
Duluth Urban Streams Watershed 
Restoration and Protection Strategy Report 
Public Notice Comments Received 

wq-ws4-42e



Public Notice Comment 1. Rich Axler, University of Minnesota Duluth – Natural Resources 
Research Institute. Email received April 18, 2018. 



1 
 

MEMO 

Date: April 18, 2018 

From:  Rich Axler, Natural Resources Research Institute, U. of MN Duluth, 5013 Miller Trunk Hwy, 

 Duluth,  MN 55803 

To:  Brian Fredrickson, MPCA-Duluth  

Re:  Notice of Availability of the Draft Duluth Urban Area Streams Watershed Restoration and 

 Protection Strategies (WRAPS) and Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Reports 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Due to time constraints, I have appended scanned individual pages that have my comments regarding 

some of the documents seeking public comment.  There’s an overwhelming amount of information here 

and most of my comments were previously made during the various workshops held at MPCA-Duluth in 

which the primary contractors TetraTech and South St, Louis SWCD were present.  Overall, I appreciate 

the level of effort and expertise applied to the task by MPCA and its contractors.  A huge effort.   

 One comment is in regard to how thoroughly the HSPF modeling effort made use of all the available 

water quality data and prior studies of Duluth area streams for the purpose of calibrating and verifying 

the models; and what plans are in place to continue adapting or tweaking the models based on real data 

in regard to interannual differences in weather.  Although it was stated that the models would be 

calibrated using all the water quality and flow data available, my impression has been that that there 

was too much to do, in too tight a window of time, with not enough funding to do it all.  There are many 

data vignettes available via the http://www.Duluthstreams.org intensive real-time data set coupled with 

contemporaneous event-based grab sampling that might be used to examine how well the models work 

with these flashy streams.  For example, we had under-ice data for a number of winters that have been 

very useful in showing how rain on snow events can spike EC25 (i.e. Na+Cl) above the chloride chronic 

toxicity standard of 232 mg/L for trout for as much as 3 weeks (Tischer 2004). In addition to this core set 

of data, there have been a number of studies funded by MPCA and other agencies that might have been 

“mined” for additional insights into how water quality and invertebrate assemblages respond to 

seasonal and storm driven hydrologic events and/or interannual variability.  The information I’m aware 

of can be found in the individual stream websections and in the RESOURCES websection of the 

DuluthStreams website.    Where I spotted obvious places in the Reports, I noted these omissions, 

although I was only able to provide a very broad-brush review of the many reports.  

 

 I also didn’t see the Amity Creek stressor report in the various public notices (Amity Creek Stressor 

Identification - Jennings et al. 2017) to determine if NRRI’s 4 synoptic samplings of multiple sites in 

http://www.duluthstreams.org/
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Amity during 3 high flow events and during baseflow was reviewed (sent directly to TetraTech and also 

included in our GLRI-funded Amity Creek Restoration Project Report and its companion report funded by 

MN’s Lake Superior Coastal Program (found at 

http://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/weber/assessment_projects.html#synoptic )  

  

 Again, although I didn’t find the Jennings 2017 Amity Stressor Report, I wonder if the excellent work 

done by Dr. Karen Gran’s (Earth & Environmental Sciences Dept- UMD)  two grad students Molly Wick 

and Grant Neitzel was reviewed and incorporated into the Amity recommendations.  Grant Neitzel 

directly estimated bank erosion estimates for the East Branch using a portable terrestrial scanning LIDAR 

instrument and such measurements are a unique and a potential way to verify model estimates of bank 

erosion.  As part of a WRAPS strategy, there could/should be a recommendation for a systematic 

application of this technology to be applied to problem sites on an annual basis; perhaps as a routine, 

several times a year monitoring of Duluth area and North Shore bluffs and stream banks to actually 

determine bulk sediment loading rates. Summaries of their work are included in our Amity Creek 

Restoration Project (GLRI) from 2014. 

 

 Include a goal of developing a set of protocols and/or guidelines for assessing the success of stream 

restoration projects.   My thought is that this would be a collaborative university + agency + 

environmental consulting firm + other stakeholder  2 year project.  Drs. Lucinda Johnson (NRRI-UMD) 

and Karen Gran (Earth & Environmental Sciences Dept- UMD) have been working on this idea for the 

past few years.  Presumably it would include the pre-construction, as well as post-construction (2-5 

years?) periods. 

 

  Lastly, I note that Dr. Valerie Brady’s group at NRRI has done a lot of invert work on North Shore 

streams, much of it via 3 TMDL funded studies and I don’t know if her expertise and analyses were 

considered in the stressor and impairments reports.  Similarly, an MS student of Dr. Lucinda Johnson 

(Brian Black) did a thesis examining summer stream temperatures within a 100 km radius of Duluth 

using Onset Hobo dataloggers.  These data might help fill in gaps in the MPCA and MnDNR data sets, or 

at least extend them to other years.  This seems important since it’s the unusual “weather-years” that 

may drive biological community resilience more than average or median years.  

  

 

http://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/weber/assessment_projects.html#synoptic
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Duluth Urban Area WRAPS Report 83 

4. Monitoring Plan
Monitoring of flow and water quality are needed to refine source assessments, further focus 
implementation strategies identified as part of the WRAPS process, inform protection efforts for all 
unimpaired uses, and evaluate the effect of improvements for those resources that show declining 
trends in water quality. New data can also be used to further improve watershed modeling efforts. 
Monitoring is also a critical component of an adaptive management approach and can be used to help 
determine when a change in management is needed. This section describes recommended monitoring 
activities in the watershed, subject to available resources and in consideration of other priorities.  

It is the intent of the implementing organizations in this watershed to make steady progress in terms of 
pollutant reduction for impaired waters. Accordingly, as a general guideline, progress benchmarks are 
established for this watershed that assume improvements will occur resulting in a water quality 
pollutant concentration decline each year for impaired waters equal to approximately 3% to 4% of the 
starting (i.e., long-term) pollutant concentration. Factors that may mean slower progress include: limits 
in funding or landowner acceptance, challenging fixes (e.g., unstable bluffs and ravines, invasive species) 
and unfavorable climatic factors. Conversely, there may be faster progress for some impaired waters, 
especially where high-impact fixes are slated to occur. Monitoring efforts will also be used to evaluate 
water quality trends and ensure protection efforts are being effectively implemented.  

Existing Monitoring 

The St. Louis River Watershed is scheduled for intensive watershed monitoring (IWM) in 2019 and the 
Lake Superior – South Watershed is scheduled for IWM in 2021 as part of the MPCA’s watershed 
approach. IWM provides for the evaluation of the overall health of the state’s water resources, an 
assessment of the state’s waters for aquatic life, recreation, and consumption use support on a rotating 
10-year cycle, and an identification of waters in need of protection efforts to prevent impairment. 
Several other monitoring entities exist within the watershed including: 

· County soil and water conservation districts

· State agencies (e.g., DNR, MDH Beach Program)

· Federal agencies (e.g., EPA, U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service, and U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, and U.S. Geological Survey)

· Citizen monitors

· Site-specific monitoring led by the University or special interest groups

Monitoring Needs 

This section describes recommended monitoring activities in the watershed, subject to available 
resources and in consideration of other priorities. These activities may be in part, conducted by the 
MPCA as part of future monitoring efforts or by local partners and other interested stakeholders.  
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Duluth Urban Area WRAPS Report 84 

Monitoring and data collection are needed to address many different issues in the watershed including: 

· Source assessment and implementation targeting in E. coli-impaired streams; additional
sampling sites and synoptic surveys are needed (Chester, Tischer, Merritt, Stewart, Sargent,
Miller, and Keene). Consider microbial source tracking.

· Geomorphic assessments for streams with high sediment concentrations (Kingsbury [upstream
portion], Lester, Mission, and Sargent)

· Long-term continuous flow monitoring at multiple sites to allow for further calibration of
watershed and water quality models.

· Regional chloride monitoring to support future TMDLs and planning efforts.

· Support for potential temperature and dissolved oxygen modeling work in Kingsbury Creek.

As implementation activities are conducted in the watershed, an evaluation of the before and after 
conditions can be useful to aid in future project planning. In addition to flow and water quality 
monitoring, a broader assessment of ecological function and restoration could be used to assess various 
components of the stream system and overall effectiveness of the implementation activity.  
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Transcription of hand written comments received from Rich Axler on April 18, 2018 

WRAPS 
Page # Comment 

Overall 
comment 

One comment is in regard to how thoroughly the HSPF modeling effort made use of all 
the available water quality data and prior studies of Duluth area streams for the purpose 
of calibrating and verifying the models; and what plans are in place to continue adapting 
or tweaking the models based on real data in regard to interannual differences in 
weather. Although it was stated that the models would be calibrated using all the water 
quality and flow data available, my impression has been that that there was too much to 
do, in too tight a window of time, with not enough funding to do it all. There are many 
data vignettes available via the http://www.Duluthstreams.org intensive real-time data 
set coupled with contemporaneous event-based grab sampling that might be used to 
examine how well the models work with these flashy streams. For example, we had 
under-ice data for a number of winters that have been very useful in showing how rain on 
snow events can spike EC25 (i.e. Na+Cl) above the chloride chronic toxicity standard of 
232 mg/L for trout for as much as 3 weeks (Tischer 2004). In addition to this core set of 
data, there have been a number of studies funded by MPCA and other agencies that 
might have been “mined” for additional insights into how water quality and invertebrate 
assemblages respond to seasonal and storm driven hydrologic events and/or interannual 
variability. The information I’m aware of can be found in the individual stream web 
sections and in the RESOURCES web section of the DuluthStreams website. Where I 
spotted obvious places in the Reports, I noted these omissions, although I was only able 
to provide a very broad-brush review of the many reports. 

Overall 
comment 

I also didn’t see the Amity Creek stressor report in the various public notices (Amity Creek 
Stressor Identification - Jennings et al. 2017) to determine if NRRI’s 4 synoptic samplings 
of multiple sites in 2 Amity during 3 high flow events and during baseflow was reviewed 
(sent directly to Tetra Tech and also included in our GLRI-funded Amity Creek Restoration 
Project Report and its companion report funded by MN’s Lake Superior Coastal Program 
(found at 
http://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/weber/assessment_projects.html#synoptic ) 

Overall 
comment 

Again, although I didn’t find the Jennings 2017 Amity Stressor Report, I wonder if the 
excellent work done by Dr. Karen Gran’s (Earth & Environmental Sciences Dept- UMD) 
two grad students Molly Wick and Grant Neitzel was reviewed and incorporated into the 
Amity recommendations. Grant Neitzel directly estimated bank erosion estimates for the 
East Branch using a portable terrestrial scanning LIDAR instrument and such 
measurements are a unique and a potential way to verify model estimates of bank 
erosion. As part of a WRAPS strategy, there could/should be a recommendation for a 
systematic application of this technology to be applied to problem sites on an annual 
basis; perhaps as a routine, several times a year monitoring of Duluth area and North 
Shore bluffs and stream banks to actually determine bulk sediment loading rates. 
Summaries of their work are included in our Amity Creek Restoration Project (GLRI) from 
2014. 



