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PRAP Level II 
Report Summary 

Aitkin County and Aitkin SWCD 

What is a PRAP 
Performance Review?  

The Board of Water and 
Soil Resources supports 
Minnesota’s counties, 
watershed districts and 
soil and water 
conservation districts 
that deliver water and 
related land resource 
management projects 
and programs. In 2007 
the Board set up a 
program (PRAP) to 
systematically review 
the performance of 
these local units of 
government to ensure 
their effective operation. 
Each year BWSR staff 
conduct routine reviews 
of several of these local 
conservation delivery 
entities. This document 
reports the results of 
one of those reviews. 

Key Findings and Conclusions  
The Aitkin County (County) and the Aitkin Soil and Water Conservation District 
(SWCD) need to continue to build a strong working relationship to meet the water 
management and conservation challenges in the county.  

For the most part, their partners believe both entities are doing good work and are 
good to work with. Ongoing water management challenges in northern Minnesota 
have created the necessity to forge new working relationships among partners to 
improve local water management in Aitkin County. Strong participation in the 
development of One Watershed, One Plans provide an opportunity for Aitkin 
County and the SWCD to reorient the water planning efforts to focus on specific 
problems and priorities for the county’s waterbodies. The partners who responded 
to the PRAP survey generally provided strong to acceptable ratings in their 
judgement of the performance of the County, and for performance of the SWCD. 

Resource Outcomes 
The current Aitkin Local Water Management Plan does not include targets or 
objectives for resource outcomes.  
 

Commendations: 
The Aitkin Soil and Water Conservation District is commended for meeting 13 of 22 
high performance standards for SWCDs and Aitkin County is commended for 
meeting 11 of 15 high performance standards. 
 

Recommendations:  

Joint Recommendation 1: The County and SWCD should continue to identify 
priority watersheds as part of participation in 1W1P development. 

Joint Recommendation 2: Continue identification of Prioritized, Targeted and 
Measurable criteria for Goals and Objectives in One Watershed One Plan 
development.  

Joint Recommendation 3: Structure website information to report progress and 
trends made in achieving resource outcome goals and implementation of 
County Water Plan. 

Aitkin SWCD Recommendation 1: Conduct a strategic assessment of the SWCD to 
determine whether existing mission, goals and staff capacity are enough to 
meet the demands for conservation services in the district. 

Aitkin County Recommendation 1: Conduct a strategic assessment of the County 
Environmental Services to determine whether existing mission, goals and staff 
capacity are enough to meet the demands for services in the county. 

Action Items: 

Aitkin County has no action items. Aitkin SWCD has one action item:  

◼ Website does not have all required content.  
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Introduction 
This is an information document prepared by the staff 

of the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) for 

both Aitkin County (County) and the Aitkin Soil and 

Water Conservation District (SWCD).  It reports the 

results of a routine performance review of these 

organizations’ water management plan 

implementation and overall organizational 

effectiveness in delivery of land and water 

conservation projects and programs.  BWSR has 

conducted and reported a joint review of both entities 

because they both use the same local water 

management plan to guide their respective activities. 

The findings and recommendations are intended to 

give both local government units (LGUs) constructive 

feedback they can use to enhance their joint and 

individual delivery of conservation services. 

For this review, BWSR has analyzed the LGUs’ reported 

accomplishments of their management plan action 

items, determined each organizations’ compliance 

with BWSR’s Level I and II performance standards, and 

surveyed members of the organizations and their 

partner organizations.   

This review is neither a financial audit nor investigation 

and it does not replace or supersede other types of 

governmental review of local government unit 

operations. 

While the performance review reported herein has 

been conducted under the authority granted to BWSR 

by Minnesota Statutes Chapter 103B.102, this is a staff 

report and has not been reviewed or approved by the 

BWSR board members.   

 

 

 

What is PRAP? 

PRAP is an acronym for BWSR’s Performance 

Review and Assistance Program.  Authorized by the 

2007 Minnesota legislature, the PRAP purpose is to 

support local delivery of land conservation and 

water management by periodically reviewing and 

assessing the performance of local units of 

government that deliver those services.  These 

include soil and water conservation districts, 

watershed districts, watershed management 

organizations, and the local water management 

functions of counties.   

BWSR has developed four levels of review, from 

routine to specialized, depending on the program 

mandates and the needs of the local governmental 

unit.  A Level I review annually tabulates all local 

governmental units’ compliance with basic 

planning and reporting requirements.  In Level II, 

conducted by BWSR once every ten years for each 

local government unit, the focus is on the degree 

to which the organization is accomplishing its 

water management plan.  A Level II review includes 

determination of compliance with BWSR’s Level I 

and II statewide performance standards, a 

tabulation of progress on planned goals and 

objectives, a survey of board or water plan task 

force members and staff of the factors affecting 

plan implementation, a survey of LGU partners 

about their impressions of working with the LGU, 

and a BWSR staff report to the organization with 

findings, conclusions and recommendations.  

BWSR’s actions in Levels III and IV include elements 

of Levels I and II and then emphasize assistance to 

address the local governmental unit’s specific 

needs. 
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Findings  
This section describes what BWSR learned about the 

performance of Aitkin County and the Aitkin SWCD. The 

following information was taken from the 2010-2019 

Aitkin County Comprehensive Local Water Management 

Plan. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Aitkin County’s First-Generation Water Plan was 

adopted in July of 1990. The second-Generation Water 

Plan made significant changes and improvements and 

was adopted in 1995. The third Generation Water Plan 

started out as a minor revision and evolved into a near 

total re-write. The fourth-generation plan has been 

expanded to include the great strides forward in 

technology and data that has occurred since 2002. This 

is the first plan to use the Priority Concerns Scoping 

Document (PCSD) as a tool to gather input at the front 

end of the process. In this plan the PCSD directly follows 

the Executive Summary.  

Three counties (Cass, Crow Wing and Aitkin) contracted 

with RMB to obtain additional information on large 

lakes and their watersheds in the 3 counties. In Aitkin 

County we selected six lakes for intensive study. The 

lakes are: 1. Mille Lacs 2. Hill Lake 3. Rice Lake 4. Farm 

Island Lake 5. Cedar and 6. Gun Lake. This section 

follows the Priority Concerns Scoping Document. 

Ideally, we could complete such a detailed section for 

all of the lakes in Aitkin County. This may be too large of 

a task but we will move in that direction with several 

lakes and hope to expand that effort in cooperation 

with lake associations. This plan will be in effect from 

July 2009 until July 2014 (estimated dates). 

The Aitkin County Water Planning Task Force mission 

statement is: “It is the mission of the Aitkin County 

Water Planning Task Force to promote responsible 

stewardship of water and land resources through 

education, incentives, and collaboration with 

individuals, groups and government entities.” 

The Internet contains large quantities of water quality 

data, aerial photographs, and research results. Some of 

the applicable Internet sites will be referenced as part 

of this document. Where possible maps, charts and 

tables will replace or accompany written descriptions. 

This will be a concise, easy to understand and user-

friendly Water Plan. 

The Water Planning Task Force has been a success in 

Aitkin County. Task Force involvement and interest 

remains high and is a key factor in our continued 

success. This plan is intended to be flexible and to be 

modified by the Task Force Membership as needs and 

opportunities are identified. 

The Water Planning Task Force prepared a Priority 

Concerns Scoping Document and identified five priority 

concerns. 

1.Surface Water Management 

2. Land Use and Development 

3. Ground Water Quality 

4. Fish and Wildlife Habitat 

5. Education 

We conduct regular monthly meetings and enjoy input 

from a good cross-section of citizens. This plan’s 

emphasis will continue to be efforts that make a 

tangible, measurable difference in land and water use 

issues in Aitkin County. Incentive versus regulation, 

voluntary rather than mandatory, these projects do the 

most for the effort and dollars expended. We are 

developing a Conservation Easement Program that will 

protect high value properties that are currently being 

compromised by rapidly increasing lakeshore values 

and development. We help fund and support the 

County’s Shoreland Management Ordinance and the 

one to one contact with lakeshore property owners. 

Native vegetation saved, soils kept in place and 

education of shoreland stewards are benefits of these 

personal contacts. 

AITKIN COUNTY WATER PLANNING PRIORITY 

CONCERNS SCOPING DOCUMENT 

“It is the mission of the Aitkin County Water Planning 

Task Force to promote responsible stewardship of 

water and land resources through education, 

incentives, and collaboration with individuals, groups 

and government entities.” 

Local Water Planning is a success in Aitkin County. Task 

Force involvement and interest remains high and is a 

key factor in our continued success. This plan is 
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intended to be flexible and to be modified by the Task 

Force Membership as needs and opportunities are 

identified. 

Aitkin County is located in the northeastern part of 

central Minnesota. The county seat, Aitkin, is 

approximately 126 miles north of Minneapolis-St. Paul 

and 87 miles west of Duluth. Aitkin County has an area 

of about 1.2 million acres of which 113,000 acres is 

surface water. Land ownership in the county is 

approximately 46 percent private, 34 percent state, 19 

percent county, and 1 percent federal. 

Population trends show an expected increase in both 

numbers and average age of the citizen’s in the county. 

The county’s population is about 15,910 (2007) up from 

15,301 (2000) and 12,425 (1990). 

Development trends: In the past 15 to 20 years, Aitkin 

County has experienced rapidly increasing residential 

development. Lakes and rivers are being developed for 

weekend cabins so quickly that demand for riparian 

lands has forced prices to more than double in the past 

ten years. (Woods and Shores Real Estate). The trend is 

toward larger homes and larger related buildings (i.e. 

garages, pole buildings) on existing lakeshore lots. To a 

much smaller degree, some small lots are being 

consolidated with adjacent lots to create a larger 

building and recreation area. 

The second major development trend applies to 

recreational acreages. These parcels typically vary 

between 10 and 100 acres with most parcels averaging 

about 40 acres in size. These parcels are usually used 

for seasonal cabins and outdoor recreation. Demand for 

this type of property has also increased dramatically as 

evidenced by approximately a doubling of recreational 

property values. It should be noted that accessibility, 

location, and other factors influence values. 

Approximately 90,000 acres is currently in cropland of 

which the principal crops are hay, small grains and corn. 

Specialty crops such as potatoes, strawberries and wild 

rice are grown in the county; Aitkin is the largest wild 

rice producing area in the state with approximately 

8,000 acres of paddies. 

Privately owned lands comprise 46 percent of Aitkin 

County, with approximately one-fourth in some form of 

agricultural usage (not including forestry activities). 

About 65 percent of the county is forestland. Of this 

forested area, approximately 40 percent are under-

stocked cover types (marsh, bog, brush land). The other 

major cover types include: aspen-birch, northern and 

lowland hardwoods, and conifers. 

Priority Concerns 

Priority concerns were identified by the Water Planning 

Task Force in many regularly scheduled Task Force 

meetings. These priorities have been grouped into five 

categories that are described in the following sections 

1. Surface Water Management 

2. Land Use and Development 

3. Ground Water Quality 

4. Fish and Wildlife Habitat 

5. Education 

1. Surface Water Management 

A. Coordinate with cities and townships on storm 

water management plans 

1. Encourage all municipalities to develop new or 

update existing storm water management plans. 

2. Promote educational awareness of current National 

Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

regulations and encourage its compliance 

3. The County will oversee the operation and 

maintenance of the public ditch system 

4. The County will take on the responsibility of 

operation and maintenance of the Flood Diversion 

Channel 

5. The County will continue to be involved in the U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers ROPE Study. This Operating 

Plan may have significant impacts on water levels and 

water quality throughout the Mississippi River Basin. 

B. Update and expand data collection and monitoring 

through Water Planning funds and MPCA CLMP Plus. 

1. Coordinate with the MPCA to continue baseline 

water quality monitoring on at least several lakes per 

year throughout the county 

2. Apply for and receive funding through external 

sources to accomplish desired testing 



PRAP Level II Report: Aitkin County and Aitkin SWCD                                                 4 

Minnesota Board of Water & Soil Resources  •  www.bwsr.state.mn.us 

3. Continue to coordinate and promote the Citizens 

Lake Monitoring Program (CLMP) and CLMP+ programs 

C. Participate in Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) 

studies where appropriate. 

1. One section of the Mississippi River, and all Big Sandy 

and Minnewawa Lakes have been added to the MPCA’s 

list of impaired waters. This water plan will identify 

mitigation measures that may be used to help improve 

these and other threatened waters. 

2. Land Use and Development 

A. Support Shoreland Management and Protection 

1. Be involved with the design of major projects from an 

environmental review stand point and how they 

compare with the County Water Plan 

2. Review storm water run-off designs 

3. Look at total watershed cumulative impacts 

4. Promote the enforcement of current shoreland 

ordinances 

5. Provide education of current regulations to property 

owners, contractors, developers 

6. Promote conservation easements for water quality 

and other environmental purposes 

B. Promote riparian buffer zones 

1. Continue to provide shoreland revegetation 

workshops 

2. Promote no mow zones on waterfronts and wetlands 

3. Continue to support the use and sale of native plants 

C. Continue and expand the appropriate use of 

conservation easements on high priority sites. 

1. Work with landowners to protect shoreland property 

from subdivision and intensive development 

2. To address the problems of forest fragmentation, 

explore the concept of forest legacy conservation 

easements. 

3. Promote Forest Stewardship plans and Sustainable 

Forest Incentive Act as incentives for landowners to 

retain their properties and delay or avoid subdivision 

4. Support Conservation Design Sub-divisions where 

appropriate 

3. Ground Water Quality 

A. Maintain and protect the quality of Aitkin County’s 

ground water resources. 

1. Encourage Well Construction and Abandonment that 

follows State Guidelines 

2. Continue cost-share assistance to private landowners 

for sealing abandoned water wells. 

3. Request MPCA inspection of records and sites of 

MPCA-approved septage and municipal sludge disposal 

areas for runoff control and correct disposal amounts. 

