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Section 3 of this Plan describes the process used to develop the CLFLWD 2022-2031 Watershed
Management Plan. The CLFLWD cannot address all water resource issues everywhere due to finite
funding and staffing resources. Therefore, the watershed management planning process identifies
important issues, prioritizes water resources for restoration or protection, sets measurable goals
to achieve in the 10-year timeframe, and targets the most cost-effective programs and projects
to achieve the measurable goals. CLFLWD followed guidance from the Board of Water and Soil
Resources to ensure the 2022-2031 Watershed Management Plan is prioritized, targeted and
measurable.

There were 5 key steps in the CLFLWD plan development process that are described in this
section:
» Gap analysis
» Issues identification
» Prioritization of resources, issues and goals
» Targeting implementation activities
» Measuring progress towards goals

3.1 GAP ANALYSIS
At the start of the planning process, the District conducted a gap analysis in order to evaluate
progress made toward the goals and objectives included in the existing 2012-2021 Watershed
Management Plan and to identify additional information needed to support the actions of the
District during the next 10-year time period (2022-2031).
As part of the gap analysis, the District completed the following activities:
» Reviewed past studies and updated the catalogue of water resource assessment,
diagnostic and project feasibility studies included in Section 11.6 of the 2012-2021 Watershed
Management Plan (www.clflwd.org/data.php). The water quality goals, pollutant reductions
and implementation activities included in each study formed the basis of the 2022-2031
Watershed Management Plan.
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» Updated the District’s Water Monitoring report with monitoring data collected through
2019 to determine current conditions of the District water resources, identify statistically
significant improving or declining trends in water quality, and assess progress towards
achieving the water quality goals for each water resource (2019 Water Monitoring Report
or see District-Wide Information at www.clflwd.org/data.php).
» Summarized activities completed for District programs and projects in the:
• Performance Review & Assistance Program (PRAP) self-evaluation table (see Appendix
B). This table provides a detailed description of progress completed towards every
activity included in the 2012-2021 Watershed Management Plan.
• Annual Report (www.clflwd.org/AnnualReportsandAudits.php). This report provides a
recap of the activities performed by the District over the past year.
• Annual Progress Report (www.clflwd.org/AnnualReportsandAudits.php). This report
provides greater detail of the activities performed by the District compared to the
Annual Report and evaluates progress made toward District goals and metrics.
» Performed a detailed workload analysis in 2020 for the 2022-2031 planning period (see
Reports & Audits under About the District at www.clflwd.org). The purpose of this study was
to determine what level of District staffing is needed – both internal and external – to meet
the planned goals and objectives of the 2022-2031 Watershed Management Plan.

The District also reviewed the gaps identified in Section 12 of the 2012-2021 Watershed
Management Plan. The following gaps were addressed during the implementation of the 20122021 Watershed Management Plan:
» Lake water quality studies of minor lakes: CLFLWD completed a Water Quality Study and
Management Plan for Heims Lake in 2016. Several smaller lakes were surveyed using sonar
technology, resulting in the creation of bathymetric, vegetation and sediment composition
maps: First Lake, Second Lake, and Sea Lake. See Other Lakes at www.clflwd.org/data.
php.
» Fish and wildlife studies: The District conducted multiple fish surveys on Moody Lake, Bone
Lake and Shields Lake to establish goals and strategies for carp management. See Moody
Lake, Bone Lake and Shields Lake at www.clflwd.org/data.php.
» Wetland assessments and/or management plans: CLFLWD performed a District-wide
Partially Drained Wetland Assessment in 2014 which identified the location of partially
drained wetlands throughout the District and prioritized the top 24 wetland groups for
restoration. See District-Wide Information at www.clflwd.org/data.php.
» Monitoring data and programs: In 2012 the District developed a Comprehensive Monitoring
Plan and used adaptive management to annually adjust the monitoring program to the
specific needs of the District. The Comprehensive Monitoring Plan was updated in 2020
to include a regular rotation of long-term stream, diagnostic and project effectiveness
monitoring within each Lake Management District, shift more monitoring responsibilities
from outside consultants to District staff, and establish a new Citizen Assisted Tributary
monitoring program. See Water Monitoring under Programs/Projects at www.clflwd.org.
» Lake association education, planning and implementation efforts: With the addition of
new staff members, CLFLWD increased outreach to the three lake associations present
within its boundaries: Bone Lake, Forest Lake, and Comfort Lake. Staff maintain regular
communications, attend lake association meetings, and coordinate projects with all three
lake associations. Lake association outreach continues to be a key component of the 20222031 Watershed Management Plan.
» Coordination and partnerships with municipalities: Coordination with local municipalities
increased over 2012-2021 with frequent communications and regularly scheduled
coordination meetings between City and District staff. CLFLWD implemented several
capital improvement projects in partnership with local municipalities, notably the Forest
Lake Wetland Treatment Basin (a.k.a. 3rd Lake Pond) Project, Forest Lake Enhanced Street
Sweeping Program, and Shields Lake Stormwater Harvest & Irrigation Reuse Project.
CLFLWD is also participating in a joint study with the City of Forest Lake to identify regional
stormwater treatment opportunities for the downtown area. CLFLWD also performed a
comprehensive review of local regulations in comparison to Minimal Impact Design
Standards (MIDS).

