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PART I

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
A. Purpose of this plan. This Local Water Management Plan (LWMP) was created to:

1.) Identify surface and groundwater resources that are polluted by human activity, or that are in
danger of becoming polluted in a way that makes them unfit for their designated use,

2.) Prioritize among those on the basis of environmental impact, cost, and the current nonpoint
priority funding plan.

3.) Specify policies, procedures, and practices, including construction projects that can be
implemented to preserve or restore those resources, with measurable goals.

The purpose of the LWMP is to prioritize stressed water resources and to make a plan for protection
of those resources. This is the fifth version of the LWMP. The first LWMP was adopted September 4,
1990, and revised plans have been adopted as required since that date.

Requirements of a local water plan are set forth in current state statute (Minn. Stat. § 103B.311, Subd.
4). The LWMP must address management of water, effective environmental protection, and efficient
resource management, and must be consistent with local water management plans prepared by
watershed management organizations within the county. This LWMP is a ten-year management plan
with a five-year implementation schedule.

B. Priority concerns to be addressed by the LWMP: Through comments received from state and local
agencies, a public input meeting, and a survey of perceived problems within the county, the following
priority concerns were identified:

1) Improve surface water quality and quantity. In particular, the LWMP will address those
waters listed as impaired by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA). Seven lakes
(Sarah, Shetek, Bloody, Currant, Lime, Talcot, and Fulda) are assessed as impaired due to
nutrient loading and eutrophication. It has been a goal of the Water Plan Task Force (Task Force)
to keep the water quality in these lakes from degrading. Numerous streams are listed as impaired
due to coliform bacteria and/or turbidity. A few water bodies are listed due to bioassessments for
aquatic macroinvertebrate, fishes, and plants.

2.) Improve groundwater quality and quantity. Murray County has 30 regulated public water
supplies that use well water. Eight of these are municipal water supplies. Outside of these areas,
parts of the county in the west and northeast are covered by Lincoln-Pipestone Rural Water or
Red Rock Rural Water; the remainder of the rural areas are served by private wells. Certain areas
of the County, especially the Lake Shetek/Lake Sarah area, are in need of a rural water system
due to both poor quality and lack of a water source. The Task Force felt this was an important
issue because of the need to improve the existing potable water sources as well as increasing the
number of them for rural water systems. Since the inception of the LWMP, the Task Force has
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conducted annual testing of 70 wells throughout the county. These wells have been specially
selected for depth and location. The testing has provided 26 years of baseline data. The Task
Force also provided funding to the cities of Chandler, Lake Wilson, lona, and Fulda to assist with
the development of their wellhead protection plans.

Other practices will be targeted to areas listed with the 2016 Nonpoint Priority Funding Plan
priority areas and criteria. Projects that have a multiple-benefit best management practice (BMP)
will be considered a priority. The Chandler drinking water source management area will be a
priority area because of elevated nitrate levels. The LWMP supports preparation of wellhead
protection plans for Avoca, Currie, Hadley, and Slayton; sealing of abandoned wells as required
by Minn. Stat. § 1031.301; and collaboration with other counties in the Watershed Restoration
and Protection Strategies (WRAPS) planning process, as well as the Missouri River One
Watershed One Plan (1W1P). Annual monitoring of the test wells throughout the county will
continue.

The LWMP will prioritize protection of areas where the Minnesota Department of Health (MDH)
determined the aquifer to be highly sensitive to contamination, in particular municipal systems.

3.) Drainage water management/water retention. This Priority Concern connects directly to the
need to address more frequent large rainfalls resulting from climate change. Improved drainage
for agricultural land has changed the amount and timing for flow in streams, causing increased
streambank and streambed erosion. In order to address water quality impairments resulting from
changed flow patterns, the LWMP will emphasize drainage water management, water retention,
conservation practices, and restoration of wetlands, especially in the Beaver Creek, Shetek, and
Heron Lake watersheds.

4.) Subsurface sewage treatment systems and feedlots. Murray County estimates that
approximately 29 percent of the subsurface sewage treatment systems (SSTS) in the county are
classified as imminent public health threats, which generally means the system discharges to the
ground surface or into a drainage tile. According to the 2006 West Fork Des Moines River
(WFDMR) Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) study by the MPCA, "The primary
contributing sources to fecal coliform bacteria were found to be livestock on overgrazed
riparian pasture, surface-applied manure on cropland, feedlots lacking adequate runoff
controls and inadequate septic systems."” These priorities are part of improving surface water
quality and can be part of protecting groundwater quality. Nutrient and eutrophication
impairments in Lakes Sarah, Shetek, Bloody, Currant, Lime, Talcot, and First Fulda, and fecal
coliform/E. coli impairments in streams can be addressed, in part, by reductions in nonpoint
pollution from faulty septic systems and pollutants from feedlots.

C. Consistency of this LWMP with other existing plans and controls.

This LWMP is governed by the requirements of Minn. Stat. § 103B.314. Murray County's
Environmental Services Office (ESO) staff administer the Murray County Comprehensive Land Use
Plan and the Murray County Zoning Ordinance, which includes sections for Shoreland, Floodplain,
SSTS, and Feedlot regulations. The LWMP, Zoning Ordinance, Solid Waste Ordinance, the Natural
Resources Block Grant, and the MPCA Feedlot Grant are administered out of the ESO. The ESO
communicates with all other County offices and the Murray County Soil and Water Conservation
District (SWCD) for planning processes. The ESO has access to other local, watershed-level, and
state plans for use in LWMP development. This helps to maintain consistency between this LWMP
and other plans and ordinances.

Additional input was received, and the LWMP was approved, a process described in the Appendix.
D. Recommended amendments to other plans and official controls to achieve consistency.

No specific amendments are recommended at this time.
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2. THE MURRAY COUNTY ENVIRONMENT AND PRIORITY CONCERNS

A. Population. Murray County is located in southwestern Minnesota. Slayton is the county seat. The
county population in 2010 was 8,725. Over 60 percent of the population live in nine towns and one
census-designated place.

B. Geology. Murray County is a prairie environment with no exposed bedrock. The center of the county
is dominated by Buffalo Ridge, a thick glacial deposit that was bypassed in the last glaciation. The
land is divided into four major drainages (see Major and minor watersheds map): The DMR, which
drains more than 70 percent of the county; the Rock/Missouri drainage in the southwest corner (about
13 percent); the Cottonwood River drainage in the northeast (13 percent); and the Redwood River,
about 2 percent of the land in the northwest corner of the county.

The eastern escarpment of Buffalo Ridge cuts across the northeast corner of the county, creating
northeast-flowing streams with steep gradients, including Plum Creek in Holly Township, a tributary
to the Cottonwood River. Much of the highly erodible land in Murray County is located on the banks
of Plum Creek.

The western escarpment of Buffalo Ridge crosses the southwest corner of the county, creating
dramatic bluffs in excess of 140 feet. Much of Murray County's grassland — which makes up about
nine percent of its land surface — is in steep land in this area. This area contains one of the largest
concentrations of untilled native prairie in Minnesota. West of Buffalo Ridge, Chanarambie Creek
and Champepedan Creek flow toward the Rock River, part of the Missouri River drainage.

Between the two escarpments, Buffalo Ridge cradles the upper reaches of the DMR. The DMR basin
takes in a larger percentage of Murray than of any other Minnesota county. In some areas, the banks
of the DMR are severely eroding, a natural process exacerbated by modern drainage.

At the northwest end of the DMR lie several highly valued recreational lakes lined with cabins and
houses and recreational areas, especially Lake Shetek, Bloody Lake, and Lake Sarah. Water quality in
these lakes directly affects their value as recreational settings. These lakes are shallow — 9 to 11 feet —
and as a result, bottom sediments and nutrients, especially phosphorus, are easily resuspended by
carp, wind, and human activity. Other residential lakes in the county — Wilson, Lime, and Fulda — are
even shallower.

Fifteen miles west of the Lakes, Beaver Creek rises, flowing first southwest along Buffalo Ridge,
then northeasterly into the DMR, more than 50 river miles in length. Beaver Creek, with 169 square
miles within the county, drains more than 23 percent of the county's land area. The stream gradient is
alternately very flat and fairly steep. The streambank for part of Beaver Creek's length is severely and
actively eroding.

Situated between the Lake Shetek drainage and Beaver Creek is a large area that once contained
many lakes in Skandia and Lowville Townships. This area (see map) was dubbed the Great Oasis in a
1993 book by Janet Timmerman. Early in the last century, thousands of acres of lakes and marshes in
the area were drained to create productive farmland. Property lines in the area still record how this
area was legally claimed by the adjacent landowners as meandered land, resulting in numerous pie-
wedge shaped parcels. About 700 acres of this land has since been placed in conservation easements
or purchased outright by the State.

Another stream of interest is Lime Creek. This stream drains about 14 percent of the county before
joining with the DMR. The sinuous path of Lime Creek on maps is a clue to the frequent appearance
of streambank erosion along its length.

C. Animal agriculture. Murray County ranks fifth by sales among Minnesota counties in the production
of cattle and calves, 20" in hogs and pigs, 32" in milk from cows, and fourth in sheep and goats,
according to the USDA 2012 Census of Agriculture. Cattle and milk production often rely on
grassland, which is commonly located near streams and wetlands. Manure from grazing land and
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manure applied as fertilizer are important contributors to fecal coliform and E. coli bacteria
impairments in streams, and also contribute to turbidity and to high nutrient levels leading to
eutrophication.

D. Agricultural land. About 84 percent of the land is under cultivation, and about 9 percent is
grassland. Nearly all of the cropland that would benefit from artificial drainage has been tiled. Tiling
extends the planting and harvest seasons and prevents crops from drowning, but it accelerates drained
water, leading to higher peak flows and lower drought flows. The result of higher peak flows is an
increase in streambank erosion. Streambank erosion is considered to be the largest contributor to
siltation in Corn Belt agricultural areas.

Land use In Murray County from Mn Land Management Information Center
Land cover Acres % of total | Land cover Acres % of total
Cultivated land 388,772  84.39% | Urban and industrial 1,882 0.41%
Grassland 41,264 8.96% Other rural developments 553 0.12%
Water 9,827 2.13% Grassland-shrub-tree complex 287 0.06%
Deciduous forest 8,322 1.81% Rural res. developments 270 0.06%
Farmsteads/rural residences 5,946 1.29% Transitional agricultural land 269 0.06%
Wetlands 2,999 0.65% Gravel pits and exposed soil 269 0.06%
Total 460,660 100%
E. Impaired waters. Murray County contains around 30 named streams (counting waterways converted

to ditches), around 40 lakes and ponds larger than 40 acres, and hundreds of smaller streams and
wetlands. Of these, 27 have been assessed for impairments by the MPCA and ALL have been found
to be impaired. See the table below for a list of waters listed as impaired:

Clean Water Act Section 303(d) IMPAIRMENT
List of Impaired Waters in Murray County _, | Dioassessments
Adapted from 2016 Minnesota Impaired Water List, Minnesota PCA 2 AIE
SE|§ |mg|8al .
Note that streams, wetlands, and lakes not listed here have not been assessed for Zz| & |3 =4 HERES
impairments by the MPCA. Not all water bodies shown have been assessed for all % g€l < |T3/|85| & A
impairments. S ol &
RIVER BASIN WATER BODY ®
WFDMR Lakes Sarah, Shetek, Bloody, Currant, Lime, First Fulda, & Talcot | X
Beaver Creek - County Ditch 20 to DMR X X
County Ditch 20 X
DMR - Lake Shetek to Beaver Creek X
DMR - Beaver Creek to County line X X
Lake Sarah Outlet (two parts, upper and lower) X
Lake Shetek Inlet X
Lime Creek - Lime Lake to DMR X X
Two unnamed creeks entering SW corner of Lake Shetek X
Cottonwood River | Plum Creek X X
Pell Creek X
Dutch Charlie Creek X X
Redwood River Redwood River X X
Two unnamed wetlands, Ellsborough Township Sections 7 & 15 X X
Rock River Chanarambie Creek X X X X
Chanarambie Creek, North Branch (two parts) X
Champepedan Creek X X X X
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3. CLIMATE CHANGE AND WATER RESOURCE PLANNING IN MURRAY COUNTY

A. Effect of climate change on Murray County waters. The current trend in climate change in
southwest Minnesota is for an increase in large and very large rainfall events, and climate models
predict that trend will continue.

Intense rainfalls can mean intense, high velocity runoff of fertilizers, pesticides and sediment into our
rivers and streams. Heavy rainfall leads to sheet, rill, and gully erosion in fields and increases
streambank and streambed erosion. Unexpected large rainfalls can undermine environmental practices
that are in place to protect waters from feedlot runoff and applied manure. Siltation as the result of
such rainfall can damage or reduce the service life of conservation measures such as grass waterways,
water and sediment control basins, and detention/retention structures.

Climate models also show that the frequency of droughts will increase. The increase in droughts and
large rainfalls could reduce the productivity of wetlands. Increases in average and low temperatures
will favor the spread of some invasive plant and insect species and may stress native species in
Murray County as their range is pushed northward.

B. Mitigating the effects of climate change. Conservation farming practices can mitigate soil erosion
on tilled land. Once runoff leaves the field, mitigating stream bank and bed erosion and reducing the
silt load in waters will require a combination of practices that:

1.) Retain water on the land (drainage water management, soil health...)

2.) Remove silt from runoff (filter/buffer strips, grass waterways, wetland protection/restoration,
detention/retention)

3.) Slow velocity in streams (grade control, wetland protection/restoration, detention/retention)
4.) Stabilize stream banks and beds.

All of these practices will be necessary in order to protect and restore our water resources.

Murray County landowners have a more-limited toolbox of conservation practices when it comes to
coping with drought and higher average temperatures. To some extent soil health makes plants better
able to cope with drought, but practices like drainage water management will provide little relief in
times of substantial drought.

C. Effect of Murray County land and water practices on climate change. The following
recommended practices rely on the assumption that climate change is affected by atmospheric carbon
dioxide levels.

1.) Better soil health through a variety of conservation and tillage practices will increase carbon
retained in the soil and decrease nitrous oxide emissions.

2.) Prairie and wetland protection and restoration sequester carbon and methane in vegetation and soil.

3.) Tree planting activities by Murray SWCD — while often only marginally related to water quality —
sequester carbon.

The choice of conservation practices in the coming decade will have to take into account the effect of
changes in hydrology due to climate change.

MURRAY COUNTY LOCAL WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN March 1, 2017 9



4. WATER PLAN ACCOMPLISHMENTS 2012-2016

Murray County Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan, working through the Murray County
Environmental Services Office and Murray SWCD, has addressed Water Quality and other conservation
issues. They were addressed as part of the 5-year implementation plan from the updated 2007-2017 Local
Water Management Plan.

A. Yearly activities summary. Activities of the LWMP since the most recent update in 2012:

1.) Education and outreach:

a.) Provided funding annually for the Ecology Bus to conduct environmental education for about
300 students at two elementary schools in the county and hundreds more at the County Fair.

b.) Provided funding for 4-H Day Camp where about 50 children learn about wetlands and wildlife.

c¢.) Provided funding for the Southwest Minnesota Environmental Fair each year, with an annual
attendance of as many as 2,700 students.

d.) Conducted classes on water quality and recycling three times per year at Murray County
Central High School.

e.) Promoted well sealing at the Murray County Fair, with around 10,000 attendees annually.

2.) Tested approximately 70 wells throughout the county to maintain a database that was started in
1991, approximately one-half each year.

3.) Conducted free nitrate testing at the Murray County Fair, testing around 30 samples annually.

4.) Tested pit tiles in approximately 106 hog confinement buildings built since 1991, half each year,
to make sure they are not contaminating the groundwater.

5.) Inspected and regulated 175 subsurface sewage treatment systems (SSTS) for new or upgrades in
the period 2012-2016.

6.) Contributed to the activities of the Technical Evaluation Panel (TEP) for wetland protection and
delineation as required.

7.) Promoted aquatic invasive species control through signage, over 400 radio spots, County Fair
promotions including door prize drawings, meetings with local lake organizations, and
distribution of aquatic invasive species promotional items when boats are licensed.

8.) Provided loans for the upgrade of deficient septic systems — average 11 per year.

B. Other activities summary. Other activities within Murray County, including work by the County,
SWCD, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), and others, since the 2012 LWMP update:

1.) Provided engineering and cost-share funds for the following projects:
a.) 27 water and sediment control basins (WASCOBS)
b.) 11 grassed waterways
c.) 39 alternative tile intakes
d.) Five retention basin dam repairs
e.) Terraces on two sites
f.) 5,690 acres of cover crops, and
g.) Restoration of a 45-acre wetland in lona Township.
2.) Completed a large retention basin in Chanarambie Township Section 26.

3.) Restored 189.7 acres of drained lake bottom to wetlands in the Beaver Creek watershed and 375.3
acres in the Lake Shetek watershed (these areas are included in the table below).

4.) Assisted in the planting of farmstead shelterbelts.

