Appendix A: Plan Development Process
1. PLAN DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
The following entities contributed to the development and review of the Draft Comprehensive Water Management Plan (the Plan):
Carver County Residents, Township Representatives, City Representatives, State Agencies, Neighboring Watershed
Representatives, WENR Committee, Carver County Staff, Carver SWCD Staff. Table A1 summarizes the type of outreach used to
reach each audience. A brief summary of each type of outreach follows the table.
Table A1. Plan Input Audience and Outreach Summary
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Listening Sessions
Listening sessions were held with representatives of townships, cities, and state agencies. Invitations to attend the listening sessions
were extended to representatives of each township and city within the CCWMO as well as representatives of state and federal
agencies involved in water management (BWSR, Metropolitan Council, MDH, MN DNR, Mn/DOT, MPCA, US Fish & Wildlife
Service). City staff members involved in planning or water management issues were invited to the meeting. The purpose of each
listening session was to collect input on the direction of the Plan and the issues facing the CCWMO. Five listening sessions were
held: sessions with townships were held on October 29, 2009 and May 4, 2010; sessions with cities and state agencies were held on
February 25, 2009 (2 sessions), October 2, 2009 (1 combined session), and April 30, 2010 (1 combined session).
WENR Committee Meetings
The WENR Committee is composed of township and city representatives and Carver County residents. The WENR committee meets
bimonthly to advise and provide guidance to WMO staff on a variety of issues. The WENR Committee provided on-going guidance
and review assistance throughout the plan development process. A summary of meeting dates and topics discussed is presented
below:
−
−
−
−
−
−

March 31, 2009: Urban Stormwater Management, Wetland Management
May 26, 2009: Surface Water Management, Impaired Waters & TMDL Approach
September 29, 2009: Surface Water Management, Impaired Waters & TMDL Approach
October 27, 2009: Surface Water Management, Impaired Waters & TMDL Approach, Urban Stormwater Management,
Wetland Management, Agricultural Practices, Sanitary Sewer Discharge, Solid & Hazardous Waste
November 25, 2009: Land & Water Resource Inventory, Upland Natural Resources, Groundwater, Education, Monitoring &
Assessment, Administration, Implementation
January 2010: Groundwater Management, Administration, Implementation

WENR Technical Committee Meetings
The WENR Technical Committee is composed of WENR committee members with experience or an interest in the technical side of
water management. The Technical Committee meets on an as-needed basis to provide guidance to WMO staff on technical issues.
A summary of meeting dates and topics discussed is presented below:
−
−
−
−

January 14, 2009: Wetland Management, Urban Stormwater Management
February 26, 2009: Wetland Management, Urban Stormwater Management
April 23, 2009: Urban Stormwater Management, Surface Water Management, Impaired Waters & TMDL Approach
May 15, 2009: Surface Water Management, Impaired Waters & TMDL Approach
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WENR Policy Committee Meetings
The WENR Policy Committee is composed of WENR committee members with experience or an interest in water management
policy. The Policy Committee meets on and as-needed basis to provide guidance to WMO staff on policy related issues. A summary
of the meeting dates and topics discussed is presented below:
−
−

March 9, 2009: Wetland Management, Urban Stormwater Management, Impaired Waters & TMDL Approach
January 26, 2010: Administration

Joint Agency Meetings
Several county departments are involved in managing the water resources of the CCWMO including Planning & Water Management,
Environmental Services, Land Management, and the Carver County Soil and Water Conservation District. Staff members from these
departments meet monthly to coordinate plan administration and implementation. Beginning in January 2009 throughout the
development of the Plan, plan related topics were discussed during these meetings.
Website Comment Form
The Draft plan was posted on the website on April 13, 2010. A comment form was available on the website. Comments will be
accepted via the website until the Public Hearing on July 27, 2010.
Open House
An Open House was held on May 13, 2010. The Open House consisted of a presentation by CCWMO staff providing an overview of
the Draft Plan followed by a question and answer period. A series of posters summarizing the plan were also stationed around the
meeting room. 18 residents attended the Open House.
Planning & Water Management Listserve
The Planning & Water Management Department maintains a listserve of Carver County residents interested in receiving water
management related information. Notices regarding the plan and updates to the plan are distributed to interested residents via this
list serve.

2. FORMAL REVIEW PROCESS
Minnesota State Statute 103B.231 outlines a specific formal review process that includes the following:
1. Submit the draft plan for a 60-day review and comment period to all counties, the Metropolitan Council, State review
agencies, the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources, Soil and Water Conservation Districts, towns, and statutory and
home rule charter cities having land within the watershed.
2. Response in writing to comments received from the organizations noted above within 30 days of close of comment period.
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3. Public Hearing on the Draft Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan.
4. Revision of Draft Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan and release of the Final Plan to Metropolitan Council,
State review agencies and the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources.
5. Final approval by the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
6. Adoption of the Final Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan by the watershed management organization.
60-day Review Process
On April 13, 2010, the Carver County Board (acting as the WMO Board) approved the Draft Comprehensive Water Resources
Management Plan for release. On April 20, 2010, The Draft Plan was submitted directly to 35 public and private organizations,
posted on the Carver County website for download, and a hard copy was made available at the Planning & Water Management
Department office.
During the 60-day review period between April 23, 2010 and June 23, 2010, the CCWMO held two meetings with city, state agency,
and township stakeholders and one open house that was open to the general public. The stakeholder meetings consisted of a
presentation by CCWMO staff providing an overview of the Draft Plan followed by a question and answer period. The open house
had a similar format to the stakeholder meetings and a series of posters summarizing the plan were also stationed around the
meeting room. A summary of the meetings dates and number of attendees is show in Table A1 below.
Table A1. 60-day Review Period Meeting Summary
Meeting
Date
LGU/State Agency Meeting
April 30, 2010
Township Meeting
May 4, 2010
Public Open House
May 13, 2010

Attendance
7 attendees
10 attendees
18 attendees

The official 60-day review period closed at 4:30 PM on June 23, 2010. The CCWMO received comments from 11 different
organizations and individuals. The CCWMO provided response to all comments on July 16, 2010. Comments received during the 60day review period as well as the CCWMO’s written response can be found in Table A2. Letters received during the 60-day review
period can be found at the end of this appendix.
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Table A2. 60-day Comment Summary
#

Name/
Organization

Comment
Date

Plan Area

Comment

Response
(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

1

Metropolitan
Council

6/8/2010

General

The plan is consistent with the Council's 2030 Water
Resources Management Policy Plan. Overall, the plan
provides an excellent framework to protect water
resources in the County.

Noted.

2

Minnesota
Pollution Control
Agency

6/9/2010

Impaired Waters
Table 3B-1
Table 3B-2

Overall, the focus is on known impaired lakes. It would
make sense to provide a table inventorying all the
lakes and major streams in the CCWMO jurisdiction
and their general status. The status should include
whether the water body is known to be impaired or
not; and whether TMDLs are not yet planned, planned
but not started, started, etc. In addition, it may be
appropriate to identify those lakes within the drainage
areas of other lakes with TMDLs. These upstream lakes
are worth distinguishing from other unmonitored
lakes because they are generally suspected of being
impaired and, as such, warrant attention in terms of
implementation efforts in order to improve
downstream water bodies.

Tables 3B-1 and Table 3B-2 have been revised to
include all lakes and major streams, their impaired
status, target TMDL completion date, and the name of
related TMDLs (see p. 3B.2-5).

3

Minnesota
Pollution Control
Agency

6/9/2010

Impaired Waters
Table 3B-3

The section on Status of TMDL Studies and
Implementation Plans should be updated with regard
to which water bodies are combined into which
projects and what their status is.

Table 3B-3 summarizes the status of approved and
underway TMDL Studies (p. 3B.7). The first column in
the table lists the waterbodies included in each study.

4

Minnesota
Pollution Control
Agency (MPCA)

6/9/2010

Wetland
Management
p. 3D.10

Please note that some wetlands do get listed on the
303(d) list. Currently, which wetlands are assessed for
impairment is limited and we have not yet developed
an approach to conducting these TMDLs. Therefore,
the CCWMO should focus on protection and
restoration strategies within the context of other
TMDLs or outside the TMDL framework altogether.

Noted. As indicated in Imp Strategy WM-3, the
CCWMO will work to restore wetlands both within the
TMDL context and outside the TMDL framework
altogether (see p. 3D.14).
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Table A2. 60-day Comment Summary
Name/
Organization

Comment
Date

5

Minnesota
Department of
Transportation
(MnDOT)

6/21/2010

6

Minnesota
Department of
Transportation
(MnDOT)

7

8

#

Response

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

Figures

1. Figures in general: The information source for all
the resources identified in the figures should be noted.
For example Figure 2-5 Hydric Soils (NRCS) shows
wetlands. Where are the wetland designations from –
the NRCS Hydric soil maps? In addition, and in
particular, the wetland designation varies from figure
to figure. Sometimes lakes (e.g. Waconia) are
identified as lakes (e.g. Figures 2-5, 2-6, etc.) and other
times they are identified as wetlands (Figures 2-18, 219, 3D-1, 3D-2, etc.). The wetlands and waters
classification and designation should be clear and
consistent throughout the document

Wetland areas have been removed from Figure 2.5 to
more clearly show the extent of hydric soils in the
CCWMO (see p. 2.10).Deepwater habitats (i.e. lakes)
are considered wetland habitats in the National
Wetland Inventory (NWI). As a result, maps displaying
NWI data or data based on the NWI (e.g. the CCWMO
Wetland Function and Value Assessment and the
Wetland Restoration Assessment) include water
resources that many may regard as lakes. Figure 2-18
(p. 2.37) and Figure 3D-1 (p. 3D.2) have been updated
to show wetlands at the "system" level of the
Cowardin classification system. This more clearly
indicates which wetlands have deepwater habitat.
Elsewhere in the plan. the depiction of wetlands and
lakes is consistent.

