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AGENDA
Scott WMO – Watershed Planning Commission
July 26, 2021
4:00 p.m.
Watershed Planning Commission Meeting
Video Conference

I. Call to Order
II. Approval of Agenda and Meeting Minutes
a.
June 28, 2021 Minutes

Action
Action

III. Public Comment
a. None Received

Inf ormation

IV. Staff Reports
a. Scott SWCD - TK
b. SWMO - VS

Inf ormation
Inf ormation

V. Ongoing Business
a. Project Updates - RH
b. Program Updates - MBE
c. Scott County Delivers - VS
d. Watershed Management Study - VS
VI. New Business
a. Lake Survey application - MBE
b. Zooplankton Survey Cedar - MBE
VII. Adjourn

Inf ormation
Inf ormation
Inf ormation
Inf ormation
Inf ormation
Action
Action

S cott Watershed Management Organization
200 Fourth Avenue West
Shakopee, MN 55379-1220
952-496-8054

Fax 952-496-8496

www.scottcountymn.gov/wmo

Scott WMO – Watershed Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
June 28th, 2021
I. Call to order
Commissioner Weaver called to order the regular meeting of the Watershed Planning
Commission meeting at 4:03 PM on June 28th, 2021 at Virtual Conference via Zoom.
Specific details and video of the entire June 28th, 2021 Scott WMO Watershed Planning
Commission Meeting is available for viewing on the Scott County Website.
The video link can be viewed at: https://studio.youtube.com/video/0U8ChAD3NT8/edit
II. Roll call
Members Present:
Pam Caselius
Virgil Pint
Rita Weaver
Brian Schmidt
Mark Vierling
Kevin Shea
Joe Thill

Members Absent: Staff Present:
Melissa Bokman-Ermer
Ryan Holzer
Domi Archiebald

Others Present:
Troy Kuphal
Tom Wolf
Bruce Loney

III. Approval of Agenda
Motion by Commissioner Pint; Seconded by Commissioner Vierling to approve the
June 28th, 2021 Agenda as presented.
The Motion carried unanimously for the Agenda to be approved as presented.
IV. Approval of minutes from last meeting – May 24th, 2021.
Motion by Commissioner Shea; Seconded by Commissioner Thill to approve the
May 24th, 2021 Meeting Minutes as presented.
The Motion carried unanimously for the Meeting Minutes to be approved as
presented.

V. Public Comment
None Received
VI. Staff Reports
SCOTT SWCD:
Updates from Troy Kuphal
 Soil Health/Cover Crop Initiative –
o Published 4 social media posts
o Collected cover crop and soil samples. Results were published on
social media.
o Received one new request for cover crop cost share and one new
request for technical assistance.
o Worked with comparison strip producers on recommendations for
terminating cover crops in their emerged row crops.


Scott Clean Water Education Program (SCWEP) –
o Conducted virtual classroom lessons for 330 3rd- through 5thgrade students at Raven Stream Elementary on the topic of native
trees and water quality
o Began marketing for our "Stabilize your Shoreline" webinar to take
place on June 9th
o Began marketing for our "Plant Native Prairie" webinar to take
place on July 14th
o Developed sign templates to promote the reduction of bacteria
pollution to pet owners
o Developed video clips promoting Scott SWCD's native prairie
seeding program
o Promoted and documented the continued development of Scott
County's Lawns to Legumes Demonstration Neighborhood during
their plant delivery day



Inventory and Assessment/Planning
o Roberts Creek sub-watershed assessment: working on final report
and maps for targeted best management practices within the
watershed



Zoning Support – County
o Provided regulatory information for a Scott County Deputy to
provide resolution regarding a poultry litter odor complaint
generated from broadcast application



Livestock Operation Assistance
o Continued planning for Krueger ag waste modifications
o Corresponded with NRCS regarding modifications and funding for
Randy Oldenburg ag waste project to modify components into
runoff control components

o Provided technical assistance to Meierbachtol Bros for the current
feedlot registration status for multiple sites


Water Quality, Groundwater, and Rainfall Monitoring.
o Please see presentation graph in 6/28/21 WPC packet.

VII. Ongoing Business
Project Updates:
Updates from Ryan Holzer
 There are a few grants coming to an end this year; the EPA grant and
Watershed Based Funding grant. The EPA grant is moving along very well
and we are talking to all of the SWCD staffs in Rice/Scott/Le Sueur
counties. All projects should be having their payments made in the next
month (July), and the grant will come to a close at the end of August 2021.
The representative that we’re working with at the Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency (MPCA) just checked-in and we will have another checkedin in July; and they continue to encourage that we use every last penny of
the grant. As of now, we are headed in the right direction.
Program Updates:
Updates from Melissa Bokman-Ermer
 Melissa received a call from a resident regarding Cedar lake who was
upset and concerned as he was out recreating with his kids; he saw a buoy
in the water far off the shore which had a treatment notification letter
attached. He asked if this is how Scott County notifies residents about he
treatment along with several other questions regarding safety hazards and
so forth. Melissa then researched and discovered that the Department of
Agriculture requires a buoy to be placed in the lake, which is quite small,
made of plastic, and has a small cement anchor. This buoy is bright
noticeable and includes a treatment notification card. There are two
issues: one is that the buoy remained close to a week after the treatment
had been performed, which caused the resident to have a concern over
safety hazards; and two, that there has only been spot treatments close to
shore or a treatment of the entire lake – a spot treatment such as this has
never been performed to our knowledge so we weren’t aware that a buoy
would need to be placed in the water. If another treatment is to be
performed, Melissa has asked the treatment vendor to send pictures of
what the notification buoy looks like so that she can properly inform
residents. Moving forward she will include photos in the early notification
letter that she sends out so that the residents have a chance to opt out of
the treatment in front of their shoreline. According to the DNR, the buoys
were to be removed immediately after treatment, but they have not had
time. Melissa will check with the vendor, the Cedar Lake Improvement











District, and volunteers for removal of the buoys. If none are available, she
will remove the buoys herself.
Watercraft inspections - It has been a slow year as we have a staffing &
volunteer shortage, but we now have nine inspectors hired and onboarded. There have been hours that haven’t been filled in May, but since
our Waterfront Restorations contract is a three-year contract which is ‘not
to exceed dollar amount’ we should be able to balance that with proper
staffing next year.
The agreement from the Department of Natural Resources (DNR)for the
McMahon Lake Outlet project still has not been received but should be
coming soon. It is a bit overdue from the initial anticipated arrival date.
We conducted a survey with the DNR on St. Catherine’s Lake on June 3rd
and did not find any Eurasian watermilfoil (EWM) (screen shared to show
map). This means we will have to design the outlet with a filter to filter
out EWM draining out of McMahon lakes.
Vegetation surveys – the post treatment survey for Thole and O'Dowd has
been completed. The post-treatment survey for Cedar lake is scheduled
for July 13th, McMahon lake is scheduled for July 7th.
Legislators have been reaching some deals with the legislative Bills in the
last couple of days to avoid a partial government shutdown. Vanessa
received a letter today from Board of Water & Soil Resources (BWSR)
stating that the legislature has appropriated funds to BSWR to continue
operations uninterrupted after June 30th. So, our grants with BWSR can
continue work after June 30th.
 Madam Chair Weaver asked what the mechanism is for filtering the
water out of McMahon lake. Does it just need a settling point and
that’s what the wetland would serve?
 Melissa advised that it would likely be some sort of a screen that
would be used with a properly sized micron opening. We will work
with an engineer that has experience designing screens for aquatic
plants that has been used in another lake. There is DNR guidance
for the size of the filter screening.