4. Support increased levels of assistance to local 

landowners for agriculture erosion and sediment 

control. 

5. Identify and increase funding sources for upgrades, 

including cluster systems 

4. Fish and Wildlife Habitat 

A. Develop a plan for lake users to evaluate the 

presence/absence of invasive and endangered species, 

then use this data as a baseline for ongoing monitoring 

B. Monitor new development to encourage use of 

riparian and littoral aquatic best management 

practices 

C. Promote riparian buffer zones 

1. Continue to support shoreland restoration 

workshops and secure funding for continuation and on 

the ground project completion 

2. Promote the protection and re-establishment of 

native vegetation along shorelines 

3. Encourage adoption of appropriate portions of the 

Alternative Shoreland Standards 

5. Education 

Education is a major component of all of the previous 

priority concerns. It was felt that in order to raise the 

awareness of the role that environmental education 

plays in maintaining and improving our water resources 

and other associated natural resources that it 

warranted a priority of its own. We have identified 

many target audiences Current and seasonal residents 
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including: new property owners, recreational users, 

Lake and River Associations, Contractors, Realtors, and 

students. 

A. Develop presentations and/or brochures that focus 

on providing solutions and the positive aspects of 

being good land and water stewards 

1. Actively pursue opportunities to conduct meetings, 

training sessions, and professional development 

2. Promote the quality of Aitkin County and the need to 

protect and enhance its natural resources 

B. Promote the development of new lake and 

watershed organizations 

1. Continue to seek out interested groups willing to take 

an organized approach to watershed management 

2. Continue to support and foster the development of 

existing associations that exemplifies the best 

management practices implemented at the grass roots 

level 

C. Promote the importance and value of fish and 

wildlife habitat to our residents and recreational users 

and to the economic viability of the county. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Findings Part 1:  Planning 

The findings in this section describe the local water plan 

and action items assigned to the County and the SWCD 

and the accomplishments to date for each organization. 

The county and SWCD are jointly responsible for 

accomplishing the steps necessary to address these 

concerns.  

As part of this review, county and SWCD staff prepared 

a table (See Appendix A) listing the accomplishments 

to-date for each of the action items for which they are 

responsible.  The table contains a progress rating 

applied by BWSR to each item indicating whether it has 

been completed or its target was met, whether 

progress has been made and work is continuing, or 

whether it was dropped or not started yet. 

According to these ratings, the county and SWCD are 

making good progress on their assigned action items. 

The county and SWCD have made progress on most of 

their 64 action items. The County and SWCD have 

completed 4 of their action items, 2 items have not 

been started and 58 items are ongoing. 

 

A full description of the goals, objectives, action items, 

accomplishments and next steps is contained in 

Appendix A, pages 16-26. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Resource Outcomes 

The Aitkin Local Water Management Plan does not 

include targets or objectives for resource outcomes. 

Therefore, resource outcomes are not reported in 

this review of plan accomplishments.  
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Findings Part 2:  Performance Standards 

BWSR has developed a set of performance standards 

that describe both basic and high-performance best 

management practices related to the overall operation 

of the organization. These standards are different 

depending on the type of LGU. Nevertheless, each set 

of standards addresses four areas of operation: 

administration, planning, execution, and 

communication/coordination. The basic standards 

describe practices that are either legally required or 

fundamental to county or SWCD operations. The high-

performance standards describe practices that reflect a 

level of performance that exceeds the required 

practices. While all local government water 

management entities should be meeting the basic 

standards, only the more ambitious ones will meet 

many high-performance standards. Compliance with 

performance standards for Aitkin County and SWCD are 

contained in Appendix C, pages 41-44. 

Each year for the Level I PRAP review, BWSR tracks all 

of Minnesota’s water management LGUs’ compliance 

with a few of the basic standards.  

For this Level II review, the county reports compliance 

with 8 of 8 basic standards.  The county reported 

achieving 11 of 15 high performance standards.   

The SWCD reports compliance with 15 of 16 basic 

standards, and 13 of 22 high performance standards.  

Wetland Conservation Act Compliance: Beginning in 

2017, local government unit (LGU) compliance with the 

Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) was added to the 

PRAP Level II assessments.  In 1991, the Legislature 

passed the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) in order to 

achieve a no-net loss in the quantity, quality, and 

biological diversity of Minnesota’s wetlands.  In doing 

so, they designated certain implementation 

responsibilities to local government units (LGUs) and 

soil and water conservation districts (SWCDs) with the 

Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) to provide 

oversight.  One oversight mechanism is an 

administrative review of how LGUs and SWCDs are 

carrying out their responsibilities.  

BWSR uses the administrative review process to 

evaluate LGU and SWCD performance related to their 

responsibilities under the WCA.  The review is intended 

to determine if an LGU or SWCD is fulfilling their 

responsibilities under WCA and to provide 

recommendations for improvement as applicable.    

The BWSR Wetland Specialist assigned to assist Aitkin 

County conducted an evaluation of LGU performance in 

carrying out the responsibilities as described in 

Minnesota Rules 8420. 

Data for WCA program review was collected via direct 

interview(s) with staff, a review of an appropriate 

number and type of project files, a review of existing 

documentation on file (i.e. annual 

reporting/resolutions), and through prior BWSR staff 

experience/interaction with the LGU or SWCD.  In some 

cases, a project site review may be necessary.  

Generally, interviews, project file reviews and site visits 

were done with two BWSR staff on agreed upon dates.  

A review of implementation of the Wetland 

Conservation Act found that Aitkin County and Aitkin 

SWCD are generally implementing the program in 

compliance with Minnesota Rule 8420. A copy of the 

WCA report is in Appendix B (pages 27-40). 
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Findings Part 3:  Internal and External Surveys 

Parts 3 and 4 of this performance assessment are based 

on responses to an on-line survey of both LGUs’ staff 

and board or water plan implementation committee 

members and of their partner organizations. The board 

and staff were asked different survey questions than 

the partners. The survey questions are designed to elicit 

information about LGU successes and difficulties in 

implementing plan goals and objectives and assessing 

the extent and quality of partnerships with other 

related organizations.  A compilation of all survey 

results is in Appendix D, pages 45-53. 

Internal:  LGU Self-Assessment 

A total of 11 staff and board members of Aitkin County 

were invited to take the online survey, and 8 responses 

were provided.  For the SWCD, 10 supervisors and staff 

were invited to take the survey and 10 responded, a 

100% response rate.  

Survey participants were asked which programs or 

projects they consider to be particularly successful in 

the past few years.  The county staff and board 

members discussed the following: 

• Several updates to the Shoreland Management 

Ordinance. Adopted a much-needed rewrite of 

the solid waste ordinance. Expanded the 

Environmental Education Day (EED) for the 6th 

grade classes in Aitkin County from one day to a 

two-day overnight education program. 

• There are numerous programs that I don't 

necessarily work with, but I have organized and 

partially taught a soils class for local 

contractors that meets MPCA soils continuing 

education requirements. I began this program 

in 2005 because we have difficult soils to work 

with in Aitkin County. Glossic features are very 

common, which can be confused with redox 

features, and red soils can mask redox features. 

I do this every three years so that the MPCA-

licensed professionals can maintain their 

training. Wetland delineators have also 

attending the class. 2) I also work with Janet 

Smude (SWCD) organizing and partially 

teaching a class for contractors regarding the 

shoreland standards. The ordinance is 

continually being updated and land and veg 

alteration standards have changed. 

When asked for reasons for success, the county 

respondents stated: 

• With regards to the ordinance updates - the 

support of the County Board of Commissioners. 

Local donations from area businesses and 

organizations to help fund the Environmental 

Education Day (EDD). Long Lake Conservation 

Center taking the lead in hosting the EED. 

• A lot of hands-on practice. I modeled my class 

after one I attended at the NRRI, and the 

contractors appreciate the time in the soil pits. 

We also have a lot of time for questions and 

discussion on different scenarios in the morning. 

2) Presentations from the county, DNR, SWCD 

and local contractors. There is time for 

questions and discussion throughout the 

presentations. 

The SWCD supervisors and staff who responded when 

asked to identify successful programs mentioned: 

• Aitkin County Rivers & Lakes Fair, Big Sandy 

Area Lakes Watershed Management Project, 

Mississippi River Grand Rapids & Brainerd 

WRAPS. 

• Shoreland restorations (mostly with outside 

grants), Enbridge grant for instance, provided 

$101,000, and $114,000 in 2 consecutive years. 

EQIP has been used to fund many 

forestry/water quality projects. Aquatic Invasive 

Species prevention is well funded, and we run 

an ambitious and successful program. Some of 

our strengths are: forest management 

assistance, shoreland erosion control, AIS, 

partnerships with other agencies, and 

organizations, water quality, conservation 

easements, wildlife habitat assistance, 

implementation of the buffer program, WCA, 

close working relationship with Aitkin County 

Board. 

• AIS programs, water planning task force, 

voluntary, WCA, lake associations, DNR, BWSR, 
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land owners, forestry, other  SWCDs and county 

partners. 

• Big Sandy Area Watershed Project, work with 

landowners of the county on forestry, lakeshore 

erosion and wetland problems. 

• Long Lake implemented the public access 

inspection program with grant from Aitkin Soil 

and Water. Working on Dam Lake and Long 

Lake culvert project. 

• Watershed and AIS programs. 

• Aquatic Invasive Species. 

• AIS program administered by Aitkin SWCD. Over 

11,000 boats inspected annually. Only bait 

water program in state. 100 % compliant with 

state buffer law. Shoreland restoration and 

protection projects are too numerous to 

quantify. Forestry assistance program is second 

to none. Only third-party certification of private 

woodlands in the state. 

One person mentioned hiring a buffer specialist (works 

1/2 time with county zoning also)—all agricultural fields 

are in compliance. A no-till drill is available for rental to 

farmers. Many boats are being inspected with the AIS 

program. Water planning task forces are implemented 

working with lake associations and other groups. We 

are involved in forest management. Employee Janet 

Smude has implemented many projects along a host of 

lakes in Atkin County to prevent shore land erosion. 

Rivers and Lakes Fair is an educational event every 

spring and is coordinated by SWCD 

Reasons for success cited included: 

• Partnerships and team work. 

• We like to be leaders. Our Board and staff 

welcome new opportunities. We work well with 

others. 

• Excellent staff that has been with us for years 

and a board that is open minded.  

• Long time employees, great planning, and 

cooperation with all involved, dedication. 

• The leadership from Steve Hughes and John 

Welle.  

• Leadership!  

• Leadership and state grants. 

• Competent staff who work well together and 

with the board, county agencies, and private 

partners.  

• Good cooperation and respect with staff 

members. Good funding enabling projects to go 

forward. A good working relationship with 

county commissioners. 

For projects and programs that have been difficult to 

implement, the County respondents listed: 

• Stormwater management for landowner 

permitted projects are becoming more and 

more of an issue. More could be done to do 

follow-up inspections on riparian buffers. 

• Most of the programs and ordinances are 

tweaked a bit every few years, so nothing is 

really left behind. The shoreland amendments 

have been very progressive in managing 

negative impacts to the public waters by 

requiring permits and plans in more cases than 

in the past. 

• All have progressed very well. 

For projects and programs that have been difficult to 

implement, the SWCD mentioned the following: 

• Cost share implementation stalled until we 

began using District Capacity Funds for cost 

share. 

• Water Planning could be much better if funding 

had kept up with the needs. In 2003 we should 

have had an increase from $37,500 annually to 

at least $50,000 with annual increases after 

that. Instead we went through un-allotment 

and lost most of our Water Planning funding. 

Has BWSR made any effort to get that funding 

back? I think we do very well consider the lack 

of funding for that program. The work still gets 

done, but only because other sources of funding 

have been found. 

• None that come to mind (3 responses). 

• I think we have made good progress in all areas.  
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• If some are on hold it would be because of the 

shortage of time. 

When asked to identify reasons for difficulties, SWCD 

survey participants provided the following insight:  

• We only receive $ 4,000 for this fund (cost-

share). This does not stretch very far.  

• Lack of funding. Perception that BWSR 

abandoned Water Planning years ago in favor 

of 1W1P.  

• Dam - Long Lake is progressing slowly. But 

maybe fast as it can. 

When asked to list who they had good working 

relationships with, the county mentioned Soil and 

Water Conservation District (4), DNR (3) Corps of 

Engineers, BWSR, AIS and cities within Aitkin County. 

The SWCD indicated strong relationships with DNR (4), 

USFWS (2), MPCA (2), Aitkin County (6), Aitkin Schools, 

USACOE (2), neighboring counties, NRCS (2), Pheasants 

Forever, County Board, MN Initiative Foundation, Lake 

Associations (3), local radio and several newspapers, 

other SWCD’s, BWSR (3), Mississippi Headwaters Board,  

private landowners, forestry assn., watershed district. 

The survey also asked participants to identify 

organizations with whom they would like to collaborate 

with more often.  The SWCD mentioned Crow Wing 

County, City of McGregor, City of Aitkin, Hill City, City of 

Palisade, TSA (2).  

For the county, the respondents listed MPCA, DNR and 

the Corps of Engineers.  

The County and SWCD staff and boards also identified 

ways to improve the effectiveness of their respective 

organizations.  The county provided the following 

comments: 

• Obtain additional funding for staff.  

• The main issue that decreases effectiveness is 

the number of hats that most of us need to 

wear. We have recently arranged a shared 

position with the SWCD that will help me with a 

lot of the shoreland issues and allow me time 

for other projects. 

• Increased funding for the department.  

• Working VERY well at present! 

The SWCD staff and board mentioned:  

• Better communication. 

• We stay involved, we volunteer to serve on 

committees, our website needs updated (we are 

working on that). Our Facebook page is new but 

is getting better. We write articles regularly for 

newspapers and MHB social media, we have a 

monthly radio show (1 hour each month), this 

has been very effective in reaching our clients. 