6/21/2010

Figure 2-12, 2-13

2. Figures 2-12, 2-13, etc: The State and county
highways are not clearly shown in the figures. Please
add the route numbers.

Noted.

Minnesota
Department of
Transportation
(MnDOT)

6/21/2010

Land & Water
Resource
Inventory
Table 2-7

3. Table 2-7: Please provide an explanation for the
decrease in “Roadway Rights-of-Way” between 2008
and 2030.

Table 2-7 and Figures 2-13 have been updated using
recently released planned land use data from the
Metropolitan Council. Table 2-7 no longer shows a
decrease in Roadway Rights-of-Way.

Minnesota
Department of
Transportation
(MnDOT)

6/21/2010

Impaired Waters
p. 2.43, p. 3B.9

4. Page 2-43 and page 3B.9 Strategy IMP IW-1: Does
Carver County WMO plan to lead all the TMDL’s in
Carver County? If so, please state in plan.

The CCWMO does not plan to lead all TMDLs in Carver
County (e.g. Minnesota River TMDLs and Crow River
TMDLs). Table 3B-3 has been updated to include the
status of all TMDLs within CCWMO boundaries being
undertaken by other entities. Implementation
Strategy IMP IW-2 (Strategy IW-1 in the 60-day draft)
has been changed to reflect this (see p. 3B.11).
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Table A2. 60-day Comment Summary
Name/
Organization

Comment
Date

9

Minnesota
Department of
Transportation
(MnDOT)

6/21/2010

10

Minnesota
Department of
Transportation
(MnDOT)

11

12

#

Response

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

Land & Water
Resource
Inventory
p. 2.54, p. 2.55

5. Page2.54 and 2.55 (Figure 2-25), Wellhead
Protection: This section talks about the public water
supply program. However, Figure 2-15 on page 2.29
shows that there are numerous private water supplies
in Carver County. What data exists on the depth of
private wells and the susceptibility to contamination
for private wells? What protection is provided for
private drinking water supplies?

6/21/2010

Surface Water
Managementp.
3A.4, p. 3A.12

6. Page 3A.4 Stream Setbacks and Page 3A.12 Policy
SW-5: It is not possible for road authorities to
implement stream setbacks in most instances. This
should be recognized in this plan.

Minnesota
Department of
Transportation
(MnDOT)

6/21/2010

Surface Water
Management
p. 3A.6

7. Page 3A.6 Channel Obstructions: Road authorities
need to make timely decisions on debris removal to
protect public safety and property. This should be
recognized in this plan.

Data on private wells is available in the County Well
Index; a searchable database is available on the
Minnesota Department of Health Website.
Information on susceptibility of groundwater drinking
supplies to contamination will be available when the
Part B of the Carver County Geologic Atlas is
complete. Protection for private drinking supplies is
provided through a variety of programs described in
the plan including, the well sealing cost share
program, the feedlot program, the solid and hazarous
waste program, and the SSTS program.
The following sentence has been added to the section
on Stream Setbacks in order to reflec the difficutly
road projects can have in meeting setbacks, "Most
linear projects should be exempt from the stream
setbacks based on site specific criteria that will be
developed as part of the CCWMO Rules update" (see
p. 3A.7).
Noted.

Minnesota
Department of
Transportation
(MnDOT)

6/21/2010

Surface Water
Management
p. 3A.7

8. Page 3A.7, Buffer Requirement: It isn’t clear that
this requirement applies to the Public Ditch Systems
listed in Table 2.8. Please clarify.
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This section has been rewritten as follows to more
clearly indicate that the requirement applies to the
public ditch system, "Buffer Requirements. Buffers
along newly constructed public ditches have been
required by Minnesota Statute 103E.021 since the
1970s. Since many public ditches in the county were
constructed prior to the 1970s, the requirement to
install permanent grass buffer strips is most often
triggered when there is a petition for a public
drainage ditch improvement or a redetermination of
benefits. The CCWMO supports and encourages the
use of grass buffer strips along the public drainage
system as required by Minnesota Statute 103E" (see
p. 3A.9).
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Table A2. 60-day Comment Summary
Response

Name/
Organization

Comment
Date

13

Minnesota
Department of
Transportation
(MnDOT)

6/21/2010

Urban Stormwater
Management
p. 3C.2

9. Page 3C.2 MS4’s: Mn/DOT is an MS4 in the east
urbanized area portion of Carver County, near
Shakopee and Victoria. Mn/DOT should be listed in
this section of the report.

Mn/DOT has been added to the list of MS4s within
the CCWMO (see p. 3C.2).

14

Minnesota
Department of
Transportation
(MnDOT)

6/21/2010

Urban Stormwater
Managementp.
3C.5

10. Page 3C.5, Water Quality, last paragraph: There
should be a reference to the EPA/MPCA TMDL
program.

Additional text has been added to this paragraph in
order to clarify the role of the EPA, MPCA, and
CCWMO in the development of the impaired waters
list, TMDL Studies, and Implemenation Plans. The
paragraph now reads, "Section 303(d) of the Clean
Water Act requires states to publish and update a list
of waters that are not meeting one or more water
quality standards. The MPCA updates the 3039d)
TMDL list every two years; waters on this list are
considered impaired. The CCWMO address surface
water quality impairments through its Total Maximum
Daily Load (TMDL) program which develops TMDL
studies and implementation plans. TMDL studies and
implementation plans are submitted to the MPCA and
EPA for review and approval. See Chapter 3B:
Impaired Waters and TMDL Approach for additional
information" (see p. 3C.5)

15

Minnesota
Department of
Transportation
(MnDOT)

6/21/2010

Urban Stormwater
Management
p. 3C.6-7

11. Page 3C.6-7 Part 3.2.3 Infiltration and Filtration:
Glad to see that Carver County WMO will have
flexibility built into the new Rules and will allow the
stormwater manager to select appropriate BMP’s
based on site conditions. Under part 4b, please add
that the NPDES program has 1” requirement for
treatment of runoff when TMDL waters are involved.

The following footnote has been added to part 4b, "As
indicated in the current NPDES general permit, for
projects within 1 mile of an impaired water, the water
quality volume that must be treated by the project’s
permanent stormwater management system shall be
one (1) inch of runoff from the new impervious
surfaces created by the project. Where site conditions
allow, at least ½ inch of the water quality volume
must be infiltrated."

#
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Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)
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Table A2. 60-day Comment Summary
Response

Name/
Organization

Comment
Date

16

Minnesota
Department of
Transportation
(MnDOT)

6/21/2010

Urban Stormwater
Management
p. 3C.12

12. Page 3C.12, Part 7 Urban Stormwater
Management Implementation, IMP Strategy USM-3
and IMP Strategy USM-8: Are these things that the
Carver County WMO will be doing? Please clarify in
the plan.

IMP Strategy USM-8 has been changed to indicate
that the CCWMO relies on Carver County Public
Works for implementation of these strategies. The
strategy now reads, "Work with Carver County Public
Works to develop and adopt a road maintenance and
operation plan using the practices described in this
section. CCWMO relies on Carver County Public Works
for implementation of these strategies" (see p. 3C.13).

17

Minnesota
Department of
Transportation
(MnDOT)

6/21/2010

Wetland
Management
p. 3D.6

A footnote has been added to p. 3D.6 that reads, "MS
103G and MN Rules 8420 direct state agencies to be
the WCA LGU on lands they administer. Mn/DOT is
the LGU on lands it administers and follows MS 103G
and MN Rules 8420 in implementing WCA."

18

Minnesota
Department of
Transportation
(MnDOT)

6/21/2010

Wetland
Managementp.
3D.8

19

City of Carver

6/23/2010

Impaired Waters
Table 3B-3

13. Page 3D.6, Part 3.2 Wetland Protection: MS 103G
and MN Rules 8420 direct state agencies to be the
WCA LGU on lands they administer. Mn/DOT is the
LGU and follows MS 103G and MN Rules 8420 in
implementing WCA on lands it administers. Please
add to this section.
14. Page 3D.8, Wetland Transition Setbacks: Agree
with point 9 that linear project should be exempt.
Please include Mn/DOT Metro WRE and Office of
Environmental Services as the existing Rules are
updated.
Section 3B, Table 3B-3: The MPCA's website indicates
that the Implementation Plan for the Carver, Bevens
and Silver Creeks Fecal Coliform TMDL was approved
by the MPCA in March 2007. The "TMDL Status"
column for this TMDL should be updated.

20

City of Carver

6/23/2010

Urban Stormwater
Management
p. 3C.5

#
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Comment

Section 3C, Subsection 3.1: The Section references in
the "Floodplain Alteration" and "Creek and Stream
Protection" bullets for additional information are
incorrect.

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

Noted.

Table 3B-3 has been revised to more clearly indicate
that the TMDL and Implementation Plan for Silver
Creek have been approved.

Section references have been updated and now direct
the reader to the correct section of the chapter for
additional information (see p. 3C.4).
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Table A2. 60-day Comment Summary
#

Name/
Organization

Comment
Date

Response

Plan Area

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

21

City of Carver

6/23/2010

Urban Stormwater
Management
p. 3C.6

Section 3C, Subsection 3.2.2 and 3.2.3: Please clarify
whether the Water Quality Ponding requirement (60%
phosphorus removal) and the Infiltration and Filtration
requirement (0.5 - 1.0 inches off impervious surface)
overlap. Can the benefit achieved by meeting the
infiltration/filtration requirement be applied to
meeting the water quality ponding requirement?

The County will develop this approach under a Rules
implementation following adoption of the Plan.
Typically new development sites have met the 60%
(NURP) TP removal although existing Rules require
50% TP removal. This is occuring through the standard
BMP of wet volume treatment since a pond is being
constructed to control discharge rates from the site.
The County intends to apply flexibility in its rules to
account for varying treatment BMP's but typically
maintaining the position that the wet volume TP
removal be documented separately from filtration.