5.) Since 2007, enrolled 2399.5 acres of perpetual conservation easements, listed in the tables below
by type of easement, year of enrollment, and watershed:

MURRAY COUNTY LOCAL WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN March 1, 2017 10



MURRAY COUNTY CONSERVATION EASEMENTS 2007-2016

By type of easement By year of enrollment By HUC-10 watershed
Type of easement no.  acres year no. acres | Watershed no.  acres
CREPII Riparian 10 | 354.4 | 2007 1 | 11485 | Beaver Creek 10%*| 457.4
CREPII Wetland Restoration 10 772 2009 3 246.3 | Lake Shetek 13 | 1007.5
RIM/WRP 3 | 136.3 | 2010 | 4 1412 | Lime Creek 5 99.4
Flowage Easement 1 3 2011 1 30.8 | Talcott Lake - DMR 13%*| 598.7
Riparian Buffer Strip-Perpetual | 7 124.7 | 2012 | 10 | 430.2 | Jack Creek (Heron Lake) 3 45,7
Riparian Lands-Perpetual 16 | 1009.1 | 2013 | 4 198.7 | Plum Creek (Cottonwood River) 2 190.8
Total 47 | 2399.5 | 2014 3 203.8 | Total 47 | 2399.5
Source: BWSR via Minnesota Geospatial Commons | Total | 47 | 2399.5 *one easement is split between two watersheds

6.) As of 2016, Murray County had 18,115.6 acres enrolled in CRP (Source: USDA Conservation
Reserve Program Statistics website), 1940.9 acres in RIM, and 3992.7 acres in CREP.

7.) Analyzed each agricultural parcel in the county for situational compliance with the Minnesota
Buffer Law and sent more than 500 letters to landowners informing them of how the Buffer Law
appeared to impact their specific property (Murray SWCD).

8.) Planning:

a.) Participated in the Missouri River 1W1P process (still in its initial stages).
b.) Served on the technical committees for:
1. The West Fork Des Moines River (WFDMR) and Heron Lake TMDL Implementation Plan.
2. The Rock River Fecal Coliform and Turbidity TMDL Implementation Plan.
9.) In 2014 and 2015, conducted extensive surface water quality monitoring in the DMR, Beaver
Creek, and Lime Creek under a Surface Water Assessment Grant.
10.) Participated in the effort to complete Wellhead Protection Plans for Chandler and lona.
11.) Coordinated activities of the Lime Creek Subordinate Service District to install a community
sewer system, which was completed in 2011. Continue to provide assistance for management of
the system.
12.) Continue to provide support for the Shetek Area Water and Sewer District, which has provided
centralized sewer service to more than 700 residences and businesses in the shoreland area of the
county's recreational lakes, removing them from on-site septic systems.
13.) Coordinated connection of Lime Lake Drive in Avoca into the City of Avoca sewer system,
thereby removing about 10 residences and additional undeveloped residential lots from septic
systems within the shoreland area of Lime Lake.
14.) Cost-shared in sealing 160 unused wells throughout the county.
15.) Assisted in the update of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for Murray County.
16.) Performed Level Il feedlot inventories for facilities in the DMR watershed. Feedlot inventories
in this watershed are over 80% complete.
17.) Summary of Ag BMP loans the Murray County Ag/Solid Waste Department issued since 2012:

MURRAY COUNTY AG BMP LOANS 2012-2016

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total
Type of no. of no. of no. of no. of no. of no. of
conservation practice |loans| amount |loans | amount |loans| amount |loans| amount |loans| amount |loans| amount
Ag waste 4 |$272,305] 4 [$264,0001 4 [$290,000] 4 |$308,029] 3 |$111,900] 15 |$1,246,234
Conservation tillage | 12 |$419,258| 5 [$171,000] 1 |$21,000| 1 |$45000] 5 |$326,698| 24 | $982,956
Other 1 |$13,070] 2 |$130,500 3 | $143,570
TOTAL 16 |$691,563] 9 |$435,000] 6 |$324,000] 7 |$483,529] 8 |$438,598] 42 |$2,372,759
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PART I1: ASSESSMENT OF PRIORITY CONCERNS

Priority concerns for Murray County were selected after reviewing agency comments, and through
discussion with the LWMP Task Force.

1. PRIORITY CONCERN 1: IMPROVE SURFACE WATER QUALITY AND QUANTITY

This priority is guided by data contained in various TMDL studies, by our own data from testing of
Beaver Creek, Lime Creek, and the DMR, and by large amounts of surface water quality data available
from the MPCA at pca.state.mn.us/water/water-quality-data.

This part of the LWMP is believed to be mutually consistent with the following plans and policies:

WFDMR Watershed [Multiple Impairments Study] (MPCA, October 2008)

WFDMR and Heron Lake Watershed District TMDL Implementation Plan (HLWD, September 2009)

Rock River Fecal Coliform and Turbidity TMDL Implementation Plan (Rock County SWCD/LMO, October 2008)
Redwood River and Cottonwood River Fecal Coliform TMDL Reports (RCRCA, October 2013)

HLWD 10-year Watershed Management Plan (HLWD and Houston Engineering, 2011)

Minnesota Statutes and Rules; Murray County Zoning Ordinance.

A. Magnitude of the concern. Nearly all of the large surface waters of Murray County would probably
be considered to be impaired. Of the 27 bodies that have been evaluated so far, ALL have been found
to be impaired. The primary visible impairment in streams is turbidity, and in lakes, summer algae
blooms are the visible sign of high levels of nutrients in the water and sediment. Invisible
impairments include high levels of coliform bacteria in streams (lakes have not been assessed for
bacteria impairments), an indication of the presence of intestinal bacteria from warm-blooded
animals, which is taken as a sign of a potential health hazard for recreational users.

Impairment in the waters of Murray County are generally of three types:

1.) Turbidity caused by suspended soil and organic material.

2.) Nutrients and eutrophication caused mostly by field runoff, nonpoint sources, and legacy
phosphorus in lake bottom sediments.

3.) Coliform bacteria from unknown sources but thought to be mostly from domestic animals.

Bioassessment impairments in fish, aquatic macroinvertebrates, and plants are mostly secondary to
nutrient/eutrophication and sediment load, assuming they are not due to synthetic chemicals.

The Rock River TMDL Implementation Plan calls for a reduction of 63 percent in coliform bacteria
to meet state water quality standards, and a 27 percent reduction in turbidity to meet standards.

The WFDMR TMDL Implementation Plan calls for a 35-86 percent reduction in bacteria and a 54-71
percent reduction in turbidity to meet turbidity standards in streams within Murray County.

While all the waters assessed have been found to be impaired at least some of the time, these waters
are highly prized by the people of Murray County, who share the goal of preserving and improving
surface water quality. Improvement of the nutrient impairments in the lakes, especially if it improved
perceived water quality, would increase their value and utility as quality-of-life enhancing
recreational amenities.

Streambank stabilization is not a substitute for wetland restoration and drainage water management.
However, given the current state of drainage in cities and farmland and the predicted increase in large
and very-large rainfall events, some bank stabilization efforts will be a necessary part of overall
surface water quality protection. Bank instability also affects Lake Shetek and its Inlet.

MURRAY COUNTY LOCAL WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN March 1, 2017 13



With changing hydrology due to climate change, streambank stabilization will be important for
infrastructure protection. Streambank stabilization efforts will include a combination of
bioengineering with deep-rooted vegetation on banks, erosion control blankets, brush mattresses, toe
wood-sod mats, J-hooks and rock vanes, grade control with riffles and rock weirs (or with hard grade
controls), channel modification, and rip-rap protection where appropriate.

B. Goals for improving surface water quality and quantity:

1) Improve water quality, or prevent its further degradation, in surface waters.
2.) Reduce peak flows in waterways by slowing runoff and drainage.

C. Obijectives for the goals of improving surface water quality and quantity:

1.) Regulation, testing, inspection, and enforcement:

1.1  Work with landowners to ensure the legally required 16.5-ft buffer strip is installed on all
ditch improvements.

1.2 Work with producers to comply with the 2015 Buffer Law, Minn. Stat. 8 103F.48,
requiring vegetative buffers or alternative practices around public waters.

1.3 Meet with 20 landowners/yr. to manage effective and environmentally sound lakeshore and
bank stabilization practices.

1.4 Seek funding to conduct intensive ambient water quality monitoring for Beaver Creek,
Lime Creek, DMR and Lake Shetek to identify the source of a pollutant contained in a
TMDL.

2.) Watershed planning and plan implementation:

1.5 Use TMDL implementation plans in adopting and implementing work plans.

1.6 Participate and assist the development of the WRAPS for the WFDMR watershed, under
the leadership of the HLWD, and any subsequent efforts, such as 1W1P.

1.7 Provide technical assistance for implementing the WFDMR and Heron Lake TMDL
Implementation Plans.

1.8 Work with local partners on TMDL/WRAPS and 1W1P efforts for the Missouri River
basin.

1.9 Participate and assist the development of the TMDL/WRAPS for the Redwood and
Cottonwood River watersheds, under the leadership of RCRCA, and any subsequent
efforts, such as 1W1P.

1.10 Develop a list of "other waters" to be protected, as required by the Riparian Protection and
Water Quality Practices law, to be included in the LWMP. Adopt the list provided as an
addendum to the LWMP.

3.) Conservation practices:

1.11 Support and promote conservation practices and programs to landowners in Murray
County, such as buffers, conservation tillage, terraces, sediment basins, nutrient
management, wetland banking program, and wetland restorations.

1.12 Provide technical assistance and seek EQIP and state cost-share funding for ten projects
using conservation practices.

1.13 Assist landowners and seek funding to enroll 1000 acres of marginal land into CREP
riparian buffers.

1.14 Actively promote and recruit five landowners to implement engineered grass waterways —
providing incentives including cost sharing when possible.

MURRAY COUNTY LOCAL WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN March 1, 2017 14
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4.) Streambank stabilization efforts to be undertaken by the LWMP in the next five years:

1.15 Complete an inventory of all streambanks in Murray County to identify those areas where
streambank stabilization may be effectively and optimally implemented. Prioritize all
unstable streambanks inventoried in terms of cost-effectiveness.

1.16 Promote, assist, seek funding, and complete two streambank stabilization projects in
Beaver Creek, Lime Creek, DMR, and/or Lake Shetek.

Beaver Creek,
Slayton Township

1.17 Provide education to landowners on effective shoreline and streambank stabilization and
restoration.

5.) Lime Lake, Summit Lake, and Lake Sarah dams are nearing the end of their useful lives. The
LWMP promotes providing technical support for efforts to responsibly replace the dams.

1.18 Participate in planning and seek funding for Lime Lake dam replacement.
1.19 Participate in planning and seek funding for Summit Lake dam replacement.
1.20 Participate in planning and seek funding for Lake Sarah dam replacement.

6.) Education and outreach:

1.21 Promote conservation tillage, EQIP, and Ag BMPs by contacting landowners through an
annual informational bulletin.

1.22 Assist producers in applying for cost share opportunities for conservation practices by
sending out yearly newsletters and publishing advertisements in the local newspapers and
on the county website, describing state and local cost share programs.

1.23 Assist with coordination and funding of the Prairie Ecology Bus for yearly educational
events for students in Murray County schools, as well as a yearly educational event at the
Murray County Fair.

1.24 Assist with funding for a 4-H day camp that provides education on environmental
stewardship and assist with coordination and funding of the annual environmental fair for
students in eleven area counties.

7.) Streambank stabilization capital improvement projects: Not all waters in Murray County have
been evaluated for bank stability, but the following project has been tentatively identified as a
potential site. Other sites may be identified and the LWMP will be amended to include them.

1.25 Promote, assist, and seek funding for a Beaver Creek streambank stabilization project in
Slayton Township, Section 10: 0.9 miles of bank.

D. Staff and financial resources are described in Part Il, Section 5 Implementation Plan.
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2. PRIORITY CONCERN 2: IMPROVE GROUNDWATER QUALITY AND QUANTITY
This priority is guided by source water assessments conducted by the Minnesota Department of Health,

by the Regional Hydrogeologic Assessment for Southwestern Minnesota (Mn Geological Survey), and by
large amounts of groundwater quality data collected by the ESO.

Plans and policies that inform this priority concern are: Minnesota Statutes and Rules; and Murray

County Ordinances.

A. Magnitude of the concern. Murray County has 30 public water supplies, including nine municipal

systems and Red Rock Rural Water, but not counting Lincoln-Pipestone Rural Water, which provides
water but doesn't have wells in Murray County. Increasing portions of the northeast and west of the
county are supplied by Red Rock Rural Water and Lincoln Pipestone Rural Water respectively, but
most rural residents are still served by individual wells.

Source water assessments for public water supplies in Murray County e o N
Source: Minnesota Department of Health Source Water Assessment website, 11/16/2016 § E 3 5 = o=
s55 <558
»E 5 @ Z
Cities with a wellhead protection plan:
1 | Chandler Y High | Yes
2 | Fulda Y Low | No
3 | lona Y Low | No
4 | Lake Wilson Entire wellhead protection (WPA) area vulnerable. Y High | No
Public community water supplies without a wellhead protection plan:
5 | Avoca N Low | No
6 | Currie N Low | No
7 | Hadley N Low | No
8 | Slayton N Low | No
9 | RRRW Dovray Twp site N UNKNOWN
Cities without wells:
10 | Dovray | Purchases water NA
Noncommunity public water supplies:
11 | Key Largo on Lake Shetek | Within WPA: Sewer less vulnerable; unused, unsealed well or boring; lake. | High | Yes
Contaminants detected but meets standards.
12 | Sillerud Lutheran Church Within WPA: Building; drainfield; LP tank, septic tank, sewage lift station. | High | Yes
13 | Skandia Evangelical Free Within WPA: drainfield; septic tank; sewage lift station, LP tank, petroleum High | Yes
Church storage above ground. Contaminants detected but meets standards.
14 | Slayton Country Club Within WPA: drainfield; septic tank; building; sewer vulnerable. High | Yes
15 | Trail's Edge General Store Within WPA: sewage holding tank, watertight; LP tank High | Yes
16 | Valhalla Island Campground | Within WPA: pit; LP tank High | Yes
17 | Lake Shetek Lodge & RCA High | No
18 | Lake Shetek State Park Four wells High | No
19 | Lost Timber Bible Camp Within WPA: drainage ditch, operating well. High | No
20 | Shetek Baptist Camp Within WPA: LP tank, sewer vulnerable, stormwater pipe, operating well. High | No
21- | Breezy Point, Carlson's Corner, East Lake Sarah Park, Edgewater Bay Campground, Lake Sarah Baptist Low | No
30 | Church, Marsha's Landing, Schreier's on Shetek, Shetek Lutheran Ministries, Sundquist Park, Swenson Park
Notes:

1: The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) defines an area as sensitive if natural geologic factors create a significant risk of
groundwater degradation through the migration of waterborne contaminants.
2: 'Susceptibility' describes how likely it is that a water source may become contaminated. For wells, susceptibility is based on well construction,
the type of aquifer that supplies the well(s), and previous water sampling results.

Efforts to protect groundwater should be focused on well sealing and on Drinking Water Supply

Management Areas (DWSMAS) and surficial aquifer areas.

MURRAY COUNTY LOCAL WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN March 1, 2017
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Sensitive aquifer “Aquifer sensitivity” refers to the degree of geological protection
areas delineated by  aforded the aquifers used by the public water supply. Surface
Mn Dept of Heath  contaminants fram a highly sensitive area can easily enter
the aguifer.
Fulda and lona drinking water source management areas have
been mapped and do NOT exhibit high aquifer sensitivity.
Other DWSMAS have not been mapped.

The County continues to provide funding assistance for well sealing. The County provides cash assistance
for sealing of unused wells at an average rate of around 30 per year. In 2016, the maximum County cost-
share per well was increased from 50% of the cost up to $250 to 50% of the cost up to $500. At the 2016
average cost-share cost of $390, this program is anticipated to cost more than $11,000 per year.

The County has not yet made an effort to identify unused or contaminated wells that have not been sealed.

Murray County has participated in well testing over the past 26 years. The ESO currently samples 62
wells semiannually for fecal coliform bacteria, nitrate, sulfate, and conductivity. The current budget calls
for continuation of this well sampling program at a reduced rate of one-quarter of the wells annually.

County policies can have an influence on nitrate in the environment, which is largely a byproduct of
fertilizer applied to cropland, and which can eventually enter aquifers. 25 percent of individual wells in
the sampling program contained nitrate at greater than 10 mg/L (the allowable maximum contaminant
level) more than half the times they were sampled; another 31 percent contained high nitrate in some of
the samples tested.
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Sensitive aquifer area protections: The LWMP requires protections for DWSMAs that are located in
geologically sensitive aquifer areas. Only the City wellfields of Chandler and Lake Wilson currently meet
these criteria. (See Lake Wilson and Chandler Sensitive aquifer areas map.) The DWSMAs for Fulda and
lona have been mapped and are not located in geologically sensitive areas. The DWSMAs for Avoca,
Currie, Hadley, and Slayton, and any areas used by Red Rock Rural Water or Lincoln-Pipestone Rural
Water, have not been mapped. The DWSMA for Red Rock Rural Water's new well field in DMR
Township is anticipated to be mapped by July 1, 2017, and the Wellhead Protection Plan for the well will
be completed the following year.

Manure land application practices in sensitive aquifer areas can affect nitrate levels in wells. Education
should be provided to feedlot operators, regarding manure application in sensitive aquifer areas be keyed
to phosphorus levels, which typically will have the effect of reducing applied nitrate from manure by
around 50 percent, as a way of protecting water supplies from high nitrate levels in groundwater.

B. Goals for improving groundwater quality and quantity:

1.) Protect existing community and noncommunity public groundwater supplies.
2.) Protect private groundwater supplies.

C. Obijectives for the goals of improving groundwater quality and quantity:

2.1 Support protection of wellhead protection areas and DWSMAs in land use decisions through
zoning ordinances.

2.2 Provide technical assistance and support wellhead protection planning and implementation for
public community (municipal and rural water) water supplies.