• We are progressing as fast as we can.  

• Get a bigger budget. 

• Going well at present.  

• It would be nice if staff could spend more time 

accomplishing projects rather than filling out 

reports.  

• We try to have a good working relationship with 

lake associations, an effort that we constantly 

try to improve.  

• Increased funding is needed to accomplish our 

goals and objectives. 

Full survey responses are in Appendix D, pages 45-53. 
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Findings Part 4:  Partners’ Assessment 

Aitkin County Partners Survey: The County provided 

a list of 38 partners to take the survey, and 18 

responded (47%).   These partners reported interacting 

with the County a few times (23.5%), several times a 

year (25.3%), monthly (25.3%), 11.8 said almost every 

week, 11.8% said daily and one person said not at all. 

Two survey participants said they thought that this 

amount of interaction was not enough, there is 

potential for us to do more together, and the rest said 

this amount of interaction was about right (88%). 

Regarding their assessment of the county in five 

operational areas, the partners gave mostly strong to 

acceptable marks, for communication, quality of work 

and relationships with customers, and follow-

through/meeting deadlines (see table below). 

These partners also assessed their interactions with the 

County in five operational areas.  The partners’ rating of 

the county’s work in the operational areas was mostly 

acceptable to strong. About 37% of the partners rated 

the county’s communications as strong and 37% rated it 

good, and 19% as acceptable. Sixty two percent of the 

partners thought the county’s quality of work was 

strong while 19% rated it good and 12% rated it 

acceptable and 6% didn’t know.   

Relationships with customers were judged to be strong 

by 31% of the partners, 44% rated it good and 19% 

acceptable while 6% didn’t know. Partner ratings for 

the Aitkin County Environmental Service’s initiative 

generally ranged from good to strong. For timelines and 

meeting deadlines, some of the partners thought the 

district performance was strong (50%) and 12% rated it 

good, while 25% rated it acceptable and 12% didn’t 

know.  

The partners’ overall rating of the quality of their 

working relationship with the Environmental Services 

Department was mostly powerful (29%) strong (35%) or 

good (29%) while one person said non-existent, we 

don’t work with this organization.  

Several partners made comments about their working 

relationship with the Aitkin Environmental Services 

Department: 

• Aitkin County Environmental Services has a staff 

with a wealth of knowledge and expertise. I 

have been able to learn a lot from their staff. 

They are willing to share the experience and 

knowledge with other counties and with people 

from my organization. 

• Could be better, because we may be able to 

partner more on some areas, but neither of us 

really reach out to one and other, except when 

needed. 

• Time is tight - we are both small offices that 

work hard to get done what we can. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Performance 
Area 

County Partner Ratings (percent) 

Strong Good 
Accept-

able 
Poor 

Don’t 
Know 

 
Communi-

cation 

 
37% 

 
37% 

 
19% 

 
0% 

 
6% 

 
Quality of 

Work 

 
62% 

 
19% 

 
12% 

 
0% 

 
6% 

 
Customer 
Relations  

 
31% 

 
44% 

 
19% 

 
0% 

 
6% 

 
Initiative 

 

 
50% 

 
19% 

 
19% 

 
6% 

 
6% 

Timelines/ 
Follow 

through 

 
50% 

 
12% 

 
25% 

 
0% 

 
12% 
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Aitkin SWCD Partners Survey: For the SWCD, 39 

partners were invited and 16 (41%) responded.  These 

partners reported a wide range of interaction with the 

SWCD over the past 3 years: 7% said a few times, 7% 

reported several times a year, 36% said monthly, 21% 

said almost every week, and 21% indicated daily 

interaction.  One of of these participants indicated that 

the amount of interaction they had with the SWCD was 

not enough, while 92% indicated the amount of 

interaction was about right. 

These partners also assessed their interactions with the 

SWCD in five operational areas.  The partners’ rating of 

the district’s work in the operational areas was mostly 

good or strong. About 69% of the partners rated the 

district’s communications as strong while 15% rated it 

good and 15% acceptable. Eighty five percent of the 

partners thought the district’s quality of work was 

strong and 15% rated it good.   

Relationships with customers were judged to be strong 

by 92% of the partners, while 8% didn’t know. Partner 

ratings for the Aitkin SWCD’s initiative ranged from 

strong to good. For timelines and meeting deadlines, 

some of the partners thought the district performance 

was strong (69%) and 23% rated it good, while 8% 

didn’t know.  

The partners’ overall rating of the quality of their 

working relationship with the district was mostly 

powerful (54%), strong (31%) or good (15%).  

Several partners made comments about their working 

relationship with the Aitkin SWCD: 

• We work very closely with each other. Keeping 

the relationship separate and not a combined 

organization has had its benefits, especially 

with enforcement sites, a landowner is more 

willing to have them on their property knowing 

they are not an enforcement agency that would 

look at other situations on their property. 

• Communication is difficult sometimes because 

each organization has their own programs to 

manage and the few that have crossover can 

get put on the back burner occasionally. 

Everyone is so busy in the short field season. 

• Could be better because I would like to do more 

projects with them in the future.  

• SWCD staff are very open to working with other 

groups and organizations. The staff often take 

the lead in guiding others to achieve the desired 

outcomes the others have indicated as goals. 

When partners were asked for additional thoughts 

about how the Aitkin SWCD could be more effective, 

they provided the following comments: 

• Janet Smude is one of the best local partners we 

work with. She is always pro-active, good with 

people, and completes all her projects according 

to the budgets and timelines. She is able to 

handle difficult situations well. 

• Great team work.  

• Like most organizations, additional staff would 

help provide quality programs and services.  

• The only area we struggle with is timeliness and 

accuracy of reporting. Otherwise, they are a 

wonderful organization to work with. 

Full survey responses are in Appendix D, pages 45-53.  

 

 

Performance 

Area 

SWCD Partner Ratings (percent) 

Strong Good 
Accept

-able 
Poor 

Don’t 

Know 

Communi-

cation 

 
69% 

 
15% 

 
15% 

 
0% 

 
0% 

Quality of 

Work 

 
85% 

 
15% 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
0% 

Customer 

Relations 

 
92% 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
8% 

Initiative 

 
85% 

 
8% 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
8% 

Timelines/ 

Follow 

through 

 
69% 

 
23% 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
8% 
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General Conclusions 

Aitkin County (County) and the Aitkin Soil and Water 

Conservation District (SWCD) need to continue to build 

a strong working relationship to meet the water 

management and conservation challenges in the 

county.  

For the most part, their partners believe both entities 

are doing good work and are good to work with. 

Ongoing water management challenges in northern 

Minnesota have created the necessity to forge new 

working relationships among partners to improve local 

water management in Aitkin County. Strong 

participation in the development of One Watershed, 

One Plans provide an opportunity for Aitkin County 

and the SWCD to reorient the water planning efforts to 

focus on specific problems and priorities for the 

county’s waterbodies.   

The partners who responded to the PRAP survey 

generally provided strong to acceptable ratings in their 

judgement of the performance of the County, and 

strong to good ratings for the performance of the 

SWCD. 

The Aitkin SWCD reports compliance with 15 of 16 

basic standards, and 13 of 22 high performance 

standards.  

For this Level II review, the county reports compliance 

with 8 of 8 basic standards.  The county reported 

achieving 11 of 15 high performance standards.   

Commendations 

Commendations are based on achievement of BWSR’s 

high performance standards (see Findings, Part 2 and 

Appendix C, pages 41-44).  These practices reflect 

above average operational effectiveness and level of 

effort. 

Aitkin County is commended for: 

◼ Public drainage records: meet modernization 

guidelines  

◼ Water quality trend data used for short- and 

long-range plan priorities  

◼ WCA Communication and Coordination 

◼ Water quality trends tracked for priority water 

bodies and/or groundwater  

◼ Communication piece sent within the last 12 

months  

◼ Obtained stakeholder input in the last 5 years 

◼ Partnerships: liaison with SWCDs/WDs and 

cooperative projects/tasks done 

◼ Annual report to water plan advisory 

committee on plan progress 

◼ Coordination with state watershed-based 

initiatives 

◼ County local water plan on county website 

◼ Water management ordinances on county 

website  

Aitkin SWCD is commended for: 

◼ Job approval authorities are reviewed and 

reported annually 

◼ Operational guidelines and policies exist and 

are current 

◼ Staff training: orientation and continuing 

education plan and record for each staff 

member 

◼ SWCD is currently actively involved in at least 
one 1W1P 

◼ SWCD has received a competitive CWF grant in 
past 2 years 

◼ Strategic Plan or Self-Assessment completed 
within last 5 years 

◼ WCA Coordination and Communication 
◼ Water quality trends tracked for priority water 

bodies  
◼ Coordination with state watershed-based 

initiatives 
◼ Communication piece sent within last 12 

months  
◼ Obtained stakeholder input in the last 5 years 

◼ Partnerships: cooperative projects/tasks with 

neighboring districts, counties, watershed 

districts, non-governmental organizations 

◼ Coordination with County Board by 

supervisors or staff 

  

Action Items 

Action items are based on the LGU’s compliance with 

BWSR’s basic practice performance standards (see 

Findings, Part 2 and Appendix C pages 41-44).  LGU’s 

are given an Action Item in this section to address lack 

of compliance with one or more basic standards.  
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Aitkin County does not have any action items. Aitkin 

SWCD has one action item:  

◼ Website does not have all required content. 

BWSR asks the SWCD to resolve this issue 

within 18 months. 
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Recommendations 
This section contains recommendations offered by 

BWSR to the Aitkin County Board and staff and to the 

supervisors and staff of the Aitkin SWCD.  The 

intention of these recommendations is to enhance 

both organizations’ delivery of effective water and 

related land resource management and service to the 

residents of the Aitkin County.  BWSR financial 

assistance may be available to support the 

implementation of some of these recommendations. 

See BWSR website for more information: 

https://bwsr.state.mn.us/prap-grants 

Joint Recommendation 1: The County and SWCD 

should continue to identify priority watersheds as 

part of participation in One Watershed One Plan 

development. 

As both entities continue the process of developing 

One Watershed One Plans in the coming years, they 

should identify priority concerns by major or minor 

watershed, and action items should also be carefully 

targeted to differing watershed priorities. 

Joint Recommendation 2: Continue identification of 

Prioritized, Targeted and Measureable criteria for 

Goals and Objectives in One Watershed One Plan 

development.  

The County and SWCD staff should expand on the idea 

of resource outcomes in 1W1P plan development and 

structure their goals and objectives to explicitly 

acknowledge prioritized, targeted and measurable 

goals.  

Joint Recommendation 3: Structure website 

information to report progress and trends made in 

achieving resource outcome goals and 

implementation of County Water Plan. 

Efforts should be made to share water resource 

progress and trend information in easy to understand 

and easy to access formats on the websites. For 

example, water quality trend data or photographs of 

before and after project installation. Significant water 

quality monitoring efforts have taken place in Aitkin 

County, and the results should be made accessible to 

the public. 

Aitkin SWCD Recommendation 1: Conduct a strategic 

assessment of the SWCD to determine whether 

existing mission, goals and staff capacity are enough 

to meet the demands for conservation services in the 

district. 

With increasing SWCD responsibilities in a county with 

many conservation challenges, the Aitkin SWCD should 

consider conducting a strategic assessment of the 

SWCD to determine whether existing mission, goals 

and staff capacity are enough to meet the 

conservation needs of the county.  Even the most 

competent organizations will lose effectiveness when 

workload exceeds staffing resources over an extended 

period.  BWSR PRAP Assistance Grant funds may be 

available to partially fund this effort. 

Aitkin County Recommendation 1: Conduct a 

strategic assessment of the County Environmental 

Services to determine whether existing mission, goals 

and staff capacity are enough to meet the demands 

for services in the county. 

With increasing responsibilities in a county with many 

conservation challenges, the County Environmental 

Services Department should consider conducting a 

strategic assessment of the Department to determine 

whether existing mission, goals and staff capacity are 

enough to meet the conservation needs of the county.  

BWSR PRAP Assistance Grant funds may be available 

to partially fund this effort. 

 

 

https://bwsr.state.mn.us/prap-grants
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LGU Comments and                     
BWSR Responses 
Aitkin County and SWCD were invited to comment on 

the findings, conclusions and joint recommendations 

in the draft version of this report.   Aitkin SWCD 

provided a comment letter which can be found in 

Appendix E and is summarized below. 

Aitkin SWCD and County Comment #1:  

For most items reviewed by the PRAP, the SWCD 

generally agrees with the PRAP report. The PRAP 

report recognized the many strengths and forward 

thinking of our Board and Staff. For the two items 

needing attention identified in the SWCD portion: 1. 

We recognize that our SWCD website is a weakness 

and we started revamping that site about 3 months 

ago. The new site will be far more user friendly and will 

have all required information plus many other items 

that are important to our clients. 

Secondly, it was recommended that the SWCD hold 

regular "strategic planning sessions". We do regular 

planning between SWCD Board and Staff, but it is not 

listed in our meeting agendas as "strategic planning".  

On February 18, 2020 we will have our next strategic 

planning session with Board and staff. It will be 

identified as such on the agenda and in the minutes. 

BWSR Response: BWSR appreciates the SWCD 

commitment to improve the website. BWSR staff also 

recognize the high level of engagement the SWCD 

Board has with staff at board meetings in planning 

future activities. Many SWCDs in Minnesota have also 

found value in setting aside specific strategic planning 

sessions with third party facilitators. BWSR may be 

able to help fund this type of session. 