22

City of Carver

6/23/2010

Urban Stormwater
Management
p. 3C.6

Section 3C, Subsection 3.2.3: Past practice for Carver
County has allowed the flood storage located within a
infiltration/filtration feature to also be used to meet
the rate control requirement (e.g. a filtration bench
within a rate control pond). Please confirm that this
practice will continue to be allowed by the County.

The existing Rules require sites flood storage to
exclude the filtration component, however some
designs have efficiently constructed the filtration
basins within the footprint of the pond, which is used
also for "live volume" or rate control. Although the
filtration component is constructed within the pond,
the pond's hydraulic modeling submitted with
applications removes the filtration from the
calculations. The practical support for not including
the filtration volume is the goal of filtration is for 24
to 72 hour detention, some plant uptake and volume
reduction component Therefore this flood storage
volume is not available for "back to back" or frequent
storms where the filtration basin is "full".
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Table A2. 60-day Comment Summary
#

Name/
Organization

Comment
Date

Response

Plan Area

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

23

City of Carver

6/23/2010

Urban Stormwater
Managementp.
3C.7

Section 3C, Subsection 3.3: "If a decrease in flood
storage is demonstrated, the lost volume must be
replaced. If a LGU has adopted a floodplain ordinance
that prescribes an allowable degree of floodplain
encroachment, that ordinance governs the allowable
degree of encroachment and Countypermission is not
required." Carver has a floodplain ordinance that
allows fill within the floodplain as a Conditional Use as
long as the fill causes no increase in the 100-year Base
Flood Elevation (BFE) or cause an increase in flood
damages in the reach or reaches affected. However,
the City's ordinance does not require mitigation for fill
volume placed in the floodplain. Carver is requesting
clarification with the above quoted statement. Please
confirm that a project proposing fill in the floodplain
that satisfies the requirements as a Conditional Use
would not be required to mitigate for the floodplain
fill volume.

Per Minnesota Statute 103B, local ordinances will
have to match the updated CCWMO plan and any
rules that are revised as a result of the plan. To be
consistent with state statute, the sentence, "If a LGU
has adopted a floodplain ordinance that prescribes an
allowable degree of floodplain encroachment, that
ordinance governs the allowable degree of
encroachment and County permission is not required"
has been deleted.

24

City of Carver

6/23/2010

Urban Stormwater
Management
p. 3C.7

Section 3C, Subsection 3.4: What technical
information will need to be submitted to show
compliance with the County's extended detention
requirement?

25

City of Carver

6/23/2010

Urban Stormwater
Management
p. 3C.7

Section 3C, Subsection 3.4: Please define the stream
segments considered "natural streams", where the
extended detention requirement would apply.

The submittal requirements will be further developed
in the Rules, however the goal is not to increase
significantly from the existing submittal requirements;
some options include modeling outputwith an added
component such as a graph, or short separate text
discussion supported by model output on how the
extended detention is achieved. The filtration
component is likely a viable way to assist with
meeting the extended detention requirement, since
the goal of filtration is a 24 to 72 hour drawdown, or a
"slower release" from the site.
This will be determined as part of the rule making
process. If is likely that most streams within the City
of Carver will fit into the category of "natural
streams."
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Table A2. 60-day Comment Summary
#

Name/
Organization

Comment
Date

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

Implementation Strategy AD-3 has been added to
chapter 5 (see p. 5.15). It states that "Local Water
Plan updates must be completed and approved by the
CCWMO within two years of approval of the CCWMO
Plan by the BWSR Board. The CCWMO will consider
alternative local plan amendment and update
schedule requests from LGUs and will try to be flexible
on due dates to accommodate the update schedules
of other WMOs when LGUs are within the jurisdiction
of more than one WMO. All plan updates must be
submitted to the WMO at least 120 days prior to the
due date in order to provide time for review and
approval. LGUs will not be eligible for WMO Cost
Share Funds if a local plan is determined to be
expired."
The CCWMO feels that the transitional area between
wetland and upland areas provides a variety of
benefits and merits protection. The benefits of
transitional areas between wetland and upland are
described in the plan on p. 3D-6-7. The purpose of the
transition setback is to protect this transitional area
from impacts from stormwater and other activities,
and further clarifies that tranistion areas vary based
on the factors listed on pages 3D.7 and 3D.8. The
setback indicates that a construction setback is the
goal and not an unusable strict buffer line.

26

City of Carver

6/23/2010

Urban Stormwater
Managementp.
3C.12

Section 3C, Subsection 7: Carver understands that the
City's SWMP must be amended to be consistent with
the Plan within two years of the date of the Plan's
approval. However, the City is concerned that Carver
County's Rules will not be amended to include the
revised policies in the Plan within this two year
timeframe. So as to be fiscally responsible, Carver
requests that the two year timeframebe flexible if the
County's Rules are not updated within one year (to
allow the City sufficient lead time to update their
SWMP) of the approval of the Plan.

27

City of Carver

6/23/2010

Wetland
Management
p. 3D.6

Section 3D, Subsection 3.2: The Plan uses the term
"Wetland Transition Setback" to describe what
appears to be a wetland buffer. Please provide
clarification as to the differentiation between a
wetland transition setback and a wetland buffer.
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Table A2. 60-day Comment Summary
#

Name/
Organization

Comment
Date

Plan Area

Comment

Response
(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

28

City of Carver

6/23/2010

Appendix B:
Infiltration Data

Appendix B, Subsection 1: Please clarify the last
sentence in the second paragraph, "Areas above the
NWL can be used if infiltration/filtration/bioretention
requirements through a separate outlet can be
demonstrated."

To clarify the natural (undisturbed soil) infiltration thr
following sentence will be removed. "Areas above the
NWL can be used if infiltration/filtration/bioretention
requirements through a separate outlet can be
demonstrated." The intent of the Appendix was to
utilize County Geologic data, allow a designer a
benchmark of surficial geologic data utilizing
undisturbed soils only to begin laying out a site using
natural infiltration. The County is supportive of this
approach, however most areas of the County have
heavier soils that do not support infiltration and
therefore the separate outlet and "filtration" have
been successfully incorporated and included in this
text.

29

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Self Assessment

We are aware that the self assesment of the previous
plan was not completed in time for this plan draft. We
anticipate this self assessment will highlight successes
and an opportunity to idenfiy any weaknesses or
barriers encountered and the subsequent means to
overcome them in this plan. It also becomes an
important historical log for future Commission and
advisory committee members and watershed
residents. We appreciate the inclusion of this
document in the 45-day draft.

Noted. The self-assessment of the 2001 Plan is
included in the 45-day draft in Appendix D and is
referenced and summarized on p. 5.13 of Chpater 5,
Administration. The evaluation lists each
implementation activity/project listed in the 2001
plan, the status of the activity or project (completed,
partially completed, not completed, or ongoing), and
a description of the accomplishments regarding each
activity. A general discussion of the effectiveness of
implementing the 2001 plan is also included.

30

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Groundwater
Management

We are also aware that the 2001 Carver County
Groundwater Plan will not be updated as part of this
draft in anticipation of the release of the Carver
County Geologic Atlas. Furthermore, the Groundwater
Plan may or may not be amended to this plan upon
completion of an update. Please be aware that the
2001 Groundwater Plan is considered expired for
eligibility of state grants.

Noted.

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010
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Comment
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31

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Groundwater
Management

Note that there are 4 goals identified under
"Groundwater Management" in the executive
summary but no goals listed in Chapter 3H. Please
explain the discrepancy.

32

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Implementation
Plan

It is obvious that the number of approved TMDL
implementation plans as well as necessary protection
strategies that implementation costs far exceed the
proposed budget. Therefore, it would be prudent for
CCWMO to better document its overall
implementation priorities in this Plan in order to make
the greatest water quality improvements, explain the
rationale for the best use of available funding, and
ensure all types of grant funding are properly
targeted. Strategy USM-13 and other prioritization
actions should be completed as part of this plan
revision. Some suggested prioritization approachs
could include a combination of the following: by
waterbody (lakes and streams), by subwatershed (hot
spots), by tasks/management strategies as listed in
TMDL implementation/lake management plans, and
by project/program cost effectives ($/lb).

33

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Surface Water
Managementp.
3A.11

Related to the comment above, does Goal SW-1 apply
to all "surface water resources of the CCWMO" or a
select number of waters of concern? How will
acheivement of this goal be evaluated?

#

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Plan Area

Comment

Response
(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

The goals listed in the April draft of the Plan have
been condensed into one goal, "Protect groundwater
quality and groundwater supplies." This goal has been
added to Chapter 3H along with supporting policies
and implementation strategies (see p. 3H.2). The
executive summary has been updated with the new
goal (see p. 1.5)
Prioritization of activities in the plan is based on
completed and approved TMDLs. The CCWMO views
prioritization as an ongoing process. As additional
TMDLs are approved, implementation activities will be
reviewed and prioritized again, as necessary. Policy
AD-5 has been added to Chapter 5, it states that,
"Prioritization of activities in the plan is based on
completed and approved TMDLs. The CCWMO views
prioritization as an ongoing process. As additional
TMDLs are approved, implementation activities will be
reviewed and prioritized again, as necessary" (see p.
5.14).

Goal SW-1 applies to all surface water resources of
the CCWMO. Achievement of the goal will be
evaluated through the CCWMO monitoring program
and Annual Report which evaluates implementation.
Metrics to assess implementation success have been
added to Table 5-2 (see p. 5.15-16) and water quality
goals have been added to Chapter 3A (see p. 3A.4-5).
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34

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

35

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

36

37

#

Response

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

Implementation
Plan

One of the "organization purposes" is to avoid
"duplication of effort by government agencies." As
such, please include a summary of the gap analysis or
inventory of LGU activities completed during the
planning process to identify who is currently doing
what, identify potential conflicts, and determine if the
standards are adequate.