WRAPS 
Page # Comment 

Overall 
comment 

Include a goal of developing a set of protocols and/or guidelines for assessing the success 
of stream restoration projects. My thought is that this would be a collaborative university 
+ agency + environmental consulting firm + other stakeholder 2 year project. Drs. Lucinda 
Johnson (NRRI-UMD) and Karen Gran (Earth & Environmental Sciences Dept- UMD) have 
been working on this idea for the past few years. Presumably it would include the pre-
construction, as well as post-construction (2-5 years?) periods. 

Overall 
comment 

Lastly, I note that Dr. Valerie Brady’s group at NRRI has done a lot of invert work on North 
Shore streams, much of it via 3 TMDL funded studies and I don’t know if her expertise and 
analyses were considered in the stressor and impairments reports. Similarly, an MS 
student of Dr. Lucinda Johnson (Brian Black) did a thesis examining summer stream 
temperatures within a 100 km radius of Duluth using Onset Hobo dataloggers. These data 
might help fill in gaps in the MPCA and MN DNR data sets, or at least extend them to 
other years. This seems important since it’s the unusual “weather-years” that may drive 
biological community resilience more than average or median years. 

16 

There are differing amounts of WQ data for different stream and there is a very good set 
of event-based (i.e. flow-weighted) data for Amity, Tischer, Kingsbury, and Chester going 
back to 2002. These (DuluthStreams.org) data area not apparent, though they must have 
been used. Were all data pooled from 2007-2016. I had hoped that Tetra Tech would 
have made use of the more detailed load and flow-weighted TSS and TP data presented in 
Rozycki et al 2011 and 2014. [Refers to Figure 8 and 9] 

20 Why no data? (2011-14) [referring to Figure 12] 

22 

Figure is confusing. First three years were fecal colif. How converted? Probably ok to mix 
fecals w/ E. coli when expressed as % exceedances. But legend should include the details. 
Consider connecting the dots for the 4 stated to have increasing % exceedances. [Refers 
to Figure 13) 

25 What is the basis for this statement? Lit review? 

25 Were their results incorporated into the models? Nietzel had actual erosion 
measurements. 

25 How do these modeled loading rates for TSS compare to NRRI estimates (Ruzycki et al. 
2007, 2011) 

25 

Also-Are there plots of model WQ predictions where our actual DuluthStreams TP and 
TSS/turbidity data are also shown? I've yet to see these and my impression was that Tetra 
Tech had not had time to examine simulations for each stream w/ real data under 
different scenarios- such as different types of water years regarding storm intensities and 
snowmelt runoff. If MPCA plans to use these models, is there a PLAN built into the 
"process" to validate that models at a stream-scale at least? 

29 In-line edits (Lowest, At) 

33 source of sewage as indicated by high E. coli concentrations 

33 compliant with state ISTS rules and/or not functioning properly 
34 especially in the lower urban watersheds 
34 often 

34 
and can contribute fecal indicator bacteria (e.g., E. coli), suspended sediment, and 
nutrients via exfiltration of sewage from damaged or leaky sanitary sewer lines or from 
illicit discharges to stormwater infrastructure 



WRAPS 
Page # Comment 
34 Lakewood Township? [References list of MS4s] 

43 

Table 9--says to me that except for Lester and Amity, are all similar in terms of historic 
high temps. No need to Flag Merrit and Miller-at least from these summary data. Degree-
days above 68 degrees expressed as a % of days measured for each creek, denoting the 
different years may be a good way to present these data MDNR Fishery folk use degree-
days for examining fishing spawning, for instance. 

44 These are all (essentially) the same. 74 degrees F. (two significant figures will suffice-4 is 
too many) [Referring to Table 9] 

50 https://www.communityactionduluth.org/seeds-of-success-and-duluth-stream-
corps/duluth-stream-corps/ 

51 16 [References years that a program has been running] 

45 

Fig 26 bar chart labels missing; Figure 27 would benefit from indicating chronic and lethal 
temp levels as per Fig 26 and by using the same temperature range, and labeling the dots 
better. Confusing.  Also, the Amity %Imp Surface value is substantially lower than either 
of the values we report on the Duluthstreams.org website at 
http://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/streams/lesterwshed.html. Probably, we should add 
newer estimates, or at least be consistent with MPCAs for the region. 

45 Dots indistinguishable [refers to Figure 27] 
52 Cannot find this. [Referring to Amity Creek Stressor Identification, Jennings et al. 2017] 

52 Did this make use of NRRI's Wetland Prioritization Tool?  

52 I think EPA and US ACE have important roles also, both directly and certainly indirectly 

54 Add environmental consulting firms. Tribal and federal agencies 

83 

basis for this? Reference? The scheduled 10 yr rotation will not allow for determining how 
Impaired waters are doing because the interannual variability is not well described w/o 
careful analysis of its effect over at least a 15 -25 period of time based on examination of 
other long -term studies of streams and lakes in the peer-reviewed literature. [Referring 
to the 3%-4%/year pollutant concentration reduction for impaired waters as a progress 
benchmark] 

84 Increased frequency of biological monitoring (periphyton, bugs, and fish) in Impaired sites 
needed  

84 In-line edits (Longitudinal) 

22 Why wasn't Amity included, which has lots of data? 

31 In-line edits (By MN DNR, Might)  

31 You need the study to determine.  

31 

The pond is old, safe, and serves other purposes (beneficial uses) by providing flood 
storage, wetland/pond habitat, and its educational use in Hartley Nature Center's 
environmental programming. This paragraph over simplifies the issue over the long-term 
with climate change in mind 

55 
Inspect and provide rules and education and training to livestock stables- There is at least 
one on the west bank of Amity near Jean Duluth Rd that is a mess or at least used to have 
problems 



WRAPS 
Page # Comment 

55 
Include recommendations for training in each area of the next few pages. (presumably via 
UM-water resources center programs and or MECA and MOSTCA. That may already exist 
(but they need to be [customized?] for the Arrowhead) 

55 In-line edits (including source tracking via DNA/RNA) 

55 Updated ecoservices & related economic benefits (true costs models) 

55 Maps (GIS) of ISTS's, active and not active with red and green flags denoting compliance 
to 7080 & NPDES permit 

55 

Septics inventory in all Lake Superior counties in the same format. St. Louis Cnty started 
doing this 15 years ago almost but it got de-railed. Seems like an easy thing to do. That 
was recommended by the Northern Septics Group in the early 2000's (Barb McCarthy 
lead) 

57 (Perhaps add) Build on www.mnwetlandrestore.org tool for prioritizing wetland 
restoration activities 

59 
Develop a comprehensive climate change vulnerability assessment for key assets in each 
watershed (e.g., bridges, trails, lake walk, lakewood drinking water plan, WLSSD, City 
Parks, etc.)  

59 Attempt to develop a common set of ordinances to be used in the region by all permitting 
authorities 

59 as per the recommendations of DUWAC which was created to explore ways of reaching 
this goal. 

59 Ditto for Tischer Creek @ Hartley Nature Park perhaps Chester Bowl as well as portions of 
others (parks) 

67 
after conducting a comprehensive feasibility assessment. Just look to "soften" the way 
this is stated since the need for this seems to entirely driven by consideration of brook 
trout and only this one factor (temp) 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Public Notice Comment 2. Cynthia Hakala, Minnesota Department of Health. Email received 
on April 12, 2018. 





Public Notice Comment 3. Andrea Woyt. Emails received April 18, 2018 and June 16, 2018. Per 
commenters request, only comments received on June 16, 2018 were addressed. 





Comment Re: Table 10 of the draft WRAPS report.   Woyt Comments-Page 1 
 
 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Address discharges of untreated wastewater 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Keep indoor and outdoor public bathrooms open 24 hours year-round 
 
Reason: 
It is important to have public bathrooms open all the time. 
 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater 
 
Possible Actions to Add: 
Verify that car washing facilities divert dirty water to sanitary sewer 
Discourage outdoor car washing except at car wash facilities 
 
Reason: 
There are car wash facilities where the dirty water is making its way out of stalls and into the 
ground and nearby streams. Dirty water from outdoor car washing enters catch basins and flows 
into streams. 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater 
 
Possible Actions to Add: 
Avoid dumping truckloads of snow near streams 
 
Reason: 
Businesses and the city haul loads of snow out of parking lots and off of streets. This snow 
should not be dumped where its contaminants will go directly into the stream. 
 



         Woyt Comments – Page 2 
 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Stormwater management 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Street sweeping should take place over two consecutive weeks 
 
Reason: 
Alternate side parking of cars blocks access. 
 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Streambank stabilization and riparian management 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Provide yard waste dumpsters at specific sites in neighborhoods 
 
Reason: 
There is a lot of yard waste dumping of branches, sticks, weeds, etc. taking place along stream 
banks. 
 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Streambank stabilization and riparian management 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
At streets which dead end at a stream, consider not plowing the snow down onto stream banks 
 
Reason: 
This snow should not be dumped where its contaminants will go directly into the stream. 
 
 



         Woyt Comments – Page 3 
 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Wildlife and pet waste management 
 
Possible Action to Take: 
Consider adding “enforcement” to the strategy title throughout the document 
 
Reason: 
The Duluth City Code already has language which addresses pet waste pick up and 
accumulation, and also the feeding of wildlife. Management needs to include enforcement. 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Wildlife and pet waste management 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Designate and adequately staff a city department or office to proactively handle pet waste 
violations 
 
Reason: 
The Duluth Fire Department’s Life Safety Office and the Police Department’s Animal 
Control/Shelter struggle to reactively respond to pet waste accumulation complaints. 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Wildlife and pet waste management 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Avoid locating dog parks near streams 
 
Reason: 
The impairment effects of improper handling of dog waste are worsened by close proximity to 
streams. 
 