Urban BMP Projects – Watershed Based Funding Grant:
Updates from Ryan Holzer

Watershed Based Funding - (Screen shared for reference) the
Watershed Based Funding grant through BWSR that will expire at the
end of this year has had a revision made this winter to one of the
activities. We chose to use some of the funding for projects that are
associated with development that would go above and beyond just
the required standards. There are standards that when developing
an area, certain best management practices (BMPs) and water
quality practices need to be met. This revision was meant to be





having an organization or could have been a private landowner to go
above and beyond what they were required to do. This spring, we
sent out a fact sheet in a memo to a lot of partners; predominantly
cities that are in the county, to gauge their interest. We did receive
information from interested partners. Since then, we’ve weaned it
down to the two projects that we currently have, which are with the
city of Shakopee and the city of Savage. These cities both have
projects that fit the criteria that would be where we're evading
nonpoint source pollution and reducing phosphorus and sediment
from an impervious surface and getting into our water bodies. Ryan
will still need to confirm this with BWSR before we approve these
applications. Also, we are working with Melissa King at BWSR on
getting their approval, as well.
The City of Shakopee project involves a street reconstruction project
which is right next to the Minnesota River. It's very close to the Scott
County office. The street reconstruction projection has a direct
discharge into the Minnesota River. This project would be the
installation of SAFL baffles, or equivalent. A SAFL baffle will lessen
the amount of movement inside the sump, and it settles the
sediment and phosphorus before being flushed out once it fills up.
The project would include several of these baffles along that
reconstruction project, which are not a requirement, but the criteria
of everything that we were looking for had been met. Currently the
cost is roughly a $60,000 project to install the SAFL baffles and then
also making the structures a little larger as well.
The City Savage project is at Warren Butler Park, and it is adjacent to
the Credit River. Their project includes retrofitting an existing dry
pond with an iron enhanced sand filtration media, which would do a
better job of filtering out phosphorus. This system treats runoff from
a nearby parking lot, and at the Warren Butler Park, there's a parking
lot and several ball fields, which all drains down to the pond. We are
still working with the City of Savage on a cost estimate. Originally, we
thought it was going to be around $22,000, but the project may be
more expensive and even up to $60,000. There is more earthwork
that needs to be done than originally thought. With great benefits
for both projects to their respective receiving bodies of water, we
anticipate giving a total of $17,250 to each city.

VIII. New Business
BMP Inspection Application – Ryan Holzer

Our applicant and Status Review Tracker, has been reviewed over
the last few meetings, and is really close to being unveiled. We have
all the tools to make it work. Ryan then shared his screen to show

what the process will look like. Ryan logged into the GIS account and
displayed the current web map. When in the office, you'd be looking
at this web map, and finding where the sites are looking at all the
most current information or you can look at, along with every status
review that's done for a certain project. Also, we have the ability to
be mobile and do this all on the field as well. Screenshots of the
mobile app were shared for clarity - please refer to the presentation
in the 6/28/21 WPC packet. Ryan described how the information
would be loaded into a large database and kept up to date with the
latest project information. There are several features added such as
zooming ability, GPS location tracking, GPS location marking,
geospatial referencing of design plans and much more.
Thole Lake Condition/Concerns – Melissa Bokman-Ermer

This is a follow up to the last meeting on 5/24/21: It was indicated
that Melissa was starting to receive calls from residents on the lake,
about the condition of the water, and about aquatic plants. Over the
next couple of weeks, the calls Melissa had received went from twothree initially to a rough total 16 communications between emails
and phone calls. We put together a letter that is listed in the current
6/28/21 WPC packet, to try to answer everyone's questions. After
that letter was sent out, one follow up email from a resident was
received who had asked if treatments could be rotated around the
lake over the next few years so that other areas could be treated.
There are a few areas, and bays that it's difficult for residents to get
access to open water. And since we are limited to 15 acres of
treatment on that lake, most of those 15 acres are in the bay that we
starting treatments. This was an idea that was brought up internally
with staff and discussed as an option, but we did not put it in the
letter. We typically look to the data for the abundance of curly leaf
to choose those areas where treat. Next Spring will be a good
opportunity to look at this idea and the data further, but this was not
promised or communicated to the concerned resident.
 Madam Chair Weaver asked if there was a 15-acre limit on funding
or is the limit different.
 Melissa responded that it’s a limit on the permit. So, if the lake
does not have a whole lake vegetation management plan that’s
approved by the DNR, you’re limited to treat up to 15% of the lake
area. Cedar lake for example – we have a whole lake vegetation
management plan for the entire lake, so we’ve been able to treat
all 800 acres. There is a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
finalized now for Lake Thole that was approved by the state and

the EPA, but Vanessa would like to wait until we start the next
watershed plan update in 2024.
 Commissioner Caselius asked if waiting to update the Watershed
Plan in 2024 means that residents will have to wait three years for
Thole lake to be addressed.
 Melissa answered that permits for chemical treatments can still be
applied with the DNR for 15% chemical treatments and up to 35%
mechanical treatments, which is included in the letter to residents.
Delivering What Matters – Melissa Bokman-Ermer on behalf of Vanessa Strong

Vanessa and Ryan will be presenting to the County Board on July 20th
on a few of our programs from Delivering What Matters, which is
our citizen focused approach to doing business. We did not include a
draft of the packet in this meeting, because the actual deadline for
the packet for the Delivering What Watters is due after the 6/28/21
WPC meeting. But Vanessa did want me to let the Commission know
that once the presentation is finalized, she would be happy to share
it with you either at or before the next WPC meeting. Melissa has
received the Zoom link from Tracy Cervenka if anyone is interested
in listening in on July 20th for the Delivering What Matters
presentation through Zoom.
IX. Adjournment
Motion by Commissioner Caselius; Seconded by Commissioner Shea to adjourn the
meeting at 4:51PM
The Motion carried unanimously to adjourn

Rita Weaver
Chair, Watershed Planning
Commission

Dominique Archiebald
Administrative Assistant

Date

Staff Activities Report
July 2021

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND COST SHARE REQUESTS
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SOIL HEALTH/COVER CROP INITIATIVE





Organized targeted marketing for the Clean Water Fund Grant
Began preparations for potential cover crop workshops in January and March 2022
Posted Cover Crop Updates email and 5 social media posts
Provided technical assistance to 2 new landowners

CLEAN WATER EDUCATION PROGRAM (SCWEP)








Designed and placed order for promotional Chloride banner to be used at tabling events
Hosted our Stabilize Your Shoreline Webinar on June 9; there were 12 attendees
Mailed promotional postcards to 770 landowners promoting funding available for various CWF‐funded
conservation projects
Developed list of Conservation Leader Nominations for 2021
Began collaborating with local parks to promote pet waste management and reduce bacteria pollution
Began drafting RFP for education contractors to assist with developing improvements to our youth
education programs including Conservation in the Classroom and Outdoor Education Days
Began drafting 4 articles to be submitted for August SCENE

INVENTORY AND ASSESSMENT/PLANNING


No activity

ZONING SUPPORT ‐ COUNTY


Provided regulatory guidance to Jason Bondi regarding animal unit density requirements and productive
acreage in Scott County including administrative permit information

LIVESTOCK OPERATION ASSISTANCE


Corresponded with NRCS staff regarding alterations to Randy Oldenburg’s ag waste project into runoff
control measures and potential local funding sources to facilitate installation

BUFFER LAW



Initiated plans to complete annual buffer inspections of the western 1/3 of the county
Attended June 15 County Commission meeting regarding Ditch 10 cleanout to answer questions regarding
buffer implications and cost share opportunities