6/23/2010

Implementation
Plan

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Implementation
Plan

We understand the CCWMO will undertake periodic
self-assessments to evaluate and measure success as
described in Strategy USM-12. We recommend
outlining how this will be accomplished. When and
how will CCWMO assess whether implementation
strategies are meeting the water quality/quantity
goals of the Plan? One example to use as a model is
Scott WMO's "long and short term metrics to measure
progress" as described in the Scott WMO Plan
(Strategies 7.6.1 and 7.6.2). Be able to show what the
expenditure of tax dollars is accomplishing.
Clearly indicate and separate out those
implementation actions (either in Chapter 3 and 4)
that are dependent on grant funding to be completed.

Table 5.1 has been added to the Administration
Chapter outlining the roles and responsibilities of the
CCWMO and LGUs in regards to the implementation
fo stormwater management standards, erosion and
sediment control standards, shoreland management
standards, floodplain management standards, the
Wetland Conservation Act, the SSTS program, and the
MS4 program (see p. 5.3-4).
Three implementation strategies (AD-4 - AD-6) have
been added to Chapter 5 that outline how plan
success will be evaluated (see p. 5.15-16). Plan
evaluation will as part of the CCWMO Annual Report,
the Annual Water Quality Report, and biennial
Progress Reports.

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Major Issues

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Plan Area

A number of policies and implementation strategies
utilize passive verbs such as encourage/support. Still
others are not measurable and difficult to determine if
successfully implemented. Our board expects goals
and actions to be outcome based and clear enough to
be able to measure the WMO's success in reaching
them.

Table 4-3 has been separated into two tables,
"CCWMO Projects" (Table 4-3) and "CCWMO Potential
Projects" (Table 4-4). The projects in Table 4-4 rely on
some amount of outside funding in order to complete.
Table 4-4 also includes the portion of the project that
will be funded by the CCWMO.
The CCWMO intends to evaluate implementation
strategy success through the CCWMO Annual Report.
For example, the WMO encourages the replacement
of failing and direct discharge septic systems through
the use of incentives like loans and grants. The
number of systems replaced using this approach is
currently, and will continue to be, evaluated and
reported in the CCWMO Annual Report. In addition,
Implementation Strategy AD-6 includes a list of short
and long term metrics that will help evaluate overall
progress towards meeting the goals outlined in the
plan.
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38

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Major Issues

The results or maps of any gully/unstable area
inventory of the bluffs along the Minnesota Rive and
tributaries of the Crow River could be summarized in
Chapter 3 or in an appendix. There should be a
systematic plan to correct these problem areas.

39

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Surface Water
Management

It is unclear why there is little mention about the
management of CCWMO lakes in this section. We
realize many of them are on the 303d list; however it
seems reasonable to include general management
strategies that would support a more robust capital
improvement program.

40

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Surface Water
Management

Strategy SW-8. This strategy appears to provide
funding to install BMPs yet there is no budgeted
dollars. Does the CCWMO intend to systematically
complete ditch inspections/assessments to inventory
for potential conservation drainage projects or BMPs
that prevent sediment from entering the ditch
systems?

41

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Surface Water
Management

To further your runoff volume management strategies,
consider a landlocked basin policy. Refer to Valley
Branch WD's landlocked basin standards that give
specific technical guidance as well as Scott WMO's.

42

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Surface Water
Management

Per MR 8410.0100 Subp 3, the Plan must list target inlake concentrations for sediment and nutrients.

#

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Plan Area

Comment

Response
(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

The CCWMO intends to inventory and address
streambank erosion as part of the implementation of
this plan update. As indicated in the plan, some
information on the condition of streambanks was
collected as part of the Crow River Corridor Study and
the Ravine and Bluff Study. However, due to the scale
and complexity of streambank erosion across the
watershed, the CCWMO feels that a complete
inventory and prioritization is needed before a
systematic plan can be implemented.
A section on lake management has been added to
Chapter 3A (see p. 3A.4-5).

The CCWMO relies on the Carver SWCD to implement
this strategy. Strategy SW-8 has been revised to more
clearly indicate this (see p. 3A.16). Technical
assistance and funding for ditch BMPs is funneled
through the SWCD Cost Share Program. Projects that
meet the qualifications of the CCWMO Low Cost
Landowner Cost Share program may be eligible for
funding through that program. In addition, Table 4-2
has been revised to summarize the CCWMO budget
and funding sources (see p. 4.20).
Noted. The CCWMO may consider land locked basin
standards during the Rules Revision process.

Table 3A-3 Lake Water Quailty Standards has been
added to Chapter 3A Surface Water Management (see
p. 3A.4-5). Water quality standards are based on state
standards unless an approved TMDL or
Implementation Plan dictate a different standard.
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43

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Surface Water
Management

Maintenance Program - It is unclear whether the
CCWMO has a plan, schedule, and an appropriate
budget for maintenance of installed BMPs, outlet
structures, and other water related infrastructure.

BMP maintenance is included in the operational
portion of the CCWMO Budget (see Table 4-2). In
addition, many of the BMPs that will be installed
during the implementation of the updated plan are
the result of cost share programs or regulation;
maintenance for these BMPs is therefore the
responsibility of other entities. Implementation
Strategy AD-8 has been added to Chapter 5 (see p. 518). It states that the CCWMO will "properly maintain
BMPs, outlet structures, and other water related
infrastructure owned and operated by the CCWMO.
The CCWMO will utilize the MS4 Permit framework to
inventory and assess infrastructure."

44

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Agricultural
Practices

Agricultural Practices. CCWMO's approach to
addressing agricultural runoff is a set of incentivebased programs and education. We recommend a
periodic assessment of the success of this approach
and consideration of other approaches.

45

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Impaired Waters

In order to cue the LGUs for LWP updates, include a
schedule of future TMDLs (MPCA's schedule) that the
CCWMO will take the lead on and those they will not.
Describe the intended CWWMO role(s) and list the
financial and other resources available for TMDL
development.

Program implementation and success will be
evaluated annually as part of the CCWMO Annual
Report. Changes to approaches outlined in the
udpated plan may be considered based on these
assessments. Additional information on the plan
evaluation process has been added to the
Administration Chapter (see p. 5.13).
The MPCA's target date for TMDL implementation and
the party responsible for TMDL development has
been added to Table 3B-1 and 3B-2 (see p. 3B.2-5).
For those TMDLs developed by the CCWMO, the
CCWMO is committed to funding a staff position in
order to complete the TMDLs.

#

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Plan Area

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)
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46

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Impaired Waters

This section states that "TMDL studies and
implementation plans are adopted by reference."
What does this precisely mean and how does this
statement affect the CCWMO implementation plan
and budget?

This statement indicates that the CCWMO is
committed to implementing TMDL Studies and
Implementation Plans that have been developed and
approved by the CCWMO. Impaired Water Policy IW1 has been amended to indicate which TMDLs are
adopted by reference (see p. 3B.11). It now reads,
"Policy IW-1 TMDL Approval & Adoption. This water
management plan adopts by reference the approved
TMDL Studies listed below. This policy may be
amended from periodically to incorporate TMDL
Studies completed and approved in the future.
Carver, Bevens and Silver Creeks Fecal Coliform TMDL;
Burandt Lake Excess Nutrients TMDL." In addition,
implementation strategies from approved IPs were
incorporated into Table 4-3 in the 60-day draft of the
plan. The plan may be amended as additional TMDLs
are completed and projects are identified.

47

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Monitoring &
Assessment

The plan must specify the annual budget for
implementing the monitoring program and Section
3K.5 must provide and action item for data analyses,
frequency of summary reports to be published, and
how they will be available to the public.

Implementation Strategy MON-10 "Prepare an annual
monitoring water quality monitoring report." has
been added to Chapter 3K (see p. 3K.7). Table 4-2
includes information on the CCWMO Annual Budget
(see p. 4.20).

#

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Plan Area

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)
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48

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Implementation
Plan

49

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Implementation
Plan

#

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Plan Area

Response

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

The budget outlined in the Implementation Chapter
does not accurately reflect the multitude of actions
and programs proposed by the CCWMO. Section 5.6
appears to confuse the role of the County Board with
the role of the WMO. The ten year plan requires a
commitment from the WMO for undertaking and
completing certain programs. It is not sufficient for the
plan to state that the "County Board will determined
funding for these programs on an annual basis
through the levy and budget process." The Plan must
show cost estimates and revenue sources for projects
and programs adequate to meet the requirements of
MR8410 and 103B. Questions to consider are: What
activities are the CCWMO fully committed to
completing and what will the CCWMO rely
on/delegate to the County to complete. What would
not get accomplished without the CCWMO? Cost
estimates and funding source(s) for Program Activities
in Table 4-1 would likely bring this issue in to
compliance. This may have an impact on the roles and
responsibilities of the County and WMO in Table 4-1.
BWSR staff are will to discuss this issue further to seek
acceptable solutions.
Various strategies in Table 4-1 need more "timeframe"
specificity than stating "ongoing." This can be
accomplished by providing a start and end date or
frequency of the action. It makes sense that
implementation of a program would be listed as
"ongoing," however specific actions such as develop
and maintain a database for stormwater related data
requires a specific schedule. Several strategies on the
first page of Table 4-1 are missing timeframes
altogether.

Table 4-2 includes information on the CCWMO Annual
Budget and sources of other revenue (see p. 4.20).

The timeframes in Table 4-1 have been updated to
include a start and end date for one-time tasks or
frequency of action for recurring tasks (see p. 4.2-19).
Timeframes for activities relating to general program
implementation continue to be listed as ongoing. All
strategies now have a timeframe listed.
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50

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

51

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

52

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

#

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Plan Area

Response

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

Implementation
Plan

If Table 4-3 is intended to be the Capital Improvement
Program, only those projects that the WMO commits
to undertaking can be listed, per the definition in
MS103B.205 Subd. 3. The definition also states that is
must extend for a minimum prospective of 5 years.
Other projects, such as those relying on grant funds,
myst be listed in a separate table as "potential" or
"contemplated" projects. Given the number of
completed and pending TMDLs as well as other past
water quality modeling
efforts/inventories/reconnaissance efforts, BWSR
expects a more robust Capital Improvement Program
in addition to the Cost Share Programs in Table 4-2. A
CIP that is identified in the plan must contain a short
description of the need, which appears to be missing
for the majority of projects in Table 4.-3.