         Woyt Comments – Page 4 
 
 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Pet and wildlife waste management 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Consider adding signage to pet waste disposal stations stating the connection between pet waste 
and E. coli in streams 
 
Reason: 
Pet owners need to make the connection between pet waste and impaired streams. 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Pet and wildlife waste management 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Add language to call for trash receptacles to be available year-round 
 
Reason: 
Many of the garbage cans located on trails next to streams are removed every fall and often not 
replaced until June, if at all, so pet waste bags are dumped along stream banks. 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Land use planning and ordinances 
 
Possible Action to Take: 
Call for not stocking fish in impaired streams 
 
Reason: 
There is no point to stocking where the fish may simply die. 
 



Woyt Comments – Page 5 
 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Land use planning and ordinances 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Initiate an official City of Duluth Streams Commission 
  
Reason: 
A Streams Commission could provide valuable input and leadership to the mayor, city 
councilors, and city administration.   
 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Land use planning and ordinances 
 
Possible Action to Add:  
Review the city code as it relates to human activities contributing to stream impairment 
 
Reason: 
There may be deficiencies in the code with regard to legislation or enforcement. 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Wildlife and pet waste management 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Add language to “Do Not Feed” signs stating the connection between congregating wildlife and 
E. coli in streams 
 
Reason: 
People need to make the connection between feeding wildlife and impaired streams. 

 
 



         Woyt Comments – Page 6 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Education and outreach 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
The Minnesota Department of Health should add regular stream monitoring to determine if the 
water is safe for recreational use  
 
Reason: 
People swim, bathe, wade and recreate in many of Duluth’s streams. 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Education and outreach 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Encourage programs which educate the public on how their activities impact stream quality 
 
Reason: 
Duluth has many institutions and organizations which could present programs on water quality: 
nature centers, volunteer organizations, the aquarium, the zoo, and public and private schools 
and universities. Water quality could also be addressed in the classroom. 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Education and outreach 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Develop an easy-to-find, user-friendly, comprehensive website contact list so people can report 
activities and code violations which contribute to stream impairment: dumping, slicks and 
sheens, feces accumulation, leaks and spills, vandalism, broken culverts, odors, prohibited 
vehicle use, discharges, encampments, etc.  
 
Reason: 
It is not always clear where to report the above and more: Parks Dept, Police Dept, Fire Dept 
Life Safety, MN DNR, MPCA, MDH. 



         Woyt Comments – Page 7 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Education and outreach 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Develop a usable, easy-to-read list of WRAPS strategies and strategy types  
 
Reason: 
To be provided to the mayor; city councilors; pertinent city administration, members of 
boards/commissions, agencies, non-profits; and to individuals for planning and advocacy 
purposes. 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Education and outreach 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Develop a map showing the flow of water from catch basins into local streams 
 
Reason: 
Can be used for educational purposes to show how storm water and everything it carries, 
especially from the street, is not treated at the sewage treatment plant and that it flows directly 
into a stream or the lake. 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Education and outreach 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Activate the Master Water Steward program in this area  
 
Reason: 
Master Water Stewards developed by Freshwater Society is a volunteer education and outreach 
program designed to equip citizens with the knowledge and skills needed to help improve water 
quality at the grassroots level. The program is currently focuses in the Twin Cities metro area 
with plans to expand statewide in the coming years. 



         Woyt Comments – Page 8 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Education and outreach 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
If a stream is found to be impaired with E. coli, signs stating such along with the probable 
sources should be posted at stream crossings (bridges and trails) 
 
Reason: 
To educate those people who recreate in or along streams about how human activity affects 
stream quality. 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Education and outreach 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Notify residents living next to E. coli impaired streams of impairment, probable sources and 
symptoms of recreational water illnesses 
 
Reason: 
To educate residents who live next to streams on how human activity affects stream quality. To 
keep them informed in case they are engaged in activities which put them in contact with 
impaired water. 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Education and outreach 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
If a stream has E. coli impairment, post warning, probable source and illness symptom signs at 
popular wading, swimming, and bathing areas 
 
Reason: 
To warn and also to help people understand the connection between their activities and resulting 
water quality.  
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HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Education and outreach 
 
Possible Action to Take: 
Add the website LakeSuperiorStreams.org as a citizen science and educational tool 
 
Reason: 
This is an excellent one-of-a-kind website containing extremely important information. 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Monitoring 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Investigate how Lake Superior drinking water quality is and has been affected by impaired 
creek discharge into the lake 
 
Reason: 
More attention may be paid to stream impairment if the connection to drinking water can be 
shown. 
  
HUC10 Sub-watershed: All 
Waterbody: All 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis and Carlton 
 
Strategy: 
Monitoring 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Investigate any beach impairment links to creek discharge into the lake 
 
Reason: 
More attention may be paid to stream impairment if the connection to beach health advisories 
can be shown. 
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HUC10 Sub-watershed: City of Duluth-Frontal Lake Superior 
Waterbody: Chester Creek 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis 
 
Strategy: 
Address discharges of untreated wastewater 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Place year-round porta-potties in parks near stream 
 
Reason: 
Porta-potties may be a quick and cheap way to address the lack of toilets along streams. Park 
users and residents urinate and defecate on stream banks when there are no facilities open or 
available (definitely at Lower Chester Park). Also, in winter, public restrooms often have 
reduced hours or are locked. 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: St. Louis Bay 
Waterbody: Kingsbury Creek 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis 
 
Strategy: 
Monitoring 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Assess Lake Superior Zoo’s contribution to storm water erosion 
  
Reason: 
With the zoo having visitor and outdoor animal movement, outdoor displays, landscaping, and 
parking lots right on Kingsbury Creek, water quality may be affected. 
 
HUC10 Sub-watershed: St. Louis Bay 
Waterbody: Kingsbury Creek 
Location and Upstream Influence Counties: St. Louis 
 
Strategy: 
Monitoring 
 
Possible Action to Add: 
Assess Lake Superior Zoo’s wildlife waste management 
  
Reason: 
With the zoo having outdoor housing of animals, and the congregation of non-zoo animals due to 
available food sources right on Kingsbury Creek, water quality may be affected. 
 



 

Public Comment 4. Jeff Hrubes, Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources. Email received 
June 20, 2018



From: Hrubes, Jeff (BWSR) 

Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 6:32 PM 

To: Evens, Karen (MPCA) <karen.evens@state.mn.us> 

Cc: Loeffler, Erin (SWSR) <erinJoeffler@state.mn.us>; Hughes, Ryan (BWSR) <ryan.hughes@state.mn.uP 

Subject: Duluth WRAPS 

Hi Karen, 

It's apparent that quite a bit of work went into this report. It's an interesting concept to separate a geographical area for this kind of analysis. I think it has some terminology challenges trying to fit into the watershed management framework for the state. 

I don't know what the analogous report would look like for the Twin Cities urban area for example. 

Be that as it may, I have a few general comments about the report, primarily the implementation table. 

As a watershed report, it seems to primarily concentrate on stream channels which seems to focus the strategies primarily aimed at stream channel restoration. The specificity of locations and distances for channel restoration work is apparent. 

I may have missed it, but I didn't see an estimated' dollar amount for the various act
i

vities, I thought that was a component of WRAPS reporu. 

The report defines the primary responsible entity as a single entity. Many of the activities have multiple entities checked. If the intent is to show a primary responsible pany and supporting organizations, there should be some differentiation in the way 

those roles are identified to reduce confusion and dearly identify the lead entity. 

In the implementation table, I am unclear on the way that the cit
i

es, St. Louis County and townships overlap (or not) on such things as SSTS ordinance administration and enforcement, WCA administration and enforcement and shoreland ordinance 

administration and enforcement. 

Although the buffer law is mentioned, and St. Louis county has not elected jurisdiction at this time. there are still shoreland ordinances under Minnesota Rule 6120 which apply that accomplish much the same goals as the buffer law in riparian areas. 

Recommending a new government entity (WO) is a big step and usualty requires the backing of county commissioners and city councilors in the area affected. It was unclear whether the elected officials have been consulted on this plan and tllat strategy in 

particular. I don't think that BWSR is comfortable being listed as (one of the) primary responsible parties for that strategy. There has been considerable effort during the lwlp process to reassure local governments that changing governance is not an 

objective of those plans. Although this is a WRAPS document, there is substantial room for confus
i

on between this document and any future lwlp among local elected officials and citizens. 

Thanks for the opponunity to comment on this document. I apologize for the tardiness of the response. 

Jeff 

Jefftfr� 
Clean Water Specialist 

Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources 

Jeff.Hrubes@state.mn.us 

Office: 218-203-4478 

Cell: 218-368-7683 



 
 
September 30, 2020 
 
VIA EMAIL 

AJ Woyt  

Duluth resident  

 
RE: Duluth Urban Streams WRAPS Comments and Responses 
 
Dear AJ Woyt: 

 
Thank you for taking the time to review and provide comment on the Duluth Area Urban Streams 

Watershed and Restoration Protection Strategies (WRAPS) Report (Report). Recall that the WRAPS 

Report was on public notice in 2018. We paused the WRAPS Report while we finalized some comments 

and concerns about the TMDL Report, which took some time to complete. We are now ready to move 

both documents through final review and approval.  

Four comments were received specific to the WRAPS Report. These include two agency staff comments, 

one University staff comment, and one Duluth resident comment. In the summary below, comment 

statements are taken from the text of emails provided. For further details, copies of emails and 

attachments are published on the project web page: https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/duluth-urban-

area-streams-watershed 

COMMENTS RECEIVED 
 

1. Rich Axler, University of Minnesota Duluth – Natural Resources Research Institute. Email received 
April 18, 2018, with in-line edits and comments on .pdf of report attached. 

2. Cynthia Hakala, Minnesota Department of Health. Email received on April 12, 2018. 
3. Andrea Woyt. Emails received April 18, 2018 and June 16, 2018. Per commenter’s request, only 

comments received on June 16, 2018 were addressed. 
4. Jeff Hrubes, Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources. Email received June 20, 2018. 
 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE WRAPS REPORT 
 
1. Rich Axler, University of Minnesota Duluth – Natural Resources Research Institute. Email received 

April 18, 2018. 
 

Comment 1-1: One comment is in regard to how thoroughly the HSPF modeling effort made use of all 

the available water quality data and prior studies of Duluth area streams for the purpose of calibrating 

and verifying the models; and what plans are in place to continue adapting or tweaking the models 

based on real data in regard to interannual differences in weather. Although it was stated that the 

https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/duluth-urban-area-streams-watershed
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/duluth-urban-area-streams-watershed
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models would be calibrated using all the water quality and flow data available, my impression has been 

that that there was too much to do, in too tight a window of time, with not enough funding to do it all. 