TREE/NATIVE PLANT SALE PROGRAM


No activity

P
J

SWCD Staff Report to WPC
July 2021

WATER QUALITY, GROUNDWATER AND RAINFALL MONITORING





Surface Water
‒ Conducted three rounds of bi‐weekly and one event‐based water quality sampling at Roberts Creek
‒ Conducted two rounds of bi‐weekly and one event‐based water quality sampling at Picha Creek
 Finished with water quality sampling at Picha Creek, completing sampling needs for the project
‒ Assisted SWMO staff with vegetation surveys on O’Dowd, and Thole Lake
Groundwater Observation Wells (DNR)
‒ Completed quarterly downloads of the MNDNR observation well logger data
Precipitation (DNR volunteer rainfall monitoring program)
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CONSTRUCTION EROSION CONTROL – COUNTY/CREDIT RIVER

J

Plan Reviews

WETLAND CONSERVATION ACT ‐ STATE






TEP Meetings & Application Reviews
‒ Bassett Boundary/Type Application (Spring Lake Twp)
‒ Eklo Boundary/Type Application (Belle Plaine Twp)
‒ Gullickson Boundary/Type Application (Spring Lake Twp)
‒ Komorouski Exemption Application (New Market Township)
‒ Parkwood Estates Replacement Plan Application (City of Prior Lake)
‒ TH13 & CSAH8 Boundary/Type Application (Spring and Cedar Lakes Twp)
‒ TH13 & Dakota Ave Boundary/Type and Replacement Plan Application (City of Savage)
‒ Wise Boundary/Type Application (Spring Lake Twp)
Notices of Application
‒ Eklo Boundary/Type Application (Belle Plaine Twp)
‒ Gullickson Boundary/Type Application (Spring Lake Twp)
‒ Williams Boundary/Type Application (New Market Lake Twp)
Notices of Decision
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SWCD Staff Report to WPC
July 2021




‒ Brama Boundary/Type Application (New Market Township)
‒ Mesenbrink Boundary/Type Application (Spring Lake Township)
‒ City of Elko New Market No Loss and Boundary/Type Application (New Market Twp)
‒ Hartman Boundary/Type Application (Spring Lake Township)
Enforcement/compliance
‒ No activity
Helena Wetland Bank
‒ Bolton & Menk provided results of invasive species survey ‐ total invasive species cover is around 9%
‒ Staff conducted targeted mowing and spot spraying to manage weeds

TERRSTRIAL INVASIVE SPECIES MGMT


2021 cooperative weed management area grant executed 6/30. Planning to spray Wild Parsnip in early July

EQUIPMENT RENTAL PROGRAM
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TACS PROGRAM ACTION BY SWCD BOARD – JULY
(Includes all projects in the SWMO using SWMO and/or SWCD cost share funds)

PAYMENTS
Cooperator

Project/ID

Action

Anderson, Leroy*

Well Decommissioning SR‐21‐018

Final
Final

Hennen, Luke*

Raingarden SR‐21‐075

Final

Klos, Tom

Conservation Cover SR‐20‐238

Contract #

Amount

SWMO 2021 LGF Other Practices
SWCD 2020 BWSR ‐ SCS (P20‐5243)

21‐018‐SWMO
21‐019‐SWCD

$474.25
$474.25

SWMO 2021 LGF Other Practices

21‐048‐SWMO

$250.00

SWMO 2021 LGF Priority Projects
SWMO 2016 EPA Practices ‐ All Other

21‐013‐SWMO
21‐013‐SWMO

$851.89
$1,616.61

Myrmel, Kevin*

Prescribed Burn SR‐20‐143

Final

SWMO 2021 LGF Other Practices

21‐033‐SWMO

$250.00

Neuburger, Glen*

Conservation Cover SR‐18‐110

Final

SWMO 2018 LGF

Neuburger, Glen

Conservation Cover SR‐20‐215

Partial
Final

Neuburger, Glen*

Water and Sediment Control Basin SR‐20‐235

Schmitz, Lowell

Filter Strip SR‐21‐036

Partial
Final

Final
Partial

Grant/ID

WMO 18‐38

$10,650.00

SWMO 2021 LGF Priority Projects
SWCD 2020 CWF Sand Creek ‐ CC (C20‐5633)

21‐008‐SWMO
21‐009‐SWCD

$2,239.00

SWMO 2016 EPA Practices ‐ All Other

21‐012‐SWMO

$2,228.00

SWMO 2021 LGF Priority Projects

21‐047‐SWMO

$750.00

$6,280.00

$25,115.50

*Project Fact Sheets attached

NEW APPLICATIONS
Cooperator

Project/ID

Action

Grant/ID

Contract #

Amount

None
0

AMENDMENTS
Cooperator

Project/ID

Action

Grant/ID

Contract #

Amount

None
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Leroy Anderson Well Decommissioning
Cooperator & Location

Location

Leroy Anderson
4591 207th Street East
Spring Lake
SWMO

Name
Address
City/Twp
Watershed

Project Details
Practice

Well Decommissioning

Quantity

1.00 Each

Project ID

SR-21-018

Project Term

10 year(s)

Resource Protected

Groundwater
Description

Leroy's well collapsed and was no longer usable. He had the well
sealed by a licensed contractor, who filled it with cement and
capped it off to prevent potential contamination of
groundwater.

Total Cost

$1,420.00

Well Prior to Decommissioning

Sources & Amounts
Cooperator:

$471.50

SWMO:

$474.25

SWCD:

$474.25

Federal:

$0.00

Local Funding Partner

For more information contact Scott SWCD at 952.492.5425 or visit scottswcd.org

Luke Hennen Raingarden
Cooperator & Location
Name
Address
City/Twp
Watershed

Before

Luke Hennen
205 Rustle Road
City of Jordan
SWMO

Project Details
Practice

Raingarden

Quantity

1.00 Each

Project ID

SR-21-075

Project Term

10 year(s)

Resource Protected

Mill Pond
Description

Luke installed a raingarden at the outlet of his gutter to capture his roof runoff
before it enters the Mill Pond. Raingardens are small and relatively inexpensive
landscape features that individual homeowners, neighborhoods and businesses
can install to help improve the quality of nearby lakes, rivers, and wetlands. They
are constructed in a location where rain and snowmelt from rooftops, sidewalks,
driveways and other impervious surfaces can collect.

Total Cost

Sources & Amounts
Cooperator:

$250.00

After

SWMO:

$0.00
$250.00

SWCD:

$0.00

Federal:

$0.00

Local Funding Partner

For more information contact Scott SWCD at 952.492.5425 or visit scottswcd.org

Kevin Myrmel Prescribed Burn
Cooperator & Location
Name
Address
City/Twp
Watershed

Kevin Myrmel
18525 Texas Avenue
Credit River
SWMO

Project Details

Project Cost

$1,105.00
Sources & Amounts

Practice

Prescribed Burn

Cooperator

$855.00

Quantity

5.70 Acres

SWMO

$250.00

Project ID

SR‐20‐143

SWCD

$0.00

Project Term

1 year(s)

Federal

$0.00

Resource Protected

Credit River
Project Overview

Kevin hired Conservation Landscapes to do a
prescribed burn on his 4 year old prairie. He did
this in effort to reinvigorate forbs and suppress
weeds and trees.

Local Funding Partner

For more information contact Scott SWCD at 952.492.5425 or visit scottswcd.org

Glen Neuburger Conservation Cover
Cooperator & Location
Name
Address
City/Twp
Watershed

Before

Glen Neuburger
2247 270 ST E
Cedar Lake
SWMO

Project Details
Practice

Conservation Cover

Quantity

8.50 Acres

Project ID

SR-18-110

Project Term

10 year(s)

Resource Protected

Type 3 wetland along unnamed stream
Description

After

Glen seeded native prairie on 6.9 acres of existing cropland
with slopes averaging over 5%. Two different mixes consisting
of grasses and forbs were used, one tailored for dryer upland
areas and the other for wetter, lower areas. Though not part
of the funded project Glen also planted two acres of trees in
the upland area. Native prairie restoration projects protect
water quality by reducing runoff and eliminating erosion; they
also create high quality habitat for wildlife and pollinators and
enhance the landscape's natural beauty.