Table 4-3 has been separated into two tables,
"CCWMO Projects" (Table 4-3, p. 4.21) and "CCWMO
Potential Projects" (Table 4-4, p. 4.25) which rely on
some amount of outside funding in order to complete.
Table 4-4 also includes the portion of the project that
will be funded by the CCWMO. Information on the
project need has been added to the project
description in Table 4-3 and Table 4-4.

6/23/2010

Implementation
Plan

Cost Share Programs vs. CIPs. BWSR understands the
CCWMO's desire to maintain maximum flexibility in
Plan implementation by creating cost share programs
in order to take advantage of timely, unplanned
opportunities as they arise. BWSR interprets rule and
statute to allow for the existance of these programs,
but only to a certain degree. Cost-share program
expenditures cannot exceed 25% of the CIP budget
annually or estimated over the life of the Plan. New
cost share programs will require a plan amendment.

Based on discussion with BWSR staff, it is the
CCWMO's understanding that Capital Improvement
Projects are considered to those projects that consist
of structural, "in the ground" solutions. Based on this
definition, two of the programs originally listed in
Table 4-2 should be considered capital projects, the
LGU/Organization Cost Share Fund (now referred to
as LGU/Organization Partnerships) and the SSTS Direct
Discharge Incentive program. These programs are
now listed in Table 4-3 (see p. 4.21) and described as
capital projects in Chapter 5 (see p. 5.13)

6/23/2010

Implementation
Plan

Cost Share Programs. Regarding the cost share
programs we strongly recommend that the Plan more
definitely describe targeted methodologies/strategies
to be utilized annually to identify and solicit projects,
i.e. modeling, landowner visits in high priority
subwatersheds, small group meetings, etc. - this can
be generally descibed in Section 5.6.

A variety of methodologies/strategies are currently
used to identify and solicit cost-share programs
including TMDLs, Local Water Plan priorities,
landowner workshops in priority subwatersheds, city
or organization requests, etc. Additional information
on how these methodologies are used to solicity and
identify cost share projects has been added to
Chapter 5, Section 7 (see p. 5.12).
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53

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Implementation
Plan

54

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Implementation
Plan

55

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Implementation
Plan

#

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Plan Area

Response

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

Cost Share Programs. We agree that various
administrative details and processes of the cost share
programs can be determined outside of the Plan.
However, the priority areas and criteria for selecting
projects for all cost share programs must either be
included in the plan or the plan must state that the
selection criteria will be posted annually to the District
website. If CCWMO chooses the website option, the
criteria must be posted to the website prior to
submitting the final 90-day draft.
Cost Share Programs. Further, the Plan should include
an evaluation process that will be used to measure the
effectiveness of each cost share program.

The CCWMO has criteria for selecting projects for
each of the cost share programs described in Chapter
5. A brief summary of these criteria are included in
Chapter 5, Section 7 (see p. 5.12) and the complete
selection criteria are included in Appendix D.

The Implementation Plan must state that the WMO
will review the Capital Improvement Program
minimally every 2 years for adjustments and potential
amendments per MS 103B.205 subd 3.

Implementation Strategy AD-4 has been added to
Chapter 5. It states that, "Assess and review CCWMO
programs (including cost share programs),
implementation strategies, and proposed Capital
Improvement projects through the CCWMO Annual
Report and the Annual Water Quality Report. The
CCWMO intends to use these reports to identify any
necessary changes to the Plan. If the reports identify
needed changes, the WMO will address the change
through a plan amendment as described in Chapter 5,
Section 4.2. The CCWMO anticipates completing plan
amendments periodically during the life of the Plan."
(see p. 5.15).
Implementation Strategy AD-5 has been added to
Chapter 5. It states that the CCWMO will "Review the
CCWMO Project list (Table 4.3) and CCWMO Potential
Project list (Table 4.4) biennially for adjustments and
potential amendments. As TMDL Studies,
Implementation Plans, and other studies are
completed, the CCWMO anticipates updating the
project and potential project lists through a plan
amendment. " (see p. 5-15).

Appendix A: Plan Development Process
A21

Table A2. 60-day Comment Summary
Name/
Organization

Comment
Date

56

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Implementation
Plan

Clarify whether funding is allocated for the next
generation plan development.

57

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Administration

A correction must be made to the "Administration"
section on page 1.7 and a statement added to Section
5 that local water plans must be approved by the
CCWMO and adopted by the LGUs within two years of
BWSR's approval of the CCWMO Watershed
Management Plan per MR 8410.0160. It is therefore
strongly recommended that there be a schedule
dictated to give LGUs adequate notice and give the
WMO time to review, comment, and approve.

58

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Administration

It is noted that CCWMO requires LGUs to identify
steps to achieve TMDL load reductions. Are there
other CCWMO high priority areas that the LGUs should
assess more closely, such as Lake Waconia, floodplain
lakes, and fens?

#

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Plan Area

Comment

Response
(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

Historically, the CCWMO has primarily used staff
resources to develop the plan. Implementation
Strategy AD-7 has been added to Chapter 5. It states
that the CCWMO will "allocate staff resources and
funding as needed to develop the next generation
Comprehensive Watershed Management Plan" (see p.
5.17).
Implementation Strategy AD-3 has been added to
chapter 5 (see p. 5.15). It states that "...Local Water
Plan updates must be completed and approved by the
CCWMO within two years of approval of the CCWMO
Plan by the BWSR Board. The CCWMO will consider
alternative local plan amendment and update
schedule requests from LGUs and will try to be flexible
on due dates to accommodate the update schedules
of other WMOs when LGUs are within the jurisdiction
of more than one WMO. All plan updates must be
submitted to the WMO at least 120 days prior to the
due date in order to provide time for review and
approval. LGUs will not be eligible for WMO Cost
Share Funds if a local plan is determined to be
expired."
TMDL implementation is the main focus of this plan;
there are no additional priority areas at this time. If
the plan is amended, additional priority areas may be
added.
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59

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Administration

The Plan, not soley the MOUs, should specify the LGU
roles and responsibilities for reporting, tracking and
implementing LWP requirements. The Plan must also
describe the annual LWP compliance or auditing
process as well as the consequences for LWP noncompliance. BWSR recommends annual report
submittals for ease of ensuring and documenting
compliance with the WMO plan. Summaries of the
annual reports or annual review meetings must be
included in the annual WMO activities report in
accordance with 8410.0150 Subp 3G.

60

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Administration

61

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Administration

Plan Amendments. This Plan cannot extend beyond 10
years after BWSR approval. Section 5.4.2
"Amendments to the Plan" must be changed
accordingly.
Plan Amendments. In regards to amending the Plan,
we strongly encourage the CCWMO to ask for BWSR
review and approval prior to incorporating
"insignificant changes" by resolution of the CCWMO.
The last paragraph on page 5.8 should be corrected to
state "by resolution of the WMO board."

62

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

Administration

#

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Comment

Plan Amendments. The last paragraph of Section 5.4.2
"Amendments to the Plan" have components that go
beyond statutory requirements, such as a mailed
notice at least 30 days prior to the hearing. Also the
Plan states that the "30-day notice" is not to be sent to
all state review agencies. We question if this is the
intent. Please clarify this language or simply refer to
the revised statute.

Response
(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

Table 5-1 "CCWMO & LGU Roles" has been added to
Chapter 5 (see p. 5.3 - 5.4). The table summarizes
responsibilities for implementing CCWMO Plan/Local
Plan requirements. Implementation Strategy AD-2
states that the CCWMO will "meet annually with city
representatives and engineers to identify problems
and projects that the CCWMO can partner with cities
to address and to review local plan implementation"
(see p. 5.14). Implementation Strategy AD-3 indicates
that "LGUs will not be eligible for WMO Cost Share
Funds if a local plan is determined to be expired" (see
p. 5.15)
The following text has been added to the plan, "This
Plan cannot extend beyond 10 years after BWSR
approval" (see p. 5-9).
Plan amendments will follow the process outlined in
State statute. Chapter 5, Section 2 has been updated
to reflect what is in current state statute.

The General Plan Amendment Section has been
updated to reflect the current language in MS
103B.231. The General Plan Amendment Section now
states that "all amendments to the adopted plan shall
be submitted to the towns, cities, county, the
Metropolitan Council, the state review agencies, and
the Board of Water and Soil Resources for review in
accordance with the provisions of Minnesota Statute
103B.231, subdivisions 7, 8, and 9. Minor
amendments to a plan shall be reviewed in
accordance with standards described in the section
“CCWMO Minor Plan Amendments” of this Plan" (p.
5-9).
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63

Board of Water &
Soil Resources

6/23/2010

64

Bolton & Menk

6/22/2010

#

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Response

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

Administration

Financing. The plan must analyze the financial impact
on LGUs of administering the regulatory controls of
WMO standards. Further we recommend the Plan
discuss the impact of Plan implementation on CCWMO
residents.

Urban Stormwater
Management
p. 3C.7

SS 3.2.3.4.b: This section indicates that the 0.5”
infiltration quantity is consistent with the NPDES
Construction Permit; however, the NPDES Permit only
requires 0.5” of infiltration when a project discharges
within an impaired water (impaired for nutrients or
turbidity).