There are many data vignettes available via the  intensive real-time data set coupled with 

contemporaneous event-based grab sampling that might be used to examine how well the models work 

with these flashy streams. For example, we had under-ice data for a number of winters that have been 

very useful in showing how rain on snow events can spike EC25 (i.e. Na+Cl) above the chloride chronic 

toxicity standard of 232 mg/L for trout for as much as three weeks (Tischer 2004). In addition to this 

core set of data, there have been a number of studies funded by MPCA and other agencies that might 

have been “mined” for additional insights into how water quality and invertebrate assemblages respond 

to seasonal and storm driven hydrologic events and/or interannual variability. The information I’m 

aware of can be found in the individual stream web sections and in the RESOURCES web section of the 

DuluthStreams website. Where I spotted obvious places in the Reports, I noted these omissions, 

although I was only able to provide a very broad-brush review of the many reports. 

Response: The modeling project (Tetra Tech 2016 and subsequent updates in 2019) made use of data 

provided directly by NRRI along with the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA’s) water quality 

database EQuIS. A summary of the data is included in the model report.  

Comment 1-2: I also didn’t see the Amity Creek stressor report in the various public notices (Amity 

Creek Stressor Identification - Jennings et al. 2017) to determine if NRRI’s 4 synoptic samplings of 

multiple sites in 2 Amity during 3 high flow events and during baseflow was reviewed (sent directly to 

Tetra Tech and also included in our GLRI-funded Amity Creek Restoration Project Report and its 

companion report funded by MN’s Lake Superior Coastal Program (found at 

http://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/weber/assessment_projects.html#synoptic) 

Response: The Amity Creek Stressor Report (Jennings et al. 2017) did not include water quality analysis. 

The information referenced in this comment was added to the updated Duluth Urban Area Steams Total 

Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Report.  

Comment 1-3: Again, although I didn’t find the Jennings 2017 Amity Stressor Report, I wonder if the 

excellent work done by Dr. Karen Gran’s (Earth & Environmental Sciences Dept- UMD) two grad 

students Molly Wick and Grant Neitzel was reviewed and incorporated into the Amity 

recommendations. Grant Neitzel directly estimated bank erosion estimates for the East Branch using a 

portable terrestrial scanning LIDAR instrument and such measurements are a unique and a potential 

way to verify model estimates of bank erosion. As part of a WRAPS strategy, there could/should be a 

recommendation for a systematic application of this technology to be applied to problem sites on an 

annual basis; perhaps as a routine, several times a year monitoring of Duluth area and North Shore 

bluffs and stream banks to actually determine bulk sediment loading rates. Summaries of their work are 

included in our Amity Creek Restoration Project (GLRI) from 2014. 

Response: Wick and Neitzel's work was reviewed and is referenced in the TMDL for total suspended 

solids (TSS)-related impairments, and in the WRAPS when applicable. “Continued bank erosion 

estimates in Amity Creek and other streams over time to measure sediment loss” was added to Section 

4 of the final WRAPS. 

http://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/weber/assessment_projects.html#synoptic
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Comment 1-4: Include a goal of developing a set of protocols and/or guidelines for assessing the success 

of stream restoration projects. My thought is that this would be a collaborative university + agency + 

environmental consulting firm + other stakeholder 2 year project. Drs. Lucinda Johnson (NRRI-UMD) and 

Karen Gran (Earth & Environmental Sciences Dept- UMD) have been working on this idea for the past 

few years. Presumably it would include the pre-construction, as well as post-construction (2-5 years?) 

periods. 

Response: “Guidelines for implementation monitoring may need to be developed that are watershed-

specific” had been added to Section 4 of the final WRAPS. 

Comment 1-5: Lastly, I note that Dr. Valerie Brady’s group at NRRI has done a lot of invert work on 

North Shore streams, much of it via 3 TMDL funded studies and I don’t know if her expertise and 

analyses were considered in the stressor and impairments reports. Similarly, an MS student of Dr. 

Lucinda Johnson (Brian Black) did a thesis examining summer stream temperatures within a 100 km 

radius of Duluth using Onset Hobo dataloggers. These data might help fill in gaps in the MPCA and MN 

DNR data sets, or at least extend them to other years. This seems important since it’s the unusual 

“weather-years” that may drive biological community resilience more than average or median years. 

Response: The stressor identification reports and monitoring and assessment reports for the St. Louis 

River and Lake Superior South watersheds were finalized prior to the TMDL and WRAPS effort. Data 

mentioned were not included in these reports to our knowledge; however, these data could help 

support implementation activities in the watershed and/or be incorporated into future planning work 

such as the One Watershed, One Plan (1W1P).  

Comment 1-6: There are differing amounts of WQ data for different stream and there is a very good set 

of event-based (i.e. flow-weighted) data for Amity, Tischer, Kingsbury, and Chester going back to 2002. 

These (DuluthStreams.org) data are not apparent, though they must have been used. Were all data 

pooled from 2007-2016. I had hoped that Tetra Tech would have made use of the more detailed load 

and flow-weighted TSS and TP data presented in Rozycki et al 2011 and 2014. [Refers to Figure 8 and 9] 

Response: The water quality data included in the TMDL and WRAPS are those data provided in the 

MPCA's EQuIS database. The Duluthstreams data were used to calibrate the HSPF models following 

QA/QC activities.  

Comment 1-7: Why no data? (2011-14) [referring to Figure 12] 

Response: Site S001-757 did not have TSS data available from 2011 through 2014 available in the 

MPCA's EQuIS database and no data were found from NRRI or A Crouss's database.  

Comment 1-8: Figure is confusing. First three years were fecal colif. How converted? Probably ok to mix 

fecals w/ E. coli when expressed as % exceedances. But legend should include the details. Consider 

connecting the dots for the 4 stated to have increasing % exceedances. [Refers to Figure 13) 

Response: All data in Figure 13 are E. coli as provided by the MPCA. No fecal coliform data were used in 

this figure. 
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Comment 1-8: What is the basis for this statement? Lit review? [Refers to pollutant loading statement 

made on p. 25] 

Response: Pollutant loading information is derived from the HSPF model, as described in this section.  

Comment 1-9: Were their results incorporated into the models? Nietzel had actual erosion 

measurements. [Refers to results of the Nietzel studies and the HSPF model discussed on p. 25] 

Response: The models explicitly included high risk bluffs as provided in the NRRI LiDAR analysis 

(http://www.nrri.umn.edu/coastalgis/newweb/html/bluffs.htm), as described in the model report 

(Tetra Tech 2016, updated in 2019).  

Comment 1-10: How do these modeled loading rates for TSS compare to NRRI estimates (Ruzycki et al. 

2007, 2011) [Refers to HSPF model loading rates on p. 25] 

Response: The models were calibrated to available flow and water quality data, including select 

DuluthStreams data, as described in Tetra Tech 2016 and as updated in 2019. Loading rates were not 

compared directly against NRRI estimates, but were compared against other published data as described 

in the model report (Tetra Tech 2016, updated in 2019).   

Comment 1-11: Also-Are there plots of model WQ predictions where our actual DuluthStreams TP and 

TSS/turbidity data are also shown? I've yet to see these and my impression was that Tetra Tech had not 

had time to examine simulations for each stream w/ real data under different scenarios- such as 

different types of water years regarding storm intensities and snowmelt runoff. If MPCA plans to use 

these models, is there a PLAN built into the "process" to validate that models at a stream-scale at least? 

[Refers to HSPF model outputs on p. 25] 

Response: The models were calibrated to available flow and water quality data, including select 

DuluthStreams data, as described in Tetra Tech 2016 and as updated in2019. Calibration and validation 

were conducted on select streams when sufficient data were available (e.g., Amity Creek).   

Comment 1-12: Lakewood Township? [References list of MS4s] 

Response: Lakewood Township is not a regulated MS4 and was therefore not included in the list of 

MS4s. 

Comment 1-13: Table 9--says to me that except for Lester and Amity, are all similar in terms of historic 

high temps. No need to Flag Merrit and Miller-at least from these summary data. Degree-days above 68 

degrees expressed as a % of days measured for each creek, denoting the different years may be a good 

way to present these data MDNR Fishery folk use degree-days for examining fishing spawning, for 

instance. 

Response: Text regarding Merrit and Miller Creek removed from summary of Table 9.  

Comment 1-13: These are all (essentially) the same. 74 degrees F. (two significant figures will suffice-4 is 

too many) [Referring to Table 9]

http://www.nrri.umn.edu/coastalgis/newweb/html/bluffs.htm
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Response: All values in Table 9 have been rounded to one decimal place. 

Comment 1-14: Fig 26 bar chart labels missing; Figure 27 would benefit from indicating chronic and 

lethal temp levels as per Fig 26 and by using the same temperature range, and labeling the dots better. 

Confusing.  Also, the Amity %Imp Surface value is substantially lower than either of the values we report 

on the Duluthstreams.org website at http://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/streams/lesterwshed.html. 

Probably, we should add newer estimates, or at least be consistent with MPCAs for the region. 

Response: Lester River, Amity Creek, and East Branch Amity Creek were called out in the text regarding 

these figures and therefore labeled in the figures. No other streams were narratively summarized. The 

impervious data is primarily derived from the University of Minnesota. 

Comment 1-15: Dots indistinguishable [refers to Figure 27] 

Response: Lester River, Amity Creek, and East Branch Amity Creek were called out in the text regarding 

Figure 27 and therefore were labeled. The same symbology was used for all dots on this figure.  

Comment 1-16: Cannot find this. [Referring to Amity Creek Stressor Identification, Jennings et al. 2017] 

Response: Reference for the Amity Creek Stressor Identification is listed in Section 5 and was made 

available from the MPCA.  

Comment 1-17: Did this make use of NRRI's Wetland Prioritization Tool? [Refers to Northeastern 

Minnesota Compensation Siting: Alternative Wetland Mitigation Options, p. 52]. 

Response: Yes, the tool was used and is cited in the document.  

Comment 1-18: I think EPA and US ACE have important roles also, both directly and certainly indirectly.  

[Refers to list of partners on p. 54] 

Response: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and United State Army Corps of Engineers (US 

ACE) added to list of partners. 

Comment 1-19: Add environmental consulting firms. Tribal and federal agencies. [Refers to list of 

partners on p. 54]. 

Response: “Tribal entities” added to list of partners. Federal agencies are identified in Section 3.3. 

Environmental consulting firms are not included since their role would be in support of the entities 

listed.  