Total Cost

Sources
$2,505.00

Cooperator:

$18,810.00

$16,305.00

SWMO:
SWCD:

$0.00

Federal:

$0.00

Environmental Benefits
Parameter

Unit Costs*

Before

After

Saved

Soil Erosion (tons/yr)

20.5

0.0

20.5

Sediment (tons/yr)

4.50

0.00

4.50

Phosphorus (lbs/yr)

8.30

0.00

Runoff Volume (acre ft)

7.30

3.10

Sed

Local Funding Partner

$/Ton

$/Pound

Phos

Runoff

SWCD:

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

8.30

SWMO:

$362.33

$196.45

$388.21

4.20

Overall:

$418.00

$226.63

$447.86

$/Ac Ft

*Over term of cost share contract

For more information contact Scott SWCD at 952.492.5425 or visit scottswcd.org

Glen Neuburger Water and Sediment Control Basin
Cooperator & Location

Before

Glen Neuburger
2247 270 ST E
Cedar Lake
SWMO

Name
Address
City/Twp
Watershed

Project Details
Practice

Water and Sediment Control Basin

Quantity

1 Each

Project ID

SR-20-235

Project Term

10 year(s)

Resource Protected

Type III Wetland along Cedar Lake Trib
Description

After

Glen installed a water and sediment control basin to treat a
large gully that had formed downstream of his cropland and
was depositing sediment into a Type III wetland bordering an
unnamed tributary to Cedar Lake. A section of new channel
tile was installed with the main project to capture seepage
from a old and failing tile line that was exacerbating the
erosion. The berm and upstream areas were seeded to a mix
of native grasses and forbs.

Total Cost

$5,570.00

Sources
Cooperator:

$1,114.00

SWMO:

$2,228.00

SWCD:

$2,228.00
$0.00

Federal:

Environmental Benefits
Parameter

Unit Costs*

Before

After

Saved

Soil Erosion (tons/yr)

55.3

0.0

55.3

Sediment (tons/yr)

12.75

0.00

12.75

Phosphorus (lbs/yr)

12.75

0.00

Runoff Volume (acre ft)

0.00

0.00

Local Funding Partner
$/Ton

Sed

$/Pound

Phos

Runoff

SWCD:

$17.47

$17.47

$0.00

12.75

SWMO:

$17.47

$17.47

$0.00

0.00

Overall:

$43.69

$43.69

$0.00

$/Ac Ft

*Over term of cost share contract

For more information contact Scott SWCD at 952.492.5425 or visit scottswcd.org

Scott County Delivers
Clean Water and Soil, Protection Efforts
July 20, 2021
Panel Representatives:
Brad Davis, Planning and Resource Management Director
Kate Sedlacek, Environmental Services Manager
Vanessa Strong, Water Resources Supervisor
Meghan Darley, Soil and Water Conservation District Resource Conservation Technician
Melissa Bokman, Senior Water Resources Planner
Ryan Holzer, Water Resources Scientist
Megan Tasca, Water Resources Engineer
Results Map:
• Safe: Clean Water, Soil and Air
Community Indicator(s):
• Percent of Days when Air Quality was “Good” in Scott County
• Water Transparency in Priority Lakes
• Percent of Water Test Kit Results with Nitrate Exceeding Drinking Water Standard
Scott County Board Objectives/Strategies:
• Community Safety & Well-being: Through strategic partnerships, residents will have convenient
and reliable access to necessary and important services and activities
o Strategy: Promote & expand services that help residents lead healthy, active lives
o Strategy: Enhance the safety of residents by ensuring efforts that prepare residents and
communities for emergencies
• Infrastructure: Private and public partners collaborate to develop a foundation promoting
economic and employment opportunities
o Strategy: Create a more sustainable, resilient system of regional infrastructure
• Performance: Identity and implement changes to service delivery leading to improved outcomes
o Strategy: Design and implement business model changes that improve service delivery
o Strategy: Broaden community participation in all aspects of planning, decision-making,
and plan implementation
Introduction:
Measuring performance on established environmental policies aimed on preventing degradation to
Scott County’s air, water and soil resources is difficult given all the complex variables that impact the
environment; and it often requires the “long-view” of performance measurement over time (think
decades, not years or months). It is also challenging to convert state and federal environmental
performance measures into a format that is consistent and meaningful to the County’s assessment
program which, by necessity, must attempt to accommodate a very diverse set of responsibilities.
Often, measurable performance is lost in translation. However, certain performance indicators do
provide a way to spot emerging problems, set targets, track trends, understand outcomes, assess
preventative measures, and identify best policy practices moving forward.
When it comes to the air we breathe, Scott County is fortunate to enjoy good air quality. Statewide and
locally, our air meets all federal standards and nearly all health benchmarks. According to the MPCA,
overall pollution levels in the state have been going down and this trend is expected to continue. Since
passage of the federal Clean Air Act of 1970, a combination of regulation, technology and process
improvements, as well as growing awareness of the health impacts of air pollution, have combined to
achieve air pollution reductions. According to results from the 2019 Scott County Resident Survey,
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residents identified pollution as a “minor” health concern (ranked 35 on a 100-point scale), which is
consistent with results from resident surveys conducted in 2011, 2013 and 2016.
Scott County, as required by Statute, has authorities over several areas of soil and water including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

land use planning and zoning
groundwater management
flooding management/damage mitigation FEMA
stormwater management
agricultural drainage as the Ditch Authority
regulations
wetlands
terrestrial and aquatic invasive species
Lake Associations/Lake Improvement Districts

The County is also responsible (again under Statute) for operating two Watershed Management
Organizations (WMOs) to protect water resources. The Scott WMO covers 286 (or 76%) of the
County’s 375 square miles. The Vermillion River Watershed JPO (VRWJPO) covers another 18 square
miles. The WMOs are responsible for:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

watershed planning and coordination
development standards
capital improvement projects
technical assistance and cost share
groundwater protection
monitoring
education
studies and data collection (inventory/assessment)
grant management

The Scott Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD) plays a critical role in helping to protect the
County’s soil and water resources. The Scott SWCD is a political subdivision of the State established to
carry out a program for the conservation, use and development of soil, water and related resources.
They work directly with agencies and landowners:
•
•
•
•
•
•

to promote wise and sustainable use of our land and water related resources
to educate and inform the public about these uses
to collect and assess resource data and information
to help solve resource problems within the County
to help achieve compliance with certain wetland, buffer, and erosion control regulations
to serve as a countywide clearinghouse for natural resource information and assistance

The ability to operate all three agencies out of the County using the same staff - combined with a nearly
seamless integration of the SWCD - has proven to be a highly efficient, cost effective system for
managing water resources at the local level. Nearly all redundancies have been eliminated and a “One
Stop Shop” for residents with a priority of delivering excellent services has been established.
The remainder of the County is within one of three other watershed jurisdictions: the Lower Minnesota
River Watershed District, the Prior Lake Spring Lake Watershed District, or the Black Dog Watershed
Management Organization. See map of metro wide watershed jurisdiction boundaries (page 27).