Aitkin SWCD and County Comment #2:  

WCA: The Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) comments 

do not accurately reflect the outstanding job that 

Aitkin County and the Aitkin County SWCD have done 

and are continuing. Aitkin is blessed with hundreds of 

thousands of acres of wetlands, 110 miles of the 

Mississippi River, more than 300 lakes, and thousands 

of acres of wetland banks. We have vigorously and 

accurately implemented WCA since 1991. We have 

been the preferred wetland banking location for 

numerous mining companies and others due to our 

extensive older rice paddies and relatively low land 

values. Given lesser staff and efforts, WCA could have 

self-destructed numerous times (see also full comment 

letter, pages 54-55). 

BWSR Response: BWSR staff are happy to recognize 

the excellent abilities and strong efforts of the Aitkin 

wetland staff in effectively implementing WCA for 

many years.  We think that Atkin County (Steve 

Hughes and Becky Sovde in particular) have worked 

extremely hard under sometimes difficult 

circumstances. PRAP reports are focused on ways for 

LGU improvement and it says a lot about the overall 

performance of Atkin County that we could only 

identify relatively minor items that were primarily 

related to documentation.  We also recognize that the 

PRAP procedures and WCA performance standards do 

not always provide adequate means of evaluating the 

“big picture” of the Aitkin WCA program as a whole.  

As such, we apologize if we mistakenly gave you the 

impression of an overall poor performance.   Steve and 

Becky’s technical skills and commitment to wetland 

protection and conservation in the County is among 

the best in the state.  We still think the items identified 

in the report should be addressed, but the report 

recommendations are not intended to diminish the 

strong commitment that both Aitkin County and Aitkin 

SWCD have demonstrated in implementing WCA 

through the years.  The comments and 

recommendations found in the Wetland Conservation 

Act (WCA) section of this report do not diminish the 

strong commitment both Aitkin County and Aitkin.   

Thank you for the strong commitment to wetland 

protection in Aitkin County. 
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Appendix A.  Plan Accomplishments 
 
LGU Name: Aitkin SWCD Date of This Assessment:  December 2019  
Type of Management Plan: Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan 
Date of Last Plan Revision: 2010 
 
Hazardous Waste 

Progress Rating:   =not started/dropped  =on-going progress  =completed/target 

Planned Actions or Activities 
Proposed 
Timeframe 

Actual 
Timeframe 

Accomplishments to Date 
Progress 

Rating 
Next Steps 

1.01 Continue a program of biennial 
inspections by a County appointed officer 
of all licensed hazardous waste 
generators in the County and report 
suspected violators to the MPCA and 
investigate reports of unlicensed 
generators. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Environmental Services has this 
responsibility - Ongoing 

 
 
 

Continue 

1.02 Cooperate to develop a response 
plan including evaluation and follow-up for 
unpermitted hazardous waste disposal. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Environmental Services has this 
responsibility - Ongoing 

 
 

Continue 

1.03 Coordinate with the County 
Comprehensive land use management 
plan to ensure compatibility with water 
management objectives and policies. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Completed before water plan adoption   
 

N/A 

1.04 Support the regulation by County 
ordinance the sound environmental 
management of scrap yards that contain 
materials such as oil transmission fluid, 
batteries, brake fluid, gasoline, etc. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Environmental Services has this 
responsibility - Ongoing 

 
 

Continue 
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Agricultural Chemicals 

Progress Rating:   =not started/dropped  =on-going progress  =completed/target 

Planned Actions or Activities 
Proposed 
Timeframe 

Actual 
Timeframe 

Accomplishments to Date 
Progress 

Rating 
Next Steps 

1.05 Support the State's inspection of all 
retail bulk fertilizer and pesticide 
operators for conformance with the 
State's Bulk Pesticide and Liquid Fertilizer 
storage rules. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Environmental Services has this 
responsibility - Ongoing 

 
 
 

Support 

1.06 Encourage through education that 
the application of pesticides on forest and 
agricultural lands follow "Best 
Management Practices." 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Forest Stewardship plans, radio, 
newsletters 

 
 
 

Continue   

 
Well Construction and Abandonment  

Progress Rating:   =not started/dropped  =on-going progress  =completed/target 

Planned Actions or Activities 
Proposed 
Timeframe 

Actual 
Timeframe 

Accomplishments to Date 
Progress 

Rating 
Next Steps 

1.07 Support the regulation of the 
construction of new wells according to 
State codes. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Completed   
 

 

Support  

1.08 In cooperation with the MN Dept. of 
Health, complete the inventory of existing 
wells, including abandoned wells and 
support the groundwater depth and flow 
project that is based on the inventory 
focusing on surficial glacial aquifers 
supplying public water supplies, 
groundwater recharge areas for public 
water supplies, and the artesian areas of 
Aitkin County. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Inventory completed, no known 
groundwater supply issues 

 

 

 

Support   

1.09 Continue cost-share assistance to 
private landowners for sealing abandoned 
water wells. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Environmental Services has this 
responsibility - Ongoing 

 
 
 

Support 
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Groundwater Monitoring  

Progress Rating:   =not started/dropped  =on-going progress  =completed/target 

Planned Actions or Activities 
Proposed 
Timeframe 

Actual 
Timeframe 

Accomplishments to Date 
Progress 

Rating 
Next Steps 

1.10 Expand and promote existing private 
water well testing program 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Environmental Services has this 
responsibility - Ongoing 

 

 
 

Support 

1 .11 Investigate increasing the number of 
analytical parameters for private water 
well testing. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Some additional arsenic testing 
encouraged 

 

 
 

Support 

 
 

Surface Water Quality Monitoring  

Progress Rating:   =not started/dropped  =on-going progress  =completed/target 

Planned Actions or Activities 
Proposed 
Timeframe 

Actual 
Timeframe 

Accomplishments to Date 
Progress 

Rating 
Next Steps 

2.01   The County shall inform and 
encourage local lake associations and 
individuals to participate in the MPCA's 
lake water quality monitoring program. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 On-going SWAG, AIS, etc.  

 
 

Support 

2.02The County shall identify 
representative lakes based on shoreland 
zoning classes and other physical and 
biological criteria and develop a baseline 
lake and watershed monitoring program 
for each. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 SWAG, WRAPS  

 
 

Continue  

2.03 Request the Mississippi Headwaters 
Board to develop or assist in developing 
an in-river water quality monitoring 
program for the Mississippi River focusing 
on water quality and flow. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Strong coordination with MHB, RAQ 
scores 

 
 

Support 
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Treatment of Runoff 

Progress Rating:   =not started/dropped  =on-going progress  =completed/target 

Planned Actions or Activities 
Proposed 
Timeframe 

Actual 
Timeframe 

Accomplishments to Date 
Progress 

Rating 
Next Steps 

2.04 Support increased levels of 
assistance to local landowners for 
agriculture erosion and sediment 
control. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 EQIP funds, CSP, strong Conservation 
Easement program  

 

 
 

Support  

2.05 Support the Aitkin County Shoreland 
Management Ordinance 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Strongly supported - ongoing  

 
 

Continue 

2.06 Identify critical areas and minimize 
where possible the use of road de-icing 
salt on these areas. Also request 
townships, municipalities, and the 
Minnesota Department of Transportation 
to reduce the use of deicing salts in Aitkin 
County. Special consideration should be 
given to avoid concentrations of de-icing 
salts near lakes and streams. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 We are not closely involved with road 
salt reduction. 

 
 

Support 

2.07 Promote riparian buffers through 
Green Shores and the USDA 
Conservation Reserve program 
for land areas contributing significant 
sediment loads to surface water bodies. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Strong Cost-share program, and we 
enforce the buffer laws (100% 
compliance achieved in 2019) 
  

 
 

Continue 

2.08 Support spill control and secondary 
containment measures by bulk petroleum 
and chemical dealers, according to MPCA 
and Minnesota Department of Agriculture 
rules. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 SWCD supports  
 

Continue 

2.09 Support the Minnesota Department 
of Agriculture's program of the Licensing 
of chemical applicators. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 We administer Pesticide Applicator 
tests 

 
 

Continue 

2.10 Encourage apriority of mechanical 
weed control in County road right-of-way 
maintenance and encourage local entities 
to prioritize the use of mechanical weed 
control versus chemical control and 
chemical spot versus broadcast. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 We support spot spraying rather than 
broadcast  

 
 

Continue 
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2.11 The SWCD shall inventory lakeshore 
and streambank erosion sites and provide 
technical assistance for the control of 
erosion in these areas. Cost-share 
incentives may be applied as appropriate. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 SWCD provides this service for 
problem sites. 

 
 

Continue 

2.12 Provide information to local lake 
associations for identifying and procuring 
cost share assistance for water quality 
improvement through state or federal 
grant programs. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Done through radio, newspaper, 
demonstration sites/workshops, direct 
emails, etc.  

 
 

Continue 

2.13 Encourage that land management 
activities on all ownerships follow the Best 
Management Practices established for 
those activities in Minnesota. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Completed   

 

Continue 

2.14 SWCD office to be involved in the 
identification and evaluation of areas 
subject to erosion and sedimentation from 
uncontrolled access of livestock to 
surface waters so that potential cost 
share assistance can be secured. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 SWCD supports on-going effort with 
close relationship with NRCS – 
continuous. 

 
 

Support 

 
 
Individual Sewage Treatment Systems  

Progress Rating:   =not started/dropped  =on-going progress  =completed/target 

Planned Actions or Activities 
Proposed 
Timeframe 

Actual 
Timeframe 

Accomplishments to Date 
Progress 

Rating 
Next Steps 

2.15 The County shall continue 
enforcement of its ISTS program and 
require all local communities to adopt a 
program that is consistent with County 
rules. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 County enforces ISTS.  Encourages 
local communities.  

 
  

 

Support  

2.16 The County shall continue its 
inspections of every individual sewage 
system upon installation and increase 
inspections of existing sewage systems, 
particularly in shoreland areas. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Yes, we inspect every installation and 
upon transfer, or building permit.  No, 
we are not allowed to inspect systems 
without cause. 

 
 
 

Support 

2.17 Request MPCA inspection of records 
and sites of MPCA-approved septage and 
municipal sludge disposal areas for runoff 
control and correct disposal amounts. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 No - are not doing  

 
 

Rely on MPCA to 
implement their 
programs 
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2.18 Infrared photo and other techniques 
may be used to assist in the 
determination of nonconforming or 
violating systems in shoreland areas. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Inspections are conducted upon land 
transfers – ongoing. 

 

 
 

Support 

2.19 The County shall continue the 
requirement that a state licensed operator 
conduct pumping and disposal of private 
septic waste. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Environmental Services has this 
responsibility - Ongoing 

 
 
 

Support 

 

Education  

Progress Rating:   =not started/dropped  =on-going progress  =completed/target 

Planned Actions or Activities 
Proposed 
Timeframe 

Actual 
Timeframe 

Accomplishments to Date 
Progress 

Rating 
Next Steps 

2.20 Maintain existing water planning task 
force to biennially review progress of 
water plan implementation, coordinate 
annual work plans, and to recommend 
amendments to this plan when 
necessary. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Yes, we have a very active volunteer 
task force and we meet regularly 
(approx. 20 members) 

 

 
 

Continue 

2.2I Task Force shall develop, coordinate, 
and disseminate educational material on: 
a. Proper utilization of lawn care products 
with emphasis on shoreland areas. 
 
b. Water quality monitoring results. 
 
c. Maintenance and care of on-site septic 
systems.  
 
d. Best Management Practices for 
agricultural and forestry practices. 
 
e. Other surface and groundwater 
informational or educational needs. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Task Force encourages creation of 
materials and education.  We have an 
annual Rivers and Lakes Fair with 
attendance of 450 – 600 citizens.  We 
also have an hour-long radio show that 
reaches an estimated 10,000 monthly.
  

 
 
 

Continue  

2.22 The SWCD will serve as a clearing 
house of all surface and groundwater 
quantity or quality data collected in the 
County. These records shall be available 
to other agencies and the general 
public. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Yes, everything goes into MPCA 
STORET (ongoing) 

 
 

Continue 
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2.23 Continue SWCD review of zoning 
plats for erosion and sediment control 
measures. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Yes, when earth moving is 200 cubic 
yards or more 

 
 
 

Continue 

 
 

Surface Water Quality Monitoring  

Progress Rating:   =not started/dropped  =on-going progress  =completed/target 

Planned Actions or Activities 
Proposed 
Timeframe 

Actual 
Timeframe 

Accomplishments to Date 
Progress 

Rating 
Next Steps 

3.01 The County shall continue to enforce 
its existing floodplain regulations that 
prohibit encroachment in the defined 
floodway and guide the development of 
structures in the flood fringe. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 County enforces Floodplain Ordinance 
– ongoing.  

 

 
 

Continue 

3.02 Continue to monitor water levels and 
flows on selected streams and lakes with 
existing or past water level problems. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Yes, along with partners and volunteers 
as funded. 

 
 
 

Continue 

3.03 The County will encourage and 
cooperate with the MNDNR to identify 
lakes in the County with water level 
problems, assist in the placement of 
gages for the purpose of water level 
monitoring, re-evaluate or determine 
Ordinary High-Water Levels for these 
lakes, and assist in the development of a 
specific management plan for each lake 
which is consistent with the policies 
established in this plan. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Yes, we are doing this with DNR  
 
 

Continue 
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Fish, Wildlife and Recreation 

Progress Rating:   =not started/dropped  =on-going progress  =completed/target 

Planned Actions or Activities 
Proposed 
Timeframe 

Actual 
Timeframe 

Accomplishments to Date 
Progress 

Rating 
Next Steps 

4.01 Support and administer the Wetland 
Conservation Act and provisions of the 
County Wetland Plan that is under 
development. Follow wetland protection 
policies identified in the Surface Water 
Runoff and Quality Protection sections of 
this plan. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Vigorously implement WCA – ongoing.
  

 

 
 

Continue 

4.02 Support continued cooperation 
among land management agencies such 
as: (MNDNR, County Land Dept., County 
SWCD, U.S.F&WS, County Planning and 
Zoning, MN Extension Service etc.) 
regarding land management activities that 
impact fish and wildlife habitat in wetlands 
or lakes. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Yes, we support and serve on various 
committees with our partners. 