Comment 1-20: basis for this? Reference? The scheduled 10 yr rotation will not allow for determining 

how Impaired waters are doing because the interannual variability is not well described w/o careful 

analysis of its effect over at least a 15 -25 period of time based on examination of other long -term 

studies of streams and lakes in the peer-reviewed literature. [Referring to the 3%-4%/year pollutant 

concentration reduction for impaired waters as a progress benchmark]
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Response: This text is based on guidance included in the MPCA’s template and is based on the total % 

reduction needed divided over the expected timeframe to implement the WRAPS. The intention of this 

text is to describe the relative level of effort needed over the long term.  

Comment 1-21: Increased frequency of biological monitoring (periphyton, bugs, and fish) in Impaired 

sites needed. [Refers to Monitoring Recommendations] 

Response: “Increased frequency of biological monitoring in impaired reaches” added to Section 4 of the 

final WRAPS. 

Comment 1-22: Why wasn't Amity included, which has lots of data? [Refers to Appendix B] 

Response: This Appendix is a report previously developed by South St Louis SWCD that did not evaluate 

Amity Creek. An Amity Creek sediment loading summary from Jennings et al. 2017 is provided in Figure 

19 of the WRAPS Report.  

Comment 1-23: You need the study to determine. [Refers to Appendix B].  

Response: This Appendix is a report previously developed by South St. Louis Soil and Water 

Conservation District (SWCD) and is included for easy reference.   

Comment 1-24: The pond is old, safe, and serves other purposes (beneficial uses) by providing flood 

storage, wetland/pond habitat, and its educational use in Hartley Nature Center's environmental 

programming. This paragraph over simplifies the issue over the long-term with climate change in mind 

[Refers to page 31, reference to Appendix B] 

Response: This Appendix is a report previously developed by South St Louis SWCD and is included for 

easy reference.   

Comment 1-25: Inspect and provide rules and education and training to livestock stables- There is at 

least one on the west bank of Amity near Jean Duluth Rd that is a mess or at least used to have 

problems [Refers to Table 10] 

Response: “Inspect livestock operations and provide rules, education and training” added to Address 

discharges of untreated wastewater strategy in Table 10.  

Comment 1-26: Include recommendations for training in each area of the next few pages. (presumably 

via UM-water resources center programs and or MECA and MOSTCA. That may already exist (but they 

need to be [customized?] for the Arrowhead) [Refers to Table 10] 

Response: Expanded language in the education and outreach strategy in Table 10 to address this 

request. 

Comment 1-27: Maps (GIS) of ISTS's, active and not active with red and green flags denoting compliance 

to 7080 & NPDES permit [Refers to Table 10]
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Response: Please see the map of septic systems developed for the Duluth Streams TMDL.   

Comment 1-28: Septics inventory in all Lake Superior counties in the same format. St. Louis Cnty started 

doing this 15 years ago almost but it got de-railed. Seems like an easy thing to do. That was 

recommended by the Northern Septics Group in the early 2000's (Barb McCarthy lead) 

Response. Septic information was provided by St. Louis County, see the Duluth Streams TMDL for more 

information.  

Comment 1-29: (Perhaps add) Build on www.mnwetlandrestore.org tool for prioritizing wetland 

restoration activities [Refers to Table 10]. 

Response: As mentioned in the response to Comment 1-17, this tool was used in the Northeastern 

Minnesota Compensation Siting: Alternative Wetland Mitigation Options report. This is one of many 

reports and assessments (listed on p. 53 of the WRAPS Report) that were used to select restoration and 

protection strategies in Table 10.  

Comment 1-30: Develop a comprehensive climate change vulnerability assessment for key assets in 

each watershed (e.g., bridges, trails, lake walk, lakewood drinking water plan, Western Lake Superior 

Sanitary District (WLSSD), City Parks, etc.) [Refers to Table 10] 

Response: “Develop a comprehensive climate change vulnerability assessment for key assets in each 

watershed (e.g., bridges, trails, lake walk, drinking water, WLSSD, parks, etc.)” added to Table 10’s Land 

use planning and ordinances strategy. 

Comment 1-31: Attempt to develop a common set of ordinances to be used in the region by all 

permitting authorities [Refers to Table 10] 

Response: “Explore a common set of ordinances to be used in the region by all permitting authorities” 

added to Table 10’s Land use planning and ordinances strategy. 

Comment 1-32: Ditto for Tischer Creek @ Hartley Nature Park perhaps Chester Bowl as well as portions 

of others (parks) [Refers to strategies for Amity Creek] 

Response: Amity was called out specifically in the LSS Stressor ID document for enrollment into the 

Duluth Natural Areas Program - updated text to include "and others". 

Comment 1-33: Several in-line edits suggested to add clarity to the report.  

Response: Additional information greatly appreciated. The suggested in-line edits were added to the 

report where applicable.  

 

2. Cynthia Hakala, Minnesota Department of Health. Email received April 12, 2020 

 
Comment 2-1: Should it be mentioned somewhere on page 13 that the MN Department of Health 

(MDH) no longer conducts routine beach monitoring at Hearding Island beach?
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Response: Updated Page 20 to note the MDH no longer conduct routine beach monitoring at Hearding 

Island beach. 

Comment 2-2: It should be noted that the MDH Beach Program conducts follow-up sampling after a high 

result from a routine beach sample. Re-sampling after a high result could bias results towards higher 

concentrations of E. coli. This could also impact the percent of samples exceeded. 

Response: “The MDH conducts follow-up sampling after a high result from a routine beach sample. Re-

sampling after a high result could bias results towards higher concentrations of E. coli. This could also 

impact the percent of samples exceeded” added to Section 2.1 Beaches. 

Comment 2-3: On page 28, naturalized E. coli and its relationship to sediment should be mentioned as 

well as bacteria coming from the bodies of beach goers. 

Response: “Sediment found in stormwater can also harbor naturalized E. coli” added to Section 2.3 

Pollutant sources. 

Comment 2-4: There are data gaps for beach data (especially from 2010) that should perhaps be 

mentioned, all samples from that year are from August or September -- months that typically have 

higher E. coli levels overall. 

Response:  The data mentioned in this comment are included only to provide an overview. “Completion 

of beach TMDLs in the Duluth area  will provide further evaluation and interpretation of beach water 

quality data.” Added to Section 2.2 Beaches.  

 
3. Andrea Woyt. Email received June 16, 2018. 
 
Comment 3-1: Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater. 

Possible Action to Add: Keep indoor and outdoor public bathrooms open 24 hours year-round. 

Reason: It is important to have public bathrooms open all the time. 

Response: “Consider expanding public bathroom availability “and “Determine opportunities to increase 

access to public bathroom facilities” added to Table 10.  

Comment 3-2: Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater. 

Possible Actions to Add: Verify that car washing facilities divert dirty water to sanitary sewer. 

Discourage outdoor car washing except at car wash facilities. 

Reason: There are car wash facilities where the dirty water is making its way out of stalls and into the 

ground and nearby streams. Dirty water from outdoor car washing enters catch basins and flows into 

streams.
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Response: The need for education related to water quality was expanded upon in the strategy tables: 

“Encourage programs that educate the public on how their actions impact water quality.” 

Comment 3-3: Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater. 

Possible Actions to Add: Avoid dumping truckloads of snow near streams. 

Reason: Businesses and the city haul loads of snow out of parking lots and off of streets. This snow 

should not be dumped where its contaminants will go directly into the stream. 

Response: Education and outreach strategy expanded to include snow removal companies: “Educate 

snow removal companies on proper snow removal and storage practices.” 

Comment 3-4: Strategy: Stormwater management. 

Possible Action to Add: Street sweeping should take place over two consecutive weeks. 

Reason: Alternate side parking of cars blocks access. 

Response: Street sweeping practices are included under the broader stormwater management best 

management practice (BMP): “Implement green infrastructure and stormwater management practices 

to address altered hydrology and reduce loading”. 

Comment 3-5: Strategy: Streambank stabilization and riparian management. 

Possible Action to Add: Provide yard waste dumpsters at specific sites in neighborhoods. 

Reason: There is a lot of yard waste dumping of branches, sticks, weeds, etc. taking place along stream 

banks. 

Response: Added yard waste issues to education strategies: “Enhance current signage to better connect 

actions (e.g., wildlife feeding, improper pet waste management, yard waste disposal, trash pickup, etc.) 

on water quality.” 

Comment 3-6: Strategy: Streambank stabilization and riparian management. 

Possible Action to Add: At streets which dead end at a stream, consider not plowing the snow down 

onto stream banks. 

Reason: This snow should not be dumped where its contaminants will go directly into the stream. 

Response: Please see response to Comment 3-3.  

Comment 3-7: Strategy: Wildlife and pet waste management. 

Possible Action to Take: Consider adding “enforcement” to the strategy title throughout the document. 

Reason: The Duluth City Code already has language which addresses pet waste pick up and 

accumulation, and also the feeding of wildlife. Management needs to include enforcement.
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Response: Enforcement is addressed for E. coli impaired watersheds under Land use planning and 

ordinances BMP: "Update ordinances to include enforcement of pet waste ordinances."  

Comment 3-8: Strategy: Wildlife and pet waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Designate and adequately staff a city department or office to proactively handle 

pet waste violations. 

Reason: The Duluth Fire Department’s Life Safety Office and the Police Department’s Animal 

Control/Shelter struggle to reactively respond to pet waste accumulation complaints. 

Response: This request is addressed in enhanced pet waste programs, also see response to comment 3-

7.  

Comment 3-9: Strategy: Wildlife and pet waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Avoid locating dog parks near streams. 

Reason: The impairment effects of improper handling of dog waste are worsened by close proximity to 

streams. 

Response: The City is currently studying the effect of the dog park near Keene Creek. Results of this 

study will help to inform site selection of future dog parks.  

Comment 3-10: Strategy: Pet and wildlife waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Consider adding signage to pet waste disposal stations stating the connection 

between pet waste and E. coli in streams. 

Reason: Pet owners need to make the connection between pet waste and impaired streams. 

Response: Added pet waste issues to education strategies: “Enhance current signage to better connect 

actions (e.g., wildlife feeding, improper pet waste management, yard waste disposal, trash pickup, etc.) 

on water quality.” And “Expand current pet waste management programs to reduce pollutant loading. 

Consider additional pet waste disposal stations in high traffic areas with educational signage connecting 

pet waste and pollutant loading to streams.” 

Comment 3-11: Strategy: Pet and wildlife waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Add language to call for trash receptacles to be available year-round. 

Reason: Many of the garbage cans located on trails next to streams are removed every fall and often not 

replaced until June, if at all, so pet waste bags are dumped along stream banks. 

