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Agenda Item 
Item 6. J. – Lower MN River East One Watershed One Plan 

Prepared By 
Linda Loomis, Administrator 

Summary 
i. Review of Draft 1W1P 

Young Environmental Consulting Group has reviewed the Draft Lower MN River East 1W1P on behalf of the LMRWD.  
Comments on the plan are attached.  Young Environmental has also red-lined the draft and will share that with the 
Steering Committee.  If Managers have additional comments, staff suggests that comments from individual Managers 
be sent separately from the official comments from the LMRWD. 

ii. Review of draft Memorandum of Understanding 
A comprehensive review of the Memorandum of Understanding has not been completed, as it may change after 
comments on the draft plan have been received and taken into account. 

Attachments 
Technical Memorandum – Lower Minnesota River East Comprehensive Watershed Management Plan – One Watershed, 
One Plan (1W1P) Technical Review Comments dated February 14, 2024  

Recommended Action 
Motion to approve comments and authorize distribution. 
 
 
 
Project website: website 

 

Executive Summary for Action 
Lower Minnesota River Watershed District Board of Managers Meeting 

Wednesday, February 21, 2024 

https://www.lowermnrivereast.org/


Technical Memorandum 

To: Holly Bushman, Environmental Resources Specialist, Le Sueur County 
Anne Sawyer, Board Conservationist, BWSR 

From: Della Schall Young, CPESC, PMP, CTF, Principal Scientist 
Derek Beauduy, PE, Senior Water Resources Scientist 

CC: Linda Loomis, Administrator 
Lower Minnesota River Watershed District (LMRWD) 

Date: February 14, 2024 

Re: Lower Minnesota River East Comprehensive Watershed Management Plan—One 
Watershed, One Plan (1W1P) Technical Review Comments 

This memo provides technical review comments on the Lower Minnesota River East 

Comprehensive Watershed Management Plan (Plan) on behalf of the Lower Minnesota River 

Watershed District (LMRWD). LMRWD Board Manager Laura Amundson was on the Policy 

Committee, and LMRWD Administrator Linda Loomis was on the Steering Team to develop the 

Plan; prioritize issues and measurable goals; and identify implementation plans, schedules, and 

actions. We appreciate the collaborative nature of the process and look forward to implementation 

actions that will lead to environmental and resource enhancements in the Lower Minnesota River 

East watershed over the next decade.  

While the LMRWD values ongoing collaboration with the 1W1P team and stakeholders to develop 

strategies over the entire Planning Area, we note that the Plan generally prioritizes resources and 

implementation actions in areas outside of the LMRWD. The Plan does not target implementation 

actions toward resources that the LMRWD has identified as high value and in need of protection, 

such as Eagle Creek and Savage Fen. The Plan identifies Eagle Creek as a priority stream, but a local 

priority, indicating that the LMRWD and local jurisdictions must lead any efforts to protect and 

improve the creek outside of the 1W1P scope. In addition to Eagle Creek and Savage Fen, there are 

specific areas in the LMRWD that would benefit from targeted actions to improve watershed health 

and water quality (e.g., eroding bluffs, gullies, and ravines along the Minnesota River and urbanized 

areas where stormwater BMP implementation would provide benefit). These areas have not been 

included as priority or targeted areas in the Plan.  

The LMRWD has a Watershed Management Plan and Rules that govern prioritization and 

implementation of targeted actions and projects within its jurisdiction. The LMRWD will continue 

to primarily rely on its Watershed Management Plan and Rules to target resources and implement 

actions in the district. We believe the 1W1P effort could fill a gap in identifying feasible 

implementation actions within the LMRWD in areas of need identified since the LMRWD 

Watershed Management Plan was approved in 2018 and before the scheduled 2027 comprehensive 

update. Although we generally support prioritizing the most impacted streams, lakes, and resources 

within the 1W1P Planning Area for targeted implementation, we encourage the 1W1P team to 
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reevaluate its prioritization strategy or include more flexible language in the Plan and 

implementation tables to address resources and areas outside the Plan’s defined priorities.  

The following are additional comments: 

Chapter 3: Priority Issues, Targeting, and Measurable Goals  

Comment: As noted above, we recognize that most of the priority issues and targets focus on parts 

of the Planning Area outside the LMRWD. Targeting implementation actions in upstream areas of 

the watershed, as the Plan does, will benefit downstream water quality, and we agree that the Plan 

has identified appropriate issues and goals that prioritize many of the Planning Area’s most pressing 

needs. Although we support this larger watershed-scale approach, the LMRWD encourages the 

1W1P team to revise the prioritization strategy to allow for broader consideration of priority 

resources for implementation.  

Chapter 3.1: Surface Water Quality Goal A—Reduce upland and near-channel erosion 

contributing sediment to priority streams by 1,886 tons per year, page 82  

Comment: We recommend including more detail on sediment and erosion sources in this section, 

including a graphic showing the different types of near-channel sediment sources—gully, ravine, 

bank, and bluff erosion. Please also specify whether the Plan considers bluff erosion as a near-

channel sediment source. We encourage greater description and detail on bluff erosion issues in the 

Plan because it is a significant source of sediment in the Minnesota River. We also recommend 

including a map of HUC10 subwatersheds for the subwatersheds listed in Table 3.1. 

Table 3.5 Priority Streams, page 91  

Comment: Why is the Credit River not included in Table 3.5 but Eagle Creek is included? The 

Eagle Creek and Credit River footnotes in the table should be integrated into the body of the 

document with more detail, describing why these are local priorities and not 1W1P priorities. 