The following text has been added to p. 5.2, "The
CCWMO does not anticipate that LGUs will incur
significant financial impacts as a result of the
regulatory controls described in the Plan. The
CCWMO is the current regulatory authority for
implementing stormwater management standards
and erosion and sediment control standards for all
areas in the watershed. This plan does not require
LGUs to take on this role and the choice to do so is at
the LGUs discretion (see Section 4.4 for additional
information). Other regulatory controls referenced in
the plan are based upon existing state or federal
standards and requirements to implement these
standards do not originate with the CCWMO. The
estimated impact of the implementation of the
CCWMO plan on an average home will likely be
consistent with current 2010 impacts. These indicate
that an average home ($294,000 value) contributes a
range of $20-31 annually. If the CCWMO is combined
into one taxing district as identified in this plan, this
average cost is estimated at $26-28 annually. "
Noted. Approximately 56% of the CCWMO is within 1
mile of a listed water impaired for nutrients or
turbidity and would therefore be required to meet
this standard (this does not include all waters which
drain to these impaired water bodies which woudl
increase % significantly). In addition, the CCWMO
feels that it is important to take a watershed
approach to addressing water quality issues and that
water quality standards should be applied uniformly
across the CCWMO thereby providing consistency
with NPDES.
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Table A2. 60-day Comment Summary
#

Name/
Organization

Comment
Date

65

Bolton & Menk

66

Bolton & Menk

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Response

Plan Area

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

6/22/2010

Urban Stormwater
Managementp.
3C.7

CCWMO experience has shown approaches to
addressing volume requirements vary widely.
Maximization of depth or treatment area is not
always the norm. The text was based on the majority
of site developments reviewed by the County to date,
which show that filtration basins are constructed
within areas not available for structures, parking, etc.
due to zoning setbacks, low areas, parking islands, etc.
The increase in volume will be managed multiple
ways, typically the private sector creates layouts at
minimal to zero impact to the developable space.
Should multiple areas be utilized, cost for pipe, sand,
etc. would increase, however in some situations these
have decreased downstream infrastructure costs.
Approved plans have had varied depths, and the
County accepts a range of depths if viable vegetation
is installed and shows establishment at project
closeout. Other studies from the Twin Cities Metro
have shown minimal cost increases based on
increases in treatment volumes.

6/22/2010

Urban Stormwater
Management
p. 3C.6-7

SS 3.2.3.4.d-e: The sections seem to indicate that
minimal, if any, increased cost is associated with the
proposed volume requirements. For instance, section
e. states that the increase from the currently required
infiltration/filtration quantity of 0.3” of runoff from
new impervious area up to 0.5” or 1.0” will not reduce
the developable land for the vast majority of sites; this
may be misleading. While it may be true that the
developable space would not have to be reduced,
other options could get considerably more costly. In
some form the additional volume must be filtered,
which will require additional space/land. This could be
achieved by increasing the size of a single large
treatment area (i.e., using developable space) or by
creating multiple smaller, localized treatment areas
(no space reduction, but increased costs associated
with creating multiple areas. Section d. indicates
depth could be increased in the rain gardens, but the
maximum depth is governed by drawdown times and
is typically maximized and therefore should be
considered fixed.
Has the WMO done a cost analysis to determine the
cost/benefit associated with this new requirement?
In addition, this can get particularly costly for
linear/city street projects where space is at a
premium. Rule revisions should account for this
reality and exempt these types of projects as
appropriate.

The County has not performed a cost/benefit but
would consider this approach under the Rules
implementation phase. As indicated in the plan,
increasing the treatment requirement will provide the
CCWMO additional tools to meet the required load
reduction to many area water bodies based on
TMDL's. (see p. 3C.7 item b). The CCWMO recognizes
that linear projects have more site constraints than
other types of development projects and, as stated in
the plan, this will be taken into consideration during
the rules update process following the adoption of the
Plan.
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Table A2. 60-day Comment Summary
#

Name/
Organization

Comment
Date

67

Bolton & Menk

6/22/2010

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Plan Area
Wetland
Managementp.
3D.6-8

Response

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

SS 3.2: This section outlines new wetland buffer
requirements (referred to as “transition setbacks”).
New buffers are proposed to range from 20 – 50 feet
wide depending on the adjacent wetland class. The
described intent of these buffers is to protect
wetlands from stormwater pollution; however, with
development these buffers would not be treating
significant runoff since runoff is typically redirected
and conveyed to some treatment measure (e.g., pond,
filtration area, etc.). Buffers are typically left
protecting wetlands from backyard runoff, for which a
significantly thinner buffer may be adequate.

As indicated in the plan, site characteristics (e.g.
pretreatment of stormwater prior to discharge to a
wetland) will be factored into the transition setback
required for a given site (see p. 3D.8 item 7 which
clearly states this). The intent of the transition setback
is to both protect the wetland from stormwater
impacts as well as protect the transitional area
between wetland and upland. Benefits are described
on p. 3D.6-7.The County will develop the setback
widths under a Rules Implementation process. The
widths are intended to vary across a project, to allow
for flexibility within the rules, and have a mitigation
option included. The range of 20 to 50 feet is intended
for new development, where County experience has
shown this width would not frequently affect
developable land. Other categories intended for
flexibility include redevelopment projects, where the
restoration costs of a buffer would affect the viability
of the project. Linear projects also would receive
additional flexibility or would be exempted
altogether.
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#

Name/
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Comment
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68

Bolton & Menk

6/22/2010

69

Bolton & Menk

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

6/22/2010

Plan Area
Wetland
Management
p. 3D.6-8

Wetland
ManagementTable
3D-1, p. 3D.9

Response

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

Have the buffer subwatershed characteristics been
considered in determining the new proposed widths?
(a buffer adjacent to agricultural land is different from
a buffer adjacent to a back yard with 0% phosphorus)

The wetland transition setbacks will be determined
during the rule making process. The plan simply
indicates a potential range that the setbacks are likely
to fall within. As indicated in the plan, the wetland
transition setbacks will only apply to new construction
(see p. 3D.7). A variety of factors that will be
considered during the development of the setbacks
are listed on p. 3D.7-8; however, this list is not
exhaustive and additional factors such as watershed
characteristics may also be considered.

It is recommended that the city’s existing required
buffer widths (listed in Table 3D-1) be deemed
acceptable within the city limits.

The subwatershed characteristics may be further
refined during Rules update and development
process. With regard to the quoted land uses, land
treatment methods vary, and homeowners yards may
export equal or more to an agricultural use, based on
practices. These will be taken into consideration
during rules development.
Noted. As stated on p. 3D.7, the CCWMO would
establish wetland transition setbacks in order to
create a uniform standard across the watershed. New
wetland transition setbacks are likely to be more
flexible than existing city requirements.As WMO one
goal of the CCWMO is to have consistent approach to
resource protection throughout. rules throughout
different entities involved. The experience to date for"
buffers" shows cities vary in widths, some haven't
implemented quoted widths, or are non-existing. As
typical of rules, the setback policy may be that cities
can have equal or more stringent rules than the
County.

Appendix A: Plan Development Process
A27

Table A2. 60-day Comment Summary
Response

Name/
Organization

Comment
Date

70

Lower Minnesota
Watershed
District

6/18/2010

Implementation
Plan
p. 4-19

A description should be provided for the East/West
Chaska Creek Urban Stream Restoration project
identified in the Implementation Plan table (p. 4.19)

71

Lower Minnesota
Watershed
District

6/18/2010

Implementation
Plan
p. 4-18

The CCWMO CWRMP proposes and inventory of
Carver Creek to identify problems and prioritize
projects (p. 4.18). LMRWD should consider
cooperation with CCWMO on this project, if possible.

72

Lower Minnesota
Watershed
District

6/18/2010

Implementation
Plan
p.3C.13

LMRWD WMP Policy 2.1 proposes using classification
categories to manage water resources. The CCWMO
CWRMP does not propose the use of classification
categories as a basis of water resources management.
This policy may not pertain to CCWMO as it pertains to
water resources within the LMRWD. Further, CCWMO
CWRMP Implementation Strategy USM-13 proposes a
subwatershed-based approach to water resources
management in terms of project implementation.

Noted.

73

Lower Minnesota
Watershed
District

6/18/2010

Groundwater
Management

LMRWD WMP Policy 3.1 proposes support and
assisting intercommunity groundwater management.
Specific policies regarding intercommunity
groundwater management are not explicitly stated in
the CCWMO CWRMO; however, they could be
contained in the Groundwater Management Chapter
of the 2001 Carver County Water Plan.

Goals, policies, and implementation strategies have
been added to Chapter 3H Groundwater
Management. Policy GW-1 states that the CCWMO
will help "protect water supplies by assisting in the
implementation of the MDH Wellhead Protection
program" (see p. 3H.2).

#

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Plan Area

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

The following description has been added for the
East/West Chaska Creek Urban Stream Restoration
project, "Restore a degraded section of steeply sloped
stream on East or West Chaska Creek. Provide a
demonstration of a low-impact alternative to the
current practice of regrading and piping water flow to
reduce erosion. The project may involve a variety of
alternative practices. The project will help mitigate
high volumes/flows that are degrading stream
channels." (see p. 4.25).
Noted. The "Source" column in Table 4.3 and Table
4.4 has been changed to "Project Partners" and the
LMRWD has been added as a partner to the Carver
Creek Stream Inventory project.
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Name/
Organization

Comment
Date

74

Lower Minnesota
Watershed
District

6/18/2010

Groundwater
Management

LMRWD WMP Policy 3.3 proposes protection and
improvement of groundwater-sensitive water
resources. Specific policies regarding protection and
improvement of groundwater sensitive water
resources are non explicitly state in the CCWMO
CWRMP; however, they could be contained in the
Groundwater Management Chapter of the 2001
Carver County Water Plan.