Response: Added additional language to Pet and wildlife waste management strategy: “Increase the 

number and availability of trash receptacles in areas frequented by the public and ensure adequate 

trash removal.” 

Comment 3-12: Strategy: Land use planning and ordinances.
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Possible Action to Take: Call for not stocking fish in impaired streams. 

Reason: There is no point to stocking where the fish may simply die. 

Response: Stocking of fisheries is managed by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 

and is not directly related to the TMDL or WRAPS.  

Comment 3-13: Strategy: Land use planning and ordinances. 

Possible Action to Add: Initiate an official City of Duluth Streams Commission. 

Reason: A Streams Commission could provide valuable input and leadership to the mayor, city 

councilors, and city administration.   

Response: This comment is addressed in part in the strategy: "Institutionalize watershed management 

to eliminate waste and duplicative efforts, and increase funding, resources and project impact. Develop 

watershed-based plan as per the recommendations of Duluth Urban Watershed Advisory Committee 

(DUWAC). "  

Comment 3-14: Strategy: Land use planning and ordinances. 

Possible Action to Add:  Review the city code as it relates to human activities contributing to stream 

impairment. 

Reason: There may be deficiencies in the code with regard to legislation or enforcement. 

Response: This work has been underway by DUWAC. 

Comment 3-15: Strategy: Wildlife and pet waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Add language to “Do Not Feed” signs stating the connection between 

congregating wildlife and E. coli in streams. 

Reason: People need to make the connection between feeding wildlife and impaired streams. 

Response: Additional education information added to strategy: “Expand current pet waste management 

programs to reduce pollutant loading. Consider additional pet waste disposal stations in high traffic 

areas with educational signage connecting pet waste and pollutant loading to streams.” 

Comment 3-16: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: The Minnesota Department of Health should add regular stream monitoring to 

determine if the water is safe for recreational use. 

Reason: People swim, bathe, wade and recreate in many of Duluth’s streams. 

Response: “Regular monitoring of streams for E. coli when streams are accessed for bathing or 

swimming purposes” added to Section 4 of the WRAPS Report. 

Comment 3-17: Strategy: Education and outreach.
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Possible Action to Add: Encourage programs which educate the public on how their activities impact 

stream quality. 

Reason: Duluth has many institutions and organizations which could present programs on water quality: 

nature centers, volunteer organizations, the aquarium, the zoo, and public and private schools and 

universities. Water quality could also be addressed in the classroom. 

Response: Additional education information provided in Table 10. 

Comment 3-18: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Develop an easy-to-find, user-friendly, comprehensive website contact list so 

people can report activities and code violations which contribute to stream impairment: dumping, slicks 

and sheens, feces accumulation, leaks and spills, vandalism, broken culverts, odors, prohibited vehicle 

use, discharges, encampments, etc.  

Reason: It is not always clear where to report the above and more: Parks Dept, Police Dept, Fire Dept 

Life Safety, MN DNR, MPCA, MDH. 

Response: Actions like this and others are covered under the broader education and outreach strategies 

in Table 10.  

Comment 3-19: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Develop a usable, easy-to-read list of WRAPS strategies and strategy types. 

Reason: To be provided to the mayor; city councilors; pertinent city administration, members of 

boards/commissions, agencies, non-profits; and to individuals for planning and advocacy purposes. 

Response: The content of this WRAPS Report conforms to the state's requirements. Please see the 

executive summary of the WRAPS Report and the WRAPS Summary Report available at: 

https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-ws4-42b.pdf. 

Comment 3-20: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Develop a map showing the flow of water from catch basins into local streams. 

Reason: Can be used for educational purposes to show how storm water and everything it carries, 

especially from the street, is not treated at the sewage treatment plant and that it flows directly into a 

stream or the lake. 

Response: Actions like this and others are covered under the broader education and outreach strategies 

in Table 10.  

Comment 3-21: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Activate the Master Water Steward program in this area.

https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-ws4-42b.pdf
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Reason: Master Water Stewards developed by Freshwater Society is a volunteer education and outreach 

program designed to equip citizens with the knowledge and skills needed to help improve water quality 

at the grassroots level. The program is currently focuses in the Twin Cities metro area with plans to 

expand statewide in the coming years. 

Response: Additional information added to education and outreach strategy: “Encourage development 

of watershed stewardship groups (at the stream scale) for residents and landowners (e.g., Master Water 

Steward program).”  

Comment 3-22: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: If a stream is found to be impaired with E. coli, signs stating such along with the 

probable sources should be posted at stream crossings (bridges and trails). 

Reason: To educate those people who recreate in or along streams about how human activity affects 

stream quality. 

Response: Additional education information provided in Table 10. 

Comment 3-23: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Notify residents living next to E. coli impaired streams of impairment, probable 

sources and symptoms of recreational water illnesses. 

Reason: To educate residents who live next to streams on how human activity affects stream quality. To 

keep them informed in case they are engaged in activities which put them in contact with impaired 

water. 

Response: Additional education information provided in Table 10. 

Comment 3-24: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: If a stream has E. coli impairment, post warning, probable source and illness 

symptom signs at popular wading, swimming, and bathing areas. 

Reason: To warn and also to help people understand the connection between their activities and 

resulting water quality. 

Response: Additional education information provided in Table 10. See previous responses to education 

and outreach related comments. 

Comment 3-25: Strategy: Education and Outreach  

Possible Action to Take: Add the website LakeSuperiorStreams.org as a citizen and educational tool.  

Reason: This is an excellent one-of-a-kind website containing extremely important information. 

Response: https://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/ is listed as an existing water quality-based civic 

engagement group in Section 3.2.  
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Comment 3-26: Strategy: Monitoring. 

Possible Action to Add: Investigate how Lake Superior drinking water quality is and has been affected by 

impaired creek discharge into the lake. 

Reason: More attention may be paid to stream impairment if the connection to drinking water can be 

shown. 

Response: Incorporated drinking water in Section 2.5 Potential Impacts to Lake Superior: “This can 

impact water quality of streams, river, nearshore lake environments, and drinking water sources.” and 

into Table 10 “Develop a comprehensive climate change vulnerability assessment for key assets in each 

watershed (e.g., bridges, trails, lake walk, drinking water, WLSSD, parks, etc.).” 

Comment 3-27: Strategy: Monitoring. 

Possible Action to Add: Investigate any beach impairment links to creek discharge into the lake. 

Reason: More attention may be paid to stream impairment if the connection to beach health advisories 

can be shown. 

Response: This comment is already addressed in the strategies for Leif Erickson Park Beach: " Address E. 

coli loading from Chester Creek (see Chester Creek)" and "Address E. coli loading from Stewart Creek 

(see Stewart Creek)" for impaired beaches on the Bay side. In addition, beach TMDLs are currently being 

developed for impaired beaches in the Duluth Area with anticipated completion in 2021.  

Comment 3-28: Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater. 

Possible Action to Add: Place year-round porta-potties in parks near stream. 

Reason: Porta-potties may be a quick and cheap way to address the lack of toilets along streams. Park 

users and residents urinate and defecate on stream banks when there are no facilities open or available 

(definitely at Lower Chester Park). Also, in winter, public restrooms often have reduced hours or are 

locked. 

Response: Please see response to Comment 3-1.  

Comment 3-29: Strategy: Monitoring. 

Possible Action to Add: Assess Lake Superior Zoo’s contribution to storm water erosion. 

Reason: With the zoo having visitor and outdoor animal movement, outdoor displays, landscaping, and 

parking lots right on Kingsbury Creek, water quality may be affected. 

Response: Runoff from the zoo exhibits discharges to the sanitary sewer system, which is treated by 

WLSSD. Nontreated runoff is addressed in Table 10’s Stormwater management strategy.  

Comment 3-30: Strategy: Monitoring. 

Possible Action to Add: Assess Lake Superior Zoo’s wildlife waste management.
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Reason: With the zoo having outdoor housing of animals, and the congregation of non-zoo animals due 

to available food sources right on Kingsbury Creek, water quality may be affected. 

Response: Runoff from the Zoo exhibits discharges to the sanitary sewer system, which is treated by 

WLSSD. 

 
4. Jeff Hrubes, Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources. Email received June 20, 2018. 
 
Comment 4-1: As a watershed report, it seems to primarily concentrate on stream channels which 

seems to focus the strategies primarily aimed at stream channel restoration.  The specificity of locations 

and distances for channel restoration work is apparent. 

Response: There are very few lakes in the Duluth Urban Area and only Eagle Lake was assessed as part 

of the MPCA watershed approach, see Table 4. Streams, Eagle Lake, and Lake Superior Beaches were all 

assessed as part of the watershed approach.  

Comment 4-2: I may have missed it, but I didn’t see an estimated dollar amount for the various 

activities, I thought that was a component of WRAPS reports. 

Response: The cost for implementation is included in the Duluth Urban Streams TMDL. Costs were not a 

requirement of the WRAPS.  

Comment 4-3: The report defines the primary responsible entity as a single entity.  Many of the 

activities have multiple entities checked.  If the intent is to show a primary responsible party and 

supporting organizations, there should be some differentiation in the way those roles are identified to 

reduce confusion and clearly identify the lead entity. 

Response: The approach taken was to be inclusive of potential entities who might implement the 

strategies. Updated the definition on page 52 to be plural government entities.   

Comment 4-4: In the implementation table, I am unclear on the way that the cities, St. Louis County and 

townships overlap (or not) on such things as SSTS ordinance administration and enforcement, WCA 

administration and enforcement and shoreland ordinance administration and enforcement. 

Response: The approach taken was to be inclusive of potential entities who might implement the 

strategies identified in the table.  

Comment 4-5: Although the buffer law is mentioned, and St. Louis County has not elected jurisdiction at 

this time, there are still shoreland ordinances under Minnesota Rule 6120 which apply that accomplish 

much the same goals as the buffer law in riparian areas.   

Response: Added shoreland ordinances to strategy with buffer law: “Buffers for all stream reaches 

consistent with Buffer Law and shoreland ordinances”
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Comment 4-6: Recommending a new government entity (WD) is a big step and usually requires the 

backing of county commissioners and city councilors in the area affected.  It was unclear whether the 

elected officials have been consulted on this plan and that strategy in particular. I don’t think that BWSR 

is comfortable being listed as (one of the) primary responsible parties for that strategy. There has been 

considerable effort during the 1w1p process to reassure local governments that changing governance is 

not an objective of those plans.  Although this is a WRAPS document, there is substantial room for 

confusion between this document and any future 1w1p among local elected officials and citizens. 