 
 
 

Continue 

4.03 Fish and wildlife management, water 
quality and other impacts (recreation, 
erosion control, etc.) shall be considered 
in the operation of water control structures 
throughout the county including, but not 
limited to, Big Sandy, Rice Lake Refuge, 
etc. and the design of any water control 
or retention structures installed by the 
departments of the County. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Yes, to the extent we have authority – 
ongoing. 

 
 
 

Support 

4.04 Support the MNDNR efforts to 
protect the natural spawning areas of 
Mille Lacs Lake, including shoreland and 
watershed management to minimize 
detrimental effects of sedimentation. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Yes, we lead the Mille Lacs Watershed 
Group - on-going 

 
 
 

Continue 

4.05 Encourage expanding the availability 
of sanitary facilities for areas of 
concentrated fish houses. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Yes, we support – both winter and 
summer. 

 
 

Support 

4.06 The County will support the 
continuation of the MNDNR lake survey 
program to determine status, quality, and 
fish management needs of County lakes. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Yes - support  
 

Support 
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4.07 Continue to provide to the general 
public information on the prevention or 
control of aquatic weed growth and State 
regulations that govern aquatic weed 
control. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 SWCD is the AIS lead, DNR for other 
aquatic plants -  on-going 

 
 

Continue 

4.08 Assess the impacts of recreational 
uses of county lakes and develop 
programs to restrict or reduce that use if 
excessive erosion, pollution, noise or 
speed problems are noted. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 On a committee with County Board, 
Sheriff and others, as needed. 

 
 

Support 

 

Public Ditch Maintenance 

Progress Rating:   =not started/dropped  =on-going progress  =completed/target 

Planned Actions or Activities 
Proposed 
Timeframe 

Actual 
Timeframe 

Accomplishments to Date 
Progress 

Rating 
Next Steps 

5.01 Cooperate with the Ditch 
Administrator to address water quality 
concerns relating to ditch maintenance, 
repair or ditch creation. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Yes, we are doing these actions and 
will continue. 

 

 
 

Continue 

5.02 The County will maintain all public 
ditches in accordance with the provisions 
of Chapter 1063E, Laws of 1988. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Yes, we are doing these actions and 
will continue. 

 
 
 

Continue 

5.03 The County will enforce the 16.5-foot 
grass strip requirements as set forth in 
Minnesota Statutes Chapter 103E. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Yes, we are doing these actions and 
will continue. 

 
 
 

Continue 

5.04 The County will coordinate with the 
MNDNR to develop a County policy for 
beaver control on the public ditch system. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 There is a ditch administrator that we 
support – ongoing. 

 
 

Continue 

5.05 The County shall establish a 
Drainage System Repair Fund for each 
functioning ditch system within the County 
to be used only for repairs on the 
respective ditches, according to 
Minnesota Statutes 103 E. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 There is a ditch administrator that we 
support – ongoing. 

 
 

Continue 

5.06 Support an evaluation of the existing 
ditch system and the formation of a 
county-wide ditch management plan. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 There is a ditch administrator that we 
support – ongoing. 

 
 

Continue 
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Groundwater Quantity 

Progress Rating:   =not started/dropped  =on-going progress  =completed/target 

Planned Actions or Activities 
Proposed 
Timeframe 

Actual 
Timeframe 

Accomplishments to Date 
Progress 

Rating 
Next Steps 

6.01 Through existing County and 
municipal land use ordinances, large 
(over 20,000 square feet) proposed 
impervious areas shall be evaluated for 
impacts on groundwater recharge. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 MPCA has requirements for plans and 
review.  

 

 
 

Continue 

6.02 Through implementation of runoff 
management and water quality strategies 
in this plan, wetlands and ponding basins 
will be protected or designed for 
groundwater recharge purposes 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 WCA as discussed previously  
 
 

Continue 

6.03 Rely upon the MNDNR through its 
water use permit program to evaluate 
impacts of groundwater withdrawal from 
new water users. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 We support DNR’s permitting process  
 
 

Support 

6.04 Expand existing groundwater level 
monitoring programs and incorporate into 
County and State database programs. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 We monitor several unused wells, in 
addition water well drilling logs are 
entered into a database. 

 
 

Continue 

6.05 Provide water conservation 
education materials to local homeowners 
through the Health and Extension 
Departments with coordination from the 
Water Planning task force. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 We are not actively doing this.  Radio 
show (one hour per month) encourages 
water conservation. 

 Support 

 

Surface Water Runoff Management 

Progress Rating:   =not started/dropped  =on-going progress  =completed/target 

Planned Actions or Activities 
Proposed 
Timeframe 

Actual 
Timeframe 

Accomplishments to Date 
Progress 

Rating 
Next Steps 

7.01 Through Planning and Zoning 
ordinances, require future shoreland or 
urban developments, of 5 acres or larger, 
to provide adequate controls to maintain 
predevelopment runoff rates. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 P&Z is doing this - on-going.   

 
 

Support 
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7.02 Require hydrologic investigations of 
any new public ditches or improvements 
to existing public drainage systems. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Ditch authority is doing this.  
 
 

Continue 

7.03 Continue to administer the Wetlands 
Conservation Act  

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 Continue to administer WCA  
 
 

Continue 

7.04 Request the State, Mississippi 
Headwaters Board, and Army Corps of 
Engineers to continue the primary 
purpose of the headwaters dams as flood 
control structures. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 To the extent that we have authority we 
do encourage these actions. 

 
 
 

Continue 

7.05 Request the Corps of Engineers to 
re-evaluate/utilize the flowage rights on 
Big Sandy and other reservoir lakes to 
alleviate downstream flooding and flood 
damages. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 To the extent that we have authority we 
do encourage these actions. 

 
 
 

Support 

7.06 Request MNDNR and ACOE to 
inspect and report on the condition of 
water control structures they operate on a 
five-year basis. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 To the extent that we have authority we 
do encourage these actions. 

 
 

Support 

7.07 Require that new road culverts be 
sized, by recognized engineering 
methods, to accommodate anticipated 
future levels of runoff for a25-year flood 
event. Aitkin County Soil and Water 
Conservation District can be contacted for 
assistance in sizing of culverts. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 County and township roads are more 
likely to follow this than private.  WCA 
does require adequate culverts. 

 
 
 

Continue 

7.08 Through existing County and 
municipal land use ordinances, large 
(over 20,000 square feet) proposed 
impervious areas shall be evaluated by a 
county appointed office for impacts on 
areas of known groundwater recharge. 

2009 - 2019 2009 - 2019 MPCA has requirements for plans and 
review. 

 
 
 

Support 
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Appendix B. Wetland Conservation Act 
Wetland Conservation Act Administrative Review Report 

Report Prepared for:  Atkin County & Aitkin SWCD 

Report Date:   1/7/2019 

Prepared by:  David Demmer, Wetland Specialist, MN Board of Water & Soil Resources  

 Cade Steffenson, Wetland Specialist, MN Board of Water & Soil Resources 

Introduction  

In 1991, the Legislature passed the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) in order to achieve a no-net loss in 

the quantity, quality, and biological diversity of Minnesota’s wetlands.  In doing so, they designated 

certain implementation responsibilities to local government units (LGUs) and soil and water 

conservation districts (SWCDs) with the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) to provide oversight.  

One oversight mechanism is an administrative review of how LGUs and SWCDs are carrying out their 

responsibilities.  

BWSR uses the administrative review process to evaluate LGU and SWCD performance related to their 

responsibilities under the WCA.  The review is intended to determine if an LGU or SWCD is fulfilling their 

responsibilities under WCA and to provide recommendations for improvement as applicable.    

This review has been conducted in conjunction with the PRAP process, a summary of which is provided 

in the overall PRAP report.    

Methods 

Data for this report was collected via direct interview(s) with staff, a review of an appropriate number 

and type of project files, a review of existing documentation on file (i.e. annual reporting/resolutions), 

and through prior BWSR staff experience/interaction with the LGU or SWCD.  In some cases, a project 

site review may be necessary.  Generally, interviews, project file reviews and site visits were done with 

two BWSR staff on agreed upon dates.     

BWSR Staff interviewed Becky Sovde, Aitkin County Planning & Zoning, on January 9, 2020 in the Aitkin 

County Courthouse in Aitkin, MN.  Also participating in the conversation was Steve Hughes, Aitkin SWCD 

District Manager and WCA TEP member.  WCA-related Performance Standards for SWCDs are included 

in the report summary and recommendations found below.  In addition to the data forms collected (see 

Attachment A), five project files were reviewed (one boundary/type, no-loss, exemption, replacement 

plan, and enforcement).  WCA-related County and municipal resolutions were reviewed, and copies 

retained.  The Aitkin County Wetland Protection Ordinance was also reviewed.  Recommendations 

resulting from the Ordinance review are made under performance standard 1.  No project site visits 

were conducted for this report.  BWSR staff conducting the review were Wetland Specialists David 

Demmer & Cade Steffenson. 
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The review focused on six performance standards in both the administration and execution of the local 

WCA program.  Please note that the sixth performance standard (Replacement and restoration orders 

are prepared in conformance with WCA) was included in the review at the discretion of the reviewers.  

Compliance with Performance Standards are ranked from “Does not meet minimum requirements”, 

“Meets minimum requirements but needs improvement”, to “Effectively implementing the program”.  If 

necessary, recommendations to further improve implementation are listed. 

A copy of the questions and forms used during the data collection phase are located in Attachment B-1. 

WCA Report Summary and Recommendations 

A. Administration   

Aitkin County adopted the WCA in 1993 with resolution 93-176.  In 2009, the Board of Commissioners 

delegated decision-making authority of the WCA to the Environmental Services Director and the 

Wetland Specialist.   

The Aitkin County Wetland Specialist acts administratively as the WCA LGU for the County.  The Aitkin 

County SWCD District Manager is an active, valuable member of TEP.  In general, the LGU follows WCA 

procedure; effectively utilizes the Technical Evaluation Panel (TEP); and takes a reasonable approach to 

administering the Rule.   

There are several municipalities within the County in which the County acts as the WCA LGU.  These 

municipalities could maintain their own jurisdiction for WCA decisions.  The County, however, has been 

administering the WCA within their boundaries.  The reviewers requested the County to provide 

resolutions from these municipalities delegating WCA decision-making authority to the County.  No such 

resolutions, however, were located.   

Aitkin County has a relatively robust Wetland Protection Ordinance.  The LGU consistently administers 

the provisions of the Ordinance.  The Ordinance was reviewed at the discretion of the reviewers and 

possible revisions to consider were discussed during the review.  For example, during the review of the 

Ordinance multiple citations of WCA Rule were identified that have since been repealed.  The Ordinance 

also states that appeals of WCA decisions go to BWSR whereas the local appeal process identified on 

Notice of Decisions is first heard at the local level. 

WCA Performance Standard 1- District has resolution assuming WCA responsibilities and appropriate 

delegation  

This meets minimum requirements but needs improvements. 

Recommendations: 

1) The County should consider working with municipalities (who would otherwise have 
jurisdiction over WCA decisions within their legal boundaries) in which the County currently 
administers WCA to pass resolutions delegating WCA decision making authority to the 
County.  If requested, BWSR will continue to assist the County and Municipalities and 
suggests a timeline of 2 years for passing these resolutions.  A template resolution delegating 
WCA decision-making authority is attached to this report (Attachment B-2). 
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2) Consider revising the Wetland Protection Ordinance to delete repealed WCA subparts and 
clearly specify the local appeal process.  

 

WCA Performance Standard 2- County has a knowledgeable and trained staff member that manages 

WCA program and/or has secured a qualified delegate. 

The County benefits from capable, experienced, and technically-trained staff.  The LGU has a college 

degree in soil science and regularly to attends regional wetland training. 

There are many years of institutional knowledge between both the WCA LGU and SWCD TEP member.  

This experience is and has been invaluable to the effective and consistent administration of the WCA in 

Aitkin County.      

The County is effectively implementing the program. 

Recommendations: 

1) The LGU and TEP members should continue to attend regional wetland training; 
2) Both the County and SWCD should consider succession planning to maintain effective future 

implementation of the Aitkin WCA program. 

 

B. Execution and Coordination  

WCA Performance Standard 3- WCA decisions and determinations are made in conformance with WCA 

Requirements 

The LGU generally adheres to WCA Noticing Procedures.  The notices, however, consistently lacked 

relevant information including key findings, recommendations, conditions of approval and Rule citation.  

No application numbers or date of receipt was found in the project files.  This suggested that the County 

would benefit from reviewing their data management policies with respect to handling WCA 

applications.  The LGU does utilize permit program for other application types.  However, it does not 

appear that the WCA applications are integrated into that program.   

There would be several benefits to incorporating WCA applications into the main County permitting 

program such as tracking application submittal dates, standardized permit numbers, agency action 

deadlines, etc. 

This meets minimum requirements but needs improvements. 

Recommendations: 

1) The LGU should consider writing more detailed notices.  Information that should be includes: key 
relevant facts, short description of the activity, TEP findings/recommendations, and Rule citation.  
(see Attachment B-3)  

2) Consider integrating WCA application and enforcement cases into the County permit software. 
3) Consider reviewing internal processes in handling applications upon submittal such as using date 

stamps to document the date received. 
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Performance Standard 4- WCA TEP reviews and recommendations are appropriately coordinated. 

TEP meetings are scheduled on a reoccurring date and meet as projects require.  The LGU coordinates 

and effectively facilitates TEP meetings.  Often site visits and initial determinations are made by just the 

LGU and/or the SWCD TEP member.  These visits, however, are rarely documented. 

This meets minimum requirements but needs improvements. 

Recommendation: 

1) Consider expanding the use of formal documentation such as the TEP Findings of Fact to better 
document LGU site visits and TEP recommendations resulting from site visits.  This should include 
both formal and informal documentation even when just one TEP member conducts a site visit.   
 