75

Lower Minnesota
Watershed
District

6/18/2010

Urban Stormwater
Management

76

Lower Minnesota
Watershed
District

6/18/2010

Surface Water
Management

The CCWMO CWRMP does not contain a specific
standard meeting the LMRWD regulation on waste
disposal to waters under the Stormwater
Management Standard (p. 3-36). LWRWD WMP
Strategy 2.1.2, Stormwater Management Standard,
states that "Stormwater management must not result
in the discharge of any regulated substance,
hazardous or biological waste, or petroleum product,
whether treated or untreated, to best management
practice devices that may have a deleterious effect
upon a water of the state (surface and groundwater),
unless the discharge is in compliance with Federal,
State, and local regulations"
No water appropriations standard is explicitly stated in
the CCWMO CWRMP in conformance with the
LMRWD WMP standard (p. 3-42). However, it could be
contained in the Carver County 2001 Water Plan under
the Water Appropriation and Construction Section.

#

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Plan Area

Comment

Response
(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

Noted. Although the CCWMO supports the protection
and improvement of groundwater-sensitive
resources, the plan does not currently contain any
specific policy language to this effect. As noted in
Implementation Strategy GW-6, the CCWMO may
consider updating the groundwater chapter of the
plan upon the completion of the Carver County
Geologic Atlas. At that time, the CCWMO may
consider adding language regarding the protection
and improvement of groundwater-sensitive
resources.
Following language has been added to p. 3C-7.
"Stormwater management should not result in the
discharge of any regulated substance, hazardous or
biological waste, or petroleum product, whether
treated or untreated, to best management practice
devices that may have a deleterious effect upon a
water of the state (surface and groundwater), unless
the discharge is in compliance with Federal, State, and
local regulations."

Goals, policies, and implementation strategies have
been added to Chapter 3H Groundwater
Management. Implementation Strategy GW-4 states
that the CCWMO will "Collaborate with the DNR and
Metropolitan Council in efforts to plan for and
monitor water appropriation and long term demand"
(see p. 3H.2).
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Date

77

Lower Minnesota
Watershed
District

78

Bob Burandt

#

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Response

Plan Area

Comment

6/18/2010

Urban Stormwater
Management

No Bluff Standard is stated in the CCWMO CWRMP in
conformance with the LMRWD WMP standard (p. 342). However, bluffs are defined as "sensitive areas" in
the Carver County Ordinance and are subject to more
stringent development requirements. CCWMO
CWRMP p. 3C-8 also states that "maintaining natural
vegetation on bluff lands and steep slopes can reduce
erosion and help maintain slope stability."

Noted.

6/28/2010

Wetland
Management

The issue I wish to address in the new Carver County
Water Plan is "wetland transition setbacks." Although
the benefits of wetland buffers are questionable in a
residential setting, the real question is, can these
easements be established without landowners being
compensated? All easements that I know of whether
road, utility, or RIM (Reinvest in Minnesota) are
purchased. As a citizen representative of Carver
County, I would not like to see the taxpayers of this
County funding the legality of this issue, the local
government unit takes all the legal responsibility.

The benefits of transitional areas between wetland
and upland are described in the plan on p. 3D-6-7. The
purpose of the transition setback is to protect this
area from impacts from stormwater and other
activities. The wetland transition setbacks are not an
easement. The setbacks are to be applied similar to
existing road, property line, bluff and other exisiting
setbacks at the time of development. Setbacks would
only go into effect at the time of development and
would not be applied retroactively to all wetlands in
the watershed or apply to any ag areas. The setbacks
will be flexible and will be determined based on site
conditions (as described on p. 3D.7-8). If a
development plan shows an impact to a portion of the
setback transition area, the impacts could be
mitigated elsewhere on site. Setbacks will not restrict
all use of the area (for example, vegetation
management and other non-constrcution and grading
activities will likely be allowed). The setbacks would
create a uniform standard for implementation across
the watershed. In local water plans, cities could
choose to enforce the standard, enforce a current,
stricter standard or allow the CCWMO to enforce the
standard.

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)
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Name/
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Comment
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79

City of Victoria
(LGU/Agency
1
Meeting)

4/30/2010

Urban Stormwater
Management

Provide flexibility for linear projects in meeting
stormwater requirements based on square
footage/acreage of additional square footage.

80

City of Victoria
(LGU/Agency
1
Meeting)

4/30/2010

Surface Water
Management

Recommend that the WMO not address shoreland
rules but defer to the DNR Rules (as amended) and
help cities enforce those rules.

81

Water Plan Open
1
House

5/13/2010

Education

Industry involvement (landscape contractors, etc.) in
education chapters. Contractors can reach 10-20
homeowners.

82

Water Plan Open
1
House

5/13/2010

Agricultural
Practices

Require permits (with fees) for installing any ag. tile
line.

Noted. As indicated in the plan, both the type of land
use (linear, commercial, industrial, etc) and the type
of development (new construction vs.
redevelopment) will be taken into consideration
during the CCWMO rules update process. It is the
intent of the CCWMO to allow for flexibility for linear
projects in meeting the rules; specific thresholds for
when requirements would apply to linear project will
be determined through the rules process.
The CCWMO relies on the Carver County Land
Management Department to enforce shoreland rules
in township areas. Cities are required to adopt a
shoreland ordinance based on DNR rules and will
continue to enforce shoreland rules within city
boundaries.
The CCWMO reaches out to contractors through a
variety of educational programs, including the
Stormwater Workshop, Stormwater U, and brochures
and other information available on Carver County's
Water Management website and online newsletter.
See p. 3J.3-7 for additional information on these
programs.
Noted. Not seen as a priority for CCWMO resources
by staff or the WENR advisory committee at this time.

83

Township
1
Meeting

5/4/2010

Figures

The correct alignment of the new Highway 212 should
be shown on Figure 2-13.

Figure 2-13 has been updated to show the current
alignment of Highway 212 (see p. 2.26).

84

Township
1
Meeting

5/4/2010

Local Water Plans
(Townships)

Will Townships have to amend Comp Plan chapter in
order to adopt updated water plan?

Yes, each adopted Township Comp Plan Chapter has a
policy that indicates this needs to be done within two
years of the WMO plan being adopted by the BWSR
Board. The County will assist in this process.

85

Township
1
Meeting

5/4/2010

Local Water Plans
(Townships)

Can the plan have a revision number that townships
can reference so that it is clear which plan they have
adopted and won’t have to implement activities in
revised versions they haven’t adopted?

The plan and any plan updates will include the date
the plan or update was adopted by the Board.
Townships can reference this date to make it clear
which version of the plan they have adopted.

#

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Plan Area

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)
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#

Name/
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Comment
Date

Plan Area

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

In initial discussions with BWSR Staff, it appeared that
the Groundwater Chapter of the 2001 Plan could
continue to serve as the County's Groundwater Plan.
The draft water plan included a reference to the
Groundwater Chapter of the 2001 Water Plan and
noted that it would continue to serve as the County's
Groundwater Plan. However, in the comments
submitted by BWSR on the draft plan, they noted that
they considered the groundwater plan expired. The
Groundwater Chapter has been updated and
references to the 2001 Plan have been removed. The
chapter now contains a brief discussion of the
groundwater issues facing the county and how the
CCWMO will address them. A revised Groundwater
Plan may be adopted in the future to incorporate
information from the Carver County Geologic Atlas
(see p. 3H.1-2 for additional information).
In October of 1996, the Board of Water & Soil
Resources (BWSR) declared the Carver Creek, Bevens
Creek, South Fork Crow River, Chaska Creek and
Hazeltine Bavaria Creek Joint Powers Water
Management Organizations (JPWMO’s) “nonimplementing”, terminated the JPWMO’s, and as
required by statute, assigned the water management
responsibility and authority in these areas to the
County. In May 2001, the County Board also assumed
control of the portion of the Pioneer-Sarah WMO
within Carver County. The result of these decisions
was that the former WMO’s no longer existed as legal
entities. The entire CCWMO is the only “legal” entity.
Tax levies for the WMO have been collected based on
the former WMO boundaries since 2001. The tax
revenues have been used for staff time, engineering,
planning, and for projects within each of the
watershed areas. Project funds have been collected
and spent within each district for the most part since
2001.

86

Township
1
Meeting

5/4/2010

Groundwater
Management

The Groundwater Management Chapter is confusing
and hard to follow. Does it have to reference the 2001
Water Plan?

87

Township
1
Meeting

5/4/2010

Taxing Districts

Why are there different tax rates between the
watersheds?

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Response

Comment
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#
88

Name/
Organization
Township
1
Meeting

Comment
Date
5/4/2010

Plan Area
Taxing Districts

Comment
Where is the historic lake bed located on Bevens
Creek?

Response
(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

The historic lake bed is located west of County Road
41 near an existing stream monitoring station. A
feasibility study would be conducted first and would
involve contacting landowners in the area to
determine their interest in the project.

1 Comment submitted at a meeting held during 60-day comment period.

Public Hearing
The public hearing on the Draft Plan was held on July 27, 2010. No public testimony was received. Minutes from the meeting are
included at the end of this Appendix.

45-day Review Process
On July 27, 2010, the Carver County Board (acting as the WMO Board) approved the Draft Comprehensive Water Resources
Management Plan for the 45-day review. On July 27, 2010, The Draft Plan was submitted directly to the state review agencies,
posted on the Carver County website for download, and a hard copy was made available at the Planning & Water Management
Department office.
The official 45-day review period closed at 4:30 PM on September 13, 2010. The CCWMO received comments from 2 different
organizations. Comments received during the 45-day review period as well as the CCWMO’s written response can be found in Table
A3. Letters received during the 45-day review period can be found at the end of this appendix.
Table A3. 45-day Comment Summary
#
1

Name/
Organization

Comment
Date

Minnesota
Pollution Control
Agency (MPCA)

8/24/2010

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Plan Area
General

Comment
It appears that you have fully addressed our suggestions
and comments in response to your earlier draft. Overall,
we believe this is a very sound and comprehensive plan.