Page 2

Background: What goal are you trying to accomplish
The purpose of the Watershed Management Plan (Plan) is to protect, preserve, and manage natural
surface and groundwater systems within the Scott WMO and Scott County in response to rapid urban
growth and agricultural activity. The Plan meets the requirements of M.S.103B and fulfills the
requirements of the Minnesota Metropolitan Surface Water Management Act of 1982. The majority of
Minnesota’s water resources are located on private land. Water resources also flow within the natural
(topographic) boundaries of a watershed rather than the political boundaries; therefore watershed
boundaries cross political boundaries. Preventative efforts that reduce degradation of soil, surface and
groundwater are much more cost effective than responding to damage or pollution as shown by the
activities of the Scott WMO and County over the past decade. Effective, soil and water management
efforts can only be achieved through strong partnerships and collaboration with landowners, community
organizations, and other government agencies.
The Plan contains two main sections: The first section is an assessment of existing conditions and
identification of water resource issues within the watershed. It uses the assessment in conjunction with
a rigorous local and state stakeholder process to outline the WMO’s goals and priorities for the 10-year
planning cycle. The Plan’s second section is implementation which identifies the strategies, funding,
programs, policies/standards, and capital projects needed to achieve Plan goals over a 10-year period.
The amount of effort that goes into implementation efforts depends largely on the annual budget
available, recommendation of the Water Planning Commission, the decisions of the County Board, and
particularly on federal and state grants. The Scott WMO has a track record for implementing many of
their programs cost effectively through collaboration and grants opportunities. The Scott WMO has
completed over a dozen capital improvement projects and nearly 800 individual conservation practices
(countywide) with the assistance of grants and cost share programs.
Scott WMO/Natural Resources support the idea that aligning local water planning along major
watershed boundaries improves services and resource protection. We further believe that by identifying
shared vision and goals of the different water resource agencies we are able to develop better
strategies towards prioritized, targeted, and measurable implementation plans. Therefore, the County
and Scott WMO support the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) One Watershed One Plan
planning effort.
One effort that spotlights the
type of collaborations needed to
accomplish shared goals is in
the Sand Creek watershed,
which has had a significant
amount of conservation
practices installed since the
Technical Assistance and Cost
Share program started in 2006.
The Scott WMO is just one
entity involved in implementing
these practices. Much of the
Sand Creek watershed is under
private land ownership.
Conservation programs are
voluntary and thus the
landowners play a big role in
the success of implementing
conservation practices. Also,
partnerships formed with the SWCDs in Scott, Le Sueur and Rice counties have all aided in the
success of the program. There are also federal programs such as the Conservation Reserve Program
that has also implemented a significant amount of conservation. Above is a map from the WMO’s “Sand
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Creek Watershed Story Map” which indicates the number of conservation practices installed per section
in the Sand Creek Watershed since 2006. All 2,079 conservation practices are a result of partnerships
between landowners, WMO, partner agencies such as the Scott, Le Sueur and Rice SWCD along with
federally funded programs as well.
Plenty of projects beyond what the WMO is involved with are being completed in the watershed to help
make improvements as well. It is a diverse group that are completing these efforts, which include:
schools, non-profit organizations, cities, and sportsmen's clubs. There is a wide spectrum of activities
that comprise these efforts. They vary from education, conservation practices, stormwater best
management practices, and manipulating current equipment to be better suited for advancing
technologies to better the environment, just to name a few.
Sand Creek faces many
water quality impairments
which will take a
substantial amount of
conservation efforts across
the watershed to see
improvements. Collective
action within the watershed
is an effective way for
these goals to be
achieved. To the right is a
map from the “Story Maps”
which indicate efforts by
other organizations, groups
or individuals who are
helping to improve water
resources in the Sand
Creek Watershed.
Key Performance Indicators (KPIs):
• Runoff Yields for Credit River and Sand Creek
• SWCD Service Requests by Year and Type
• Percent of Erosion & Sediment Control Inspections with Written Warnings
• Conservation Best Management Practices: Preventative vs Corrective
Supporting Measure(s)
• Scott County Annual Precipitation
• Septic Systems in Compliance
• Percent Admin costs to operate WMO
• Average Cost/Pound of Phosphorus Controlled Annually through TACS Projects
What’s working well and why?
• Partnerships and collaboration with landowners, community organizations, and government
agencies to address changes in watershed management regulations and implementation of
programs aimed at improving and protecting water resources
• Citizen and business engagement approach to encouraging both conservation and
environmental compliance
• High level of landowner acceptance for conservation and taking advantage of conservation
assistance
• High levels of erosion and sediment control ordinance compliance
• Well water quality with respect to nitrates, atrazine and chlorides is good and appears to be
stable
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•
•
•
•

Lake and stream water quality is improving for conventional pollution parameters (sediment and
phosphorus)
Amount of runoff on larger scale (i.e., whole watershed) per unit of rainfall appears to be stable
as indicated by watershed yields for Sand Creek and Credit River
Guiding new development in ways that limit risk
Compliance with agricultural buffers strips

What’s not working well and why?
• Perception of the ability to achieve success because:
o Prevention is not visible
o Improving trends are difficult for individuals to perceive from year to year (e.g. Thole
Lake)
o Misinformation is available through a variety of media
o Time frames for resource outcomes is long
o Adopting conservation is rarely rational (benefits are frequently received by future
generations)
• Water resource management regulations are constantly changing in response to environmental
changes and improvements in data/research. Meeting regulatory requirements may appear
burdensome to landowners and agencies, but collaboration with partners and improving
communication has improved management
• Localized drainage issues. There are a number of reasons for this such as: the problem existed
before there were standards allowing a home, business or agricultural operation to be located in
a problematic location, aging private infrastructure (i.e., tile lines and ditches) or lack of
maintenance of private infrastructure, increasing rainfall amounts and intensities
• Stabilizing landslides due to the scale of the issue, cost and less funding available
• Chloride concentrations in Sand Creek are increasing
• Internal County processes for operating permitting programs are extremely complex, confusing
for staff, and difficult to coordinate. While not visible to the public, it does impact staff time and
program costs. The efficiency of the programs relied heavily on a few individual staff with
institutional knowledge who have since retired
• Agencies typically (and understandably) think at the LGU level using political boundaries (city,
county, etc.). They struggle with operating at the watershed level which uses topographical
boundaries. Natural resources can only be managed effectively by crossing political boundaries
• Permitting fees are not routinely assessed and have not kept up with actual costs to operate
permitting programs
Next Steps / Future Program Development and why?
• Sustaining efforts and current customer service focus:
o The Technical Assistance and Cost Share program is currently very popular with
landowners
o Rainfall is increasing, and development is picking up. Evaluate methods to track call
volumes related to storm events
• Continue seeking additional grant funding for the Technical Assistance and Cost Share program
while there is significant landowner interest
• Get the word out about the risk of arsenic in rural wells, encourage testing and treatment if
necessary, and investigate and determine the source
• Partner with SWCD and PLSLWD to explore the best governance structure to deliver water
resource solutions in a manner that maximizes efficiency, cost effectiveness, and collaboration
• Partner with neighboring counties on One Watershed One Plan project
• Update land use/zoning ordinances to be consistent with current Comp Plan and to improve
effectiveness while reducing confusion/complexity/noncompliance
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Funding Description

Explanation of Funding Information

The Priority Based Budgeting (PBB) sheets for programs that relate to the topics covered in this presentation are included in the packet.
These profile sheets include both program revenue from outside sources, levy contributions to the program, and program costs. It is
important to note that the PBB model includes administrative and management expenses not included in the operating statements as these
expenses are allocated across the PBB programs through a standard allocation process. In addition, the program description on the form
includes the following:
•
Direct: is the total of Personnel costs + Non Personnel costs
•
Total: is Direct + Admin
•
Personnel: direct program staff allocated to the program and support staff allocated by FTE
•
Non Personnel: Any expenses that are not direct staff costs
•
Admin: management costs allocated by FTE that may not be reflected in the program operating statement
•
Revenue: is program revenue from state, federal or other grant sources
•
Levy: is county levy costs associated with the cost of running this program

