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Jen Kader updated the Advisory Committee on where the group is in the 1W1P planning process. The 
group is wrapping up tasks 3.1 and 3.2, and is headed into tasks 3.3 and 3.4. Task 3.5 has been ongoing 
and organizations are encouraged to provide content for their county plans. Laura Jester has a second 
portion of the plan written with comments incorporated from the Planning Committee, which is going 
to the Advisory Committee next.  She noted that the goal of this advisory committee meeting is to have 
all resource areas complete with their measurable goals and outcomes. Task 3.3 (strategies) is 
scheduled to occur June-August, and task 3.4 (implementation schedule) is scheduled to occur in 
August-September.  Mike Isensee asked when further prioritization should occur in order to take into 
account funding allocation. This should occur in July during the step of refining strategies for the 
selected measurable goals. There was discussion on what will be occurring at the next Policy Meeting 
on May 28th, and if measurability and prioritization should be the educational component of the 
meeting. Jen Kader presented the operating principles to follow during the meeting today. 

Lakes	

Lake	water	quality	is	threatened	or	degraded	
Goal A, Output 1 
Darrik Wotachek requested that Skogman Lake be verified as to which county it belongs in, although 
he agreed with where it was located in the prioritized tiers. Barb Piechel suggested the lakes be listed 
alphabetically within counties, and asked if the group wanted to specify “phosphorus” or “nutrient 
loading” as the water quality goal. The group agreed to add “total phosphorus” into the goal statement. 
Goal A, Output 2 
Margaret Wagner suggested rewording “install BMPs” to include conservation as well as structural 
BMPs. Barb Piechel questioned what the group meant by “lake catchment” and Mike Isensee said he 
likes the wording “direct contributing” as it allows for the work to be focused.  
Goal B, Output 1 
Mike Isensee suggested replacing “or similar” with “or more restrictive”, and removing the wording 
“where not already in place”. The group decided the location should be basin wide. 
Goal B, Output 2 
There was discussion around which lakes were included as being in urban vs agricultural areas, and 
around where development is actually occurring. Angie Hong said all the Tier C Washington County 
lakes are urban and not agricultural. Mike Isensee will work with Laura Jester to re-organize the 
MSCWMO Lakes. 
Goal B, Output 3 
Karen Kill suggested supplying all lake ID numbers to Laura to avoid naming confusion. There was 
discussion around the tier that Typo Lake belonged in. 
Goal C 
Dan Fabian asked if there was data on which systems are failing. Laura Jester said that identification 
would be part of the strategy for this goal. 
Goal D 
Mike Isensee said Lily Lake’s internal loading study was complete and Karen Kill said some of the 
BCWD lakes had management plans that included this information. 



Lake	ecosystems	are	degraded	or	threatened	by	land	use,	invasive	species,	climate	change,	
and	high	impact	recreation	
Goal A 
There was discussion about which lakes were in which county, and suggestions on shifts of lakes in 
their prioritized tiers.  
Goal B 
There was discussion around Chisago county lakes and how the priority locations were listed. 
Goal C, Output 1 
Laura Jester asked the group if their organizations had rapid response plans, and if not, where they 
would be needed. The group identified that funding was an issue for this topic, as rapid response plans 
existed but there was no mechanism to fund the necessary actions identified in the plans. Isanti County 
is beginning to budget for this very purpose. There was discussion on adding species to be stated 
explicitly such as curly-leaf pondweed or zebra mussels. The group decided not to list AIS specifically 
and to leave that up to the local authority.  
Goal C, Output 2 
There was discussion on how 15 miles was picked as the distance for decontamination station. Susanna 
Wilson discussed how state laws worked around AIS inspections and decontamination stations. Mike 
Isensee said Washignton County weighs a cost/benefit ratio in their decisions around decontamination 
stations and inspectors.  
Goal C, Output 3 
Laura Jester asked the group to provide her with information on where their organizations believed 
inspections are most needed for her to bring to the Policy Committee. 

Variable	lake	levels	impact	shoreland	and	homes	
Laura Jester asked the group for priority locations in Chisago County. 