2.3 Continue to support private groundwater supply testing through the well testing program and
continue to conduct free clinics for testing nitrate levels in well water at the Murray County
Fair.

2.4 Provide educational/public information resources to reduce nitrate levels in affected municipal
aquifers in the cities of Chandler and Lake Wilson.

2.5 Promote, assist, and seek funding to continue financial support for the sealing of unused wells.

2.6 Identify, promote, assist, and seek funding to seal five unused or contaminated wells that are
required to be sealed under Minn. Stat. § 1031.301. These would be wells proactively identified
by the County, not by well drillers when a new well is installed.

2.7 Provide education and promote manure application rates be keyed to phosphorus in DWSMA
sensitive aquifer areas.

2.8 Cooperate with Red Rock Rural Water Systems on the expansion of the rural water system and
advise the public about county programs that will help manage potential contamination sources.

D. Staff and financial resources are described in Part I, Section 5 Implementation Plan.
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3. PRIORITY CONCERN 3: DRAINAGE WATER MANAGEMENT/WATER RETENTION

Drainage water management and retention can reduce degradation of streams by lessening the frequency
and severity of high flows, reducing creek bank and bed erosion; it also causes precipitation to infiltrate
into the groundwater, replenishing aquifers and filtering the water.

The change in climate to more frequent large rains makes this concern an emerging necessity in the effort
to preserve our soil and water.

The WFDMR/Heron Lake TMDL Implementation Plan emphasizes the importance of making wetland
restorations and flood storage projects a high priority. A priority will be to identify optimal sites for
retention practices and to encourage the installation of retention structures. Areas within the Beaver Creek
and DMR watershed will be systematically assessed. Potentially affected landowners will be contacted
and, if they are willing, projects will be completed subject to funding.

This priority concern overlaps with Priority Concern 1, and many of the practices listed in that section of
the LWMP, especially conservation practices, are also applicable to this priority concern.

A. Magnitude of the concern. Strategic drainage water management, wetland restoration, and
construction of water retention structures is essential to attaining surface water quality goals.

B. Goals for drainage water management/water retention:
1.) Reduce runoff from normal precipitation events by retaining water on the land through drainage
water management and water retention.

2.) Move from no net loss of wetlands to active wetland restoration; support wetland restoration,
particularly in the Beaver Creek watershed.

C. Obijectives for the goals of drainage water management/water retention:

3.1 Provide technical assistance, and seek funding to analyze terrain for potential water retention
structures. Actively recruit five landowners to participate in installation of retention structures.

3.2 Continue to administer Floodplain regulations from the Murray County Zoning Ordinance.

3.3 Develop and propagate drainage water management informational/educational materials.

3.4 Provide technical assistance and incentives for construction of two rock inlets and two drainage
tile control structures in sensitive areas.

3.5 Support and provide technical assistance to the SWCD for the Wetland Conservation Act
(WCA) and the WCA TEP to minimize the amount of wetland acres lost in the county.

3.6 Implement review of petitions to improve public drainage systems and develop a Drainage
Management Plan in light of the criteria of Minn. Stat. § 103E.015, in the context of the Murray
County environment. Incorporate BMPs into drainage projects.

1.) Proposed retention basin projects: While comprehensive terrain analysis has not yet been
completed, the following potential project areas have been tentatively identified. 18 other sites
have been identified; other sites may be identified and the LWMP will be amended if necessary.

3.7 Seek funding to provide a 25% match for a Roadway Retention Basin in Holly Township,
Section 22, NWY4, already designed by Area I, with 75% match, that will impact Plum
Creek/Cottonwood River drainage.

3.8 Seek funding and assist with the installation of a small retention basin in Slayton Township,
Section 9, SWY4, that drains to Beaver Creek.

2.) Potential wetland restoration sites: As mentioned in the section titled The Murray County
Environment and Priority Concerns, the Great Oasis area originally contained around 6000 acres
of wetlands, and a few hundred of these acres are in the process of being restored. This area is a
priority for wetland restoration. Other wetlands for restoration will be identified.

D. Staff and financial resources are described in Part Il, Section 5 Implementation Plan.
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4. PRIORITY CONCERN 4: SUBSURFACE SEWAGE TREATMENT SYSTEMS AND
FEEDLOTS

Seven percent of Murray County subsurface sewage treatment systems (SSTS) are failing to protect
groundwater, and 29 percent are classified as imminent public health threats — a designation that usually
means the system discharges to the ground surface or into a drainage tile. This can be a major contributor
to coliform bacteria impairments and other impairments in surface waters.

Many of the SSTS within shoreland have been upgraded; a centralized sewer system around the lakes
area has been installed; the village of Lime Creek is now operating a community SSTS; and an area
adjacent to Lime Lake has been sewered into the City of Avoca .

Feedlots within the county are re-registered every four years, and a Level Il feedlot inventory is currently
being completed. The County tests all hog confinement building pit tiles built since 1991 to ensure that
the pits are not leaking into the groundwater. When compliance issues are encountered in feedlot
inspections, the following measures are considered for inclusion in achieving compliance: revised manure
management plans, manure storage basins, clean water runoff diversion, roofs, and nutrient loading
reduction.

The Murray County Comprehensive Land Use Plan, amended in 2016, included a recommendation for
point-of-sale SSTS inspections, which will be addressed in 2017 with ordinance amendments.

A. Magnitude of the concern: These are ongoing concerns with public health implications, and can be
addressed with definable goals. Improvement of feedlot and SSTS environmental protections can help
with addressing MPCA-listed coliform bacteria and nutrient impairments, and protect groundwater.

When the Level 11l feedlot inventories are completed in the DMR watershed, a targeted approach to
fixing the non-compliant feedlots will be implemented.

B. Goals for Subsurface Sewage Treatment Systems and Feedlots:
1) Reduce waterborne pollutants from SSTS.
2.)  Reduce waterborne pollutants from feedlots and grazing areas.

C. Obijectives for the goals Subsurface Sewage Treatment Systems and Feedlots:
4.1 Promote, assist, and seek funding to administer the SSTS provisions of the Zoning ordinance.

4.2 Promote, assist and seek funding to upgrade non-compliant SSTS through qualifying state and
local loan programs.

4.3 Promote, assist, and seek funding to connect Lime Lake County Park to the City of Avoca
sewer system.

4.4  Promote, assist, and seek funding to connect End-O-Line County Park to the City of Currie
sewer system.

4.5 Promote, assist, and seek funding to install a SSTS or connect Sundquist at West Lake Sarah
County Park to the Shetek Area Water and Sewer System.

4.6  Promote, assist, and seek additional funding for SSTS construction with an emphasis on
imminent public health threats.

4.7 Develop a GIS layer for all septic systems in the county.

4.8 Seek funding to provide an informational packet regarding SSTS maintenance to every
homeowner that installs a new or upgraded system.

4.9 Promote, assist, and seek funding to help livestock producers that need waste management
upgrades found with the Level Il inventories.

4.10 Promote, assist, and seek funding to administer the feedlot provisions of the Zoning ordinance.
4.11 Complete all Level 111 feedlot inventories within the Heron Lake and WFDMR watersheds.
4.12 Inspect 7% of all registered feedlots per year to verify compliance with MN Rules 7020.

D. Staff and financial resources are described in Part I, Section 5 Implementation Plan.
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IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

This section establishes the implementation program for local water management to address priority
concerns. Objectives describe specific measures that the County intends to implement, in cooperation

with appropriate local, state and federal agencies and organization
by consensus and are not necessarily in rank order.

s. Objectives listed below were reached

PRIORITY CONCERN 1: IMPROVE SURFACE WATER QUALITY AND QUANTITY

Goals:
1) Improve water quality, or prevent its further degradation, in surface waters.
2.) Reduce peak flows in waterways by slowing runoff and drainage.

Objective

Implementation

Time | Watershed

Cost (source)

Anticipated measurable result

Work with landowners to ensure the legally required 16.5-ft buffer strip is installed on all ditch improvements.

1.1 | Murray County Ditch Inspector 2017-2027 | All watersheds
$4,600 staff (local levy) Buffers in place.
Work with producers to comply with the 2015 Buffer Law, Minn. Stat. § 103F.48, requiring vegetative buffers or
alternative practices around public waters.
1.2 | ESO, SWCD, BWSR 2017-2027 | All watersheds
$30,000/yr SWCD, $30,000/yr ESO if County opts for enforcement Buffers in place.
(grants)
Meet with 20 landowners/yr to manage effective and environmentally sound lakeshore and bank stabilization practices.
1.3 | ESO, DNR 2017-2021 | All watersheds
$3,300/year staff (Shoreland NRBG and local levy) Bank/lake shores protected.
Seek funding to conduct intensive ambient water quality monitoring for Beaver Creek, Lime Creek, DMR and Lake
14 Shetek to identify the source of a pollutant contained ina TMDL.
| ESO, MPCA, BWSR 2017-2021 | Those listed
$30,000 staff + $6,000 lab fees (grants, local levy) Monitoring data obtained.
Use TMDL implementation plans in adopting and implementing work plans.
15 | ESO 2017-2021 | All watersheds
$1,100 staff (local levy) Progress towards meeting TMDLSs.
Participate and assist the development of the WRAPS for the WFDMR watershed, under the leadership of the HLWD,
16 and any subsequent efforts, such as 1IW1P.
' ESO, HLWD, SWCD, BWSR, MPCA 2017-2019 | West Fork DMR
$10,000 staff + mileage, etc. (local levy, grant) Planning completed.
Provide technical assistance for implementing the WFDMR and Heron Lake TMDL Implementation Plans.
1.7 | ESO, HLWD, BWSR, MPCA 2017-2021 | Heron Lake, WFDMR
$1,100 staff (local levy, grant) Progress towards meeting TMDLS
Work with local partners on TMDL/WRAPS and 1W1P efforts for the Missouri River basin.
1.8 | ESO, BWSR, other local partners, County elected official 2017-2018 | Rock (Missouri)
$10,000 staff + mileage, etc. (local levy, grant) Planning completed.
Participate and assist the development of TMDL/WRAPS for the Redwood and Cottonwood River watersheds, under the
19 leadership of RCRCA, and any subsequent efforts, such as 1W1P.
' ESO, RCRCA, SWCD, BWSR, MPCA 2017-2019 | Redwood/Cottonwood
$3,000 staff + mileage, etc. (local levy, grant) Planning completed.
Develop a list of "other waters" to be protected, as required by the Riparian Protection and Water Quality Practices law,
1.10 to be included in the LWMP. Adopt the list provided as an addendum to the LWMP.,
' SWCD, ESO 2017-2018 | All watersheds
$600 SWCD staff (grant), $600 ESO (local levy) List completed.
Support and promote conservation practices and programs to landowners in Murray County, such as buffers, conservation
111 tillage, terraces, sediment basins, nutrient management, wetland banking program, and wetland restorations.

ESO, SWCD, NRCS, SWPTSA, DNR, BWSR, Landowners

2017-2021 | All watersheds

$7,200 SWCD/NRCS staff (local levy, grants to SWCD)

Practices implemented to reduce soil erosion.
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Objective

Implementation

Time | Watershed

Cost (source)

Anticipated measurable result

Provide technical assistance and seek EQIP and state cost-share funding fo

r ten projects using conservation practices.

112 SWCD, NRCS, ESO, SWPTSA, BWSR 2017-2021 | All watersheds

' $5,000/yr SWCD/NRCS staff (local levy, grants to SWCD) + cost of Ten projects completed in five years.
conservation measures
Assist landowners and seek funding to enroll 1000 acres of marginal land into CREP riparian buffers.

1.13 | NRCS, SWCD, Landowners 2017-2021 | All watersheds
$800,000 easements + SWCD/NRCS staff (local levy, grants to SWCD) | 1,000 acres enrolled in five years.

Actively promote and recruit five landowners to implement engineered grass waterways — providing incentives including cost
sharing when possible.

1.14 | NRCS, SWCD, ESO, BWSR, landowners, SWPTSA 2017-2021 | All watersheds
$25,000/yr waterways + $800/yr NRCS/SWCD staff (local levy, grants Twenty waterways in five years.
to SWCD, cost-share)

Complete an inventory of all streambanks in Murray County to identify those areas where streambank stabilization may be

115 effectively and optimally implemented. Prioritize all unstable streambanks inventoried in terms of cost-effectiveness.

' ESO, BWSR, DNR 2017-2021 | All watersheds
$6,000 staff (local levy, grant) Inventory completed.

Promote, assist, seek funding, and complete two streambank stabilization projects in Beaver Creek, Lime Creek, DMR, and/or

116 Lake Shetek. _

' ESO, BWSR, DNR, SWPTSA 2017-2021 | Those listed
$3,600 staff + $4,000 engineering + project cost (grant, local levy) 2 projects underway or completed in five years.
Provide education to landowners on effective shoreline and streambank stabilization and restoration.

1.17 | ESO, BWSR 2017-2021 | All watersheds
$3,800/yr (local levy and Shoreland NRBG) Shoreland stabilized/restored as needed.
Participate in planning and seek funding for Lime Lake dam replacement.

1.18 | ESO, DNR, others 2017-2021 | Lime Creek
$250,000 + $3,500 staff (grant and local levy) Dam replaced if funding available.

Participate in planning and seek funding for Summit Lake dam replacement.

1.19 | ESO, DNR, City of Hadley, others 2017-2021 | Beaver Creek
$150,000 + $3,500 staff (grant and local levy) Dam replaced if funding available.
Participate in planning and seek funding for Lake Sarah dam replacement.

1.20 | ESO, DNR others 2017-2021 | Des Moines River
$450,000 + $3,500 staff (grant and local levy) Dam replaced if funding available.
Promote conservation tillage, EQIP, and Ag BMPs by contacting landowners through an annual informational bulletin.

1.21 | SWCD, ESO 2017-2021 | All watersheds
$500 staff + $1,000 mailing (local levy, grant) Bulletin sent.

Assist producers in applying for cost share opportunities for conservation practices by sending out yearly newsletters and

122 publishing advertisements in the local newspapers and on the county website, describing state and local cost share programs.

' SWCD, ESO 2017-2021 | All watersheds
$500 staff + $1,000 mailing (local levy, grant) Newsletter sent.

Assist with coordination and funding of the Prairie Ecology Bus for yearly educational events for students in Murray County

123 schools, as well as a yearly educational event at the Murray County Fair.

' ESO, SWCD 2017-2021 | All watersheds
$1,850/yr (LWM NRBG) + $2,500 (County local levy) 3 seminar/classrooms annually.

Assist with funding for a 4-H day camp that provides education on environmental stewardship and assist with coordination and

194 funding of the annual environmental fair for students in eleven area counties.

' ESO, others 2017-2021 | All watersheds
$1000/yr grants to 4-H and environmental fair (LWM NRBG) 50 children/yr (4-H); 1000 children/yr (Fair)
Promote, assist, and seek funding for a Beaver Creek streambank stabilization project in Slayton Township, Section 10: 0.9

125 miles of bank.

ESO, BWSR, DNR

2017-2021 | Beaver Creek

$120,000 (grant)

Bank stabilized.
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PRIORITY CONCERN 2: IMPROVE GROUNDWATER QUALITY AND QUANTITY

Goals:

1.) Protect existing community and noncommunity public groundwater supplies.

2.) Protect private groundwater supplies.

Objective

Implementation

Time |Watershed

Cost (source)

Anticipated measurable result

Support protection of wellhead protection areas and DWSMAS in land

use decisions through zoning ordinances.

2.1 | ESO, MDH, BWSR 2017-2027 | Groundwater
$2,000/yr staff (local levy) All land use decisions consider WHP.
Provide technical assistance and support wellhead protection planning and implementation for public community
59 (municipal and rural water) water supplies.
' ESO, MDH, Red Rock Rural Water, Lincoln-Pipestone Rural Water | 2017-2027 | Groundwater
$1,200 over five years staff (local levy) Planning completed for PCWS.
Continue to support private groundwater supply testing through the well testing program and continue to conduct free
23 clinics for testing nitrate levels in well water at the Murray County Fair.
~ | ESO 2017-2027 | Groundwater
$1,250/yr program + $250/yr fair + $500/yr staff (LWM NRBG) Well water sampled/tested.
Provide educational/public information resources to reduce nitrate levels in affected municipal aquifers in the cities of
54 Chandler and Lake Wilson.
“* | ESO, MDH 2017-2021 | Groundwater
$400 staff + $250 printing/mailing (grant, MDH) Mailing or informational meeting.
Promote, assist, and seek funding to continue financial support for the sealing of unused wells.
5 | ESO, BWSR, MDH 2017-2021 | Groundwater
' $1,000/yr staff + $10,000/yr (LWM NRBG, local levy) Approx. 25-30 wells sealed/yr.
+>$10,000/yr (landowners)
Identify, promote, assist, and seek funding to seal five unused or contaminated wells that are required to be sealed under
Minn. Stat. § 1031.301. These would be wells proactively identified by the County, not by well drillers when a new well
26 is installed.
| ESO, MDH 2017-2021 | Groundwater
$1,450 staff + $1,900 well sealing match (local levy, LWM NRBG) + | Five wells sealed in five years.
>$1,900 (landowner funds)
Provide education and promote manure application rates be keyed to phosphorus in DWSMA sensitive aquifer areas.
,7 | ESO. MPCA, MDH 2017-2021 | Groundwater
' $320/yr staff + producer costs (Feedlot grant, local levy, producer Manure application in sensitive DWSMAs keyed
funds) to phosphorus
Cooperate with Red Rock Rural Water Systems on the expansion of the rural water system and advise the public about
28 county programs that will help manage potential contamination sources.