Response: Removed goal that included special purpose unit of government. 

Thank you again for your comments. For those of you with continued interest in stream improvements, 
please engage in the current 1W1P process led by South St. Louis SWCD staff, or feel free to contact 
myself or other MPCA watershed staff. If you have any further questions please contact me at 218-302-
6644 or by email at karen.evens@state.mn.us. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Karen Evens 
This document has been electronically signed. 

Karen Evens 
Environmental Consultant 
Watershed Division 
 
KE:jdf 
 

mailto:karen.evens@state.mn.us


 
September 30, 2020 
 
 
Cynthia Hakala 
Beach Program Coordinator 
Minnesota Department of Health 
Northeastern District 
11 E Superior St, Ste 290 
Duluth, MN 55802-2007 
 
RE: Duluth Urban Streams WRAPS Comments and Responses 
 
Dear Cynthia Hakala: 
 
Thank you for taking the time to review and provide comment on the Duluth Area Urban Streams 

Watershed and Restoration Protection Strategies (WRAPS) Report (Report). Recall that the WRAPS 

Report was on public notice in 2018. We paused the WRAPS Report while we finalized some comments 

and concerns about the TMDL Report, which took some time to complete. We are now ready to move 

both documents through final review and approval.  

Four comments were received specific to the WRAPS Report. These include two agency staff comments, 

one University staff comment, and one Duluth resident comment. In the summary below, comment 

statements are taken from the text of emails provided. For further details, copies of emails and 

attachments are published on the project web page: https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/duluth-urban-

area-streams-watershed 

COMMENTS RECEIVED 
 

1. Rich Axler, University of Minnesota Duluth – Natural Resources Research Institute. Email received 
April 18, 2018, with in-line edits and comments on .pdf of report attached. 

2. Cynthia Hakala, Minnesota Department of Health. Email received on April 12, 2018. 
3. Andrea Woyt. Emails received April 18, 2018 and June 16, 2018. Per commenter’s request, only 

comments received on June 16, 2018 were addressed. 
4. Jeff Hrubes, Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources. Email received June 20, 2018. 
 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE WRAPS REPORT 
 
1. Rich Axler, University of Minnesota Duluth – Natural Resources Research Institute. Email received 

April 18, 2018. 
 

Comment 1-1: One comment is in regard to how thoroughly the HSPF modeling effort made use of all 

the available water quality data and prior studies of Duluth area streams for the purpose of calibrating 

and verifying the models; and what plans are in place to continue adapting or tweaking the models 

based on real data in regard to interannual differences in weather. Although it was stated that the 

https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/duluth-urban-area-streams-watershed
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/duluth-urban-area-streams-watershed
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models would be calibrated using all the water quality and flow data available, my impression has been 

that that there was too much to do, in too tight a window of time, with not enough funding to do it all. 

There are many data vignettes available via the  intensive real-time data set coupled with 

contemporaneous event-based grab sampling that might be used to examine how well the models work 

with these flashy streams. For example, we had under-ice data for a number of winters that have been 

very useful in showing how rain on snow events can spike EC25 (i.e. Na+Cl) above the chloride chronic 

toxicity standard of 232 mg/L for trout for as much as three weeks (Tischer 2004). In addition to this 

core set of data, there have been a number of studies funded by MPCA and other agencies that might 

have been “mined” for additional insights into how water quality and invertebrate assemblages respond 

to seasonal and storm driven hydrologic events and/or interannual variability. The information I’m 

aware of can be found in the individual stream web sections and in the RESOURCES web section of the 

DuluthStreams website. Where I spotted obvious places in the Reports, I noted these omissions, 

although I was only able to provide a very broad-brush review of the many reports. 

Response: The modeling project (Tetra Tech 2016 and subsequent updates in 2019) made use of data 

provided directly by NRRI along with the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA’s) water quality 

database EQuIS. A summary of the data is included in the model report.  

Comment 1-2: I also didn’t see the Amity Creek stressor report in the various public notices (Amity 

Creek Stressor Identification - Jennings et al. 2017) to determine if NRRI’s 4 synoptic samplings of 

multiple sites in 2 Amity during 3 high flow events and during baseflow was reviewed (sent directly to 

Tetra Tech and also included in our GLRI-funded Amity Creek Restoration Project Report and its 

companion report funded by MN’s Lake Superior Coastal Program (found at 

http://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/weber/assessment_projects.html#synoptic) 

Response: The Amity Creek Stressor Report (Jennings et al. 2017) did not include water quality analysis. 

The information referenced in this comment was added to the updated Duluth Urban Area Steams Total 

Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Report.  

Comment 1-3: Again, although I didn’t find the Jennings 2017 Amity Stressor Report, I wonder if the 

excellent work done by Dr. Karen Gran’s (Earth & Environmental Sciences Dept- UMD) two grad 

students Molly Wick and Grant Neitzel was reviewed and incorporated into the Amity 

recommendations. Grant Neitzel directly estimated bank erosion estimates for the East Branch using a 

portable terrestrial scanning LIDAR instrument and such measurements are a unique and a potential 

way to verify model estimates of bank erosion. As part of a WRAPS strategy, there could/should be a 

recommendation for a systematic application of this technology to be applied to problem sites on an 

annual basis; perhaps as a routine, several times a year monitoring of Duluth area and North Shore 

bluffs and stream banks to actually determine bulk sediment loading rates. Summaries of their work are 

included in our Amity Creek Restoration Project (GLRI) from 2014. 

Response: Wick and Neitzel's work was reviewed and is referenced in the TMDL for total suspended 

solids (TSS)-related impairments, and in the WRAPS when applicable. “Continued bank erosion 

estimates in Amity Creek and other streams over time to measure sediment loss” was added to Section 

4 of the final WRAPS. 

http://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/weber/assessment_projects.html#synoptic
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Comment 1-4: Include a goal of developing a set of protocols and/or guidelines for assessing the success 

of stream restoration projects. My thought is that this would be a collaborative university + agency + 

environmental consulting firm + other stakeholder 2 year project. Drs. Lucinda Johnson (NRRI-UMD) and 

Karen Gran (Earth & Environmental Sciences Dept- UMD) have been working on this idea for the past 

few years. Presumably it would include the pre-construction, as well as post-construction (2-5 years?) 

periods. 

Response: “Guidelines for implementation monitoring may need to be developed that are watershed-

specific” had been added to Section 4 of the final WRAPS. 

Comment 1-5: Lastly, I note that Dr. Valerie Brady’s group at NRRI has done a lot of invert work on 

North Shore streams, much of it via 3 TMDL funded studies and I don’t know if her expertise and 

analyses were considered in the stressor and impairments reports. Similarly, an MS student of Dr. 

Lucinda Johnson (Brian Black) did a thesis examining summer stream temperatures within a 100 km 

radius of Duluth using Onset Hobo dataloggers. These data might help fill in gaps in the MPCA and MN 

DNR data sets, or at least extend them to other years. This seems important since it’s the unusual 

“weather-years” that may drive biological community resilience more than average or median years. 

Response: The stressor identification reports and monitoring and assessment reports for the St. Louis 

River and Lake Superior South watersheds were finalized prior to the TMDL and WRAPS effort. Data 

mentioned were not included in these reports to our knowledge; however, these data could help 

support implementation activities in the watershed and/or be incorporated into future planning work 

such as the One Watershed, One Plan (1W1P).  

Comment 1-6: There are differing amounts of WQ data for different stream and there is a very good set 

of event-based (i.e. flow-weighted) data for Amity, Tischer, Kingsbury, and Chester going back to 2002. 

These (DuluthStreams.org) data are not apparent, though they must have been used. Were all data 

pooled from 2007-2016. I had hoped that Tetra Tech would have made use of the more detailed load 

and flow-weighted TSS and TP data presented in Rozycki et al 2011 and 2014. [Refers to Figure 8 and 9] 

Response: The water quality data included in the TMDL and WRAPS are those data provided in the 

MPCA's EQuIS database. The Duluthstreams data were used to calibrate the HSPF models following 

QA/QC activities.  

Comment 1-7: Why no data? (2011-14) [referring to Figure 12] 

Response: Site S001-757 did not have TSS data available from 2011 through 2014 available in the 

MPCA's EQuIS database and no data were found from NRRI or A Crouss's database.  

Comment 1-8: Figure is confusing. First three years were fecal colif. How converted? Probably ok to mix 

fecals w/ E. coli when expressed as % exceedances. But legend should include the details. Consider 

connecting the dots for the 4 stated to have increasing % exceedances. [Refers to Figure 13) 

Response: All data in Figure 13 are E. coli as provided by the MPCA. No fecal coliform data were used in 

this figure. 
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Comment 1-8: What is the basis for this statement? Lit review? [Refers to pollutant loading statement 

made on p. 25] 

Response: Pollutant loading information is derived from the HSPF model, as described in this section.  

Comment 1-9: Were their results incorporated into the models? Nietzel had actual erosion 

measurements. [Refers to results of the Nietzel studies and the HSPF model discussed on p. 25] 

Response: The models explicitly included high risk bluffs as provided in the NRRI LiDAR analysis 

(http://www.nrri.umn.edu/coastalgis/newweb/html/bluffs.htm), as described in the model report 

(Tetra Tech 2016, updated in 2019).  

Comment 1-10: How do these modeled loading rates for TSS compare to NRRI estimates (Ruzycki et al. 

2007, 2011) [Refers to HSPF model loading rates on p. 25] 

Response: The models were calibrated to available flow and water quality data, including select 

DuluthStreams data, as described in Tetra Tech 2016 and as updated in 2019. Loading rates were not 

compared directly against NRRI estimates, but were compared against other published data as described 

in the model report (Tetra Tech 2016, updated in 2019).   

Comment 1-11: Also-Are there plots of model WQ predictions where our actual DuluthStreams TP and 

TSS/turbidity data are also shown? I've yet to see these and my impression was that Tetra Tech had not 

had time to examine simulations for each stream w/ real data under different scenarios- such as 

different types of water years regarding storm intensities and snowmelt runoff. If MPCA plans to use 

these models, is there a PLAN built into the "process" to validate that models at a stream-scale at least? 

[Refers to HSPF model outputs on p. 25] 

Response: The models were calibrated to available flow and water quality data, including select 

DuluthStreams data, as described in Tetra Tech 2016 and as updated in2019. Calibration and validation 

were conducted on select streams when sufficient data were available (e.g., Amity Creek).   

Comment 1-12: Lakewood Township? [References list of MS4s] 

Response: Lakewood Township is not a regulated MS4 and was therefore not included in the list of 

MS4s. 