Although local entities such as the LMRWD and the Scott County Watershed Management 

Organization may prioritize both Eagle Creek and the Credit River, lessening the need to prioritize 

them in the Plan, greater acknowledgment of this should be made in the Plan itself. We also 

encourage revising the Plan’s prioritization criteria to be broader, allowing for resources to be 

prioritized as part of the Plan, not just on the local level.  

Figure 3.2: Priority Streams and Subwatersheds, page 92  

Comment: No streams or subwatersheds in the LMRWD are identified as priorities in this figure, 

meaning there will be no 1W1P efforts to target actions toward LMRWD streams per the Figure 3.2 

footnote “Efforts will be targeted to within subwatershed of priority streams.” Again, we encourage 

revising the Plan’s prioritization criteria to broaden the scope of resources that can be identified as 

priorities. 

Chapter 3.2: Groundwater, page 93  

Comment:  Because of the lack of groundwater data currently available, the Plan should collect 

groundwater chemistry data from wells in and around Eagle Creek and Savage Fen. 
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Chapter 3.3: Habitat and Natural Resources Protection and Preservation—Measurable Goal 

A, page 98 

Comment: The LMRWD has studied and identified high-value natural resources within the district. 

We encourage the Plan to include Scott County in identification efforts and protection strategies for 

high-value cultural resources. Although we fully support identifying and protecting high-value cultural 

resources, the Plan should expand on what actions or protection strategies are intended for cultural 

resources identified through this effort.  

Chapter 3.3: Restoration Goal A and Figure 3.6, page 99  

Comment: Prioritizing areas for habitat restoration based on the priority streams identified in Table 

3.5 leaves out streams in the LMRWD and much of Scott County that would benefit from 

restoration, stabilization, increased perennial cover, and improved habitat connectivity. Although 

implementing projects to reduce pollutants and stressors in priority streams in Table 3.5 is 

appropriate from a water quality standpoint, we believe restoration, riparian enhancement, and 

habitat connectivity goals should be more widely targeted over a broader area. Areas that could 

benefit from gully and ravine stabilization, riparian enhancement projects, and creek restoration 

projects, especially those in or near high-value resources and the Minnesota River, should be part of 

this goal. This includes areas and resources within the LMRWD, such as Eagle Creek and Savage 

Fen. Please explain why all areas in the LMRWD and much of Scott County were left out of this 

prioritization and why the Plan only prioritizes those creeks and subwatersheds prioritized for water 

quality issues as applicable for habitat restoration.  

Chapter 4: Implementation Schedules  

Comment: The implementation schedules and tables appear to exclude areas and resources in the 

LMRWD from being targeted for implementation. For example, for BMP.3 – Urban BMPs, the 

Priority Areas are priority streams, lakes, and groundwater priority areas identified in the Plan. 

Because these priority streams, lakes, and groundwater areas are generally all outside the LMRWD, 

no urban BMPs would be targeted in the district. This is further supported by the 17 pages of 

detailed implementation tables in Appendix E that identify no LMRWD subwatersheds, water 

resources, or areas in any of the Priority Areas columns. We read this similarly for habitat 

restoration-type activities; no areas or resources in the LMRWD are prioritized in the detailed 

implementation tables in Appendix E for grade stabilization, native plantings, stream restorations, or 

stream stabilization. This translates to no implementation targeted at areas or resources in the 

LMRWD. Why have some implementation actions such as habitat/riparian restoration projects, 

stabilization projects, and planting projects not been prioritized and targeted on a more watershed-

wide scale? 

Comment: More detail on how cost estimates were determined would be helpful to include in the 

Plan. Some of the cost estimates like the estimate for urban stormwater BMPs seem low, 

considering typical costs for design, land, construction, and ongoing operation and maintenance. 

Similarly, many costs for other BMPs that require design and construction, such as stabilization 

projects, also seem low, and the Plan would benefit from more information on how costs were 

determined. 
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Chapter 5: Plan Implementation Programs 

Comments: Table 5.1 should include a row identifying the LMRWD’s Water Resources Restoration 
Fund. 

Table 5.3: The LMRWD requires entities to operate and maintain stormwater BMPs, so it seems the 
LMRWD should be included as having existing O & M programs for stormwater facilities and 
maintenance. Please explain in the Plan the difference between stormwater facility maintenance and 
stormwater BMP maintenance. 

Table 5.4: The LMRWD has a K–12 education program and a social media program. These should 
be reflected in the table. 

Table 5.6: Should watershed districts and their stakeholders be included as Target Audience? 

Table 5.10: The table should reflect that the LMRWD has Erosion Control and Stormwater 
Management regulatory programs (second row of table).  

Table 5.12: The LMRWD provides funding to the Scott Soil and Water Conservation District to 
monitor Eagle Creek and Savage Fen. This could be included in a footnote or in the table itself. 

Chapter 6: Plan Administration and Coordination  

Comments: It is important to see and understand the LMRWD’s involvement in the administration 

and coordination of this Plan. Please provide specific information.  

Page 161: Include a list of the entities making up the Joint Powers Board (LMREWJPB). 

Page 163: Collaboration with Other Units of Government: Please include the LMRWD in the list on 

Page 163. 

Appendix E: Detailed Implementation Tables 

Comment: See comment on chapter 4 above. The LMRWD does not have any priority streams, 

lakes, or areas identified in any of the detailed implementation tables in Appendix E. The LMRWD 

is listed as a Lead & Supporting Entity in the final table column in some tables.  

In addition to the comments above, Young Environmental will provide a PDF markup of the Plan 

that includes suggested grammatical edits or areas of clarification. 
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