ESO, MDH, BWSR, DNR, RRRW

2017-2021 | Groundwater

Unknown staff + cost of conservation measures as areas are identified

DWSMAs protected.
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PRIORITY CONCERN 3: DRAINAGE WATER MANAGEMENT/WATER RETENTION

Goals:

1.) Reduce runoff from normal precipitation events by retaining water on the land through

drainage water management and water retention.

2.) Move from no net loss of wetlands to active wetland restoration; support wetland
restoration, particularly in the Beaver Creek watershed.

Objective
Implementation Implementation | Implementation
Cost Cost

Provide technical assistance, and seek funding to analyze terrain for potential water retention structures. Actively recruit

five landowners to participate in installation of retention structures.

3.1 ESO, BWSR, DNR, SWPTSA 2017-2021 | All watersheds
$3,600 staff (local levy) + cost of conservation measures (grant?) Retention structures planned and installed
Continue to administer Floodplain regulations from the Murray County Zoning Ordinance.

3.2 | ESO, DNR 2017-2021 | All watersheds
$4,400/yr staff (local levy) Floodplain protected
Develop and propagate drainage water management informational/educational materials.

3.3 | SWCD, ESO 2017-2021 | All watersheds
$500 staff + $1,000 mailing Material sent to landowners one time.

Provide technical assistance and incentives for construction of two rock inlets and two drainage tile control structures in
sensitive areas.

3.4 | SWPTSA, ESO, County Drainage Authority, NRCS, FSA, SWCD 2017-2021 | All watersheds

$1,200/yr ESO staff + SWPTSA and SWCD staff + $10,000/yr Rock inlets installed.
(grant, EQIP)
Support and provide technical assistance to the SWCD for the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) and the WCA TEP to

35 minimize the amount of wetland acres lost in the county.

' SWCD, ESO, BWSR, NRCS 2017-2021 | All watersheds
$30,000 staff (SWCD, ESO) (WCA grant + local levy) Wetlands protected.
Implement review of petitions to improve public drainage systems and develop a Drainage Management Plan in light of
the criteria of Minn. Stat. § 103E.015, in the context of the Murray County environment. Incorporate BMPs into drainage
36 projects.
' County Drainage Authority 2017-2021 | All watersheds
$11,500/yr (10-15% FTE) (local levy) Reviews on all drainage projects; BMPs
incorporated into drainage projects.
Seek funding to provide a 25% match for a Roadway Retention Basin in Holly Township, Section 22, NWY4, already

37 designed by Area 1, with 75% match that will impact Plum Creek/Cottonwood River drainage.

' ESO, BWSR, Township, Area Il, Landowner, DNR 2017-2021 | Plum Creek/Cottonwood R
$80,000 for 25% match (unknown, grant) Basin in place.

3.8

Seek funding and assist with the installation of a small retention basin i
Beaver Creek.

n Slayton Township, Section 9, SW¥%4, that drains to

ESO, landowner, Area Il, BWSR, DNR

2017-2021 | Beaver Creek

Basin installed.

$70,000 (local levy, landowner match)
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PRIORITY CONCERN 4: SUBSURFACE SEWAGE TREATMENT SYSTEMS AND FEEDLOTS
Goals:

1.) Reduce waterborne pollutants from SSTS.

2.) Reduce waterborne pollutants from feedlots and grazing areas.

Objective
Implementation Time | Watershed
Cost Anticipated measurable result
Promote, assist, and seek funding to administer the SSTS provisions of the Zoning ordinance.
4.1 | ESO, MPCA, BWSR 2017-2021 Groundwater
$25,000/yr staff (SSTS NRBG, local levy) Compliant SSTS
Promote, assist and seek funding to upgrade non-compliant SSTS through qualifying state and local loan programs.
4.2 | ESO, BWSR, MPCA, County Commissioners 2017-2021 | Groundwater
$150,000/yr loans (multiple sources) + $3,000 staff (SSTS NRBG) Compliant SSTS
Promote, assist, and seek funding to connect Lime Lake County Park to the City of Avoca sewer system.
4.3 | ESO, BWSR, County Parks, City of Avoca, MPCA 2017-2018 | Lime Creek
$36,000 (local levy) Removal of pit toilet.
Promote, assist, and seek funding to connect End-O-Line County Park to the City of Currie sewer system.
4.4 | ESO, BWSR, County Parks, City of Currie, MPCA 2017-2021 | Lake Shetek
$40,000 (local levy, grant) Removal of pit toilet.
Promote, assist, and seek funding to install a SSTS or connect Sundquist at West Lake Sarah County Park to the Shetek
45 Area Water and Sewer System.
' ESO, BWSR, County Parks, SAWS, DNR 2017-2027 | Lake Shetek
$35,000 (local levy, grant) Connection completed.
Promote, assist, and seek additional funding for SSTS construction with an emphasis on imminent public health threats.
46 | ESO, MPCA, BWSR 2017-2027 | Groundwater
$2,000 (local levy) + cost of SSTS improvements (landowner, grant)
Develop a GIS layer for all septic systems in the county.
47 | ESO 2017-2018 | Groundwater
$3,000 staff (local levy)
Seek funding to provide an informational packet regarding SSTS maintenance to every homeowner that installs a new or
48 upgraded system.
*® | ESO, MPCA 2017-2027 | Groundwater
$500 staff (local levy) Packet provided for all owners at time of upgrade
Promote, assist, and seek funding to help livestock producers that need waste management upgrades found with the
49 Level Il inventories.
~ | ESO, MPCA 2017-2027 | All watersheds
$10,000/yr staff + cost of upgrades (grant, local levy) Systems upgraded.
Promote, assist, and seek funding to administer the feedlot provisions of the Zoning ordinance.
4.10 | ESO, MPCA 2017-2021 | All watersheds
$60,500/yr staff (70% FTE) (feedlot grant, local levy) Feedlots in compliance.
Complete all Level 111 feedlot inventories within the Heron Lake and WFDMR watersheds.
4.11 | ESO, MPCA 2017-2018 | Heron Lake, WFDMR
$8,600/yr staff (10% FTE) (feedlot grant, local levy) Inventory completed.
Inspect 7% of all registered feedlots per year to verify compliance with MN Rules 7020.
4.12 | ESO, MPCA 2017-2021 | All watersheds

$17,300/yr staff (20% FTE) (feedlot grant, local levy)

Feedlots inspected
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bacteria, 1, 8, 13, 20

Beaver Creek, 2, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 16, 22, 26
Buffer Law, 11, 14

climate change, 9, 22

Cottonwood River, 7, 8, 10, 13, 14, 22, 25
Des Moines River, 7-8, 10-11, 13-14, 16, 22-23, 25-26
drainage water management, 2, 9, 13, 22, 27
feedlot, 9, 11, 23, 24, 28

Great Oasis, 4, 7, 22

Heron Lake, 2, 10, 11, 13, 14, 23, 25, 28
impaired waters, 8, 15

Lime Creek, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 16, 23, 26
Lime Lake dam, 16

Murray County Fair, 10, 21, 27
retention, 2, 9, 10, 22, 1

Rock River, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 25
Shetek, 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 11, 16, 19, 26
streambank stabilization, 16, 26
SWCD, 2, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 16, 25, 26
tiling, 8

wellhead protection, 2, 19, 21, 27
wetland restoration, 10, 13, 22

GLOSSARY

1W1P: One Watershed, One Plan.

BMP: Best Management Practices. Acceptable practices implemented to protect water quality and
promote soil conservation.

BWSR: The Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources.

CREP: Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program. Incentive program for taking land out of production
for a limited period, targeted to high-priority conservation issues.

CRP: Conservation Reserve Program. Incentive program for taking land out of production for a limited period.

DMR: Des Moines River. Also known as the West Fork Des Moines River.

DWSMA: Drinking Water Supply Management Area.

EQIP: Environmental Quality Incentives Program. A cost-share program for land and water BMPs.

ESO: The Murray County Environmental Services Office.

FSA: Farm Service Agency.

HLWD: Heron Lake Watershed District.

HUC-10: The 10-digit ‘hydraulic unit code’ used to designate minor drainage areas.

LWMP: Local Water Management Plan.

MDH: Minnesota Department of Health

MCL.: The Maximum Contaminant Level of a chemical allowed in public drinking water supplies.

MPCA: Minnesota Pollution Control Agency.

NRBG: Natural Resources Block Grant.

NRCS: Natural Resources Conservation Service.

RCRCA: Redwood-Cottonwood Rivers Control Area. An organization similar to a watershed district.

RIM: Reinvest in Minnesota. A permanent easement program for conservation land.

RRRW: Red Rock Rural Water

SSTS: Subsurface Sewage Treatment Systems.

SWCD: The Murray County Soil and Water Conservation District.

SWPTSA: Southwest Prairie Technical Service Agency

TMDL: Total Maximum Daily Load — The maximum amount of a pollutant that a water body can receive
while still meeting water quality standards.

WCA: The Wetlands Conservation Act.

WFDMR: West Fork Des Moines River. Also known as the Des Moines River.

WHPA: Wellhead Protection Areas.

WRAPS: Watershed Restoration and Protection Strategies - a planning and management framework.

WRP: Wetland Reserve Program
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LWMP REVIEW AND APPROVAL PROCESS

January 19, 2016 — Murray County Board of Commissioners approves Resolution 2016-01-0-19-01 authorizing revisions
to the Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan and authorizing establishment of a Water Management Advisory
Committee.

December 14, 2016 — Met with LWMP Task Force to review draft revision.

January 12, 2017 — Met with BWSR Board Conservationist to review second draft revision and seek advice. Received
written comments.

January 18, 2017 — Met with LWMP Task Force to review second draft revision.
Jan. 12-20, 2017 — Contacted agencies to request draft review/input by January 31; provided digital copy of second draft.

January 31, 2017 — Conducted Technical Review Committee meeting. Attending were representatives of BWSR, Murray
County, Murray SWCD, Mn Department of Health, Red Rock Rural Water, Lincoln-Pipestone Rural Water, and Pheasants
Forever. The following is a record of entities that were provided a copy of the second DRAFT LWMP and were invited to

attend the review meeting or provide comments:

Received digital Attended Provided Provided
DRAFT copy; January 31 written verbal
invited to review comments | comments

Agency Contact meeting meeting
BWSR Doug Goodrich X X X X
MN DNR Brian Nyborg X
MN PCA Mark Hanson X X
MN Department of Agriculture Spencer Herbert X
MN Department of Health Amanda Strommer X X
Murray SWCD Craig Christensen X X
Heron Lake Watershed District Jan Voit X
RCRCA/Area Il Kerry Netzke X
Missouri River Watershed Partnership Doug Bos X X
Red Rock Rural Water Dominic Jones X X
Lincoln-Pipestone Rural Water Jason Overby X X
Lake Shetek Area Improvement Assoc. | Ralph Knapp X X
Fulda Game & Fish Club Keith Hakeneis X X
Peoples Association of Lake Sarah Thomas Hey X X
MN DOT Lindsey Knutson X X
MN Soybean Growers Assoc. Joe Smentek X X
MN Corn Growers Association Meghan Doyle X
Pheasants Forever/Quail Forever Matt Christensen X X

Meghan Howell X X

February 7, 2017 — Murray County Board of Commissioners authorizes and sets public hearing for the draft LWMP for
February 28, 2017, at 9:30 a.m.

February 10, 2017 — Mailed and posted Public Notice for hearing to be held February 28 during the regular County Board
of Commissioners' meeting. Posted notice and draft LWMP on County website. Notification List is attached.

February 13, 2017 — LWMP Task Force met to review and approve draft LWMP for submittal to Public Hearing. Minor
revisions included on the attached Proposed Changes document.

February 13 and 15, 2017 — Public Notice for hearing on draft LWMP published in the Murray County Wheel Herald and
the Murray County News newspapers.

February 28, 2017 — Public Hearing held per Minnesota Statutes §103B.315. No written comments were received.
Board of Commissioners approved the Final LWMP for submittal for State review with the Proposed Changes.
A record of the Public Hearing is attached.
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Public Hearing Distribution List

The following individuals/organizations received a copy of the Notice of Public Hearing along with a copy of the
DRAFT LWMP, in addition to posting the Notice of Public Hearing to the public.

Agency

MN Department of Natural Resources
MN Department of Agriculture

MN Pollution Control Agency

MN Department of Health

MN Board of Soil and Water Resources
MN Board of Soil and Water Resources
MN Environmental Quality Board

MN DNR Parks and Recreation

MN DOT

Murray County SWCD

Murray County Highway Department
Lincoln-Pipestone Rural Water

Red Rock Rural Water

Southwest Regional Development

Heron Lake Watershed District

RCRCA

Missouri River One Watershed One Plan
Fulda Fish & Game

Lake Sarah PALS

Lake Shetek Area Improvement Association
Shetek Area Water & Sewer Commission
Pipestone County SWCD

Rock County SWCD

Lincoln County Environmental Office
Redwood County Environmental Office
Lyon County Planning and Zoning
Cottonwood County Environmental Office
Nobles County Environmental Services

Contact

Kayla Johnson

Murray County Auditor

Murray County Website

Murray County Water Plan Task Force
5 County Commissioners

20 Township Clerks

9 City Clerks

Contact
Rob Collett

Robert L. Sip
Juline Holleran
Amanda Strommer
Ed Lenz

Doug Goodrich
Erik Dahl

Lindsey Knutson
Craig Christensen
Randy Groves
Jason Overby
Dominic Jones
Annette Fiedler
Jan Voit

Kerry Netzke
Dan Livdahl
Keith Hakeneis
Tom Hey

Ralph Knapp
Jamie Thomazin
Kyle Krier

Eric Hartman
Robert Olsen
Scott Wold

John Biren

Jared Morrill
Wayne Smith

Representing

Asst County Attorney
Heidi Winter

Christy Riley
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New Ulm
St. Cloud

St. Paul
Marshall
Marshall
Marshall

St. Paul
Currie
Willmar
Slayton
Slayton
Lake Benton
Jeffers
Slayton
Heron Lake
Marshall
Worthington
Fulda
Marshall
Slayton
Slayton
Pipestone
Luverne
Ivanhoe
Redwood Falls
Marshall
Windom
Worthington

City
Slayton
Slayton

State
MN

MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN
MN

State
MN
MN

Zip

56073
56303
55155
56258
56258
56258
55155
56123
56201
56172
56172
56149
56145
56172
56137
56258
56187
56131
56258
56172
56172
56164
56156
56142
56283
56258
56101
56187

Zip
56172
56172
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Public Notice

The Murray County Board of Commissioners will hold a public hearing on Tuesday, February
28,2017, commencing at 9:30 a.m., in the County Commissioner’s Meeting Room, Murray
County Government Center, to take public comment on the 2017-2027 Murray County Local
Water Management Plan Final Draft, which was drafted based on the following four Priority
Concerns:

1. Improve Surface Water Quality/Quantity

2. Improve Groundwater Quality/Quantity

3. Drainage Water Management/Water Retention

4. Subsurface Sewage Treatment Systems and Feedlots

The Final Draft of the Plan is available for review in the Murray County Auditor’s Office, the
Murray County Environmental Services’ Office, and on the Murray County website:
WWW.Mmurray-countymn.com.

All interested parties are invited to attend. If you are unable to attend, any comments or
guestions may be submitted in writing by February 21, 2017, to the Murray County
Environmental Services Office — PO Box 57, Slayton, MN 56172, or via email to
Kbickner@co.murray.mn.us.

MURRAY COUNTY LOCAL WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN March 1, 2017 Ad


http://www.murray-countymn.com/

Murray County Local Water Management Plan Update
Proposed Changes
February 28, 2017

[The following proposed changes from the DRAFT LWMP were presented to the Board of Commissioners at
the Public Hearing]

l. Murray County Local Water Management Plan Meeting Minutes
February 13, 2017
Excerpt

MSP: John Busman, Duane Spartz to recommend approval of the 2017-2027 Murray County Local
Water Management Plan Final Draft to the County Commissioners with the following changes:

1. Objective 1.12 —increase the number of projects from five to ten in the next five years.

2. Objective 1.13 — change “Promote, assist, and seek funding...” to “Assist landowners and seek funding...”

3. Objective 1.14 — change “grass swales” to “grass waterways” and increase the number of waterway
projects to twenty in the next five years with estimated costs of $5,000 per waterway and 20 hours staff
time per waterway.

4. Objective 1.23 — delete “grant to Prairie Ecology Bus”

1. Mark Hanson
MPCA Watershed Project Manager
February 24, 2017
Email

PART I, Subpart 1B1: Change “six” to “seven” lakes and add “Talcot” to the lakes listed

PART I, Subpart 1B4: Add “Talcot” to last sentence after “Lime”

PART I, Subpart 2E (Table): Redwood River — add “X” under Fecal Coliform column

PART I, Subpart 1C2: 1.8 — Change “the WRAPS” to “TMDL/WRAPS”

PART II, Subpart 1C2: 1.9 — Delete all and replace with the following: “Participate and assist the
development of the TMDL/WRAPS for the Redwood and Cottonwood River watersheds, under the

leadership of RCRCA, and any subsequent efforts, such as IW1P.”
(The reason is there will not be a implementation plan developed (as stated in 1.9.1), but rather it will be part of the WRAPS and the turbidity TMDLs (as
stated in 1.9.3) will also be in the New TMDL/WRAPS. This is why | add the TMDL in the recommended sentence.)

arONE
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2848 Broadway Ave.
P.O. Box 57

//mm‘

PN 1y Slayton, MN 56172
(507) 836-1148

Ares (1) ﬁum(z County Coordinator

EXCERPT FROM THE DRAFT PROCEEDINGS OF
THE MURRAY COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
MURRAY COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER - SLAYTON, MINNESOTA
February 28, 2017

At 9:30 a.m. the County Board Chair called the public hearing for the 2017 water plan update to
order.