Resources:
Resource
Type

Title

Location

Snapshot

Percent of Days When Air Quality was
“Good” in Scott County

Community Indicator Safe, CI- Air Quality

Snapshot

Water Transparency in Priority Lakes

Snapshot

Water Transparency in Cedar Lake

Snapshot

Water Transparency in Lake O’Dowd

Snapshot

Water Transparency in Lower Prior
Lake

Snapshot

Water Transparency in Spring Lake

Snapshot

Percent of Water Test Kit Results with
Nitrate Concentrations Exceeding the
Drinking Water Standard

Snapshot

Arsenic Tests by Year

Snapshot

Scott County Annual Precipitation

Snapshot

Septic Systems in Compliance

Snapshot

Runoff Yields for Credit River and
Sand Creek

Snapshot

SWCD Service Requests by Year and
Type

Snapshot

Percent of Erosion & Sediment Control
Inspections with Written Warnings

Community Indicator Safe, KPI – Water
Clarity
Planning and Resource Management,
SWMO and Nat Resource Measures_KPIs,
Water Clarity Cedar
Planning and Resource Management,
SWMO and Nat Resource Measures_KPIs,
Water Clarity Odowd
Planning and Resource Management,
SWMO and Nat Resource Measures_KPIs,
Water Clarity Lower Prior
Planning and Resource Management,
SWMO and Nat Resource Measures_KPIs,
Water Clarity Spring
Community Indicator Safe, KPI Well Tests
Scott County Delivers Materials, 7/20/21,
Arsenic Tests
Planning and Resource Management,
SWMO and Nat Resource Measures_KPIs,
Precipitation
Planning and Resource Management,
Environmental Health Performance
Measures, #68 Septic CI
Planning and Resource Management,
SWMO and Nat Resource Measures_KPIs,
Runoff Yield
Planning and Resource Management,
SWMO and Nat Resource Measures_KPIs,
SWCD Services by Year Type
Planning and Resource Management,
SWMO and Nat Resource Measures_KPIs,
ESC Written Warnings
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Resource
Type

Title

Snapshot

Conservation Best Management
Practices: Preventative vs Corrective

Snapshot

Percent Administrative Costs to
Operate WMO

Snapshot

Average Cost/Pound of Phosphorus
Controlled Annually through TACS
Projects

Snapshot

Hazardous Waste Generator
Significant Violations

Map
Map
Project
Sheets
Project
Sheets

Farmland Buffer Strips Compliance
Map
Metro Water Management Boundaries
Map
SWCD Completed Project Fact Sheets
Capital Improvement Project
Summaries

Location
Planning and Resource Management,
SWMO and Nat Resource Measures_KPIs,
Cost Share Projects
Planning and Resource Management,
SWMO and Nat Resource Measures_KPIs,
WMO Admin Costs
Planning and Resource Management,
SWMO and Nat Resource Measures_KPIs,
Cost Benefit of Phosphorus
Planning and Resource Management,
Environmental Health Performance
Measures, #65 HW violations
Scott County Delivers Materials, 7/20/21,
Farmland Buffer Law Compliance Map
Scott County Delivers Materials, 7/20/21,
Metro Water Management Boundaries Map
Scott County Delivers Materials, 7/20/21,
SWCD Completed Project Fact Sheets
Scott County Delivers Materials, 7/20/21,
WMO CIP Project Sheets
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Community Indicator

Clean Soil, Water and Air

About this measure:
The air quality index is an
indicator of overall air
quality. EPA calculates the
Air Quality Index (AQI) for
five major air pollutants
regulated by the Clean Air
Act: ground-level ozone,
particle pollution, carbon
monoxide, sulfur dioxide,
and nitrogen dioxide. For
each of these pollutants,
EPA has established
national air quality
standards to protect public
health. "Good" is the
highest quality category.

Percent of Days When Air Quality was "Good" in
Scott County
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

2012
Scott County 85.8%

2013
87.4%

2014
91.3%

2015
94.4%

2016
93.9%

2017
91.5%

2018
88.8%

2019
86.0%

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Minnesota Compass, 2020

What is the County role?
The County has little direct impact on overall air quality, but two program areas that contribute to mitigating air quality
degradation is Transportation and Environmental Services . A focus of the Transportation Plan is to move traffic more
efficiently to reduce emissions and to develop a more robust transit system to reduce the number of individual trips.
Environmental Services reviews any land use activites that can impact air quality, such as mining, large-scale grading, or
industrial activites through the permitting or more extensive environmental review.
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Key Performance Indicator

Clean Soil, Water and Air
About this measure:

Water Transparency in Priority Lakes: (Shown in percent of lake standard)
Percent of Lake Standard
(100% or greater meets the standard)

This measure shows water clarity
over time in four of the County's
key priority lakes. Since 2006, the
WMO has recruited volunteers to
participate in the Metropolitan
Council's Citizen-Assisted
Monitoring Program (CAMP).
Clear water is an indicator of low
levels of nutrient enrichment,
better recreational suitability, and
lake health in general. This graph
shows Lake O'Dowd as one
success story; the MPCA removed
this lake from the impaired waters
liste in 2016. Additional water
quality data is available for these
and other lakes in Scott County
from the Prior Lake Spring Lake
Watershed District and Scott
Watershed Management
Organization

300%
250%
200%
150%
100%
50%
0%

Sources:
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2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

Cedar Lake

106%

97%

86%

132%

83%

102%

98%

122%

123%

108%

95%

95%

49%

69%

2020
71%

Lake O'Dowd

86%

95%

144%

151%

129%

156%

143%

149%

179%

201%

207%

199%

151%

209%

202%

Lower Prior Lake

209%

209%

206%

234%

196%

306%

298%

295%

138%

190%

269%

203%

342%

250%

209%

Spring Lake - PLSLWD 103%

82%

80%

86%

43%

139%

208%

154%

139%

135%

100%

164%

86%

64%

163%

CAMP lake monitoring results for Cedar, O'Dowd and Lower Prior. PLSLWD lake monitoring results for Spring Lake

Why does this matter?
The County, Watershed Organizations, and citizens are concerned about the condition of surface waters and whether management efforts are protecting
and improving water quality. Organizations, therefore, track water quality data to identify overall quality and trends. The graph shows water clarity as a
percent of the state water clarity standard for each lake, meaning that a value of 100% or greater meets the water clarity standard.
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Delivering What Matters
Natural Resources
About this measure:

PLSLWD monitoring information:
http://www.plslwd.org/projectsand-programs/monitoring/lakemonitoring/

Water Transparency in Cedar Lake
300%
Percent of Lake Standard
(100% or greater meets the standard)

This measure shows water clarity
measurements (using a secchi disk)
over time in priority lakes. Clear
water is an indicator of low levels
of nutrient enrichment, better
recreational suitability, and lake
health in general. Additional water
quality data is available for these
and other lakes in Scott County
from the Prior Lake Spring Lake
(PLSLWD) and Scott Watershed
Management Organization
(SWMO).
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200%
150%
100%
50%
0%

2006
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2012
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2019

2020

Cedar Lake 106%

97%

86%

132%

83%

102%

98%

122%

123%

108%

95%

95%

49%

69%

71%

SWMO monitoring:
http://www.scottcountymn.gov/w
mo
Source:

MetCouncil Citizen-Assisted Monitoring Program (CAMP) Lake Monitoring Results for Lake O'Dowd,
Cedar, and Lower Prior. Prior Lake Spring Lake Watershed District (PLSLWD) for Spring Lake.