District staff perform stream monitoring at the outlet of Forest Lake
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While significant progress was made during 2012-2021 to address knowledge or operational
gaps, the following gaps still exist that need to be addressed during implementation of the 20222031 Watershed Management Plan:
» Public relation efforts: There is a need to boost public relation efforts through marketing,
branding and online media avenues for the District to become a more well-known
information resource to stakeholders and partners.
» District office space: As staff grow to meet the program and operational needs of the
District, there is a need to complete a comprehensive evaluation and implementation of a
District office space upgrade.
» Natural resource inventories: There is a need for additional natural resource inventories
such as key greenway corridors, groundwater recharge areas, and public and private
ditches. These were evaluated as part of the prioritization and targeting process during the
development of the 2022-2031 Plan and are summarized by resource area in Section 4.6.
» Hydrologic and hydraulic model updates: There is a need to regularly update the hydrologic
and hydraulic model of the District to evaluate the feasibility and benefits of proposed
implementation projects, assess the impacts of development on stormwater runoff for
District permitting, and assess floodplain conditions under future climate and development
scenarios. The original model was completed in 2007 and was partially updated during
2012-2021. As climate and development pressures continue to change in the future, regular
model updates will be needed to reflect changing conditions in the District.
» Local long-term precipitation records: There is a need for at least one long-term precipitation
monitoring station within CLFLWD boundaries to better evaluate changing precipitation
trends for modeling and climate resiliency planning.
» Coordination with local partners: There is a need for staff to maintain, and in some cases
increase, communication and coordination with cities, townships, counties and other
partners to manage water resources under future development and climate change
pressures.

3.2 ISSUES IDENTIFICATION
As part of the 2022-2031 Watershed Management Plan update, the District reached out to state
agencies, local government units and community members for input on important issues within
the District. The District utilized a planning process which was open, transparent, and actively
sought the input of agencies and the public through a multitude of avenues which are summarized
below. The feedback received during this time was catalogued and systematically addressed
early in the planning process. Recurring themes in feedback received from community members
and interagency partners during the issues identification phase are listed below and in Figure 3-1.
Public and interagency outreach activities:
» Request for agency priority issues (responses from eight entities received during 60-day
comment period).
» Request for Citizen Advisory Committee priority issues (memorandum received).
» Direct outreach to local stakeholder groups such as lake associations, sporting groups and
agricultural groups.
» Online public input survey (over 160 responses received, see Figure 3–1)
» Creation of website dedicated to updates throughout the plan amendment process
including outreach events, board/committee meetings, draft plan documents (www.
clflwdplanupdate.org).
» Public kickoff event at Forest Lake Arts in the Park.
» Initial planning meeting with Technical Advisory Committee.
» Four small group public listening sessions facilitated by a professional meeting facilitator
(26 public attendees).
» Four small group partner issues identification workshops (21 partner attendees). Worksheets
from these workshops are included in Appendix A.
Feedback from community members:
» Increased community engagement and communications.
» Effective and efficient enforcement of regulations and improved coordination with other
LGUs.
» Prevention and management of aquatic invasive species.
» Flood mitigation in the face of changing climate patterns.
» Prevention of shoreline erosion.
» Sufficient water monitoring and data collection to evaluate progress toward water quality
goals.