Chairman Kluis read the following public notice for the 2017 water plan update:

The Murray County Board of Commissioners will hold a public hearing on Tuesday, February
28, 2017, commencing at 9:30 a.m., in the County Commissioner’s Meeting Room, Murray
County Government Center, to take public comment on the 2017-2027 Murray County Local
Water Management Plan Final Draft, which was drafied based on the following four Priority
Concerns:

1 Improve Surface Water Quality/Quantity

2 Improve Groundwater Quality/Quantity

3 Drainage Water Management/Water Retention

4 Subsurface Sewage Treatment Systems and Feedlots

All interested parties are invited to attend. If you are unable to attend, any comments or
questions may be submitted in writing by February 21, 2017, to the Murray County
Environmental Services Office — PO Box 57, Slayton, MN 56172, or via email

to kbickner@co.murray.mn.us.

Zoning/Water Resources Administrator Jean Christoffels reviewed the following written
comments/changes:

Murray County Local Water Management Plan Update
Proposed Changes
February 28, 2017

1. Murray County Local Water Management Plan Meeting Minutes
February 13, 2017
Excerpt

MSP: John Busman, Duane Spartz to recommend approval of the 2017-2027 Murray County
Local Water Management Plan Final Draft to the County Commissioners with the following
changes:
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Objective 1.12 — increase the number of projects from five to ten in the next five years.

2. Objective 1.13 — change “Promote, assist, and seek funding...” to “Assist landowners
and seek funding...”

3. Objective 1.14 — change “grass swales” to “grass waterways” and increase the number
of waterway projects to twenty in the next five years with estimated costs of $5,000 per
waterway and 20 hours staff time per waterway.

4. Objective 1.23 — delete “grant to Prairie Ecology Bus”

1I. Mark Hanson
MPCA Watershed Project Manager
February 24, 2017
Email

1. PART I Subpart 1Bl: Change “six” to “seven” lakes and add “Talcot” to the lakes
listed

PART I, Subpart 1B4: Add “Talcot” to last sentence afier “‘Lime”

PART I, Subpart 2E (Table): Redwood River —add “X" under Fecal Coliform column
PART II, Subpart 1C2: 1.8 — Change “the WRAPS" to “TMDL/WRAPS”

PART I, Subpart 1C2: 1.9 — Delete all and replace with the following: “Participate and
assist the development of the TMDL/WRAPS for the Redwood and Cottonwood River
watersheds, under the leadership of RCRCA, and any subsequent efforts, such as IWIP.”

SR

(The reason is there will not be a implementation plan developed (as stated in 1.9.1), but
rather it will be part of the WRAPS and the turbidity TMDLs (as stated in 1.9.3) will also
be in the New TMDL/WRAPS. This is why I add the TMDL in the recommended
sentence.)

9:37 a.m. Chairman Kluis opened the public hearing. Four members of the public were present.

Dean Pearson, landowner, spoke regarding a water retention structure he had put in on his
property. There were no other comments from the public.

It was moved by Thiner, seconded by Jens and passed to approve adopting the 2017 water plan
update with the proposed amendments.

9:48 a.m. The public hearing was closed.

I, Aurora Heard, County Coordinator of the County of Murray, State of Minnesota, do hereby
certify that the foregoing copy represents a true and correct copy of the original thereof on file in
Murray County.

Dated: March 1, 2017 W

Murray Countv\Cﬂ’ rdinator
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Jean Christoffels

From: Sip, Rob (MDA) <rob.sip@state.mn.us>
Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2017 12:00 PM
To: Goodrich, Douglas (BWSR)
Cc: Jean Christoffels; Kenneth Bickner
Subject: RE: Murray Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan

A. Doug,

- B.
C. Here are the MDA responses:
D. A. Does the plan violate any statutory or rule requirements administered by your agency? If so, cite the statute or rule

and provide an explanation of the violation.
MDA Response - The draft plan does not appear to violate any MDA statute or rule. However, without conducting a
legal analysis and review of the draft plan, the MDA is not aware of if the plan violates MDA statutes or not.

B. Does your agency recommend that BWSR:
o Approves the entire plan as submitted; OR
o Disapproves the entire plan as submitted; OR
o Disapproves parts of the plan (provide citations of the parts to disapprove).
MDA Response - Approve the plan but consider the comments under Item C below.

C. Provide additional explanation of your recommendations for the Board’s consideration when reviewing and acting on
the Plan.
MDA Response:

« A plan of action should be developed to reach out to Certified Crop Advisers that work with clients in Murray
County to inform them of the goals and objectives of the Murray County Water Plan.

« Reference should be made to the MN Agricultural Water Quality Certification Program.
Consideration should be given to reaching out to agricultural groups in Murray County to inform them of the goals
of the water plan. There may be potential partnerships that could be made to further the goals of the plan.

Robert L. Sip

Environmental Policy Specialist

Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division
Minnesota Department of Agriculture

3725 12Th Street North

St. Cloud, MN 56303

320-223-6531 (Office)
651-319-1832 (Cell)
651-201-6120 (Fax)

rob.sip@state.mn.us
www.mda.state.mn.us
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Jean Christoffels

From: Strommer, Amanda (MDH) <Amanda.Strommer@state.mn.us>
Sent: Friday, March 24, 2017 2:27 PM

To: Goodrich, Douglas (BWSRY); Lenz, Ed (BWSR)

Cc: Jean Christoffels

Subject: RE: Murray Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan

| do not have any comments and on behalf of MDH recommend approval.
Thanks!

AMANDA STROMMER

Principal Planner

Minnesota Department of Health

Drinking Water Protection Section

1400 E. Lyon Street, Marshall, MN 56258-1268
p 507-476-4241 | m 507-649-0854

Minnesocta
MDH Department of Health

o} f§¥Rinjc
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Jean Christoffels

From: Goodrich, Douglas (BWSR) <douglas.goodrich@state.mn.us>
Sent: Thursday, April 13, 2017 2:13 PM

To: Jean Christoffels

Subject: Fwd: Murray Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan

Sent from my Verizon. Samsung Galaxy smartphone

-------- Original message --------

From: "Cords, Wayne (MPCA)" <wayne.cords@state.mn.us>

Date: 4/10/17 3:56 PM (GMT-06:00)

To: "Goodrich, Douglas (BWSR)" <douglas.goodrich@state.mn.us>

Cc: "Hanson, Mark (MPCA)" <mark.hanson@state.mn.us>, "MacLean, Scott (MPCA)"
<scott.maclean@state.mn.us>

Subject: FW: Murray Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan

Douglas,
The MPCA has‘reviewed the Murray County Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan and recommends approval

of the entire plan. The plan does not violate any statutory or rule requirement administered by the MPCA

Wayne Cords

Manager

South Watershed Section
Watershed Division

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
TEL 507-344-5245

CELL 507-384-8790



oardof
Water & Soil
Resources

Marshall

1400 East Lyon Street
Marshall, MN 56258
(507) 537-6060

nidji

Brainerd

Detroit Lakes

o
<

Mankato

New Ulm

Rochester

St. Cloud

St. Paul

www . bwsr.state.mn.us

TTY: (800) 627-3529

April 6, 2017

Jean Christoffels, Murray County Zoning/Environmental Administrator

RE: Response for Request of Comments for the Murray County Local Water
Management Plan

Dear Jean:

Thank you for all you have done in the process of writing the Murray County Local
Water Management Plan. Plan expectations for the update and revisions are
authorized under the Comprehensive Local Water Management Act, Minnesota
Statutes, §103B.301.

The Board of Water and Soil Resources has the following comments:

General Comments:

We applaud the effort on the part of Murray County on this water plan in the face of
much staff turnover and appreciate the openness and willingness of the Zoning
Administrator to facilitate the process.

We encourage strong efforts to build on this plan to be integrated in the watershed
approach and build on the collaborations and efforts with neighboring entities to
strengthen water management on a watershed basis.

There are a few small formatting and word choice suggestions we can go over before
the regional committee meeting.

I look forward to working with you in the future. If you have any questions, please feel
free to contact me: Douglas Goodrich (507) 537-6636 or e-mail
douglas.goodrich@state.mn.us.

Sincerely,

Douglas Goodrich

Board Conservationist

MN Board of Water & Soil Resources
Marshall, MN

Cc: Ed Lenz, BWSR South Regional Manager (via e-mail)

Jean Christoffels, Murray Planning and Zoning Administrator (via e-mail)



Decamber 14, 2016

Murray County Commissioners

cfa lean Christoffels, Zoning Administrator
2500 Z8th Street

Slayton, MN 56172

RE: Official Comments Pertaining to the State Review of the Murray County Priority Concerns
Scoping Document for the Local Water Management Plan Update

Dear Murray County Commissioners:

Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §103B.313, subdivision 5, this letter communicates the official
commants of the State of Minnesota pertaining to the prority concems Murray County has chosen to
address in the update of the County Comprehensive Lacal Water Management Plan (Plan).

The Murray County Priority Concerns Scoping Docurnent (PCSD) provides information about the
County, summarzes the priority concamns davelopment procass, and provides tha following priority
concerns for inclusion in the Plan update:

e Improve Surface Water Quality and Guantity
e Improve Groundwater Quality and Quantity

e  Dramnage Water Management
e SS5TS5/Feedlots

The Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR), along with the State review agencies, received the
PCSD on September 1, 2016, Comments were recelved from BWSR staff, Minnesota Department of
Health (MDH), and Minnesata Department of Agriculture (MDA, The Minnesoata Department of
Matural Resources (DNR}) and Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) did not provide comments
on the PCSD.

The BWSR, MDA, and MDH concurred with the priority concerns identified and noted they felt the
process to identify the concerns was commendable. The priority concerns identified in the Murray
County PCSD taok all the agency comments into consideration and addresses identified agency

priorities.
~ ucrn cr 1 @ e

RECEIVED DEC S b
Eoray) LT ) Drtrodt Lk Dy Mkl Naral New Uin Rechpmior
AP TSI N IR N CRiaa Dot DA M Tt Wil A5 LA esv e 12 Cw Covrer Mo LA0S B Lyws Srwet 21003 lowe Havy 15 AEES 9 Sanpet W
Tanr 200 Prwinr e, WOV 22401 Devolk Labmy WK 007 Zade 82s e 00 Marshal VI S5I8E New Ube, V9% 58075 S 0
Sermd A N 021 {210 2004870 L1084 8420 Ddwty, NN S3R2 Morkateo, 4% S6X0L -2 TAS P2 AN IS Scoheatar, MY 55000
30 SSam 1 e 1500 -2 BT} o 2y

Corvizal Othod | Mo Qllce 520 Lalrptee Read Mocth S0 Paud, NWE 55155 Mo 0851 1953080 Fam: jESL) 200541

A Lk L0, 19 L TIY: 8000 6273829 Ay ged! PP LY e oy

MURRAY COUNTY LOCAL WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN March 1, 2017 Al2



Murray County Commissioners
December 14, 2016
Page 2

The BWSR Scuthern Reglonal Committee (Committee) met on Novemberd, 2016, to discuss comments
received from State review agencies and others, discuss the content of the PCSD, and
recommendations for the content of the final Plan. The Committee’s findngs were presented to the
BWSR Board at its meeting on December 14, 2016

The BWSR Board has deemed the priority concems to be addressed in the Plan are appropriate; no
changes are recommended or required to the PCSD as drafted. Please proceed with the development
of your Plan. During the development of the goals and action items, the County should include a
discussion on climate change and how that may influence water management within the County. The
BWSR Board encourages the County to continue 1o engage in a process that includes a broad range of
citizens and interest groups, in addition to local govermment officials, and State and federal resource
managers during the development of goals, objectives, and an implementation plan.

We look forward to the completion of your Plan and its Implementation.

Sincerely,

Brian Napstad, Chair
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources

ce:  Jean Christoffels, Zoning Administratos
Robert |, Sip, MDA (via emall)
Amanda Strammer, MDH (via email)
Catherine Fouchi, DNR {wa email|
Juling Holleran, MPCA (via email)
Ed Lenz, BWSR Regional Manager (via email)
Douglas Goodrich, BWSR Board Conservationist [via email)
Mary lo Anderson, BWSR {file copy)
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Murray County Local Water Management Plan — Scoping Document
A 10-year plan with a 5-year implementation schedule. 2017-2027
Plan Update 2016-2017
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1. Introduction
1.1.1 Map and Location

1.1.2. Murray County is located in the

southwestern corner of Minnesota,
adjacent to Cottonwood, Redwood,
Lyon, Pipestone, and Nobles counties.
The City of Slayton is the county seat.
Murray County’s population in the 2010
U.S. Census was 8,725, with a density
of 12 persons per square mile. The SR
Minnesota State Demographic Center I—_ ) ,—"1 Y

|

|

estimates the current population (2014)
is 8,475. The Demographic Center —_ \
forecasts total population of 8,758 by S ]

2045. —

1.1.3. Murray County is typical prairie
environment, with variation in land
elevation from 1900 feet above sea level
atop the Coteau de Prairies (Buffalo .
Ridge) to 1250 feet in the northeast r\l
corner of the county, with nine N
generalized soil areas. Murray County — q\ —
contains the headwaters of four major i
watersheds, including the Cottonwood

and Redwood rivers which drain into *i_' , _\\f“ J——v .

the Minnesota River, the Rock River e Stayton, County Seat | | i
which drains into the Missouri River | | | Mesray Coanty i
basin, and the Des Moines River which - — , ;

eventually drains into the Mississippi

River.

Slayton (pop. 2,078) and Fulda (pop. 1,257) are the largest cities in the county. The Lakes CDP was designated
for the 2000 Census, which found approximately 600 housing units with 600 permanent residents in the Lake
Shetek and Lake Sarah area. The dominant land use in the county is agriculture. The 2008 Murray County
Comprehensive Plan reports 79 % of land was under cultivation, 2% water, and 5% developed. The 2012 U.S.
Census of Agriculture reports 895 farms on 407,919 acres in Murray County. Of these, 374,929 acres were in
cropland. There were 229 farms with cattle, 76 with hogs, 33 with sheep, and 19 with poultry.
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1.2. Plan Information

1.2.1. The Murray County Water Resources Department is responsible for local water management in Murray
County, including facilitation of public input and convening the Murray County Local Water Management Plan
Task Force. Task Force membership currently includes:

2016 Local Water Management Plan Task Force Members

Five County Commissioners

Paul Posthuma Agriculture/Murray SWCD

Duane Spartz Private Business

Jon Hoyme Shetek Area Water and Sewer Commission (SAWSC)
Larry Byers Township Representative

Dave Kremer Private Business

Justin Hoffmann City of Slayton Representative

Jay Takle State Park

Ken Bickner SWCD

Robert Koehler Extension

Amy Rucker County EDA

Jon Bloemendaal Murray County Ag & Solid Waste Administrator
Melissa Runck Extension Educator

Rick Parker Retired/Private Business

Jean Christoffels Secretary/ Murray County Zoning Administrator
Chris Hansen Water Plan Coordinator/Water Resources Administrator

1.2.2. The Murray County Board of Commissioners adopted a resolution on 10 October 1987 to develop a
Comprehensive Local Water Plan according to Minnesota Statutes in effect at that time. This plan was
developed as part of a multi-county project under the direction of the Redwood-Cottonwood Rivers Control
Area. A committee was organized in August of 1988 to advise the Murray County Board, and give direction to
RCRCA. A public hearing was held in January of 1990 where comments were heard by the County Board, and
a final draft adopted by the Murray County Board of Commissioners on 4 September 1990.

On 7 December 1995, the Murray County Board of Commissioners adopted a resolution to update and revise
the Comprehensive Local Water Plan. A public information meeting was held on 13 March 1995. After a one-
year extension, draft copies of the revised plan was distributed for review in July 1996, and adopted on 1 April
1997. The Murray County Board of Commissioners adopted a resolution on 6 September 2005 to revise this
plan, according to Minnesota Statutes now in effect. This plan is in effect from June 2007 through June 2017.
The Murray County Board of Commissioners approved a resolution to revise this plan on 22 November 2011
and the plan was approved on 18 September 2012. On January 19, 2016, the Murray County Board of
Commissioners adopted a resolution to update the current plan.

1.2.3. The expiration date of the current plan is June of 2017.
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2. Priority Concerns Addressed by the Plan

2.1. Below are the selected priority concerns as chosen by the Murray county Local Water Management

Plan Committee:

1. Improve Surface Water Quality and Quantity.
This was chosen because Murray County is at the top of several different watersheds. Murray
County has many of the prime lakes of Southwestern Minnesota. It has been a goal of the Water
Plan Committee to keep the water quality in these lakes from degrading. Also, with the new
buffer law taking effect, this will be a more noticeable priority concern.
The impairments from the approved Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s TMDL listing that
will be addressed are fecal coliform, nutrients, and turbidity. Those listings were used as a
justification to make this a priority concern. Practices will be targeted to areas listed with the
2016 Nonpoint Priority Funding Plan priority areas and criteria. We are also looking at
protecting water resources for public use and public health, including drinking water. We are
hoping to address the surface water quantity and quality through the natural restoration of
drained wetlands. A priority area for this would be the Beaver Creek Watershed. This will
provide benefits on multiple levels as it will also provide wildlife habitat. Other projects that
have a multiple benefit BMP (quantity, quality, and habitat) will be considered a priority.
The types of practices that will be completed are buffers, conservation tillage, terraces, sediment
basins, nutrient management, assistance with the wetland banking program, wetland restorations,
work with the ditch system on setting flow goals for public ditches, and outreach and education
to lakeshore property owners on proper shoreline stabilization and restoration.