Response
(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

Noted.
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Name/
Organization

Comment
Date

2

Board of Water &
Soil Resources
(BWSR)

9/13/2010

General

3

Board of Water &
Soil Resources
(BWSR)

9/13/2010

General

4

Board of Water &
Soil Resources
(BWSR)

9/13/2010

Chapter 3B Impaired Waters

In Tables 3B-1 and -2 we again recommend clearly
indicating which TMDLs the CCWMO will take the lead
on, in order to cue the LGUs for LWP updates for annual
workplanning and budgeting purposes.

Tables 3B-1 and 3B-2 have been updated to include
the agency that will author the TMDL for all currently
impaired waters.

5

Board of Water &
Soil Resources
(BWSR)

9/13/2010

Chapter 4 Implementation
Plan

Significant improvement has been made to Table 4-2 to
outline the overall CCWMO budget. However, several
"Program Areas" in Table 4-1 appear to remain missing,
such as Administration/Operations, Maintenance,
Impaired Waters, and others. Please ensure a budget for
all activities from all "Program Areas" within Table 4-1
are accounted for.

Table 4-2 has been updated to include all program
areas that appear in Table 4-1 (see p. 4.20).

6

Board of Water &
Soil Resources
(BWSR)

9/13/2010

Chapter 4 Implementation
Plan

We also believe that it is unrealistic for the budget to
remain flat throughout the next 10 years. At a minimum
we advise inflationary costs be factored in.

A footnote has been added to Table 4-2 indicating that
"Annual Inflationary increases will be considered
during the life of the plan" (see p. 4.20).

7

Board of Water &
Soil Resources
(BWSR)

9/13/2010

Capital
Improvement
Projects (CIPs)

Cost Share Programs - We reiterate our 60-day comment
that the Plan should more definitively describe targeted
methodologies/strategies to be utilized annually to
identify and solicit projects, i.e. modeling, landowner
visits in high priority subwatersheds, small group
meetings, etc.

Additional information on the strategies used to solicit
participation in the CCWMOs cost share programs has
been added to page 5.12. Strategies include
workshops in high priority subwatersheds, direct
mailings to landowners in priority subwatersheds, an
online newsletter, the Carver County Fair, etc.

#

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010

Plan Area

Comment

(NOTE: pages referenced in the responses
below refer to the September draft of the Plan)

The Plan (Section 5.8 and Strategies AD-5 and 6) state
that "periodic" evaluations of the succes of
implementation will be undertaken. We recommend the
Plan dictate a more specific timeframe, minimally every
two years. In accordance with 103B.205 Subd. 3, Table
4-3 must be reviewed minimally every two years. We
recommend changing Strategy Ad-5 to reflect this
interval.
Please ensure that all proposed language to be added to
the plan as indicated in Table A2 "responses to
comments" of Appendix A has been incorporated.

Progress Reports will be undertaken biennially. The
CCWMO Project List (Table 4.3) and CCWMO Potential
Project List (Table 4.4) will also be updated bienially.
See pages 5.14 - 5.15 for revised text.

Table A2 has been reviewed to ensure that all
proposed language has been incorporated into the
Plan.
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BWSR Approval of Plan
The final revised draft of the revised Plan was submitted to the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources on September 27,
2010. On October 27, 2010, the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources approved the Carver County Water Management
Organization revised Watershed Management Plan. The letter documenting the approval can be found at the end of this appendix.

Carver County Water Plan
October 2010
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60-day Written Comments

From: Jake Saulsbury [mailto:jakesa@bolton-menk.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 22, 2010 3:02 PM
To: Paul Moline
Cc: David Poggi; Kreg Schmidt
Subject: Comments on CCWMO Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan (2010 - 2020)

Paul,
Attached are comments provided by Dave Poggi on the Comprehensive Water Resources Mgmt Plan.
Please direct questions or follow-up items to my attention as Dave will unfortunately be leaving us
shortly. Also, let me know if a more formal submittal is required. Thanks.

Section 3.C – Urban Stormwater Management
SS 3.2.3.4.b: This section indicates that the 0.5” infiltration quantity is consistent with the NPDES
Construction Permit; however, the NPDES Permit only requires 0.5” of infiltration when a project
discharges within an impaired water (impaired for nutrients or turbidity).
SS 3.2.3.4.d-e: The sections seem to indicate that minimal, if any, increased cost is associated with the
proposed volume requirements. For instance, section e. states that the increase from the currently
required infiltration/filtration quantity of 0.3” of runoff from new impervious area up to 0.5” or 1.0” will
not reduce the developable land for the vast majority of sites; this may be misleading. While it may be
true that the developable space would not have to be reduced, other options could get considerably
more costly. In some form the additional volume must be filtered, which will require additional
space/land. This could be achieved by increasing the size of a single large treatment area (i.e., using
developable space) or by creating multiple smaller, localized treatment areas (no space reduction, but
increased costs associated with creating multiple areas. Section d. indicates depth could be increased in
the rain gardens, but the maximum depth is governed by drawdown times and is typically maximized
and therefore should be considered fixed.
Has the WMO done a cost analysis to determine the cost/benefit associated with this new
requirement? In addition, this can get particularly costly for linear/city street projects where space is at
a premium. Rule revisions should account for this reality and exempt these types of projects as
appropriate.
Section 3.D – Wetland Management
SS 3.2: This section outlines new wetland buffer requirements (referred to as “transition setbacks”).
New buffers are proposed to range from 20 – 50 feet wide depending on the adjacent wetland class.
The described intent of these buffers is to protect wetlands from stormwater pollution; however, with
development these buffers would not be treating significant runoff since runoff is typically redirected
and conveyed to some treatment measure (e.g., pond, filtration area, etc.). Buffers are typically left
protecting wetlands from backyard runoff, for which a significantly thinner buffer may be adequate.
Have the buffer subwatershed characteristics been considered in determining the new proposed
widths? (a buffer adjacent to agricultural land is different from a buffer adjacent to a back yard with 0%
phosphorus)
It is recommended that the city’s existing required buffer widths (listed in Table 3D-1) be deemed
acceptable within the city limits.

Jake Saulsbury

Bolton & Menk, Inc.
2638 Shadow Ln, Suite 200
Chaska, MN 55318
P: (952) 448.8838 ext. 2397
M: (612) 756.4319
email: jakesa@bolton-menk.com

Conditional Use would not be required to mitigate for the floodplain fill
volume.

Memorandum
To:

Paul Moline

From: Dan Boyum, City

Engineer
Re:

Project:

Carver County Water
Plan Update - Draft

2335 Highway 36 W

Date: June 23, 2010

6. Section 3C, Subsection 3.4: What technical information will need to be
submitted to show compliance with the County's extended detention
requirement?

St. Paul, MN 55113
Tel 651-636-4600

Client:

Review comments on draft plan

City of Carver

Fax 651-636-1311

File No: 475-10000-0

www.bonestroo.com

7. Section 3C, Subsection 3.4: Please define the stream segments considered
"natural streams", where the extended detention requirement would apply.

We have reviewed Carver County's draft Water Plan Update (Plan) for consistency
with Carver's 2008 Surface Water Management Plan (SWMP). Based on this review,
we have the following comments on the draft Water Plan Update. The comments are
identified with the corresponding Section number from the draft Plan.

8. Section 3C, Subsection 7: Carver understands that the City's SWMP must be
amended to be consistent with the Plan within two years of the date of the
Plan's approval. However, the City is concerned that Carver County's Rules
will not be amended to include the revised policies in the Plan within this two
year timeframe. So as to be fiscally responsible, Carver requests that the two
year timeframe be flexible if the County's Rules are not updated within one
year (to allow the City sufficient lead time to update their SWMP) of the
approval of the Plan.

1. Section 3B, Table 3B-3: The MPCA's website indicates that the
Implementation Plan for the Carver, Bevens and Silver Creeks Fecal Coliform
TMDL was approved by the MPCA in March 2007. The "TMDL Status" column
for this TMDL should be updated.

9. Section 3D, Subsection 3.2: The Plan uses the term "Wetland Transition
Setback" to describe what appears to be a wetland buffer. Please provide
clarification as to the differentiation between a wetland transition setback and
a wetland buffer.

2. Section 3C, Subsection 3.1: The Section references in the "Floodplain
Alteration" and "Creek and Stream Protection" bullets for additional
information are incorrect.
3. Section 3C, Subsection 3.2.2 and 3.2.3: Please clarify whether the Water
Quality Ponding requirement (60% phosphorus removal) and the Infiltration
and Filtration requirement (0.5 - 1.0 inches off impervious surface) overlap.
Can the benefit achieved by meeting the infiltration/filtration requirement be
applied to meeting the water quality ponding requirement?
4. Section 3C, Subsection 3.2.3: Past practice for Carver County has allowed the
flood storage located within a infiltration/filtration feature to also be used to
meet the rate control requirement (e.g. a filtration bench within a rate control
pond). Please confirm that this practice will continue to be allowed by the
County.

10. Appendix B, Subsection 1: Please clarify the last sentence in the second
paragraph, "Areas above the NWL can be used if infiltration/filtration/bioretention requirements through a separate outlet can be demonstrated."

CC:

Brent Mareck, Cindy Nash, Paul Schultz, Brad Schleeter, Mike Warner

5. Section 3C, Subsection 3.3: "If a decrease in flood storage is demonstrated,

the lost volume must be replaced. If a LGU has adopted a floodplain
ordinance that prescribes an allowable degree of floodplain encroachment,
that ordinance governs the allowable degree of encroachment and County
permission is not required." Carver has a floodplain ordinance that allows fill
within the floodplain as a Conditional Use as long as the fill causes no increase
in the 100-year Base Flood Elevation (BFE) or cause an increase in flood
damages in the reach or reaches affected. However, the City's ordinance does
not require mitigation for fill volume placed in the floodplain. Carver is
requesting clarification with the above quoted statement. Please confirm that
a project proposing fill in the floodplain that satisfies the requirements as a
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