Caption to be generated
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Feedback from interagency partners:
» Increase in coordinated community engagement and communications for a variety of target
audiences (e.g., urban residents, agricultural landowners and farmers, lake users, etc.).
» Maintain interagency communications and utilize shared tools and resources.
» Management of stormwater through regulatory programs and District projects.
» Prevention and management of aquatic invasive species through public outreach,
coordinated interagency efforts, and up-to-date strategies and technologies.
» Groundwater sustainability, alignment with county groundwater plans, and interagency
coordination of monitoring and technical resources.
» Consideration of plant communities and protection of key natural spaces.
» Flood mitigation in the face of changing climate patterns and shared use of District
technological resources.
Further details on public and interagency outreach as part of the Plan amendment is available
online at www.clflwdplanupdate.org.

3.3 PRIORITIZATION
There are three steps to prioritizing a watershed management plan:
» Step 1: Identify priority resources
» Step 2: Identify priority issues
» Step 3: Identify associated set of measurable goals

3.3.1 PRIORITY RESOURCES
CLFLWD identified nine lakes (Table 3–1) and five rivers/streams (Table 3–2) as top priority
resources. These resources were prioritized because they provide recreational value to the
community (such as boating and fishing) or discharge flow and pollutant loads to one of the lakes
that provide recreational value to the community. These priority resources were supported by
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) input. A description
of each priority resource and the characteristics used for prioritization are provided below:
» Bone, Comfort and Forest Lakes are priority lakes because they are the key recreational
value lakes in the District. These lakes are general development lakes which are large,
deep and have many dwellings per mile of shoreline. These three lakes also have public
boat launches and provide boating, swimming and fishing opportunities.
» Moody, Birch, School, Little Comfort and Shields Lakes are priority lakes because they
directly discharge to Bone, Comfort or Forest Lake. Most of these lakes are natural
environment lakes which are small, shallow, prone to winter fishkills and have few dwellings
per mile of shoreline. These lakes provide little community value but are important because
Improvements in their water quality are needed to improve the water quality of Bone,
Comfort and Forest Lakes. Little Comfort Lake is a recreational development lake, which
are typically of moderate size, deep and have a moderate number of dwellings per mile of
shoreline.
» Lake Keewahtin is a priority due to its exceptional water quality and diverse fish and aquatic
plant communities. Lake Keewahtin is a recreational development lake and dominated by
groundwater.
» Sunrise River is a priority stream in the Comfort Lake Management District due to its
impairments, altered hydrology, and contribution of flow and pollutant loading to Comfort
Lake and ultimately the St. Croix River.
» Bone-Birch-School-Little Comfort Tributary is a priority stream in the Little Comfort Lake
Management District due to its impairments and contribution of flow and pollutant loading
to Little Comfort and Comfort lakes.

Figure 3–1. Public Survey Word Cloud
Most common words used in open answer responses to the following survey question: “What is the
most important thing the Comfort Lake-Forest Lake Watershed District should do to protect and improve
wetlands, lakes and streams in the watershed?”
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» Meadowbrook Tributary and Bone Lake Southwest Tributary are priority streams in the
Bone Lake Management District due to their contribution of flow and pollutant loads to
Bone Lake.
» Washington Judicial Ditch 6 is a priority stream in the Forest Lake Management District due
to its altered hydrology and pollutant loading to the east basin of Forest Lake.
Comfort Lake-Forest Lake Watershed District
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Table 3–1. Priority Lakes