2. Improve Groundwater Quality and Quantity.
Certain areas of the County, especially the Lake Shetek/Lake Sarah area, are in need of a rural
water system due to both poor quality and lack of a water source. The Water Plan Board felt this
was an important issue because of the need to improve the existing potable water sources as well
as increasing the number of them for rural water systems. Since the inception of the Murray
County Local Water Plan, the Board has approve to conduct annual testing of over 70 wells
throughout the County. These wells have been specially selected for depth and location. The
testing has provided close to 25 years of baseline data. The Water Plan Board has also funded
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the cities of Chandler, Lake Wilson, lona and Fulda to complete wellhead protection plans. Other
practices will be targeted to areas listed with the 2016 Nonpoint Priority Funding Plan priority
areas and criteria. Projects that have a multiple benefit BMP will be considered a priority. The
city of Chandler will be a priority area because of the elevated nitrate levels (as stated in the
MDH letter).
Nitrates are of most concern for this priority concern. The practices that will be promoted to
improve groundwater quality and help water quantity are encouraging wellhead protection plans
to be written for the towns of Avoca, Currie, Hadley, and Slayton, encouraging the proper
sealing of abandoned wells, and collaborating with other counties with the WRAPS planning
process. We will also continue the annual monitoring of the test wells throughout the County.

3. Drainage Water Management/Water Retention.
The Murray County Board of Commissioners as well as the Murray County Local Water Plan
has continued to express interest in specifically creating new water retention structures. The
Beaver Creek watershed has been the priority area. This is because over the last 100 years, it has
been estimated that 90 percent of the tillable ground within the watershed has been tiled and
drained. Because of this, we have seen an increase in stream flow and bank destabilization.
The impairments from the approved Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s TMDL listing that
will be addressed are fecal coliform, nutrients, and turbidity. Specifically, Beaver Creek has
been listed with the impairments of fecal coliform and turbidity. Other practices will be targeted
to areas listed with the 2016 Nonpoint Priority Funding Plan priority areas and criteria. Other
projects that have a multiple benefit BMP will be considered a priority. We are also looking at
protecting water resources for public use and public health, including drinking water. The
projects that will be proposed are administration of the floodplain ordinances, rock inlets,
drainage tile control structures, providing technical assistance and incentives to landowners, and
outreach and education on managing runoff.

4. SSTS/Feedlots.
Murray County has made great progress in both of these areas. All septic systems within
shoreland have been upgraded, a centralized sewer system around the lakes area has been
installed, and the Village of Lime Creek has a new compliant cluster system. Work within the
Feedlot area has been in re-registering all feedlots within the County as well as completing Level
I11 feedlot inventory. The Water Plan Committee has also committed to testing of pit tiles
around all new hog confinement buildings to ensure that the pits are properly constructed and not
leaking into the groundwater. These tests are done every two years on the pit tiles. The Board
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felt that the two items (SSTS/Feedlots) stood out and wanted them to be their own priority
concern as much work has been done within the County on them and continues to be done.
This is a county-wide priority concern. The impairments from the approved Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency’s TMDL listing that will be addressed are fecal coliform and nutrients. Those
listings were used as a justification to make this a priority concern. These listings seem to be
fairly consistent county-wide. One of the practices that will be addressed is non-compliant septic
system replacement. For feedlots, the inventory will continue in the Des Moines River
watershed to complete the Level 111 feedlot inventory. When the inventory is completed, a
targeted approach to fixing the non-complaint feedlots will take place. Examples of fixes that
will be done are manure storage basins, clean water runoff diversion, roofs, manure
management, and nutrient loading reduction.
3. Description of Priority Concern Identification Process
3.1.1. Below is the list all public and internal forums held to gather input regarding priority concerns:
1-19-16 The Murray County Board of Commissioners approved a resolution to update the Murray
County Local Water Management Plan.
2-11-16 Invitation to submit priority concerns for the update of the Murray County Local Water
Management Plan sent out by email and letter to local units of government,
organizations, and other agencies as requested or required. (53 notices sent out, 6
received)
5-26-16 Meeting with the Murray County Local Water Management Plan Committee to discuss
received priority concerns. (16 attended)
6-16-16 Murray County Water Management Plan Committee held an Open House. (0 attended)

3.1.2. List of Participants and Affiliated Organizations
2016-2017 Murray County Local Water Management Plan Task Force Members

James Jens County Commissioner, District 1

Robert Moline County Commissioner, District 2

Gerald Magnus County Commissioner, District 3

Glenn Kluis County Commissioner, District 4

Dave Thiner County Commissioner, District 5

Paul Posthuma Agriculture/Murray SWCD

Duane Spartz Private Business

Jon Hoyme Shetek Area Water and Sewer Commission (SAWSC)
Larry Byers Township Representative

Dave Kremer Private Business
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Justin Hoffmann City of Slayton Representative

Jay Takle State Park

Ken Bickner SWCD

Robert Koehler Extension

Amy Rucker County EDA

Jon Bloemendaal Murray County Ag & Solid Waste Administrator
Melissa Runck Extension Educator

Rick Parker Retired/Private Business

Jean Christoffels Secretary/ Murray County Zoning Administrator

Chris Hansen Water Plan Coordinator/Water Resources Administrator

Other Participants

Ed Lenz Board of Soil and Water Resources
Annette Fiedler Southwest Regional Development

3.1.3. A summary of the proceedings, and supporting data.

Murray County Resolution (2016-01-19-01) Resolution to update the Murray County
Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan.

Invitation to submit Priority Concerns for the Update of the Murray County Comprehensive
Local Water Management Plan.

Agenda — Murray County Local Water Management Plan Committee Meeting (05-26-2016)

Ad for Open House - Murray County Local Water Management Plan Committee.

3.2. There were no written comments received at any public meeting.

3.3. Stakeholder Issues - Below are the written comments received by Local and State agencies:

Jan Voit, Heron Lake Watershed —
Sediment/turbidity

Phosphorus

Bacteria

Drainage systems and natural waterways
Biotic habitat

Wetlands

Education

Funding

Amanda Strommer, Minnesota Department of Health-
Drinking Water Quality (Groundwater)
Groundwater Quantity

Rob Sip, Minnesota Department of Agriculture-
Drainage water management
Water storage
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Wind and water erosion
Lake protection
General information on Department of Ag

Wayne Cords, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency-
TMDL Impaired Waters

Watershed Approach

Agricultural Drainage Management

Ed Lenz, Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources-
Include drainage authority in update process
Nonpoint Priority Funding Plan

WRAPS plans

Level 111 feedlot inventories

Utilize Rock River TMDL report

1IW1P

Utilize West Fork Des Moines River TMDL
Continue with data collection

Emerging issues

Groundwater issues and DWSMA’s

4. Description of Priority Concern Selection Process
4.1. Priority Concern Selection
The Murray County Local Water Management Plan Task Force selected the priority concerns after
reviewing the current water management plan’s priority concerns as well as the priority concerns
submitted by the other local, county, and State agencies. There was a consensus among the concerns to

protect both groundwater and surface water.

4.2. Differences between the Plan's Priority Concerns and other State, Local, and Regional
Concerns

The Murray County Environmental Services Office administers the Murray County Comprehensive
Land Use Plan as well as the County’s Zoning Ordinance. Both the Murray County Environmental
Services Office and the Murray County Soil and Water Conservation District work together to make
sure there are consistencies in the way environmental issues are handled throughout the County. The
2008 approved Murray County Comprehensive Land Use Plan was reviewed to ensure consistency with

the proposed 2017 Murray County Local Water Management Plan.

As stated above, comments were received from six separate local and State agencies. There was a
consistent thread among all comments received and the approved priority concerns. There were no

major differences to resolve.
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5. Priority Concerns Not Addressed by the Plan
5.1. Description of why each Concern Submitted for Consideration was not Chosen
When looking back at the 2007 revision of the Murray County Local Water Management Plan,
consistencies were seen with the proposed 2017 plan priority concerns. Ground and surface water
quality are still of great importance. Also, water retention seems to be a priority within the County.
Although feedlots and septic systems were of importance in the last plan revision, the Committee felt it

was pertinent to create a stand-alone priority concern for them for the 2017 plan.

I1. Appendix
1. Acronyms Used
CDP — Census Designated Place
EDA — Economic Development Authority
DWSMA — Drinking Water Supply Management Area
RCRCA — Redwood/Cottonwood Rivers Control Area
SAWSC — Shetek Area Water and Sewer Commission
SSTS — Subsurface Sewage Treatment System
SWCD - Soil and Water Conservation District
TMDL - Total Maximum Daily Load
WRAPS — Watershed Restoration and Protection Strategy
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2. Murray County Resolution
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Murray County Board of Commissioners

D gl e >
Aeves O O i’h?fu-'ww : 2848 Broadway Ave. PO Box 57

Slayton, MN 56172

NTY

I

;2’ ST tas7 o COU
E s 0

M 1 N XN

LEXCLRZT PROM THE PRUCEEDINGS OF
THE MURRAY COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
MURRAY COUNTY GOVLERNMUND CENILR  SLAYTON MINNLSO LA
January 192014

Commiszionar Maline inreduced the fellowing reselution and maved i adoption:

Resolution 2016-01-19-01
Resolution to Update
the Murruy County
Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan

Whurens, Minnesow Statules, §103B 391, Comprehensive Loval Woater Manngement Act {Acl), suthenize:
Minncseta countics i slevelop and Dmplomeet  Comprehensive Tocal Wt Manspement Plan, and

Whercas, the Act reguires thata county update and revise thewr Comprehensive Lacal Water Maragement Plan ona
paridic hasis, wnd

Whereas, the Azt encourages that a county coordinate its plaoning with contiguous counces. and selicit inpar from
lecal govertmentl umis ard st e e sgenmes, amd

Whereas, the Azt requives that plans ard ofticlal contrels of other local goveramental waits be conastent with the
("l‘lru|l|u|)en$|»= Local Wiater Minapzroen P, arnl

Whereas. Murray County has deterrined thae the revision and coatinued implementation of a Comprehensive Local
Wiger Management Plan will belp promowe the beislth and welfare of te eitzen< of Murmay Counly, sand

Now, Therefore. Be it Resolved, that the Muay County Board of Commissioncss resolve 1o sevise and updaic s
vurrenl Comprehensiye Loval Waler Mamigenment Plim,

Be it Further Resolved tha: Musray Couaty will coordinate its effons in the ravision and updarte o its
Comprehensive Lozal Water Management Plaa wuh all Joca) units of govemmenl wathin 1ae county, aad the stote
review ageneics, and will eeosporate wheee approprizte any existing plars and rules which have been developzd
and sdopted by watershed distnues bivang juntsdiction wholly or partly within Murmve County o 10y
Comarehensive Local Warer Management Plaa.

Be it Forther Resolved thet the Moy Ceunty Doard of Commisstoners suthorizes the esiablishment of a2 Water
Managemenl advisocy commitee with the respanahility ot ceviaing and updating e plan and whio 2hall eepont
the County Beard un i pemicdie basts,

Be It Further Resolved thar the Muney County Board of Commissioners delegates the Warae Resowrces
Departmznt tie responsibiliby of ceordinaiing, sssembling, woung snd tmplementng the revised Uomprehsasive
Lacal Warer Management Plan pussuznt io Minnesota Statctes, § 103B.301L.

The ferypoing resolution was duly secondes? by Commisssoner Kluis ardd thereupon being pul 1o vale all memizens
sl in favor.

1, Avroru Heard, Couney Coordinior of the Covrey of Mummsy, S of Mionescls, do heneby cerlity that the
x4 e and corcat copy of the arig inal dereof oo Rl in Munay County,

-

77

/7
/-

Muregoing capy fepreson

~) 4
) ; s
Dased: February 1, 2016 { ({ /(_{74M NP

Murray Couniy Coodinaff
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3. Invitation to Submit Priority Concerns

Murray County Environmental

Tcrer O Cpporiianily Services Office
w R I AY Murray County Government Center - 2500 28® Street, PO Box 57, Slayton, MM 56172-0057
Lo e COUNTY Phone ; (307) 836-1167— Fax. (507) §36-8904

Date: Febmary 11, 2016

To:
From:  Chns Hansen Murray County Water Fesources Administrator
Re: Invitation to Submit Pniority Concemns for the Update to the Murray County

Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan

The Murray County Board of Commissioners adopted a resolution on January 19, 2016
requinng the update and revision of the Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan (Plan),
as authonzed under the Comprehensive Local Water Management Act, Minnesota Statutes,
§103B.301. The Plan will focus on priority water management concemmns.

The county mvites all recipients of this nofice to submit water management 1ssues they feel the
Plamn should address. For each issne submitted please consider inchuding the following
1. Why 1s it important the plan focus on this issue or concemn (melude or cite relevant
data)?
2. What actions are needed to address the concem?

3. What resources may be available to accomplish the actions (include contact names,
funding sources, parinerships, citizen volunteers, etc.)?

4. What specific areas of the county are highest prionty in regards to this issue?

Also, please submit amy water and related land resources plans and official controls so that
these items can be reviewed to ensure consistency with the Comprehensive Local Water
Management Plan. These items may be submitted as a website link.

Please submut the requested information or direct inquiries by Aprl 1, 2016, te:

Chnis Hansen

Murray County Water Resources Administrator

2500 28* Street, PO Box 57
Slayton, MN 56172

(507)-B36-1163
chanseniico. TR Y. . 15

ce: file
enclosures: noRe
Jon Bloemendaal Chris Hansen Jean Christoffiels Laurie Hill
Ag & Solid Waste Admisictrator Watar Bevoercen Adneieictrater Zonimg Adwrinictrator Secmatary

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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4. Murray County Water Management Plan Task Force Agenda

N Murray County Environmental
RR&Y Services Office

; ...a:, = ' Murray County Government Center - 2500 28* Street, PO Box 57, Slayton, MM 56172-0057
e CDUHTY Phona - {507) 836-1167 — Fax: (507) 236-8004

L I B B Eosom -

MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 18,2016

TO: Local Water Management Plan Task Force
FROM: Chrs Hansen — Water Resources Administrator

RE: WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN MEETING
May 26, 2016

{Please note this is a 1:00 p.m. meeting)

(It is important that you call the affice to indicate whether you will affend
or nof as we need fo have a quorum.)

There will be a meeting of the Murmray County Local Water Management Plan
Task Force on Thursday, May 26, 2016 at 1:00 p.m. in Meeting Room B of the
Murray County Government Building, Slayton, MN.

AGENDA

1. Minutes
2. Water Plan Update, Priority Concerns Scoping Document
3. Next Meeting/Adjourn

If vou have any questions or concerns, or would like any additional information,
please contact me at telephone # 507-836-1165 or through an e—mail at
<chansen{@co.mMurray. mn. us=. Thank-you for vyour time, inferest and
participation.

cc: file

enclosnres: none

Jon Bloemendaal Chris Hansen Jean Christoffiels Laurie Hill
Ag & Solid Waste Admisictrator Watar Bevoercen Adneieictrater Zonmg Afweiwictrator Secretary

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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5. Description of Current Priority Concerns

Description of Priority Concerns

The Priority Concerns listed below were selected by the Water Plan Task Force members by consensus,
after carefully reviewing submitted concerns and comments. While the assessment of priority concerns
utilized the best available data, this plan rests solidly on information and analysis contained in previous
editions of the county’s local water management plan.

Priority Concern A. Improve Surface Water Quality.

Protecting surface water is a challenge in any community. Improved land use and agricultural best
management practices are necessary to address the quality of lakes, wetlands and rivers. MPCA listing
of impaired waters requires local strategies to meet Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) standards.
Sub-Surface Treatment System (SSTS) compliance is also a continued challenge.

Priority Concern B. Protect Groundwater.

Murray County has enjoyed abundant groundwater supplies, although there is increasing concern with
groundwater quality and long-term supply. Efforts to protect groundwater should be focused on
Drinking Water Supply Management Areas (DWSMA) and surficial aquifer areas.

Priority Concern C. Stormwater Retention.

While drainage improvements have improved our ability to manage stormwater, hastening flows has
often led to problems downstream. Particular concerns include slowing runoff, promoting land
conservation, and active wetland restoration, focused on the Beaver Creek, Shetek, and Heron Lake
watersheds.
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6. Ad for Open House

OPEN HOUSE NOTICE

There will be an open house on Thursday June 18, 2018 at 2-00
p.m. through 8:00 p.m. in Meeting Room B of the Murmay County
Government Center to take public comment on the Murray
County Local Water Management Plan proposed Priorty
Concems.  These concems are: 1. Improve Surface Water
QualityQuantity, 2. improve Groundwater Quality'Quantity, 3.
Drainage Water ManagementVWater Retention, and 4.
55TS/Feedloks.

The cament plan is available for review in its entirety in the
Murmmay County Water Resource’s Office and on the Murray
County  website  at  pipJipurgyv-countvmncoming:
contentis 201505 aterPlan.pdf. Writen comment can
also be submitted to the Mumay County Water Resources
Administrator (P.0. Box 57, Slayton, MM 58172). Al interested
parties are welcomed to shop by.
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7. Heron Lake Watershed Priority Concerns
Heron Lake Watershed District Priority Concerns

Why is it important that the plan focus on this issue or concern (include or cite relevant data)?