WCA Performance Standard 5- Certified wetland delineator on staff or retainer 

This is a “high performance standard”.  Both the County and SWCD staff has formal education in soil 

science and forestry, respectfully.  The LGU has professional certification as a soil scientist.  Both have 

received formal wetland delineation training and continue to participate in BWSR Regional Wetland 

Training. 

The County is effectively implementing the program. 

WCA Performance Standard 6- Replacement and restoration orders are prepared in conformance with 

WCA 

The LGU and SWCD work in close coordination to enforce WCA violations.  Review of the files found little 

documentation of this work other than the formal orders and correspondence with the landowners.  

Moreover, the full TEP is only brought into the fold when the violation is particularly complex.  This 

method appears to work as there is no evidence that WCA violations are going undetected and/or not 

being addressed.   

Because there is little documentation regarding the details of specific site visits, the review centered 

around clarification and timing-related questions.  For example, documentation provided appeared to 

show a long delay from the date of detection to the issuance of a RPN.  However, during the review the 

SWCD was able to clarify that the first site visit was conducted before the project occurred and the 

activity only became a violation after the landowner went beyond the original scope of work.  This fact 

was not clear in the documentation and no project log, tracking, or enforcement procedures checklist 

was found in the enforcement files reviewed. 

This meets minimum requirements but needs improvements. 

Recommendations:  

1) The County should continue to work with BWSR, DNR, and TEP to refine WCA enforcement 
procedures outlined in MN Rule 8420.0900 and make use of the Enforcement Procedures 
Checklist (See Attachment B-4) 
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Attachments: 

Attachment B-1- Review questions and project review files 

Attachment B-2 - Template Resolution delegating the WCA decision-making authority 

Attachment B-3 - Annotated Notice of Application and Notice of Decision (Note that these are old WCA 

forms and are intended for reference) 

Attachment B-4 - Enforcement Procedures Checklist 

Attachment B-1 

        

 

   

LGU  Aitkin   

Reviewer(s) David Demmer, Cade Steffenson   

Date of Review 1/6/2020   

          

WCA Project File Review and Summary Sheet    

          

Applicant or Project Name US Development & Leasing RP 

Application 
Type(s):    Replacement  

Other Project 
Type:     Boundary & Type 

          
          

Application and Decision 
Procedures                 

 Determination of a Complete Application      
          

 Date Application Received - Receipt documented?   No 

 

If Application Deemed 
Incomplete:     N/A 

 

    Was written notification sent within 15 business 
days?     

     Did written notification properly identify what was missing?   
          

 

Notice of 
Application                  

 NOA Required?       Yes 

 

  If required, NOA Sent within 15 business days of complete 
app?  Yes 

 

  Comment Period at least 15 business 
days?    Yes 

 BWSR form used?      Yes 

 Noticed to all parties?     Yes 
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Locator map 
attached?     Yes 

 Was an adequate summary included?   No 

 Was application attached?    Yes 

 NOA Adequacy - Was NOA properly done? Include summary statements and identify concerns/errors.  

 

NOA did not check replacement plan as decision type (only B/T), no date on application, locator map 
with application?, very little detail in description 

          

 Notice of Decision:        
          

 Decision Made?     Yes 

 BWSR form used?     Yes 

 Was decision made within 60/120 day timeline?  Yes 

 

  If no, was written notification sent to extend 
timeline?    

 

NOD Sent within 10 business days and within 60/120 day 
timeline?  Yes 

 

Locator Map 
Attached?     No 

 Was proper appeal process identified?   No 

 Noticed to all parties?     Yes 

 Was TEP findings and recommendation included (if applicable)? Yes 

 

Is LGU decision clearly 
identified?     No 

 

Are LGU findings and conclusion clear and decision summarized  
with facts and Rule support?  No 

 NOD Adequacy - Was NOD properly done? Include summary statements and identify concerns/errors.  

 

NOD only checked RP approval (what about B/T as noticed?), NOD not dated in signature block, locator 
map not checked (not sent?), appeals to BWSR (per Ord)?, decision narrative simply says "agree with 
TEP", no Rule or Ord citations, ATF not mentioned, Replacement ration assessment not mentioned 
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 TEP Process (if applicable):       
          

 Did at least one TEP member make an on-site visit?   Yes 

 

Were TEP Findings/Notes/Recommendation documented, 
signed, and endorsed by a majority of the TEP? Yes 

 

Are TEP Findings and Recommendation clearly written, based 
on facts, and supported by Rule? Yes 

 Was TEP Recommendation sufficiently Considered in the NOD?  Yes 

 TEP Process Summary:  

   

          

 Road Projects (LRWRP):       

          

 

Are wetlands properly identified, with supporting 
documentation?   

 Are wetland impacts clearly identified?     

 Is the signed TEP eligibility determination in the file?    

 

Was TEP review completed within 30 days of project 
notification?   

 LRWRP Summary:        

   

          

Individual Project Summary        
 

         

 Summarize the procedures and results of the project with regard to conformance with the WCA.  
Identify deficiencies and errors as applicable.  Commending statements should also be included for 
areas of high performance.        
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Attachment B-2  

A RESOLUTION REGARDING THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE MINNESOTA 

WETLAND CONSERVATION ACT 

{LGU NAME} 

{Resolution #} 

WHEREAS, {LGU Name} has accepted the authority and administrative responsibility to implement the 

Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) within the legal boundaries of {LGU Name} in accordance with 

Minnesota Rules, Chapter 8420; and 

WHEREAS, {LGU Name} is authorized by Minnesota Administrative Rules Part 8420.0200, Subpart 2, 

Item C, to delegate certain functions with regard to implementation of WCA, including the authority to 

make decisions on applications, with its staff. 

THEREFORE; BE IT RESOLVED by the {LGU Name} {Board of Commissioners1}, that decision-

making authority for WCA {exemption, no-loss, wetland boundary and type, sequencing, replacement 

plan, and wetland banking2} applications is placed with the {Position Title} or their designee. 

 

 

 

Adopted this ______ day of __________________, 20___. 

 

 

 

 

                                                By: ____________________________________ 

                                                                        Chair of the {Board of Commissioners1} 

 

Resolution No.____________:  Offered by {Commissioner1} _________________, seconded by 

{Commissioner1} _________________, adopted by a vote of _________________ at the regular meeting 

of the {Board of Commissioners1} of {LGU Name} on {Date}. 

 

 

 

Attest: ___________________________________ 

{Staff Name} 

{Position 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. For a City, Township, or Soil and Water Conservation District, replace 
“Commissioner” or “Board of Commissioners” with “Councilmember, 
Supervisor, City Council, Board of Supervisors,” etc. as applicable. 

2. Choose any or all of the listed application types, as applicable. 
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Attachment B-3 

Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act 

Notice of Decision 

Local Government Unit (LGU) 

Insert your LGU name here 
Address 

Insert your LGU 

address here 

 

1. PROJECT INFORMATION 
Applicant Name 

Insert applicant name 

(must be a person, not a 

company) 

Project Name 

Include a descriptive project name 

(same as NOA if applicable) 

Date of 

Application 

Date rcvd; 

if No app, 

explain in 

summary 

Application 

Number 

File No. –

tracking 

and 

reporting 

 Attach site locator map. 

 

Type of Decision: 

 Wetland Boundary or Type                  No-Loss                  Exemption                  Sequencing 

                  Replacement Plan                                  Banking Plan            
 

Technical Evaluation Panel Findings and Recommendation (if any): 

 Approve                                           Approved with conditions                                           Deny  

Summary (or attach): Include brief summary of TEP findings, final recommendation, and noted conditions (if 

applicable), otherwise leave blank.  Attach TEP findings page.  

 

2. LOCAL GOVERNMENT UNIT DECISION 

Date of Decision: Note date decision was made 

 Approved                              Approve with conditions (include below)                            Denied  

 

LGU Findings and Conclusions (attach additional sheets as necessary): 

Include a good summary of what was requested and what is being approved.  Include any conditions or 

restrictions.  It is a good idea to include some (or all) of the following: 

• What was requested (purpose, type of impact/disturbance, wetland type(s) and amount affected)  

• Project location 

• Any findings or rationale used to make the decision 

• Resulting Decision 

• Amount and location of replacement (if applicable) 

• Specific details about what is being approved 

• Specify decision validity time limits (if necessary) 

• Cite specific area from rule as needed 

• Document the use of sequencing flexibility if applicable.   

• Summarize effect on Special considerations (8420.0515), if any, and how these are being 

addressed. 

• Support any deviations from the TEP recommendation.   
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For 

Replacement Plans using credits from the State Wetland Bank: 

Bank Account # 

      

Bank Service Area 

      
County 

      

Credits Approved for 

Withdrawal (sq. ft. or nearest .01 

acre) 

      

 

Replacement Plan Approval Conditions.  In addition to any conditions specified by the LGU, the approval of a 

Wetland Replacement Plan is conditional upon the following: 

 Financial Assurance: For project-specific replacement that is not in-advance, a financial assurance specified 

by the LGU must be submitted to the LGU in accordance with MN Rule 8420.0522, Subp. 9 (List amount and 

type in LGU Findings). 

 Deed Recording: For project-specific replacement, evidence must be provided to the LGU that the BWSR 

“Declaration of Restrictions and Covenants” and “Consent to Replacement Wetland” forms have been filed with 

the county recorder’s office in which the replacement wetland is located. 

 Credit Withdrawal: For replacement consisting of wetland bank credits, confirmation that BWSR has 

withdrawn the credits from the state wetland bank as specified in the approved replacement plan. 

Wetlands may not be impacted until all applicable conditions have been met! 

 

LGU Authorized Signature:  This form must be sent within 10 business days of the decision and within the M.S. 

15.99 time limit.  

Signing and mailing of this completed form to the appropriate recipients in accordance with 8420.0255, 

Subp. 5 provides notice that a decision was made by the LGU under the Wetland Conservation Act as 

specified above.  If additional details on the decision exist, they have been provided to the landowner and 

are available from the LGU upon request. 

Name 

Type name here 

Title 

Complete this section 

Signature 

Sign Here 
Date 

Date of 

decision 

Phone Number and E-mail 

Complete this section 

      

 

THIS DECISION ONLY APPLIES TO THE MINNESOTA WETLAND CONSERVATION ACT.  Additional 

approvals or permits from local, state, and federal agencies may be required.  Check with all appropriate authorities 

before commencing work in or near wetlands.   

Applicants proceed at their own risk if work authorized by this decision is started before the time period for appeal 

(30 days) has expired. If this decision is reversed or revised under appeal, the applicant may be responsible for 

restoring or replacing all wetland impacts.  

This decision is valid for five years from the date of decision unless a longer period is advised by the TEP and 

specified in this notice of decision. 

 

 

3. APPEAL OF THIS DECISION 
Pursuant to MN Rule 8420.0905, any appeal of this decision can only be commenced by mailing a petition for appeal, 

including applicable fee, within thirty (30) calendar days of the date of the mailing of this Notice to the following as 

indicated:  

 

This is your written record of the decision.  Make it a good one and save yourself some headaches in 

the future.   
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Check one:   

  Appeal of an LGU staff decision.  Send 

petition and $      fee (if applicable) to: 

Appeal should go to BWSR unless you have a 

local WCA appeal board      

      

      

 Appeal of LGU governing body decision.  Send 

petition and $500 filing fee to: 

    Executive Director 

    Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources 

    520 Lafayette Road North 

    St. Paul, MN 55155 

 

4. LIST OF ADDRESSEES 

  SWCD TEP member:       

  BWSR TEP member:       

  LGU TEP member (if different than LGU Contact):       

  DNR TEP member:       

  DNR Regional Office (if different than DNR TEP member) 

  WD or WMO (if applicable):       

  Applicant and Landowner (if different) 

  Members of the public who requested notice: 

             

             

             

  Corps of Engineers Project Manager 

  BWSR Wetland Bank Coordinator (wetland bank plan decisions only) 

 

 

5. MAILING INFORMATION 

➢ For a list of BWSR TEP representatives: www.bwsr.state.mn.us/aboutbwsr/workareas/WCA_areas.pdf 

➢ For a list of DNR TEP representatives: www.bwsr.state.mn.us/wetlands/wca/DNR_TEP_contacts.pdf 

➢ Department of Natural Resources Regional Offices: 
NW Region: 

Reg. Env. Assess. Ecol. 

Div. Ecol. Resources 

2115 Birchmont Beach Rd. 

NE 

Bemidji, MN  56601 

NE Region: 

Reg. Env. Assess. Ecol. 

Div. Ecol. Resources 

1201 E. Hwy. 2 

Grand Rapids, MN 55744 

Central Region: 

Reg. Env. Assess. Ecol. 

Div. Ecol. Resources 

1200 Warner Road 

St. Paul, MN  55106 

Southern Region: 

Reg. Env. Assess. Ecol. 

Div. Ecol. Resources 

261 Hwy. 15 South 

New Ulm, MN  56073 

For a map of DNR Administrative Regions, see: http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/aboutdnr/dnr_regions.pdf 

➢ For a list of Corps of Project Managers: www.mvp.usace.army.mil/regulatory/default.asp?pageid=687    or send to: 

US Army Corps of Engineers 

St. Paul District, ATTN: OP-R 

180 Fifth St. East, Suite 700 

  St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 

➢ For Wetland Bank Plan applications, also send a copy of the application to: 

Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources 

       Wetland Bank Coordinator 

       520 Lafayette Road North 

       St. Paul, MN 55155 

 

6. ATTACHMENTS 

In addition to the site locator map, list any other attachments: 

  Attach maps, plans, and/or figure of approved proposed illustrating details of project. 