Lake Name

Table 3–2. Priority Rivers & Streams

Nutrient
Impairment
Status1

Shoreland
Management
Classification2

Relationship to
Other Resources

Summary of
Community
Value

Moody Lake

Impaired

Natural
Environment

Discharges to
Bone Lake

Bone Lake

Impaired

Recreational
Development

Birch Lake

Not listed

Natural
Environment

Discharges to
Little Comfort Lake

School Lake

Impaired

Natural
Environment

Discharges to
Little Comfort Lake

Little Comfort Lake

Impaired

General
Development

Discharges to
Comfort Lake

Shields Lake

Impaired

Natural
Environment

Discharges to
Forest Lake

Lake Keewahtin

Not listed

Recreational
Development

Fishing

Forest Lake

Not listed

General
Development

Public boat
launches, public
beach/docks,
fishing

Comfort Lake

Impaired

General
Development

Public boat
launch, fishing

Fishing
Public boat
launch, fishing

River/Stream Name

Impairment Status1

Altered
Watercourse

Relationship to Other
Resources

Sunrise River

Impaired due to chloride, E.
coli, macroinvertebrates, fish,
and dissolved oxygen

Yes

Nutrient loading to
Comfort Lake

Bone-Birch-School-Little
Comfort Tributary Stream
(BBSLC)

Impaired due to E. coli and
dissolved oxygen

Yes

Nutrient loading to
Little Comfort Lake

Meadowbrook Tributary

Yes

Nutrient loading to
Bone Lake

Bone Lake Southwest
Tributary

N/A

High flowage to
Bone Lake

Washington Judicial
Ditch 6

Yes

Nutrient loading to
Forest Lake

Fishing

See CLFLWD Six Lakes Total Maximum Daily Load Study
See Minnesota Department of Natural Resources website

1

2

Alum treatment application on Shields Lake
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3.3.2 PRIORITY ISSUES & GOALS
Primary Issues – Lake water quality, stream water quality, and floodplain management
Secondary Issues – Wetlands, upland habitat and groundwater
Because the District cannot address all water-related issues everywhere, prioritization is critical
to setting and achieving measurable goals with limited time and funding. As part of the 20222031 Watershed Management Plan update process, the District held a series of workshops and
outreach events with the Board, public, CAC and TAC (see Section 3.2 Issues Identification) to
identify and prioritize water resource issues.
As with the 2012-2021 Watershed Management Plan, lake water quality, stream water quality
and floodplain management were the top issues. Other resource issues (such as wetlands,
groundwater and upland habitat) are important to the District but will be addressed after surface
water quality and quantity goals are met.

Priority levels for a specific issue and goal can also vary across lake management districts (LMD)
(Figure 3–2) to further prioritize and target District activities. Currently, all LMDs have the same
priority level for a specific issue and goal. The District established a LMD priority table framework
for each issue and goal if additional resource assessment and diagnostic study results provide
justification for differentiating issue and goal priority levels across the LMDs. For example, upon
completion of the Floodplain Vulnerability Assessment the District may assign different priority
levels to each LMD for achieving Floodplain goals. The following table is an example of the LMD
priority table framework provided immediately after each Program (Section 4.5 Programs) and
Project (Section 4.6. Projects) goal included in the 2022-2031 Watershed Management Plan.
Priority Ranking by Lake
Management District (LMD)

Bone LMD:
High/Med/Low

Little Comfort LMD:
High/Med/Low

Forest LMD:
High/Med/Low

Comfort LMD:
High/Med/Low

Example LMD Priority Table

Within each priority resource issues area (floodplains, lakes, streams, wetlands, uplands and
groundwater), goals were also assigned priority levels to further focus the District’s efforts over
the next 10-years if time and funding become more limited. The priority levels and how they were
applied to the 2022-2031 Watershed Management Plan issues and goals are described below.
» High priority issues and goals are closely related to achieving and maintaining measurable
water quality improvements in priority lakes and streams. High priority goals and activities
either address lake impairments, protect unimpaired lakes, or ensure water quality
improvements are maintained. The District’s top priority is achieving in-lake water quality
goals within the first five years of the planning period (2022-2026).
» Medium priority issues and goals result in measurable results outside of water quality
improvements. High priority projects may result in additional benefits that serve medium
priority goals. For example, a water quality improvement project (i.e., high priority) may have
a secondary benefit of improved wildlife habitat (i.e., medium priority). Medium priority goals
and activities will be addressed throughout the 10-year planning period but will receive
greater focus during the second 5 years of the Plan as high priorities are completed.
» Low priority goals and activities do not result in measurable improvements of District
resources. Low priority goals and activities will be addressed primarily as an added benefit
of achieving a High or Medium priority, or as funding and time allow. There are no low
priority goals in the current Plan.