Priority Concerns
In the HLWD, sediment, phosphorus, and bacteria, have been identified as primary constituents of concern. Locating the
sources of each of the aforementioned contaminants is integral to reducing the effect they have on a waterbody.

Sediment/Turbidity

The MPCA listed several stream reaches in the HLWD as impaired for turbidity on the 2002, 2004, and 2006 impaired
waters lists. Table 5 lists the reaches that were addressed in the TMDL Report. Data used for assessment was collected
through several endeavors from 1994-2004.! Possible sources of origination include lack of filter strips, inadequate
residue management, and streambank erosion due to lack of buffers.

Table 5. Stream reaches impaired because of turbidity in the HLWD

Assessment
Phosphorus Reach Unit ID # Affected Use Pollutants/Stressors
The MPCA Jack Creek, North Branch
listed North  |Headwaters to Jack Creek 07100001-505 | Aquatic Life Turbidity
Heron lake  |Okabena Creek
and South Elk Creek to South Heron Lake 07100001-506 | Aquatic Life Turbidity
Heron Lake as |E|k Creek
impaired due  |Headwaters to Okabena Creek 07100001-507 | Aquatic Life Turbidity
to Jack Creek
phosphorus JD 26 to Heron Lake 07100001-509 | Aquatic Life Turbidity
in 2006
(Table 6). Heron Lake Outlet
Related to Heron Lake (32-0057-01) to Okabena Creek |07100001-527 |Aquatic Life Turbidity
the Heron
Lake nutrient  |Division Creek
impairmentis |Heron Lake (32-0057-01) to Okabena Creek |07100001-529 |Aquatic Life Turbidity
a listing for

pH in the Heron Lake outlet. Data used for assessment was collected through several endeavors from 1992-2002.2
Potential sources of origination include fertilizer runoff through direct overland flow into ditches and open tile inlets,
resuspension of stream and lake sediment, leaking septic systems, inadequate manure management, and wastewater
treatment facilities.

1 West Fork Des Moines River Watershed Total Maximum Daily Load Final Report: Excess Nutrients (North and South Heron Lake),
Turbidity, and Fecal Coliform Bacteria Impairments, October 2008.

2 West Fork Des Moines River Watershed Total Maximum Daily Load Final Report: Excess Nutrients (North and South Heron Lake),
Turbidity, and Fecal Coliform Bacteria Impairments, October 2008.
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Table 6. Waterbodies impaired because of phosphorus in the HLWD

Lakes Lake ID# |Affected Use Pollutants/Stressors
Bacteria Nutrient/Eutrophication
The MPCA Heron (North Marsh) 32-0057-01  |Aquatic Recreation |Biological Indicators
listed three Nutrient/Eutrophication
stream Heron (Duck) 32-0057-02  |Aquatic Recreation |Biological Indicators
reaches in the Nutrient/Eutrophication
HLWD as Heron (North Heron) 32-0057-05 |Aquatic Recreation |Biological Indicators
impaired for Nutrient/Eutrophication
bacteria on Heron (South Heron) 32-0057-07 |Aquatic Recreation |Biological Indicators
the 2002, Nutrient/Eutrophication
2004, and Second Fulda 51-0020-00 |Aquatic Recreation |Biological Indicators
2006 Nutrient/Eutrophication
Impaired First Fulda 51-0021-00 |Aquatic Recreation |Biological Indicators
Waters Lists Nutrient/Eutrophication
(Figure 11). East Graham 53-0020-00 |Aquatic Recreation [Biological Indicators
Table 7 lists Nutrient/Eutrophication
the reaches West Graham 53-0021-00 |Aquatic Recreation |Biological Indicators

that were addressed in the TMDL Report. Data used for assessment was collected through several endeavors from 1994-
2004.% Possible areas of origination include leaking septic systems, inadequate manure management, and confined
animal feeding operations.

Table 7. Stream reaches impaired because of bacteria in the HLWD

Assessment

Reach Unit ID # Affected Use Pollutants/Stressors Water
Okabena Creek _ _ . Quantity and
Elk Creek to South Heron Lake 07100001-506 | Aquatic Recreation |Fecal Coliform Flooding
Elk Creek .

. . . Flooding of
Headwaters to Okabena Creek 07100001-507 | Aquatic Recreation |Fecal Coliform agricultural
Jack Creek

. . . lands and
JD 26 to Heron Lake 07100001-509 | Aquatic Recreation |Fecal Coliform

roadways

within the Heron Lake Basin is a serious economic and resource management concern. Seasonal flooding can occur
during and following snowmelt and late spring rains after soils have been partially saturated. The late spring lake-level
rises of Heron Lake can range from about four to six feet, resulting in damage to crops and roadway structures. Storm
flooding can cause a lake-level rise of about three feet within 48 hours.

Flooding not only damages agricultural production and roadway structures, it also results in a number of problems
associated with sediment transport. Streambank erosion and associated sediment discharge into Heron Lake following
storms can result in increased siltation in the lake and adjacent lowlands. Runoff from agricultural lands also may carry
pesticides and nutrients in both dissolved and particulate forms.

Drainage Systems and Natural Waterways
Drainage systems are interconnected within natural waterways in the HLWD (Figure 13). Eighty-six percent of the
cropland in the watershed is in a corn/soybean rotation. The use of drainage ditches, increasing cropland tiling and

3 West Fork Des Moines River Watershed Total Maximum Daily Load Final Report: Excess Nutrients (North and South Heron Lake),
Turbidity, and Fecal Coliform Bacteria Impairments, October 2008.
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channelization can lead to increased water movement through waterways. Furthermore, reducing channel buffers
increases the potential for streambanks to fail. The combination of increased water movement and bank destabilization
results in streambank erosion and ditch cleanouts that contribute to increasing turbidity in streams and lakes.

Biotic Habitat

Much of the fish habitat-related issues in the HLWD can be addressed by looking at watershed hydrology. The hydrology
of watershed streams and rivers dictate the quantity and quality of fish habitat. Mankind, in land use and stewardship,
has altered the hydrology by drainage and tiling. This has an adverse impact on the habitat within streams and rivers. By
increasing drainage and losing storage, the quantity and timing of the stream and river flow is altered and can lead to
the erosion of streams and drainage systems. As a result of the increased flow and erosion, there is an increase in
sedimentation and siltation to not only streams, but also lakes. The sedimentation causes a decrease in the frequency
and number of deeper water pools typically used by fish during winter. It also decreases the amount and quality of
spawning habitat for some fish species that require hard substrates.

Wetlands

Presently, less than one percent of the basin consists of wetlands. Jackson and Nobles Counties, which includes most of
the Heron Lake Basin, have less than one percent of the wetlands that were present at the time of settlement by
European- Americans. Wetlands have been reduced in the two counties from greater than 284,000 acres in the late
1800’s to presently about 2,000 acres. A primary issue in wetland loss is the loss of water storage, as well as the water
quality and other ecological services that wetlands provide.

The restoration of wetlands in the Heron Lake Basin may reduce peak and total runoff by increasing available
depressional storage and by increasing the potential for evaporation and transpiration. Riparian wetlands adjacent to
streams provide hydraulic and hydrologic benefits. Additional storage in riparian wetlands and increased resistance to
downstream flow provided by additional wetland vegetation reduces peak discharges following storms. *

Education

Watershed residents have significant impacts on the environment and its resources. Education seems to be the best tool
for providing the public with an understanding of the ramifications of their actions and behavior patterns in order to
increase awareness of environmental issues. The largest issue faced by the HLWD relative to education is effectively
changing behavior to improve resource condition.

Funding

The operation of the HLWD is funded primarily through the ad valorem levy which is the only stable source of funding.
Nearly all of the remaining programs and projects of the HLWD are funded through the use of grant dollars. In the
absence of either an increase in the ad valorem levy or the continued success in obtaining grant dollars, the efforts of
the HLWD to address the issues identified within this WMP are limited.

4 Jones, Perry M. and Winterstein, Thomas A. 1999. Characterization of Rainfall-Runoff Response and Estimation of the Effect of
Wetland Restoration on Runoff, Heron Lake Basin, Southwestern Minnesota, 1991-97.
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8. Minnesota Department of Health Written Comments

Minnesota Department of Health Priority Concerns

Priority Concerns Input
Water Management Plan for Murray County

Submission Deadline: April 1, 2016

SUBMITTED BY:

Agency / Organization: Minnesota Department of Health, Source Water Protection Unit
Name of Person Completing Form: Amanda Strommer, Principal Planner

PRIORITY CONCERNS:
For each priority concern, provide a brief description and answer the questions listed after each priority
concern.

PRIORITY CONCERN 1: Drinking Water Quality (Groundwater)

Why is it important the plan focus on this issue? (Include or cite relevant data)

The current plan does a nice job highlighting the issues with groundwater. MDH appreciates continued
coordination with public water suppliers regarding implementation of wellhead protection plans and drinking
water protection.

What actions are needed?

-Consider wellhead protection areas in land use decisions.

-Support locating and properly sealing abandoned wells.

-Locally discuss and evaluate how to use WRAPS and 1W1P watershed planning in the future to target and
prioritize drinking water protection activities.

-Support ongoing data collection efforts to enhance future wellhead protection activities.

-Work with the City of Chandler on elevated nitrate issues. Coordinate on ways to reduce nitrate in source
water for the public water supply.

What resources may be available to accomplish the actions? Do you or your organization or agency have a role
in addressing this priority concern? (Please include names, funding sources, partnerships, volunteers, etc.)
Grant funds for public water supplies.

http://www.health.state.mn.us/divs/eh/water/swp/grants/index.html

Up to date wellhead protection information can be found at:
http://www.health.state.mn.us/divs/eh/water/swp/swa/swainfo/default.cfm

Maps and geospatial data can be found at:
http://www.health.state.mn.us/divs/eh/water/swp/maps/index.htm

What areas of the County are the highest priorities?

Wellhead protection plans have been completed for the following communities:
Vulnerable/susceptible to contamination:
Chandler
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Lake Wilson

Non-Vulnerable/Protected aquifer:
Fulda

lona

Wellhead Protection Plans not yet started:
Avoca

Currie

Hadley

Slayton

PRIORITY CONCERN 2: Groundwater Quantity

Why is it important the plan focus on this issue? (Include or cite relevant data)
Adequate supply of drinking water will continue to be an important due to growth and development.

What actions are needed?

-Encourage water conservation efforts and education.

-Encourage land uses and the installation of best management practices which recharge groundwater.
-Increase awareness among public officials, land owners, and the general public regarding the interaction
between groundwater and surface water sources in order to make informed water management decisions.

What resources may be available to accomplish the actions? Do you or your organization or agency have a role
in addressing this priority concern? (Please include names, funding sources, partnerships, volunteers, etc.)
Many water suppliers include water conservation in wellhead protection plan measures.

Grant funds for public water supplies.

http://www.health.state.mn.us/divs/eh/water/swp/grants/index.html

What areas of the County are the highest priorities?
Entire County
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9. Minnesota Department of Ag Written Comments

Fri 3/25/2016 12:14 PM
Sip, Rob (MDA) <rob.sip@state.mn.us>
Murray County Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan Update

Chris,

Below is a website that MDA has developed to discuss and illustrate priority concerns. The MDA is in
the process of updating this website and MDA realizes that recommendations are implemented based
on staff, financial and technical resources. The MDA also realizes that this is a 5 year update. In
addition to the website recommendations, the MDA is providing additional information below to
highlight priorities.

MDA Water Planning Assistance Website:
http://www.mda.state.mn.us/en/protecting/waterprotection/waterplanning.aspx

1. Drainage Water Management (DWM) - The MDA recommends additional effort be focused on
encouraging landowners and farmers to implement DWM practices and management plans. The
Murray County SWCD can play a important role in working with drainage authorities, landowners and
agricultural groups to determine how best to promote and implement DWM practices. Attached are
drainage related recommendations from the MDA, which are also being updating. A fact sheet from
the Red River Watershed Management Board regarding ditch system maintenance is also

attached. Please distribute this factsheet when appropriate as you work with area farmers and
landowners. The MDA also recommends that Murray County consider the development of a
Multipurpose Drainage Management Plan in conjunction with its partners and here is a recent
example that you are probably aware

of: http://www.co.martin.mn.us/images/Ditch%20Admin/Martin%20County%20Multipurpose%20Drain
age%20Management%20PIlan.pdf

2. Water Storage - The MDA recommends that Murray County along with its water management
partners consider the development of a water storage plan for both public drainage systems and for
private on-farm water storage. This plan may build off of the existingwater or drainage management
plans and may include but not be limited to the following:

« Communication of the development of a water storage plan with private landowners in Murry

County.

o Setting flow goals agreed upon by landowners within each public ditch systems or sub-
watersheds.

e Prioritizing public ditch systems or sub-watersheds based on flow goals with input from
landowners.

o Assessment of where short-term and long-term water storage projects can be located. This
may include several types of water storage, including smaller scale (wetland restorations) or
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larger scale projects such as constructed impoundments. However, larger scale projects are
costly and require significant financial resources to engineer, construct, operate and maintain.
o Development of an implementation plan or schedule that would include discussion of funding
considerations, again with landowner input.
« Operation and maintenance plans for each project.

3. Wind and Water Erosion - Attached is a map of prime soils that was recently updated by the
USDA NRCS and please share this at public meetings that your SWCD may have in the future to
create additional awareness about prime soils. The MDA recommends that the Murray County
SWCD renew efforts to reduce wind and water erosion and that efforts continue to implement more
conservation practices such as WASCOBSs, grassed waterways, etc., in priority areas. Field
windbreaks, farmstead windbreaks and small areas of trees or other vegetation have been removed
from the landscape at unprecedented levels in recent years. However, the MDA also realizes that
many of the field windbreaks that have been removed were beyond their lifespan. Windbreaks and
vegetative plantings that also incorporate pollinator habitat can serve dual purposes. It is also critical
that cover crops, residue management and other soil health initiatives be implemented at an
increased levels.

4. Lake Protection - The MDA recommends that a process be considered for development to
prioritize lake management in Murray County. As an example, Crow Wing County developed a
process (attached) to prioritize lake protection efforts. Recently two additional counties have adopted
components of this process or have created similar lake protection efforts.

5. General Information about the MDA - you may wish to incorporate the following language if
there is a need to illustrate state agency duties and responsibilities:

The MDA is statutorily responsible for the management of pesticides and fertilizer other than manure
to protect water resources. The MDA implements a wide range of protection and regulatory activities
to ensure that pesticides and fertilizer are stored, handled, applied and disposed of in a manner that
will protect human health, water resources and the environment. The MDA works with the University
of Minnesota to develop pesticide and fertilizer Best Management Practices (BMPs) to protect water
resources, and with farmers, crop advisers, farm organizations, other agencies and many other
groups to educate, promote, demonstrate and evaluate BMPs, to test and license applicators, and to
enforce rules and statutes. The MDA has broad regulatory authority for pesticides and has authority
to regulate the use of fertilizer to protect groundwater. The MDA is the lead agency for all aspects of
pesticide and fertilizer environmental and regulatory functions as directed in the Groundwater
Protection Act (Minnesota Statute 103H). These include but are not limited to the following:

e Serve as lead agency for groundwater contamination from pesticide and fertilizer nonpoint
source pollution.

« Conduct monitoring and assessment of agricultural chemicals (pesticides and nitrates) in
ground and surface waters.

« Oversee agricultural chemical remediation sites and incident response.

e Regulate use, storage, handling and disposal of pesticides and fertilizer.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any
guestions.

Robert L. Sip

Environmental Policy Specialist
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Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division
Minnesota Department of Agriculture

3725 12Th Street North

St. Cloud, MN 56303

320-223-6531 (Office)
651-319-1832 (Cell)
651-201-6120 (Fax)

rob.sip@state.mn.us
www.mda.state.mn.us

10. Minnesota Pollution Control Agency Written Comments
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Mr Chris Hanzen

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

Whlkvar Qice | 1801 East Higheeay 10 | Sude ) | el W70 55000007 | 320 214 3788

00 537 BBEY | i ynur pretared rélay wraice

Wurray County Wialer Ecsaurces Sdminislralor
I - 72T Stepet, PO, Rox 57
Slayton, KR 56167

L A

Fapua’ Cppeorboriby Implover

RE:  Murray County Local Water Management Plan, Five Year Amendment

Cear Mr. Hansan:

Teaig lelier responds Lo a request that the Minnesota Pollution Central Agency [MPCA| provide water

managemenl priorilies of concern tor conssdaration in amending the Murray Courty [County] Lacal
Water Management |1 Plan

1. Impaired Waters/Total Mazirmum Daily Laads {TMOL}
Tive tederal Clean Water Act reguires states to adept water gqualily standards te protedt water
resources, Water qualty standards are furdamental tools that help protect Rianesata’s waker
resourees Trem pellulian, The states are also reguired to monitor and assecs their waters 1 determine i
Lhey meel waler qualily standsrds and thereby suppert the beneficizl uzes thay are inke noed to provide
These standards defing how much of 2 pollutant czn be in 2 surface and/or ground waterwhils <l
allowel ng it to meet s desipriated vses, such as for drinking wator, fishing, swimming, irrgation o
industrial purpeses. Many of Minnesola's walers de not meet their designated uses because of pallution
problems from a combination of point and nenaom! scurces, Waters that <o nok meet thair designatesd
uzgs, because of water quality standard violation:, are considerad impaired, States are then reguired to
develop & list (impaired 'Wacers 302 (d) List} of impziced waters that racuirs 1RADE dtudiss, and to
subienit an updaled list Lo the LS, Envircnmental Protection feency for agproval Grant fanding
applications far TMDL impaired water implementation projects may request citations from lassl water
plans idenlilying water bodics o5 County priorities. This documented commitment by & county may
improve an applications rarking snd ulbmately the County's ability to secure implementation funging,

As g prdmily istee L vonzider in the amended DWRP, the County should foous an impaired waterhadies
that are on the appioved Impaired Waters 303 (d) List. The waters that are on the proposed approved
2014 Ienpaired Waters 305 [d) List for Murnay County sre provided inthe tables below
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It is sugge:ted that the following actions be censidered in the amenged UMM Plan:
e The MPCAstrangly rncourages the County ta facus restoration implementation actions on

Impzired waters listed far poliutante/stressars jather than mescary and polychlerinated
biphenyls] in the amendad LW Plan;
e identify the pollutant(s) scurceds) causing the impairment; and

¢ describe implementation actions to reduce the pollutantis) causing the impairments 1o address

impzired waters from approved impementation plans, IMDLs. and selected strategies.