  Attach full TEP findings if applicable 
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http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/aboutbwsr/workareas/WCA_areas.pdf
http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/wetlands/wca/DNR_TEP_contacts.pdf
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/aboutdnr/dnr_regions.pdf
http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/regulatory/default.asp?pageid=687
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  Attach any pertinent supporting documentation. Example – Natural Heritage Rev. Letter, 

SHPO letter, etc.  

        

 

Attachment B-4  

SWCD Aitkin 

 

   

Reviewer(s) David Demmer, Cade Steffenson   
Date of 
Review 1/6/2020   

          

WCA Enforcement File Review Sheet for SWCD    

          

Project ID (Name/Owner/Responsible Party) Hageman Violation 

Order Type (Replacement or Restoration) Restoration Order 

          

          
          

 
Response: Evaluate the overall timeliness & response by the SWCD     

 Date LGU/SWCD was Notified of Potential Violation    unknown 

 Date of Site Visit       10/16/2017 

 Was an RPN Issued?      Yes 

 Date RPN Issued      6/11/2018 

 Date Order was signed by SWCD    6/21/2018 

 Days to complete order from original notification by LGU/DNR? ~7 weeks 

 Was the site investigated promptly upon notification?  unknown 

 Was the LGU and Enforcment Athority informed of the status?  Yes 

 Was the TEP asked to Assist (if necessary)? Yes 

 
Summarize:  why the delay from first site visit to RPN? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                    

 Completeness:  Evaluates the basics of the Order, not the quality of the information.   

 Most recent form used?  Yes 

 Correct name/address/legal description/tracking numbers? Yes 

 Findings of Fact generally completed?  Yes 

 Appropriate deadlines identified?  Yes 
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 Does the form identify an ATF application time period to apply? Yes 

 Is this ATF application time period at least 30 days?  Yes 

 Does restoration section include info on how to restore the wetland? Yes 

 Are attachments included and are they identified/referenced? No 

 
Summary: Who did SWCD not sign RO?, no attachments (was map included in RO)? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                    

 
Quality & Supporting Evidence: Evaluate the clarity, legibility, and adequacy of the RO. 

 

Do the findings adequately support the conclusion that a violation exists (i.e. factual support, not opinion)?  
Is the area wetland and was this supported? Do the findings indicate the current impacts do not meet an 
exemption or no loss? 

 yes, yes 

 

Are the required restoration actions clearly defined? If structures are used, have they been designed by a 
qualified professional? Is pre-altered the intent and is this identified?   Will these actions reasonably restore 
the wetland? 

 yes, no structures, yes, yes 

 

Is the RO generally understandable? Are attachments clear?  Are the deadlines reasonable and feasible? Is 
the RO detailed enough for a judge/attorney/other person able to understand what is needed to restore 
site?  

 

yes, no attachments, reasonable deadlines, more information on restoration of wetland needed 

                    

 

Tracking, Communication, & Process: Evaluate the level of tracking, communication, and involvement by 
the SWCD.   

 

Is there a project log, tracking mechanism, or enforcement checklist utilized? Does the SWCD have a copy of 
the final signed RO on file?  Was the Certificate of Satisfactory Restoration/Replacement form completed  & 
sent (if violation was resolved)? 
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no project log, tracking or checklist in file, unknown whether SWCD has the final signed RO on file, yes 

 

Has there been communication between the Order recipient, SWCD, LGU and/or the DNR and is it 
documented?  Have deadlines/extensions been handled appropriately? If compliance was not met, how was 
this handled and was it appropriate?     

 

yes (good email string), yes, N/A 

                    

Individual Enforcement Project Summary      
          

 Summarize the procedures and results of the enforcement order and overall violation process.  Consider the 
catagories above as well as the case outcome, conformance with the WCA, and justifiable flexibility. Identify 
deficiencies and errors as applicable.  Commending statements should also be included for areas of high 
performance.        
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Appendix C. Performance Standards 

SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 
 

LGU Name: Aitkin Soil and Water Conservation District   

 

P
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 A
re

a Performance Standard Level of Review Rating 

◼ Basic practice or Statutory requirement 

   High Performance standard 
(see instructions for explanation of standards) 

I 

II 

Annual Compliance 

BWSR Staff Review 

& Assessment  

(1/10 yrs.) 

Yes, No, or 

Value 

  YES NO 

A
d

m
in

is
tr

at
io

n
 

◼ Financial statement: annual, on-time and complete I  X   

◼ Financial audit: completed as required by statute (see guidance) or as 

per BWSR correspondence  
I  X   

◼ eLINK Grant Report(s) submitted on-time I  X   

◼ Data practices policy: exists and reviewed/updated within last 5 yrs. II  X   

◼ Personnel policy: exists and reviewed/updated within last 5 yrs. II  X   

◼ Technical professional appointed and serving on WCA TEP II  X   

◼ SWCD has an adopting resolution assuming WCA responsibilities and 

appropriate decision delegation resolutions as warranted (If WCA LGU) 
II  N/A   

 Job approval authorities: reviewed and reported annually II  X   

 Operational guidelines and policies exist and are current II  X   

 Board training: orientation & cont. ed. plan and record for each board 

member 
II    X 

 Staff training: orientation and cont. ed. plan/record for each staff  II X    

P
la

n
n

in
g 

◼ 
Comprehensive Plan: updated within 5 yrs. or current resolution 

adopting unexpired county LWM plan 
I  X   

 Prioritized, Targeted and Measurable criteria are used for Goals and 

Objectives in the local water management plan as appropriate. 
II   X  

 Annual Plan of Work: based on comp plan, strategic plan priorities II    X 

 SWCD is currently actively involved in at least one 1W1P II  X   

 SWCD has received a competitive CWF grant in past 2 years II  X   

 Strategic Plan or Self-Assessment completed within last 5 years II  X   

Ex e
c

u
ti

o
n

 

◼ Are state grant funds spent in high priority problem areas II X    
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◼ Total expenditures per year (over past 10 yrs.) II see below 

◼ Months of operating funds in reserve II  4+   

◼ Replacement and restoration orders are prepared in conformance with 

WCA rules and requirements. 
II X    

◼ WCA TEP member knowledgeable/trained in WCA technical aspects II X    

◼ WCA TEP member contributes to reviews, findings & recommendations II X    

◼ WCA decisions and determinations are made in conformance with all 

WCA requirements (If WCA LGU) 
II  X   

◼ WCA TEP reviews/recommendations appropriately coordinated (if LGU) II X    

 Certified wetland delineator: on staff or retainer II    X 

 WCA Coordination and Communication II X  

 Water quality data collected to track outcomes for each pr. concern II  X 

 Water quality trends tracked for priority water bodies II X  

C
o

m
m
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n
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◼ Website contains all required content elements I  X 

 Website contains additional content beyond minimum required II   X  

 Coordination with state watershed-based initiatives II X  

 Communication piece sent within last 12 months, indicate target II X  

Communication Target Audience: County citizens - Radio for 1 hr. per month 

 River and Lakes Fair as an education and outreach tool  

 Outcome trends monitored and reported for key resources II  X 

 Track progress on I & E objectives in Plan II    X 

 Obtain stakeholder input: within last 12 months II  X   

 Annual report communicates progress on water plan goals II    X 

 Partnerships: cooperative projects/tasks with neighboring districts, 

counties, watershed districts, NGOs or private businesses 
II X    

 Coordination with County Board by supervisors or staff II  X   
        

 2008            2009          2010           2011           2012           2013         2014           2015          2016       2017 

$373,913   $421,108   $332,996   $346,663   $402,092   $254,527   $256,217   $729,846   $833,385   $920,176 

TOTAL = $4,870,923 
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COUNTY LOCAL WATER MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

        

LGU Name: Aitkin County      

 

P
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
A

re
a 

Performance Standard Level of Review Rating 

◼ Basic practice or statutory requirement I Annual Compliance 
Yes, No, or 

Value 
 High Performance standard II BWSR Staff Review & 

Assessment (1/10 yrs.) 
  (see instructions for explanation of standards)   YES NO 

A
d

m
in

is
tr

at
io

n
 

◼ eLINK Grant Report(s): submitted on time I  X   

◼ 
County has resolution assuming WCA responsibilities and 
delegation resolutions (if needed).  

II X    

◼ 
County has knowledgeable and trained staff to manage 
WCA program or secured a qualified delegate. 

II  X   

◼ Drainage authority buffer strip report submitted on time I X    

 Public drainage records: meet modernization guidelines II X    

P
la

n
n

in
g 

◼ Local water mgmt. plan: current I  X   

 Metro counties: groundwater plan up-to-date I N/A    

 

Prioritized, Targeted & Measurable criteria are used for 
Goals, Objectives and Actions in local water management 
plan 

II    X 

 
Water quality trend data used for short- and long-range 
plan priorities 

II X   

Ex
e

cu
ti

o
n

 

◼ 
WCA decisions and determinations are made in 
conformance with WCA requirements. 

II X   

◼ 
WCA TEP reviews and recommendations are appropriately 
coordinated. 

II  X   

 Certified wetland delineator on staff or retainer II   X  

 WCA Communication and Coordination  II X  

 
Water quality data collected to track outcomes for each 
priority concern 

II    X 

 
Water quality trends tracked for priority water bodies 
and/or groundwater 

II X   
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◼ BWSR grant report(s) posted on county website I  X   

 
Communication piece sent within last 12 months: indicate 
target audience below II X    

Communication Target Audience: County residents (Recycling, HHW, compost) 

 Obtain stakeholder input: within last 12 months II X   

 
Partnerships: liaison with SWCDs/WDs and cooperative 
projects/tasks done (in addition to 1W1P) II X   

 
Annual report to water plan advisory committee on plan 
progress II X   

 Track progress for I & E objectives in Plan II   X  

 Coordination with state watershed-based initiatives II X  

 County local water plan on county website II X    

 Water management ordinances on county website II X    
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Appendix D.  Summary of Survey Results 
Survey Overview: 

The survey was developed by BWSR staff for the purpose of identifying information about the local government 

units’ performance from both board members and staff and from the units’ partner organizations.  The Aitkin 

SWCD and County staff identified, at BWSR’s request, their current board members, staff and the partner 

organizations with whom they have an on-going working relationship.  BWSR staff invited those people to take 

the on-line survey and their responses were received and analyzed by BWSR staff.  Board members and staff 

answered a different set of survey questions than the partners. The identity of the survey respondents is 

unknown to both BWSR and the LGUs. 

In this case, 11 board members and staff, and 38 partner organization representatives, were invited to take the 

survey for Aitkin County. Eight board members or staff responded, and 18 partners responded (47%).      

For the 10 Soil and Water Conservation District supervisors and staff that were invited to take the survey, 10 

responded, a 100% response rate.  Thirty-nine SWCD partners were invited and 16 (41%) responded. 

Both sets of responses are summarized below.  Some responses were edited for clarity or brevity. 

 

Aitkin SWCD Supervisor and Staff Questions and Responses 

How often does your organization use your current management plan to guide decisions about what you do?                       
(response percent) 

Always 80.0% 

Usually 20.0% 

Seldom 0.0% 

Never 0.0% 

  
Additional Comments:  

• Water plan was implemented in 1987 and is used to guide all decisions by the board and staff.  

 

 

List your organization’s most successful programs and projects during the past 3-5 years. 

Aitkin County Rivers & Lakes Fair Big Sandy Area Lakes Watershed Management Project Mississippi River Grand 
Rapids & Brainerd WRAPS. 

Shoreland restorations, mostly with outside grants, Enbridge grant for instance provided $101,000, and 
$114,000 in 2 consecutive years. EQIP has been used to fund many forestry/water quality projects. Aquatic 
Invasive Species prevention is well funded and we run an ambitious and successful program. Some of our 
strengths are: forest management assistance, shoreland erosion control, AIS, partnerships with other agencies, 
and organizations, water quality, conservation easements, wildlife habitat assistance, implementation of the 
buffer program, WCA, close working relationship with Aitkin County Board. 

AIS programs, water planning task force, voluntary, WCA lake associations, DNR, BWSR, land owners, forestry, 
other agency SWCD’s and county partners. 

B S W A M P, work with landowners of the county on forestry, lakeshore erosion and wetland problems. 

Long Lake implemented the public access inspection program with grant from Aitkin Soil and water. Working on 
Dam lake and long lake culvert project. 

Watershed and AIS programs. 
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Aquatic Invasive Species. 

AIS program administered by Aitkin SWCD. over 11000 boats inspected annually. Only bait water program in 
state. 100 % compliant with state buffer law. Shoreland restoration and protection projects too numerous to 
quantify. Forestry assistance program second to none. Only third-party certification of private woodlands in the 
state. 

Hiring a buffer specialist (works 1/2 time with county zoning also)—all agricultural fields are in compliance. A 
no-till drill is available for rental to farmers. Many boats are being inspected with the AIS program. Water 
planning task forces are implemented working with lake associations and other groups. We have involvement in 
forest management. Employee Janet Smude has implemented many projects along a host of lakes in Atkin 
County to prevent shore land erosion. Rivers and Lakes Fair is an educational event every spring and is 
coordinated by SWCD 

I am a new hire so am unfamiliar with these. 

 

What helped make these projects and programs successful? 

Partnerships and team work. 

We like to be leaders. Our Board and staff welcome new opportunities. We work well with others. 

Excellent staff that has been with us for years and a board that is open minded.  

Long time employees, great planning, and cooperation with all involved, dedication. 

The leadership from Steve Hughes and John Welle.  

Leadership!  

Leadership and state grants. 

Competent staff who work well together and with the board, county agencies, and private partners.  

Good cooperation and respect upon staff members. Good funding enabling projects to go forward. A good 
working relationship with county commissioners. 

I am a new hire so am unfamiliar with these.  

 

During the past 3-5 years, which of your organization’s programs or projects have shown little progress or 
been on hold? 

Cost share implementation stalled until we began using District Capacity Funds for cost share. 