Data	are	lacking	to	fully	understand	lake	conditions,	threats,	and	trends	
Output 3 
Laura Jester said there are 138 lakes in the watershed that are more than 10 acres that have not been 
assessed but that a shorter list is needed for where baseline data is truly needed. The group will provide 
that information and some lakes that were mentioned were: Sunrise, Little Horseshoe, and Oxford 
Township lakes.  
Output 4 
The group discussed how many SWA’s are a reasonable output, possibly 20 over 10 years. 

Social	Capacity	(small	group	presentation	and	discussion)	
The small group consisted of Margaret Wagner, Angie Hong, Jamie Schurbon, Maureen Hoffman, 
Caleb Anderson, and Susanna Wilson Witkowski. The social capacity group explained their approach 
was based on the community capacity model from Mae Davenport at the University of Minnesota 
(Individual-Relational-Organizational-Programmatic) and was broader than education, encompassing 
networks and connections within and across communities.  

Issue Statement 1 
There was discussion around higher level policy goals. The group discussed the Policy Committees 
request to avoid “calling out” the agricultural community, and the goal of changing social norms for 
everyone and not just shoreland owners. Maureen Hoffman explained that the group did not want to 
call out every possible person’s impact. Jay Riggs thought the framework this group developed could 
be used to address implementation in all other resource areas. Angie Hong agreed that the group found 
it difficult to complete this task for this resource area without all the other resource areas being 
completed. The group discussed how this resource area needs to support all the other resource areas in 



the plan, and that perhaps the implementation strategies was where this framework could come in. The 
group thought that the framework was both broad and specific enough, and that each goal might require 
a social strategy in the other resource areas. Barb Piechel said the BWSR format was flexible enough 
that the Social Capacity didn’t need to follow the same format as the other resource areas, and that 
there could be a separate social column added to each resource area. 
 
Margaret Wagner asked how the need to deliver agricultural economic information could be 
represented as a tangible issue of personnel capacity and addressed with a strategy such as shared 
personnel. The group asked for the last 3 goals to be combined. Jay Riggs asked if the 1W1P process 
included the ability to evaluate and adjust during the implementation section as the groups worked 
through drafting the content. Angie Hong noted that within each implementation strategy, there will be 
audience research, surveys, and other methods to learn what’s working and not working. 

Issue	Statement	2	
There was discussion about what partners would be involved in the goal statement. Barb Piechel asked 
what was meant by “work plan” as an output and where funding would come from to implement that. 
Angie Hong said she thought the measurable outputs for the social capacity resource area are really the 
outputs for all the other resource area. The group discussed if that was the case or if the output for 
social capacity would be landowner outreach. There was discussion around including Wisconsin as a 
partner and a decision to amend and adjust this section as the Policy Committee works through the 
plan.  

Issue	Statement	3	
Goal A and B 
The group discussed where funding would come from, how the group could meet this goal, and if 
“local partners” should be added. There was discussion on if this could include local funds and how 
financial disparity between LGU’s could be addressed.  
Goal C 
Dan Fabian asked what organizations were already doing to address these issues. Jen Kader said that 
part of the next steps in the process was going to be identifying local match and programs. Jen will 
work with the social capacity small group to determine the framework that can be brought to the Policy 
Committee so this resource area doesn’t lag behind the other groups. 

Uplands	(small	group	presentation	and	discussion)	
This small group consisted of Darrick Wotachek, Craig Mell, Jay Riggs, Matt Moore, Erin Loeffler, 
Barb Peichel, Mike Kinney, and Jason Carlson. 
 
Jay Riggs explained the group’s approach to the upland resource area as a landscape scale that 
integrates concepts. He noted you can’t “BMP” our way to success to make significant changes in 
water quality.  He noted the group decided to “lump instead of split.” Jay said the group also discussed 
the climate change concept of resiliency throughout the resource area. 
 
The group combined two issues about resiliency through habitat corridors and climate change. Laura 
Jester asked if this could be brought to the Policy Committee for approval as they approved them 
separately initially. Darrick Wotachek asked the group about shoreland ordinance enforcement and how 
their organizations approached this. Darrick said there was a lack of funding for enforcement and 
education in the northern part of the watershed. The group discussed the northern part of the county as 
a priority area and whether this goal ties back to social capacity.  
 