The fullewing rescurces are available to accomplish the previcus suggested actions:
MPCA Environmental Data Access System (EDA)

The water quality sectinn of the MPCA's 504 system allaw s visitors ta find and download data from
surfare water monitoring stes ‘acated throughaut the state. Where availadle conditions cf lakes, rivers
or streams, that have been assessed, ran be viewed. We eacourage the Caunty to visit 1his site for water

quality monitenng data, which may be useful with LW Plan planning effarts

hitp:ffcr.oco.state. mao. usworessw

yma

clershedweb/ wainises

ceh mcre.cfm

Previous approved Studies, Implementation Plans, and Strategies

There are several approved TMDLsS TMDL Implemaentation Plans, Clean Watar Partnership Prosects, anc
Strategles that have heen developed that apply 1o the County and are recommended (e be used 35 a
guidance for the Brinnty Concerns, Dhjectives and Actians in the amended LW Plan,

West Fork Des Moines River Watershed TMDL:
a.state.mn.us/water/tmdl/west-fork-des-moines-river-waters hed-multiple-

impairments-tmdi-project.

Lake Shetek Clean Water Partnership (CWP) Diagnostic Study and Implementation Plan:

Currently no link to this report and implementation plon. The MPCA ond the County have hard topies

on file.
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Minnesata River Low Dissolved-Owygen TMDL:
htts:/ fwwwapca, state. o s/ water timd | lower -minne

ola-Flver-low-dissolved-oxygen-tmdl-praject.

Redwond River Fecal Coliform TWMDL:
gatate. mn-us/index, phpyview-document il ?gid=20165,

Cottanweood River Fecal Coliform ThMDOL:
hittp-! fwww. pea.state.mn.us fndex. php fview-docsment html 2gid=20167,

Cottonwaood River Clean Water Partnership:
http:f fwww, rerca com/images /GrantReports /CRfinalreport Implemsntation.pdf,

Redweood River CWP Diagnostic 5tudy and Implementation Plan:
Currently ma link to this report ond impfementation plon. The MPCA ond Redwood Cottonwand River
Control Arew have copies on file,

Rock River Turbidity and Fecal coliferm TRDL:
https:/ fviwew. poa.state. mn.us/water tmdl froeck-river-nea r-aowa-border-amemania-fecal-colifarm-

turbridity-tmel-project.

Sediment Reduction Strategy:
http:f fwnenw. pea. state, mn,wsfind oo phpd vicw-docuoment, htm| Pgid=20703.

Mutrient Reduoetion Strategy:

http:f furww. pea.state. mn.us find ed.phpdview-dosurment, htm | Pgid=202 13,

High priarity areas would include impaired wster bodies on the Clean Water Act impaired Waters iE(d)
Lisl, though any area with high resourcz value waters sheuld ba cansiderad.

2. Wirtershed Approach

Since 2007, the BPCS hay been assessing walers by the process known as the Watershed Approack

[t ps:ffeewnsepoa. stat e mn. Us/ v aterwatars heg -aoprodch-restoring and pratecting water guality) as
recommendad by the Clean water Councl and directed by the Minnesata Lagislature

(httpf wneny. pea state mn.usdndes g Siew-docoment. kel gid=k125]) The Watorshed Spproach is &
1C-yesr rotaticn for addrezsing waters of the state on the level of Minnesota’s magne waters heds

The Walershed Approach process begins with the Intensive Watershed Manitoring and Assessment
phaze of the project area thal s al the eeht digit bydrolegic scale. Tne Watershed Approsch tacusss on
the watershed's conditlon as the starting point for water guality assessment, planning, implementation,
and measurement af results. This approach may be madified to meel lacal conditions, based on tactors
such 25 watershed size, landsczpe diverzity and geographie complesity. This approsch will ultimately
lead to a more comprehenz ez list of impaired 2nd non-ompaired waters, This Ferwill b ased Lo develop
THDLs and Watershed Restoration and Protection Strategies (WHAPS] that will provide restaration
strategies for impaired watars, as well a5 protection strategies for non-lmpalred waters. The
developrment of strategics will rely greathy om county participation and counties wifl lkely he asked 1o
identify crtical areas te target restoration and grotection sctivities, Targeted critical areas will be 2n
important step toward recelding funding Far implermentation astivitios
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Thie AFCA anc its partners have begen implementing this approach, alse referred to as the Waaps
approach. A you are avare, WHAPS that ore currenlly underwoy for your county are the Missourn River
Bacin and Des Maoines River Watershed, The Cullonwoud River and the Redwood River Watersheds are
cwrrently scheduled to begin in 2017, The MPCA encowrages the County to Incorporate the Watershed
Approach in the amended LW Plan. Once the WEAPS are completed, thay will mast kely be
incorporated inlo the next phase of water planning such as the One Watershed One Plan.

It is suggested that the following actions be considered in the amended L Plan:

*  NMonitor and gather data and infermation. The MPCA emaloys anintensive watershed
manitaring schedule that will pravide comprehansive assessments of all af the major
watersheds oma 16-year cycle. This schedule pravides intensive menitaring of steeams and lokes
within each major watershed, to determine overall health of the water resources, Lo ienlify
impawed waters, and toidentily Lhose waters in need of additional protection in order ta
present futire impaicmeads. s suggested Chal the amended LWhA Flan address Surface water
Assessrent Grants [SWads] and addilional caonly moniboring that mey be usaed in the WRAPS,

= Aszess the data, Gased onresvlts of intensive watershad maonitoring in step one, MECA ctaffl
andd il par bners conduct @ rigorous process to determine whether watar resources meet wates
fualty stendards and desipnaled oses, Waters that do not meet water quality standards ars
lsted as impaired waters, IUis suggested that the amended W Plan alzo addre:s data
submittal and reprazentation to participate in the assessment process for use in the WRAPE,

= Establish imple mentation strategies to meet standards. Basad on the waters hed assessments,
3 TR study and WEARS repor wilh restorstion andfor protection stratagies are complated,
Existing LW Plans and water baody stodios are incorporated inte the planning process. Itis ako
suggested that the amended 1WA Flan acddiess participation in development of restoration and
protection strategiss.

= Implement water guality activities. Included inthis step zre all traditional permitting aclivities
n adaition 1o programs and acLions girected at nanpaint sources. Partnerships with state
agencies and varicus localunils of gevermment, including watershed districts. municipalitles,
and sail and water conservation destricts, will be necessary o imolement these water quzlity
activities. It is 2lso sugpested that the amended LYl Plan address impleme ntation ot
restoration and protection strakegies once developed through the WEARS.

ILis supgested Lhat the County maintain the currenst relationshigs with Incel watesshed organizaticons
anyd partners for wentinued participation in the watershed project efterz. Finencial resaurses for

v inalisn and curmmarcation between cowntics could include, but are not be imited o, grams from
the Clean water Fund (LWL CWE, SWAG, Legislative Citizen Commission on Minnesota Resnurcas
[LLCME], and feceral bection 3149, Technical assistansce eould be sought from an advizory group of local
and state agancy stef, local decizion makers, and [andowennrs,

Priarities by year (start-completion) includa: Des Moines Hiver Watershed 20152009, Collomwood River
Walershed 20017-2021, and Redweood River Watershed 2017-2021.

3. Agrleultural Dralnage Management

The MPCA recogrizes the importance of agrieciural deainage for maintaining crop productionin the
County, Agricultural drainage can have unlntenced consequenees an Lhe lydrology and water quality of
lakes and rivers. Public and private dralnage systems provide o dicect conduil lor transpert of pollutants
such a: nutrients, pesticsdas, and herbicides to water bodles degrading their recreational, aesthatic, and
tunctional walue. In addition, drzinage can shart-circuit the landscape’s water sliorags polentisl resulting
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in flachier river systems with higher peak flows. The higher Bows resull in bank and channel erosion as
the streams adjust to the increased energy and force. The down cutting and widening of the channel
limits stream access to the natural floodplain, reducing sediment deposition, and increasing sediment
trznsport.

It is suggestec that the following actions be censidersd in the amended WA Plan:

¢ The County should consider warking towards the develepment of a eamprehansive Drainage
Management Plan [DAP) that sddresses present and future drainzge needs, as well 23 methods
to mitigate the unintended consequences as descrbed ahove. 10 ensure the OMP 1s maintamed
and utilized, the MPCA recommends it he incarpnrated Into the amended LWM Plan and that
include wxplicit language Lhat the county dralnage authority should consult the plan with any
petition to improve a public drainage system, and elect options that mitigate increases in flow
volume i areas wehere the increase has ar may cause impainnents to cecur, A concerted effort
by locel decision makers, local and state agancies, and landowners will be necetcary ta ensure
sufficient drainage for crop production, while maintaining and impraving water quallty. As snon
a: pozzible, the MPCA recommends that the Caunty use its autharity to implement G2zt
Management Practices such as alternative tile intakes, wetland restoraticns, vegetzted buffer
strips/zones, and other new technologies, such a3 saturated butfers, fwo stage ditches, and
wood chig bivresctors into drainage projects.

Financial resources for deyelopment of a comprehensive DMP could include, but are net be limited te,
grants from the W, LCCMR, and Section 319. Technical assistance (ur development of the plan could
ba sought from the state Orainaze Maragement Tearn and/or an advisory group of ocal and state
agency staff, local decision makers and landowners.

digh priority sreas veould include impaired water hodies on the Clean Water Act Impairad 'Waters 303|d)
List, theugh any arca withy high resource value watess should be considered.

we trust thase recommendations will help with the County’s LW Plan planning effosts, If we may be ol
further ascistance, pleace contract Kathzrina Pakarek-Scott in the Willmar cllice a1 320-331 A973 o
MMark Hansan in the Marchall office at 507-176-1259.

rhank you and please let uz know if we may be of further gssislante

Sincerely,

WayM Cords

Thar docarwr fw beeu shaz o wotyagnalt
Wayne Cords

Fanager, Soulbeast Regon
Walershed Dwision

o td Lenz, BASR

WCKPS:mjstilb
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11. Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources Priority Concerns

PPN Ok

3/24/2016

Chris Hanson, Water Resources Administralor
Murray County

2500 28" Street, PC Box 57

Slayton, MN 56172

RE:  Response to invitation to submit priority cancerns for the Murray County Priority Concerns
Scoping Document for the Local Water Management Plan Update

Dear Murray County Commissioners:

Thank you for aroviding the opportunity to provide priority Issues and plan expectations (or the update
and revision of the Murray Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan, as authorized under the
Comprehensive Local Water Management Act, Minnesota Statutes, §1038.201.

The Board of Water and Soil Resources [BWSR] has the following speafic priarity 1ssues:

¢ The Caunty is strongly encouraged te include the drainage autnority as a slakeholderin
the plan update process as well as include projects and activities consistent with
multipurpose drzinage criteria outlined in Minncsota Statutes 8103E.015, Subd. 1.

* The Slate’s Nonpuoint Priority Funding Plan {NPFP) outlines a criteria-based process to
priorilize Clean Water Fund investments—if the County is intending ta pursue Clean
Waler Fune as 2 tuture source of Funding, partners are sirongly encouraged to consider
the high-level state griorities, keys to implementation, and criteria for evaluating
proposed activities in the NPFP,

e The Watershed Restoration and Protection Strategies (WRAPS) development lor the
tissouri, Cottonwood, and Des Moines Watersheds are angoing, and at their current
stage, may have identified specific stressors and privrily lecations within gl three
watersheds, Considering that these WRAPS are not yet completed, and final reports are
unavailable, utilizing the current monitoring efforts and collected data could provice
valuable informalion as to the stressors and priority locations for implementation

activities.
liviringi anen tetic b _rens Juluth Wirkxc Ao ol Rea Ul
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®  Continue ta strive tor achieving your pozl of caompleting Level [l feedlat inve nturies an all
feadlots within Murray County. Onpaing partnering with the Heran Lake Watershed
Dhiztrict showid b cansicered in implementing Lhis compliznce geal, Consider the
reguirement far the County or 3WCD to inventory streambank erasion, nan-campliant
septic systems, and other possible pollutant cantributing issues within Muorray County and
taincarporate those inventeries into the Lecal Water Manapement Plan.

= BWER recommends you ulilize the TMDOL Report for the Bock Bliver wWatershed (EPA, April
2008) when considering implementation efforts to address bactersa and turbldiny.
Addtionally, BWSE recommends that vou raview and corsigor the Beck Biver Feeal
Cobfarm and Torbidity TRDL Implementatien Plan (Ocloboer 2008) in which Murray
County was part of the techrical committes. As identified in the Rack River TWMOL Report
in regards to bacteriz “A reduction of 53 percent is needed Lo maet the water quality
standard”. And similarly in Rock River TMOL specific o turbidity,” & 27 percent reduction
is merded to meest the water quality standard™

«  Continue to collaborate with BWSR, MPCA and local partners on development of One
Watershied One Plan efforts for the Missouri River Basin, and to wark with the West Fark
Des Moines and Cotlonweod Watersheds on planning efforts as epportumty te transition
arises.

+  BWER recommends you utilize the TMOL Report for the West Fork Des Moines River (FRA,
December 2008} when considering implementation etorts ta address bacteria, surhidity,
ant excess nutrients within the watershed. Additionally, BWSR recommends that vou
review and consider the West Fork es Maines River and Heran Lake TR
Imalementation Plan (September 2008] in which bMurray County was part af the technical
committee. Murray County is a large part of the West Fork Des Moines Watershed znd
has multiple stream reaches listed as impaired. The TRMDL Implemantation Plan identifies
@ bacteria reduction need of 35 to 86 percent and & wurbidity reduction of 5410 71
percent in streams swithin Murray County,

s Dzla collection and monitoring aclivities necessary 1o suppoil implemenlation cchedules
gnd Lo reasanably assess snd evaludle plan progress are sugpesled and should be
eoordinated wilh obher organized lecal gevernmental and stale efforis 1L is important
that datz collection efforts are developed 2nd be continusd. The associated data already
collected should be taken into cansideration when develaping the watershed-based
Coampre hensive Lacal Water Management Plan.

¢ Emerging issues: There zre 3 number of emerging issaes that could have an effect an water
qualiy and quantiy in Murray County, These cauld inglude, but are aat limited to, riparizn
buffer protection, drainage technology, urazn stormwater management, conversion of
prassland, charges i crop rotations, and cover erags, The Plan showld assess strateges related
Lo Lheir resiieney based an expecled changes in climale, land vse, ele. This includes an
understanding ard use of currenl precipitalion fregquency anc distribulion information in the
Mational Ccearic and Atrmospheric Adminisbration {MOAAT Allas 14,
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«  Groundwater issues and Drinking Water Supply Management areas should be consideran with
develapment af priesity cancerns. Protertion pttorts should be incorporated inta the
development of the plan as well as support of planning etforts within Wellhead Protection
Areas, Imibialing the development of 2 County Geolegical Atlas within Murray County shiould be
an imparlanl mplermentation effort. Groundwater Atlases are very beneficial for the
pricritization of BMP's Lhal provide both surface water and groundwater improve ments and
protection efTorts.

When develuping the County’s Pricrily Concerns Scoping Document that will be cistributed For state
Apency review and comments, den't forget to add a brief section that talks about implementing the
Caunty's cnpeing arozrams and ordinances.  Although thase angoing programs and arginances may
nat be among the selected priarity cancerns for the next five or Len years, mplemenling them will
wark hand-in-hand with the selected priarity concerns to protecl and improve the naleral resources of
the county.

Lacal prigritization, detailed targeting, and measureabls outcomas are vilzl in the crealion of pricrity
canceras, goals, and actions. & more targeted approach down to the sub watershed or specitic site
level should include answers o the following guestions: who is involved; whal is going 1o be doene;
where s il located; why iz 1L being done; and how will it be done? Answering these five guestions tor
Lhe goals and objectives will be key 1o a guality, useable pfan,

We look forward towerking with vou through the rest of the plan development process. It you have
ary questions, please feel free to contact Ed Lenz, 507-537-6374, ed lenz@state. mn_us.

Sincerely,

Fd Lenz
Board Canservationist
Minnesatz Board af Water and Soil Resources

oo Rober L. Sig, MDA (via email)
Amands Strammer, MEH {via email}
Catherine Fouchi, DHR (via email)
Juling Helleran, MPCA (via email)
Jeff Miglzen, BWSR Repional Manager (vie email)
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