Why does this matter?
The County, Watershed Organizations, and citizens are concerned about the condition of surface waters and whether management efforts are
protecting and improving water quality. Organizations, therefore, track water quality data to identify overall quality and trends. The graph shows
water clarity as a percent of the state water clarity standard for each lake, meaning that a value of 100% or greater meets the water clarity
standard.
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Delivering What Matters
Natural Resources
About this measure:

PLSLWD monitoring information:
http://www.plslwd.org/projectsand-programs/monitoring/lakemonitoring/

Water Transparency in Lake O'Dowd
300%
Percent of Lake Standard
(100% or greater meets the standard)

This measure shows water clarity
measurements (using a secchi disk)
over time in priority lakes. Clear
water is an indicator of low levels
of nutrient enrichment, better
recreational suitability, and lake
health in general. Additional water
quality data is available for these
and other lakes in Scott County
from the Prior Lake Spring Lake
(PLSLWD) and Scott Watershed
Management Organization
(SWMO).
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100%
50%
0%

Lake O'Dowd
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2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

86%

95%

144%

151%

129%

156%

143%

149%

179%

201%

207%

199%

151%

209%

202%

SWMO monitoring:
http://www.scottcountymn.gov/w
mo
Source:

MetCouncil Citizen-Assisted Monitoring Program (CAMP) Lake Monitoring Results for Lake O'Dowd,
Cedar, and Lower Prior. Prior Lake Spring Lake Watershed District (PLSLWD) for Spring Lake.

Why does this matter?
The County, Watershed Organizations, and citizens are concerned about the condition of surface waters and whether management efforts are
protecting and improving water quality. Organizations, therefore, track water quality data to identify overall quality and trends. The graph shows
water clarity as a percent of the state water clarity standard for each lake, meaning that a value of 100% or greater meets the water clarity
standard.
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Delivering What Matters
Natural Resources
About this measure:

Water Transparency in Lower Prior Lake

Percent of Lake Standard
(100% or greater meets the standard)

This measure shows water clarity
measurements (using a secchi disk)
over time in priority lakes. Clear
water is an indicator of low levels
of nutrient enrichment, better
recreational suitability, and lake
health in general. Additional water
quality data is available for these
and other lakes in Scott County
from the Prior Lake Spring Lake
(PLSLWD) and Scott Watershed
Management Organization
(SWMO).
PLSLWD monitoring information:
http://www.plslwd.org/projectsand-programs/monitoring/lakemonitoring/
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Lower Prior Lake 209% 209% 206% 234% 196% 306% 298% 295% 138% 190% 269% 203% 342% 250% 209%

SWMO monitoring:
http://www.scottcountymn.gov/w
mo
Source:

MetCouncil Citizen-Assisted Monitoring Program (CAMP) Lake Monitoring Results for Lake O'Dowd,
Cedar, and Lower Prior. Prior Lake Spring Lake Watershed District (PLSLWD) for Spring Lake.

Why does this matter?
The County, Watershed Organizations, and citizens are concerned about the condition of surface waters and whether management efforts are
protecting and improving water quality. Organizations, therefore, track water quality data to identify overall quality and trends. The graph shows
water clarity as a percent of the state water clarity standard for each lake, meaning that a value of 100% or greater meets the water clarity
standard.
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Delivering What Matters
Natural Resources
About this measure:

Water Transparency in Spring Lake

Percent of Lake Standard
(100% or greater meets the standard)

This measure shows water clarity
measurements (using a secchi disk)
over time in priority lakes. Clear
water is an indicator of low levels
of nutrient enrichment, better
recreational suitability, and lake
health in general. Additional water
quality data is available for these
and other lakes in Scott County
from the Prior Lake Spring Lake
(PLSLWD) and Scott Watershed
Management Organization
(SWMO).
PLSLWD monitoring information:
http://www.plslwd.org/projectsand-programs/monitoring/lakemonitoring/
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Spring Lake - PLSLWD 103%

82%

80%

86%

43%

139% 208% 154% 139% 135% 100% 164%

2012
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2014

2015

2016

86%

64%

163%

SWMO monitoring:
http://www.scottcountymn.gov/w
mo
Source:

MetCouncil Citizen-Assisted Monitoring Program (CAMP) Lake Monitoring Results for Lake O'Dowd,
Cedar, and Lower Prior. Prior Lake Spring Lake Watershed District (PLSLWD) for Spring Lake.

Why does this matter?
The County, Watershed Organizations, and citizens are concerned about the condition of surface waters and whether management efforts are
protecting and improving water quality. Organizations, therefore, track water quality data to identify overall quality and trends. The graph shows
water clarity as a percent of the state water clarity standard for each lake, meaning that a value of 100% or greater meets the water clarity
standard.
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Key Performance Indicator

Clean Soil, Water and Air
About this measure:
This measure provides an
indication of the drinking water
quality in the County with respect
to nitrates. Data comes from
laboratory analysis of water from
test kits over the past two
decades. The number of kits sold
averages about 125 per year.
Results only provide a general
indication since the geographic
distribution and number of
samples is not designed, but
depends on who gets their water
tested. Thus, these results are
used in combination with other
water sampling data sets to assess
groundwater and drinking water
quality conditions.

5%

Percent of Water Test Kit Results with Nitrate Concentrations
Exceeding the Drinking Water Standard

4%
3%
2%
1%
0%

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Numberoftests 142
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0.0%

0.8%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

1.1%

0.0%

0.0%

Number
Exceedences

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

116

107

105

73

140

40

0.9% 0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0

0

0

0

1

0

Source: Minnesota Valley Testing

Why does this matter?
The County and citizens are concerned about the quality of drinking water. Nitrate concentrations exceeding the drinking
water standard or 10 mg/L are a potential health issue for babies. High nitrate levels are also an indicator of the potential
for the presence of other dissolved contaminates.
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Delivering What Matters
Natural Resources
About this measure:
This measure provides an
indicator of the number of
residents testing their on-site
drinking wells for water quality
and want to be informed of safe
drinking water issues. In 2019,
Environmental Services
published in the SCENE newletter
that arsenic was a chemical of
concern in our groundwater and
advised residents on individual
wells to test their drinking water
and to be aware of high levels of
arsenic that occur naturally in
groundwater.

Source:

Scott County Residents Well Test Kit Sales

Why does this matter?
The County and citizens are concerned about the quality of drinking water. Some chemicals in drinking water can have health affects
at concentrations exceding the drinking water standard. The presence of these parameters can also indicate the potential presence of
other parameters. Additionally, consuming water with arsenic at levels lower than the EPA standard over many years can still
increase the risk of cancer.
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Delivering What Matters
Natural Resources
About this measure:
50
45
40
35
30
Inches

This measure tracks
precipitation on average
in Scott County over the
past three decades. The
Minnesota State
Climatology Office
records annual
precipitation across the
state of Minnesota. This
data is extracted based
off the closest rain guage
to any given point in the
state.

Scott County Annual Precipitation
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Minnesota State Climatology Office

Why does this matter?
The amount and intensity of precipitation strongly influences the watershed, the amount of flooding, erosion, public
perception of problems, and the effectiveness of conservation practices.
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Delivering What Matters
Environmental Services

Septic Systems in Compliance

About this measure:
The data from this measure
comes from private septic
contractors. Independent
inspections often result
from property sales. This
graph demonstrates the
results of an effective
program that is gradually
replacing failing systems.
Results show a leveling off
of compliance in recent
years between 65% and
75%.
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Percent
28% 37% 34% 35% 43% 38% 39% 46% 50% 54% 65% 69% 69% 71% 74% 68% 68% 69% 72% 74% 65% 80% 70% 77%
Compliance
Total
138 141 129 159 148 178 118 113 117 113 100 90 108 107 128 191 127 177 226 207 224 210 212 231
Inspections

Source: City View

Why does this matter?
A failing septic system discharging waste onto the ground surface, into a surface water or where it can contaminate ground
water and an aquifer, poses a public health threat. This measurement tells the public how many septic systems of those
evaluated annually are in compliance with the State's compliance criteria as determined by private septic contractors. A high
level of compliance is indicative of an overall program effort of installing and maintaining systems correctly.
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Delivering What Matters
Environmental Health