Figure 3–2. Lake Management Districts
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3.4 TARGETING
Rather than scattering best management practices randomly across the landscape, CLFLWD uses
a science-based adaptive management approach for targeting projects in locations where they
result in the greatest pollutant reductions and water quality improvements (Figure 3–3). This
is a basic application of the Pareto Principle (also known as the 80/20 Rule) which states that
roughly 80% of the outcomes come from 20% of the causes. In the case of best management
practice implementation, this means that generally 20% of the possible projects produce 80% of
the desired pollutant reductions.
The scientific basis for identifying large, cost-effective projects is collection of tributary and
diagnostic monitoring data. Watershed models used to target pollutant reduction projects are
generally based on typical pollutant yields for a particular land cover and topography. However,
the CLFLWD has found that legacy loads from historic farming and livestock practices in the
District have resulted in areas with much higher pollutant yields compared to the surrounding
area that can only be identified through monitoring.

Project Implementation
Targeted Approach

Traditional Approach
May solve localized issues but will likely not be enough
to solve in-stream water quality problems.

Focuses project locations in areas where monitoring
data indicates improvements will resolve in-stream
water quality problems.

Headwaters

There are three facets to targeting implementation activities:

Headwaters

» Location: identify where implementation will be most effective (e.g., one tributary contributing
higher phosphorus concentrations to a lake than others),
» Activity Type: identify what type of project is most effective at reducing the pollutant of
concern (e.g., high dissolved phosphorus concentrations in a certain tributary may warrant
a filter BMP such as an iron enhanced sand filter), and

✔

!

» Timing: determine when a project should be implemented (e.g., Implement upstream to
downstream and implement the lowest cost-benefit projects first).
Within each lake management district, implementation efforts have been focused within targeted
implementation areas to achieve the measurable goals identified for the priority resources over
the 10-year timeframe of the plan using two main approaches:
For surface water quality goals, the District used tributary and diagnostic monitoring data and
studies completed over 2012-2021 (see Section 3.4.1. Tributary and Diagnostic Monitoring) to
target and rank the implementation practices needed to achieve the water quality goals using the
District’s adaptive management approach.
For other goals, such as wetlands, uplands and groundwater, the District used overlapping
watershed characteristics (see Section 3.4.2 Priority Areas Based on Overlapping Benefits) to
identify priority areas for implementation where projects are likely to achieve multiple benefits
and goals.

Area of known water quality degredation

Stream

Watershed boundary

Location of water quality project or best management practice (BMP)

Figure 3–3. Traditional Implementation Approach vs Targeted Approach

Additional diagnostic monitoring and modeling will be completed for floodplains, wetland, upland
and groundwater issue areas during the 2022-2031 implementation plan to more specifically
target projects needed to achieve these goals using the District’s adaptive management approach.
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3.4.1. TRIBUTARY AND DIAGNOSTIC MONITORING
The District’s adaptive management approach is based on targeted tributary and diagnostic
monitoring to prioritize areas with the highest contribution of pollutant loads to District resources
and target the most cost-effective projects. There are 5 key phases in the District’s adaptive
management approach:

» Phase 1: Tributary and Diagnostic Monitoring: Tributary and diagnostic monitoring is used
to identify existing and legacy pollutant load sources to water resources. Targeted tributary
monitoring is sequential monitoring along tributaries to target sources of high pollutant loads
on the landscape. Tributary monitoring is useful for identifying legacy pollutant loads (e.g.,
accumulation of nutrient-rich soil in wetlands near former dairy farms) that may otherwise
be hidden. Tributary monitoring is also useful for refining watershed loading estimates
that were previously based on regional land use averages. Diagnostic monitoring includes
wetland soil and lake sediment sample collection to determine the potential for phosphorus
release from legacy loads stored in wetland soils and lake sediment. The outcome of this
phase is a refined understanding of the distribution of watershed pollutant sources that
impact surface water quality.
» Phase 2: Diagnostic Modeling Report: A diagnostic model is used to calibrate monitored
watershed loads with other known loads (such as atmospheric deposition, point sources,
and internal load) and observed in-lake or in-stream conditions. In addition, the model is
used to determine the reductions needed from each pollutant source to achieve District
goals. The outcome of this phase is a refined estimate of the distribution of the total
pollutant load among all sources, and reductions needed.
» Phase 3: Project Feasibility & Planning: A best management practice (BMP) feasibility study
is completed to identify the most cost-effective practices to reduce pollutants from the
landscape and other sources. These studies typically require field reconnaissance, hydraulic
and hydrologic modeling, engineering cost estimates, and coordination with landowners
and stakeholders. The outcome of this phase is a cost-benefit ranking of potential projects,
preliminary plans for the highest ranked projects, preliminary landowner agreements, and
grant writing for implementation funding.
» Phase 4: Project Design & Implementation: Project design and implementation can begin
once funding and landowner agreements have been secured, and includes final plans,
permitting and coordination with regulatory agencies, project bidding, and construction
oversight. The outcome of this phase is the construction or implementation of practices.
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» Phase 5: Project Effectiveness Monitoring: Following construction of pollutant reduction
practices, monitoring of influent and effluent flows and pollutant concentrations for the
project is needed to determine the effectiveness of the project. Once a significant number
of practices have been implemented, the adaptive management approach restarts with
targeted tributary monitoring to identify any new or remaining pollutant hotspots and
determine additional reductions needed for water resources to meet District goals.
The District’s adaptive management approach began in the Sunrise River drainage area with the
2012 Sunrise River Water Quality and Flowage Engineer’s Report and resulted in implementation
of the Bixby Park Water Quality Improvement Project and the in-progress Tax-Forfeit Wetland
Restoration. Targeted tributary diagnostic monitoring continued in the Moody Lake drainage area
in 2014, in the Bone Lake and Shields Lake drainage areas in 2015, in the Little Comfort and Forest
Lake drainage areas in 2016, and in the Comfort Lake drainage area in 2018. Lake diagnostic
studies were completed for the following lakes and are available at https://www.clflwd.org/data.
php:
» Moody Lake in 2014
» Bone Lake in 2015
» Shields Lake in 2016
» Forest Lake in 2018
» Comfort and Little Comfort Lakes in 2020
The District’s adaptive management approach directly led to the identification of eleven large,
cost-effective projects that received nearly $4,000,000 in competitive grant funding due to the
District’s robust tributary and diagnostic monitoring data (listed below by Lake Management
District). Most of the other projects included in the 2022-2031 Implementation Plan were also
identified from tributary and diagnostic monitoring completed prior to 2022.
The District’s adaptive management approach led to competitive grant awards for:
11 large, cost-effective projects
Nearly $4,000,000 in competitive grant funds
Over 2,200 pounds of phosphorus reduction
Adaptive management is a core component of the 2022-2031 implementation schedule and
budget (see Section 5 Implementation Costs, Schedule & Capital Improvement Plan) which
includes regularly planned tributary and diagnostic monitoring in each Lake Management District
to reassess pollutant sources, identify remaining pollutant reductions needed, and target costeffective projects to achieve the pollutant reduction goals. These updates began in the Bone Lake
Management District in 2020 and will continue in the Forest LMD in 2021 and the Comfort and
Little Comfort LMDs in 2022. The tributary and diagnostic monitoring process will be repeated in
2026-2028 for the entire District.
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Bone Lake Management District:
» Moody Wetland Rehabilitation
• Clean Water Fund grant: $429,284

Forest Lake Management District:
» Shields Lake Stormwater Harvest and Reuse System & Alum Treatment
• Clean Water Fund grant: $824,000

• Section 319 grant: $78,000

• Phosphorus reduction: 1,007 lb/yr

• Phosphorus reduction: 445 lb/yr

• Project webpage

• Project webpage
» Moody Lake Alum Treatment
• Clean Water Fund grant: $100,000
• Phosphorus reduction: 324 lb/yr
• Project webpage
» Bone Lake Drained Wetland Restorations
• Clean Water Fund grant: $88,000
• Phosphorus reduction: 32 lb/yr

