricultural lands, threaten stream water quality 

Stormwater runoff threatens stream water quality 

Riparian areas, streambanks, and stream stability are degraded resulting in poor habitats and increased 
erosion (altered hydrology upstream, channeling, poor maintenance, lack of buffers, terrestrial invasive 
species, unstable banks) 

Development pressure threatens streams as natural landscapes turn urban/suburban within sensitive 
watersheds and riparian areas 

Erosion in gullies and ravines leads to pollution, habitat degradation, and land loss 

Failing/nonconforming SSTS threaten stream water quality 

Ditch maintenance methods (or improper methods) may negatively impact water quality 

B 

Improperly sized or placed culverts negatively impact drainage and water quality 

Climate change and extreme events impact water levels, water temperature, water chemistry, biota. 
Infrastructure standards are not keeping up with new rainfall patterns, negatively impacting water quality 
and quantity. 

C 

Invasive species threaten stream habitats and biota. (* Chisago Lakes LID) 

Source water depletion impacts trout streams and other spring-fed streams 

Variable water levels in channels can negatively impact shoreland and homes (*Chisago Lakes LID) 

Additional monitoring, modeling, assessment is needed to determine pollutant sources and track changes to 
stream water quality and quantity (*Isanti SWCD) 

Local ordinances or rules are lacking in some areas to help protect streams.  
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Wetlands 
Threatened Uses:  Habitat, flood control, filtration, aesthetics, recreation, wild rice production 
 
According to the National Wetland Inventory, there are over 152,000 acres of wetlands in the Lower St. Croix Watershed 
providing a variety of functions including habitat, flood control, filtration, recreation, and natural beauty. Unfortunately, 
thousands of acres of wetlands have been converted or drained for agriculture or developed for urban and suburban 
uses. Continued fragmentation, disappearing recharge areas, and invasive species are a few of issues facing wetland 
health.  
 

A 

Agricultural runoff, erosion and ditching threaten wetland health 

Development pressure threatens to fragment and degrade wetlands and wetland complexes.  

Stormwater runoff and illegal dumping threatens wetland health 

Invasive species and loss of biodiversity threaten ecology 

Reduction of recharge areas threatens hydrology 

B 

A lack of adequate buffers threaten wetland health 

Efforts to restore wetlands are not adequate 

Climate change and extreme events impact water levels, water temperature, water chemistry, biota 

C 

Habitat protection lacks consistent funding 

Local ordinances or rules are lacking in some areas to help protect wetlands.  

Wetland banking doesn't necessarily balance hydrologic needs 

Additional monitoring is needed to properly map wetlands and document wetland functions and values and 
restoration needs/potential (*Isanti SWCD) 
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Upland Habitat 
Threatened Uses: Habitat, aesthetics, recreation, filtration 
 
Approximately 26% of the land in the Lower St. Croix Watershed is covered by forests, shrubland, and prairies. Many 
large tracts of forests and other uplands are in public ownership including wildlife management areas, scientific and 
natural areas, State parks, etc. Other significant uplands are privately owned. Fragmentation and proper maintenance of 
high quality uplands is a growing concern as the region’s population expands.  
 

A 

Development pressure and conversion to ag land threatens to fragment and degrade natural areas.  

Marginal agricultural land is rarely converted to natural habitats. 

Invasive species threaten ecology 

A lack of proper maintenance or poor maintenance practices threaten integrity of natural lands 

B 

Local ordinances or rules are lacking in some areas to help protect natural areas.  

Additional monitoring or inventory is needed to understand and map natural areas  

C 

Habitat protection lacks consistent funding 

Climate change impacts biodiversity and natural communities 
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St. Croix River & Lake St. Croix 
Threatened Uses:  Flyway, recreation, habitat, economic viability 
 
There are 97 miles of shoreline along the St. Croix River, including Lake St. Croix which comprises the lower 25 miles of 
the river from Stillwater, MN to Prescott, WI. Combined, the St. Croix River and Lake St. Croix provide a regionally 
significant big river with a Wild and Scenic River designation above Taylors Falls. Recreation, transportation, habitat, and 
migratory flyway are among the more important uses of the river. 
 

A 

Degraded soil health, as well as runoff and erosion from agricultural lands, threaten lake water quality. 

Development and redevelopment pressures lead to land use changes that impact the river and its corridor 

Stormwater runoff impacts water quality and quantity 

Proper management of bluffs and ravines is lacking 

Invasive species threaten habitats and overall ecology 

B 

Local ordinances or rules are lacking in some areas to help protect the St. Croix River and Lake St. Croix.  

Climate change and extreme events impact water levels, water temperature, water chemistry, biota 

Aging stormwater management infrastructure threatens water quality 

C 
Additional monitoring, modeling, assessment is needed to determine pollutant sources and track changes in 
river water quality, quantity, biota 
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Social Capacity 
Threatened Uses: Ability to address issues, ability to fund projects, relationships, political will, historic knowledge 
 
With 37 cities, 23 townships, 6 counties and more than 150,000 residents in the Lower St. Croix River Watershed, there 
is a challenge both in understanding and being able to address all the barriers and challenges facing improved natural 
resources in the area. Personal and political responsibility for making better choices for the environment is nothing new 
and will continue. However, the development and implementation of the Lower St. Croix 1W1P offers an opportunity to 
work together on the most difficult challenges with the goal of realizing significant change over the life of the plan.   
 

A 

Behavioral change among individuals is needed 

Knowledge of personal connections to water and ecological health is lacking 

Landowners willing to install or maintain BMPs are needed. 

Long term, stable funding for many programs is needed. 

B 

Community support and political will is sometimes lacking; short term gains are valued over long term 
solutions 

Stronger relationships, trust, and collaboration among LGUs, residents, and state agencies is needed 

Engagement of local officials and residents is sometimes lacking 

It is difficult to balance natural resource protection with economic viability 

Decision makers sometimes lack environmental awareness 

C 

Knowledge of or studies on economics of various practices is lacking 

Distributed and overlapping jurisdictions make collaboration difficult 
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