Average number of Years since last Inspection

This measure identifies
the percentage of
significant hazardous
waste violations per
inspection along with the
average time elapsed
between inspections.
Typically 3-4 violations
are found per inspection,
but only a fraction of
those are significant.
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Source: Year-End Reports, Access Database

Why does this matter?
When inspectors are able to meet with businesses more frequently, the businesses are more likely to be properly storing,
managing, and disposing of their hazardous waste. Improperly managed hazardous waste (dumped on the ground or poured
down the drain) may pose a threat to human health and the environment by contaminating the groundwater, soil, and air.
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Delivering What Matters
Natural Resources
About this measure:

Runoff Yields for Credit River and Sand Creek
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Runoff/Precipitation

Runoff yield is the fraction of
precipitation that flows out of a
watershed over a given time. It
is calculated by dividing the
amount of runoff by the
amount of precipitation that
fell on the watershed. The
amount of runoff is a function
of land use in a watershed and
the amounts of precipitation
and evaporation. Dividing
runoff by precipitation nondimensionalizes the measure,
minimizing the affect of the
variation in precipitation such
that the result is more a
function of the land use and
evaporation.
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Source:

Flow data from Metropolitan Council, precipitation data from PRISM
( www.prism.oregonstate.edu/)

Why does this matter?
Tracking runoff yield for a watershed allows assessment of whether programs to manage runoff are working. This is important for
both flood control and water quality. Land development with the construction of roads and rooftops creates hard surfaces reducing
infiltration into the soil thereby increasing surface runoff. Agriculture can leave soils without vegetation for portions of the year
decreasing evapotranspiration, or frequently shapes the land or installs drainage improvements that can increase runoff. Water
quality can also be impacted, particularly in watersheds like Sand Creek where it is documented that a majority of sediment pollution
comes from stream bank erosion during higher flows.
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Delivering What Matters
Natural Resources
About this measure:
This measure tracks the
number and type of
landowner service
requests received at the
Scott Soil and Water
Conservation District.
Having landowners
engaged and active in
using conservation on
their land is a desired
outcome, and is also a
measure of the success of
education and outreach
efforts and the quality of
service provided.

Source:

Scott Soil and Water Conservation District

Why does this matter?
The quality and quantity of water is a reflection of how land is used and managed. Most land is privately owned. Thus,
protecting and improving water resources relies on the actions of landowners.
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Delivering What Matters
Natural Resources
About this measure:

Percent of Erosion & Sediment Control Inspections
with Written Warnings

The Scott Soil and Water
Conservation District
(SWCD) staff completes
Erosion and Sediment
Control inspections on
behalf of the County to
ensure compliance with
grading permits.
Inspectors work one-onone with the applicants to
address areas of concern
before natural resources
are impacted.
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Source:

Scott SWCD's SWIMS database

Why does this matter?
Construction sites where soil is exposed can significantly erode and impact adjoining properties and nearby water
resources. This measure reflects the effectiveness of the inspection program at preventing or resolving issues before
they escalate to official warnings and enforcement.
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Delivering What Matters
Natural Resources
About this measure:
100
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Number of practices

This measure tracks the
different types of
conservation practices being
implemented over time.
Preventative practices are
those that prevent property
damage and erosion, which
include: perennial vegetation,
raingardens, wetland
restorations and well sealings.
Corrective practices are those
that fix property damage,
stabilize gullies and reduce
erosion, which include:
grassed waterways, grade
control structures, and
terraces, just to name a few.

Conservation Best Management Practices:
Preventative vs Corrective
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Scott SWCD SWIMS Database

Why does this matter?
Preventative practices slow runoff, infiltrate surface runoff and protect groundwater. Over the long term, preventing problems is
generally more cost effective than fixing them after the fact. Preventative practices also build resiliency, which is important since
rainfall has been increasing over time. Because of these factors the WMO starting around 2016 significantly changed this program to
prioritize the installation of preventative practices. This measure tracks whether this emphasis on prevention is being achieved over
time.
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Delivering What Matters
Natural Resources
About this measure:
This measure represents
the percent of annual costs
for administering the
various water resource
programs delivered by the
Scott Watershed
Management Organization.
This administrative cost
breakdown is provided
each year in the Annual
Financial Report and
Audit, which all watershed
districts and WMOs are
required to submit to
BWSR. The standard target
for all organizations is
under 10%.
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Watershed Management Organization
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Source:

Scott Watershed Management Organization Annual Reports

Why does this matter?
The County and Citizens are concerned about water quality and flooding and the efficient delivery of these services. A
lower percentage of administrative costs indicates more efficient delivery of programs.
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Delivering What Matters
Natural Resources
About this measure:
This graph shows the average cost per
pound of total phosphorus estimated
to be removed by TACS surface water
quality projects approved each year.
Costs include construction and
staffing. For the TACS program, costs
are presented as dollars paid by the
Scott WMO, and also total cost to
account for funds leveraged from
other programs. Similar calculations
from a study of the Denver, Co. area
give a range of $241 to $2,780 per
pound of phosphorus removed. The
TACS program, (Scott WMO and total)
compare with the low end of the
range of costs from the Denver study.
This may reflect that the Denver study
included urban practices (which tend
to be more expensive) while the TACS
program has both urban and
agricultural practices.

Source:

Scott SWCD SWIMS Database

Why does this matter?
Nutrients, such as phosphorus, can be detrimental to water quality and can cause algae blooms which can then become harmful to
human health. Reducing nutrients is an important aspect of the TACS program. By tracking the cost per pound of phosphorus
removed on an annual basis this allows for an analysis over time of the efficiency of the TACS program. Understanding the cost benefit ratio of both WMO and non-WMO funds then leads to annual adaptation of the program to maintain efficiency as high as
possible.
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Scott Watershed Management Organization
200 Fourth Avenue West
Shakopee, MN 55379-1220
952-496-8054 Fax 952-496-8496
www.scottcountymn.gov/wmo

Memorandum
July 16, 2021
To:

Watershed Planning Commission

From:

Melissa Bokman, Sr. Water Resources Planner

Subject:

Zooplankton Sampling – Cedar Lake

For the first time since we’ve started management on Cedar Lake we saw the deepest clarity
reading at the beginning of 2021. The MDNR and Scott Watershed Management Organization
did the pretreatment survey for curlyleaf pondweed on May 13, 2021 and found lake water
clarity was 4.5 meters or 14.7 feet.
What changed this year? After discussions with the MDNR we think the clear water state in
early spring was caused by a late ice cover in 2019 and 2020 and allowed more light into the
water column for rooted plants. But could in-lake biology be part of the improved clarity? We
thought it would be a great opportunity to find out if zooplankton are playing a role in this year’s
water clarity. Zooplankton are microscopic animals in the water that eat algae.
I contacted a few companies that sample for zooplankton, there quotes are in the following table:
Company
Wenck/Stantec

Sampling quote
“Roughly $1,400”

RMB Laboratories
BARR Engineering

$154/sample includes zebra
mussel analysis
$1,700

Blue Water Science

$80 sample analysis

Includes
staff time, lab costs, and
equipment
Sample analysis only, they do
not collect the sample
staff time, lab costs and
equipment
Did not include costs to do
the sampling

After several emails with a few of the companies and a phone call with BARR, staff felt the
zooplankton taxonomist at BARR who has been doing zooplankton analysis since 1978, had the
best understanding of what we were trying to learn in Cedar. She also could explain in great
detail how certain zooplankton act in the lake and if certain species are present in certain
numbers, it could help explain the deep-water clarity in May. The lab results would include any
animal, including zebra mussel veligers in the report.
Staff is asking for a recommendation to enter into a Letter of Understanding with BARR
Engineering to take one sample in Cedar Lake for zooplankton.