The group thought 1,000 acres could be a high goal unless large areas could be acquired. 
Darrick asked if the group had experience with preservation banking. Isanti County had tamarack bogs 
and the last he knew was an 8:1 ratio with $80,000 a credit. The group discussed preservation banking 
and landowner interest. 
 
The group discussed issues with clarity in view corridors (20 vs 25%), and whether they should add 
35ft width as a measurable output. This would be a higher standard than current DNR shoreline 
ordinances. There was discussion around the order of the outputs within the issue statements.  
Barb Piechel asked what the group meant by 1,000 acres “managed”. Karen Kill thought based on what 
organizations are already doing, that 1,000 acres might be too low of a goal. Mike Isensee said as it is 
hard to track what is currently being done that it might be easier to clarify “1,000 new acres”. Karen 
Kill suggested LGU’s tracking and sharing their estimated impact as a measurable goal/output.  
There was discussion around land stewardship programs as an implementation strategy and the 
difficulty in tracking/estimating their impact due to lack of follow up.   
 
Laura Jester asked if the advisory committee members could present this information to the Policy 
Committee. Angie Hong, Jay Riggs, and Mike Isensee were selected for their respective resource areas. 

Lake	St.	Croix	and	St.	Croix	River	(small	group	presentation	and	discussion)	
This small group consisted of Karen Kill, Jim Shaver, Jen Kostrzewski, Dan Fabian, Jerry Spetzman, 
Mike Isensee, John Freitag, and Eric Alms. 
 
Mike Isensee discussed the group’s approach to this resource area. He asked the advisory group if 
anyone knew if someone was tracking the St. Croix TMDL progress, and suggested the MPCA should 
be responsible for providing that leadership. The basin team’s report is insufficient for this. Craig Mell 
asked if Elink could be used for reporting this kind of information with the added benefit of avoiding 
double-reporting as much information is submitted in anyway. Jay Riggs said he didn’t believe that was 
the proper program to use. Angie Hong said the Washington County Water Consortium were also 
interested in a program for TMDL progress tracking.  
 
Given that there was not an easy way to tell where the progress towards the TMDL goal was, Barb 
Piechel suggested changing the goal to “tracking progress towards” the 27% reduction goal. Karen Kill 
said she thought given the 27% goal was identified in the 1990s that they might be further along to 
meeting the goal than they think.  
 
Mike Isensee asked about re-arranging the priority location list based on the existence of high impact, 
low-cost projects in areas that are not directly connected. He wondered about tracking the cost benefit 
of upstream vs downstream projects. Barb Piechel asked about using SWAT modeling or SWAs to 
target areas, and the group said that local modeling is more accurate. The group discussed switching the 
approach of prioritizing catchments to practice cost-benefit as the load reduction would result 
regardless of if the reduction occurred upstream or downstream.  
 
Craig Mell asked if the Lake St. Croix category was reproducing all of the other efforts. Angie Hong 
asked if Lake St. Croix acted as a guide for the other resource areas. 
 
Laura Jester explained that she has suggested this small group focus on the Lake St. Croix corridor 
rather than larger watershed goals. Karen Kill asked how to address St. Croix goals without addressing 
the whole watershed and thought it could help with the prioritization process by providing the 
perspective of multiple benefits.  



 
The goal of maintaining increasing trends of water quality was discussed next. The BMP goal was 
based on each organization in the direct drainage to the St. Croix completing 1 project a year for 10 
years. There was discussion about what “direct drainage,” meant and how many organizations this 
would actually include. It was agreed that “direct drainage” includes areas immediately adjacent to 
priority water resources and land further away that drains to priority water resources without first going 
through a depressional area, pond, or other pollution mitigating feature. 
 
The group discussed changing the 20% goal to 27% in response to the Policy Committee’s desire to be 
consistent with state standards and goals for the St. Croix River. Barb Piechel suggested spelling out 
acronyms for the Policy Committee’s benefit. 
 
The group agreed it was appropriate to include the DNR’s water storage needs within this resource area 
and that a river-specific AIS, Asian carp, should be addressed here as well. 
 
The consultants were directed to finalize the language and format of the last four resource areas for 
presentation to the Policy Committee and to note where specific outputs overlapped with other outputs.  
 
	
The next Advisory Committee meeting is scheduled for Thursday June 13, 9:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m., 
location to be determined. 