Water Planning could be much better if funding had kept up with the needs. In 2003 we should have had an 
increase from $37,500 annually to at least $50,000 with annual increases after that. Instead we went through 
un-allotment and lost most of our Water Planning funding. Has BWSR made any effort to get that funding back? 
I think we do very well consider the lack of funding for that program. The work still gets done, but only because 
other sources of funding have been found. 

None that come to mind. 

None- work progresses.  

None that I know of.  

N/A 

I think we have made good progress in all areas.  

If some are on hold it would be because of the shortage of time. 

I am a new hire so am unfamiliar with these.  

 

List the reasons why the organization has had difficulty with these projects and programs. 

We only receive $ 4,000 for this fund. This does not stretch very far.  

Lack of funding. Perception that BWSR abandoned Water Planning years ago in favor of 1W1P.  
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Dam - Long lake is progressing slowly. But maybe fast as it can.  

N/A  

I am a new hire so am unfamiliar with these.  

 

Regarding the various organizations and agencies with which you could cooperate on projects or programs… 

List the ones with which you work well already 

Minnesota DNR, USFWS, MPCA, Aitkin County, Aitkin Schools, USACOE, neighboring counties, NRCS, Pheasants 
Forever. 

County Board, NRCS, ALL County departments, MN DNR all divisions, MPCA, MN Initiative Foundation, Lake 
Associations, Local radio and several newspapers, pretty much everybody 

Other SWCD’s, DNR, BWSR, and other county partners.  

All county offices BWSR, DNR. 

BWSR and adjoining counties. 

MHB, Env. Service 

County government, lake associations, private landowners, forestry assn., watershed district.  

County commissioners, land commissioner, the general attitude is we are willing to work with any agency.  

Lake associations, Water shed management groups, Environmental Services, Land Services, Army Corp of 
Engineers, Department of Natural Resources, US Fish and Game. 

 

List the ones with which better collaboration would benefit your organization 

Crow Wing County, City of McGregor, City of Aitkin, Hill City, City of Palisade  

TSA3  

Any and all who are willing to partner and collaborate. 

Good relations with all.  

I don’t know. 

Seems to go very well at present.  

TSA  

 
If you don’t know much about your organization’s working relationships with partners, enter “I don’t know” 

I don’t know (3) 

 

What steps could your organization take to increase your effectiveness in accomplishing your plan goals and 
objectives? 

Better communication. 

We stay involved, we volunteer to serve on committees, our website needs updated (we are working on that), 
our Facebook page is new but is getting better. We write articles regularly for newspapers and MHB social 
media, we have a monthly radio show (1 hour each month), this has been very effective in reaching our clients. 

We are progressing as fast as we can.  

Get a bigger budget. 

Going good at present.  

It would be nice if staff could spend more time accomplishing projects rather than filling out reports.  

We try to have a good working relationship with lake associations, an effort that we constantly try to improve.  

Increased funding is needed to accomplish our goals and objectives.  

 

How long have you been with the organization?                                                          (response percent) 

Less than 5 years 9% 

5 to 15 years 45% 
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More than 15 years 45% 

 

Aitkin SWCD Partner Organization Questions and Responses 

Question:  How often have you interacted with this organization during the past two to three years?    Select the 
response closest to your experience.                                                                           (response percent) 

Not at all 7% 

A few times 7% 

Several times a year 7% 

Monthly 36% 

Almost every week 21% 

Daily 21% 

Comments: None 
 
 

Is the amount of work you do in partnership with this organization…                                                    (percent) 

Not enough, there is potential for us to do more together 7% 

About right 93% 

Too much, they depend on us for work they should be doing for themselves 0.0% 

Too much, we depend on them for work we should be doing ourselves or with 
others 

0.0% 

Comments:   

• Great team work.  

 
  

Based on your experience working with them, please rate the organization in the following areas: 

Performance Characteristic Rating (percent of responses) 

Strong Good Acceptable Poor I don’t 
know 

Communication (they keep us informed; we know their activities; 
they seek our input) 

69% 15% 15% 0% 0% 

Quality of work (they have good projects and programs; good 
service delivery) 

85% 15% 0% 0% 0% 

Relationships with Customers (they work well with landowners and 
clients) 

92% 0% 0% 0% 8% 

 
Initiative (they are willing to take on new projects, try new ideas) 

85% 8% 0% 0% 8% 

 
Timelines/Follow-through (they are reliable and meet deadlines) 

69% 23% 0% 0% 8% 

 

How is your working relationship with this organization? (percent) 

Powerful, we are more effective working together 54% 

Strong, we work well together most of the time 31% 

Good, but it could be better 15% 

Acceptable, but a struggle at times 0% 

Poor, there are almost always difficulties 0% 

Non-existent, we don’t work with this organization 0% 
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Comments from Partners about their working relationship with the Aitkin SWCD: 

• We work very closely with each other. Keeping the relationship separate and not a combined organization 
has had its benefits, especially with enforcement sites, a landowner is more willing to have them on their 
property knowing they are not an enforcement agency that would look at other situations on their 
property. 

• Communication is difficult sometimes because each organization has their own programs to manage and 
the few that have crossover can get put on the back burner occasionally. Everyone is so busy in the short 
field season. 

• Could be better because I would like to do more projects with them in the future.  

• SWCD staff are very open to working with other groups and organizations. The staff often take the lead in 
guiding others to achieve the desired outcomes the others have indicated as goals. 

 

Do you have additional thought about how the “subject” organization could be more effective? 

Janet Smude is one of the best local partners we work with. She is always pro-active, good with people, and 
completes all her projects according to the budgets and timelines. She is able to handle difficult situations well. 

Great team work.  

Like most organizations, additional staff would help provide quality programs and services.  

The only area we struggle with is timeliness and accuracy of reporting. Otherwise, they are a wonderful 
organization to work with.  

 

How long have you been with your current organization?                                                (response percent) 

Less than 5 years 38% 

5 to 15 years 38% 

More than 15 years 23% 

 

 

Aitkin County Board and Staff Questions and Responses 

How often does your organization use your current management plan to guide decisions about what you do?                                                
(per cent) 

Always 67% 

Usually 17% 

Seldom 17% 

Never 0 

 

 

List your organization’s most successful programs and projects during the past 3-5 years. 

Several updates to the Shoreland Management Ordinance. Adopted a much-needed rewrite of the solid waste 
ordinance. Expanded the Environmental Education Day (EED) for the 6th grade classes in Aitkin County from one 
day to a two-day overnight education program. 

1) There are numerous programs that I don't necessarily work with, but I have organized and partially taught a 
soils class for local contractors that meets MPCA soils continuing education requirements. I began this program 
in 2005 because we have difficult soils to work with in Aitkin County. Glossic features are very common, which 
can be confused with redox features, and red soils can mask redox features. I do this every three years so that 
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the MPCA-licensed professionals can maintain their training. Wetland delineators have also attending the class. 
2) I also work with Janet Smude (SWCD) organizing and partially teaching a class for contractors regarding the 
shoreland standards. The ordinance is continually being updated and land and veg alteration standards have 
changed. 

I am a new hire and am unfamiliar with this.  

 

What helped make these projects and programs successful? 

With regards to the ordinance updates the support of the County Board of Commissioners. Local donations from 
area businesses and organizations to help fund the EED. Long Lake Conservation Center taking the lead in 
hosting the EED. 

1) A lot of hands-on practice. I modeled my class after one I attended at the NRRI, and the contractors 
appreciate the time in the soil pits. We also have a lot of time for questions and discussion on different scenarios 
in the morning. 2) Presentations from the county, DNR, SWCD and local contractors. There is time for questions 
and discussion throughout the presentations. 

I am a new hire and am unfamiliar with this.  

 

During the past 3-5 years, which of your organization’s programs or projects have shown little 
progress or been on hold? 

Stormwater management for landowner permitted projects are becoming more and more of an issue. More 
could be done to do follow-up inspections on riparian buffers. 

Most of the programs and ordinances are tweak a bit every few years, so nothing is really left behind. The 
shoreland amendments have been very progressive in managing negative impacts to the public waters by 
requiring permits and plans in more cases than in the past. 

All have progressed very well.  

 

List the reasons why the organization has had difficulty with these projects and programs. 

Lack of funding and staff.  

As time allows this winter, I will be working with two other SWCD staff to generate some information to hand 
out to both landowners and contractors to simplify some of the permit and planning process. 

N/A  

I am a new hire and am unfamiliar with this.  

 

Regarding the various organizations and agencies with which you could cooperate on projects or 
programs… 

List the ones with which you work well already 

Soil and Water Conservation District.  

Soil & Water Conservation District, DNR. 

SWCD, DNR, Corps of Engineers, BWSR, forestry, and cities within Aitkin Co.  

Soil Water, AIS, etc....  
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List the ones with which better collaboration would benefit your organization 

MPCA and DNR  

Corps of Engineers 

N/A  

 

If you don’t know much about your organization’s working relationships with partners, enter “I don’t know” 

N/A 

 

What steps could your organization take to increase your effectiveness in accomplishing your plan 
goals and objectives? 

Obtain additional funding for staff.  

The main issue that decreases effectiveness is the number of hats that most of us need to wear. We have 
recently arranged a shared position with the SWCD that will help me with a lot of the shoreland issues and allow 
me time for other projects. 

Increased funding for the department.  

Working VERY well at present! 

 

How long have you been with the organization?                                                            (response  %)        
Less than 5 years 33% 

5 to 10 years 33% 

More than 15 years 33% 

 

Aitkin County Partner Organization Questions and Responses 

Question:  How often have you interacted with this organization during the past two to three years?    
Select the response closest to your experience.                                                                                          

(response percent)    

Not at all 5.9% 

A few times 23.5% 

Several times a year 23.5% 

Monthly 23.5% 

Almost every week 11.8% 

Daily 11.8% 

 

Comments: 

• I can't recall, more than 5 years ago  

• Meetings are the third Wednesday of every odd numbered month... (Six times per year)  
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Is the amount of work you do in partnership with this organization…                       (percent) 

Not enough, there is potential for us to do more together 12.5% 

About right 87.5% 

Too much, they depend on us for work they should be doing themselves 0.0% 

Too much, we depend on them for work we should be doing ourselves or with 
others 

0.0% 

 
Comments: 

• We have a great staff but could help if needed. 
 

Based on your experience, please rate the efforts of the subject organization in the following areas: 

 

Performance Characteristic 

Rating (percent of responses) 

Strong Good Acceptable Poor I don’t 
know 

Communication (they keep us informed; we know their activities; 
they seek our input) 

37.5% 37.5% 18.8% 0% 6.3% 

Quality of work (they have good projects and programs; good 
service delivery) 

62.5% 18.8% 12.5% 0% 6.3% 

Relationships with Customers (they work well with landowners and 
clients) 

31.3% 43.8% 18.8% 0% 6.3% 

Initiative (they are willing to take on new projects, try new ideas) 

 
50.0% 18.8% 18.8% 6.3% 6.3% 

Timelines/Follow-through (they are reliable and meet deadlines) 

 
50.0% 12.5% 25.0% 0% 12.5% 

 

How is your working relationship with this organization? (percent) 

Powerful, we are more effective working together 29.4% 

Strong, we work well together most of the time 35.3% 

Good, but it could be better 29.4% 

Acceptable, but a struggle at times 0% 

Poor, there are almost always difficulties 0% 

Non-existent, we don’t work with this organization 5.9% 

 
Comments from Partners about their working relationship with the Aitkin Environmental Services Department:  

• Aitkin County Environmental Services has a staff with a wealth of knowledge and expertise. I have been 
able to learn a lot from their staff. They are willing to share the experience and knowledge with other 
counties and with people from my organization. 

• Could be better, because we may be able to partner more on some areas, but neither of us really reach out 
to one and other, except when needed. 

• Time is tight - we are both small offices that work hard to get done what we can. 
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Do you have additional thought about how the “subject” organization could be more effective? 

We have recently been separated after years of sharing adjacent office space. SWCD returning to our site for 
board meetings and continuing to have weekly meetings will be necessary to maintain our current level of 
cooperation. 

There is one staff person at Aitkin County Environmental Services, that is rude and does not give people or their 
issues the consideration they are due. I have received calls complaining about staff here and the person 
described is always (the same person). Additionally, there have been "Letters to the Editor" submitted and 
published in the local paper complaining about staff and I strongly believe those letters were also about (this 
person). I have observed him undermine staff from other agencies during training sessions and purposely 
complicate a situation. This is especially true when it comes to floodplain regulations and training. Aitkin County 
Environmental Services would be more effective if this staff person took resident concerns and the floodplain 
program seriously. One employee has the ability to make the entire group look bad. 

More public information. Most of the northern part of the county does not listen to KKIN or read the Aitkin 
paper. Find ways to get the northern part of the county involved. 

 
 

How long have you been with the organization?                                                            (response percent)        

Less than 5 years 29.4% 

5 to 10 years 29.4% 

More than 15 years 41.2% 
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Appendix E. Comment Letters 
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Appendix F.  Program Data 
 

Time required to complete this review 

 Aitkin SWCD Staff: 23 Hours 

 Aitkin County Staff: 9 Hours 

 BWSR Staff:  85 Hours 

Schedule of Level II Review 

 BWSR PRAP Performance Review Key Dates 

• November 19, 2019: Initial meeting with Aitkin SWCD Board 

• November 19, 2019: Initial meeting with Aitkin SWCD staff and Aitkin County staff 

• December 2, 2019:  Survey of SWCD Supervisors, staff and partners 

• December 2, 2019:  Survey of County staff, board and partners 

• January 21, 2020:  Presentation of Draft Report to SWCD Board and staff 

• March 5, 2020: Date Transmittal of Final Report to LGU   

 

 NOTE:  BWSR uses review time as a surrogate for tracking total program costs.  Time required for PRAP 

performance reviews is aggregated and included in BWSR’s annual PRAP report to the Minnesota Legislature. 

 

 

 