» 3rd Lake Pond Wetland Treatment System
• Clean Water Fund grant: $162,000
• Phosphorus reduction: 56 lb/yr
• Project webpage
» Washington Judicial Ditch 6 County Road 50 Iron-Enhanced Sand Filter System
• Clean Water Fund grant: $747,700
• Phosphorus reduction: 85 lb/yr
• Project webpage in progress

• Project webpage
» Bone Lake Subwatershed Assessment Implementation
• Clean Water Fund grant: $144,000
• Phosphorus reduction: 90 lb/yr
• Project webpage

Comfort Lake Management District:
» Bixby Park Water Quality Improvement Project
• Clean Water Fund grant: $360,750
• Phosphorus reduction: 93 lb/yr

» Bone Lake Northeast Wetland Restoration
• Clean Water Fund grant: $171,200
• Phosphorus reduction: 15 lb/yr
• Project webpage in progress

• Project webpage
» Sunrise River (Tax Forfeit) Drained Wetland Restoration
• Clean Water Fund grant: $492,000
• Phosphorus reduction: 87 lb/yr
• Project webpage in progress

Little Comfort Lake Management District:
» Little Comfort Lake Phosphorus Reduction Implementation Project
• Clean Water Fund grant: $354,600
• Phosphorus reduction: 196 lb/yr
• Project webpage in progress

Caption to be generated
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3.4.2 PRIORITY AREAS BASED ON OVERLAPPING BENEFITS
For issue areas which did not have District-wide diagnostic monitoring and modeling completed
prior to the writing of the 2022-2031 Watershed Management Plan, the District used overlapping
watershed characteristics to identify priority areas for implementation. The rationale behind this
approach is that implementation within areas with many overlapping watershed characteristics
(such as groundwater dependent natural resources, native plant communities and wetlands) are
likely to achieve multiple water resource benefits and goals compared to areas with few or no
overlapping watershed characteristics.
The CLFLWD online interactive web map (see Section 2.7.6 Interactive Web Map) was used to
identify areas within each lake management district (LMD) where there were many overlapping
of watershed characteristics. For example, the area around Keewahtin Lake was identified as a
priority area based on the following watershed characteristics: high phosphorus sensitivity lake
(Lake Keewahtin), groundwater dependent natural resources, and high pollution sensitivity of
near-surface materials (Figure 3–4).

Figure 3–5. Priority Areas

3.5 MEASUREMENT
Figure 3–4. Example Priority Area based on Overlapping Watershed Characteristics

A total of 10 priority areas based on overlapping watershed characteristics were identified across
the four lake management districts (LMDs) (Figure 3–5). These priority areas can be used to prioritize
land management, wetland restoration, and land acquisition/conservation in areas that have not
already been identified as part of a completed diagnostic study. The watershed characteristics
used to identify each priority area are described in more detail in the Lake Management District
profiles in Section 4.6.2. Lake Management Districts.
» Comfort LMD: Sunrise River Corridor
» Little Comfort LMD: Heath Avenue Drainage and School Lake
» Bone LMD: Moody/Bone East Shore, First/Second Lakes, Bone Lake South Wetland and
Scandia DWSMA

A key component of adaptive management is the measurement of progress towards achieving
the Plan goals. Measurement of progress includes:
» determining the actual effectiveness of implemented practices and
» observing corresponding improvements in water resources.
Measurement is essential for determining the course corrections needed to achieve the goals
of a 10-year plan. If measurements indicate that implemented practices are not as effective as
designed, they can be modified or alternative practices implemented to achieve the pollutant
reductions needed for water resources to meet their goals. Similarly, if measurements indicate
that water resources are not improving as expected in response to implementation of practices,
additional diagnostic work can be completed to identify other pollutant sources or recalibrate
reduction goals with current water resource conditions.

» Forest LMD: FL-44 Drainage, WJD-6 Drainage and Lake Keewahtin
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