Comment 1-13: Table 9--says to me that except for Lester and Amity, are all similar in terms of historic 

high temps. No need to Flag Merrit and Miller-at least from these summary data. Degree-days above 68 

degrees expressed as a % of days measured for each creek, denoting the different years may be a good 

way to present these data MDNR Fishery folk use degree-days for examining fishing spawning, for 

instance. 

Response: Text regarding Merrit and Miller Creek removed from summary of Table 9.  

Comment 1-13: These are all (essentially) the same. 74 degrees F. (two significant figures will suffice-4 is 

too many) [Referring to Table 9]

http://www.nrri.umn.edu/coastalgis/newweb/html/bluffs.htm
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Response: All values in Table 9 have been rounded to one decimal place. 

Comment 1-14: Fig 26 bar chart labels missing; Figure 27 would benefit from indicating chronic and 

lethal temp levels as per Fig 26 and by using the same temperature range, and labeling the dots better. 

Confusing.  Also, the Amity %Imp Surface value is substantially lower than either of the values we report 

on the Duluthstreams.org website at http://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/streams/lesterwshed.html. 

Probably, we should add newer estimates, or at least be consistent with MPCAs for the region. 

Response: Lester River, Amity Creek, and East Branch Amity Creek were called out in the text regarding 

these figures and therefore labeled in the figures. No other streams were narratively summarized. The 

impervious data is primarily derived from the University of Minnesota. 

Comment 1-15: Dots indistinguishable [refers to Figure 27] 

Response: Lester River, Amity Creek, and East Branch Amity Creek were called out in the text regarding 

Figure 27 and therefore were labeled. The same symbology was used for all dots on this figure.  

Comment 1-16: Cannot find this. [Referring to Amity Creek Stressor Identification, Jennings et al. 2017] 

Response: Reference for the Amity Creek Stressor Identification is listed in Section 5 and was made 

available from the MPCA.  

Comment 1-17: Did this make use of NRRI's Wetland Prioritization Tool? [Refers to Northeastern 

Minnesota Compensation Siting: Alternative Wetland Mitigation Options, p. 52]. 

Response: Yes, the tool was used and is cited in the document.  

Comment 1-18: I think EPA and US ACE have important roles also, both directly and certainly indirectly.  

[Refers to list of partners on p. 54] 

Response: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and United State Army Corps of Engineers (US 

ACE) added to list of partners. 

Comment 1-19: Add environmental consulting firms. Tribal and federal agencies. [Refers to list of 

partners on p. 54]. 

Response: “Tribal entities” added to list of partners. Federal agencies are identified in Section 3.3. 

Environmental consulting firms are not included since their role would be in support of the entities 

listed.  

Comment 1-20: basis for this? Reference? The scheduled 10 yr rotation will not allow for determining 

how Impaired waters are doing because the interannual variability is not well described w/o careful 

analysis of its effect over at least a 15 -25 period of time based on examination of other long -term 

studies of streams and lakes in the peer-reviewed literature. [Referring to the 3%-4%/year pollutant 

concentration reduction for impaired waters as a progress benchmark]
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Response: This text is based on guidance included in the MPCA’s template and is based on the total % 

reduction needed divided over the expected timeframe to implement the WRAPS. The intention of this 

text is to describe the relative level of effort needed over the long term.  

Comment 1-21: Increased frequency of biological monitoring (periphyton, bugs, and fish) in Impaired 

sites needed. [Refers to Monitoring Recommendations] 

Response: “Increased frequency of biological monitoring in impaired reaches” added to Section 4 of the 

final WRAPS. 

Comment 1-22: Why wasn't Amity included, which has lots of data? [Refers to Appendix B] 

Response: This Appendix is a report previously developed by South St Louis SWCD that did not evaluate 

Amity Creek. An Amity Creek sediment loading summary from Jennings et al. 2017 is provided in Figure 

19 of the WRAPS Report.  

Comment 1-23: You need the study to determine. [Refers to Appendix B].  

Response: This Appendix is a report previously developed by South St. Louis Soil and Water 

Conservation District (SWCD) and is included for easy reference.   

Comment 1-24: The pond is old, safe, and serves other purposes (beneficial uses) by providing flood 

storage, wetland/pond habitat, and its educational use in Hartley Nature Center's environmental 

programming. This paragraph over simplifies the issue over the long-term with climate change in mind 

[Refers to page 31, reference to Appendix B] 

Response: This Appendix is a report previously developed by South St Louis SWCD and is included for 

easy reference.   

Comment 1-25: Inspect and provide rules and education and training to livestock stables- There is at 

least one on the west bank of Amity near Jean Duluth Rd that is a mess or at least used to have 

problems [Refers to Table 10] 

Response: “Inspect livestock operations and provide rules, education and training” added to Address 

discharges of untreated wastewater strategy in Table 10.  

Comment 1-26: Include recommendations for training in each area of the next few pages. (presumably 

via UM-water resources center programs and or MECA and MOSTCA. That may already exist (but they 

need to be [customized?] for the Arrowhead) [Refers to Table 10] 

Response: Expanded language in the education and outreach strategy in Table 10 to address this 

request. 

Comment 1-27: Maps (GIS) of ISTS's, active and not active with red and green flags denoting compliance 

to 7080 & NPDES permit [Refers to Table 10]
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Response: Please see the map of septic systems developed for the Duluth Streams TMDL.   

Comment 1-28: Septics inventory in all Lake Superior counties in the same format. St. Louis Cnty started 

doing this 15 years ago almost but it got de-railed. Seems like an easy thing to do. That was 

recommended by the Northern Septics Group in the early 2000's (Barb McCarthy lead) 

Response. Septic information was provided by St. Louis County, see the Duluth Streams TMDL for more 

information.  

Comment 1-29: (Perhaps add) Build on www.mnwetlandrestore.org tool for prioritizing wetland 

restoration activities [Refers to Table 10]. 

Response: As mentioned in the response to Comment 1-17, this tool was used in the Northeastern 

Minnesota Compensation Siting: Alternative Wetland Mitigation Options report. This is one of many 

reports and assessments (listed on p. 53 of the WRAPS Report) that were used to select restoration and 

protection strategies in Table 10.  

Comment 1-30: Develop a comprehensive climate change vulnerability assessment for key assets in 

each watershed (e.g., bridges, trails, lake walk, lakewood drinking water plan, Western Lake Superior 

Sanitary District (WLSSD), City Parks, etc.) [Refers to Table 10] 

Response: “Develop a comprehensive climate change vulnerability assessment for key assets in each 

watershed (e.g., bridges, trails, lake walk, drinking water, WLSSD, parks, etc.)” added to Table 10’s Land 

use planning and ordinances strategy. 

Comment 1-31: Attempt to develop a common set of ordinances to be used in the region by all 

permitting authorities [Refers to Table 10] 

Response: “Explore a common set of ordinances to be used in the region by all permitting authorities” 

added to Table 10’s Land use planning and ordinances strategy. 

Comment 1-32: Ditto for Tischer Creek @ Hartley Nature Park perhaps Chester Bowl as well as portions 

of others (parks) [Refers to strategies for Amity Creek] 

Response: Amity was called out specifically in the LSS Stressor ID document for enrollment into the 

Duluth Natural Areas Program - updated text to include "and others". 

Comment 1-33: Several in-line edits suggested to add clarity to the report.  

Response: Additional information greatly appreciated. The suggested in-line edits were added to the 

report where applicable.  

 

2. Cynthia Hakala, Minnesota Department of Health. Email received April 12, 2020 

 
Comment 2-1: Should it be mentioned somewhere on page 13 that the MN Department of Health 

(MDH) no longer conducts routine beach monitoring at Hearding Island beach?
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Response: Updated Page 20 to note the MDH no longer conduct routine beach monitoring at Hearding 

Island beach. 

Comment 2-2: It should be noted that the MDH Beach Program conducts follow-up sampling after a high 

result from a routine beach sample. Re-sampling after a high result could bias results towards higher 

concentrations of E. coli. This could also impact the percent of samples exceeded. 

Response: “The MDH conducts follow-up sampling after a high result from a routine beach sample. Re-

sampling after a high result could bias results towards higher concentrations of E. coli. This could also 

impact the percent of samples exceeded” added to Section 2.1 Beaches. 

Comment 2-3: On page 28, naturalized E. coli and its relationship to sediment should be mentioned as 

well as bacteria coming from the bodies of beach goers. 

Response: “Sediment found in stormwater can also harbor naturalized E. coli” added to Section 2.3 

Pollutant sources. 

Comment 2-4: There are data gaps for beach data (especially from 2010) that should perhaps be 

mentioned, all samples from that year are from August or September -- months that typically have 

higher E. coli levels overall. 

Response:  The data mentioned in this comment are included only to provide an overview. “Completion 

of beach TMDLs in the Duluth area  will provide further evaluation and interpretation of beach water 

quality data.” Added to Section 2.2 Beaches.  

 
3. Andrea Woyt. Email received June 16, 2018. 
 
Comment 3-1: Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater. 

Possible Action to Add: Keep indoor and outdoor public bathrooms open 24 hours year-round. 

Reason: It is important to have public bathrooms open all the time. 

Response: “Consider expanding public bathroom availability “and “Determine opportunities to increase 

access to public bathroom facilities” added to Table 10.  

Comment 3-2: Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater. 

Possible Actions to Add: Verify that car washing facilities divert dirty water to sanitary sewer. 

Discourage outdoor car washing except at car wash facilities. 

Reason: There are car wash facilities where the dirty water is making its way out of stalls and into the 

ground and nearby streams. Dirty water from outdoor car washing enters catch basins and flows into 

streams.
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Response: The need for education related to water quality was expanded upon in the strategy tables: 

“Encourage programs that educate the public on how their actions impact water quality.” 

Comment 3-3: Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater. 

Possible Actions to Add: Avoid dumping truckloads of snow near streams. 

Reason: Businesses and the city haul loads of snow out of parking lots and off of streets. This snow 

should not be dumped where its contaminants will go directly into the stream. 

Response: Education and outreach strategy expanded to include snow removal companies: “Educate 

snow removal companies on proper snow removal and storage practices.” 

Comment 3-4: Strategy: Stormwater management. 

Possible Action to Add: Street sweeping should take place over two consecutive weeks. 

Reason: Alternate side parking of cars blocks access. 

Response: Street sweeping practices are included under the broader stormwater management best 

management practice (BMP): “Implement green infrastructure and stormwater management practices 

to address altered hydrology and reduce loading”. 

Comment 3-5: Strategy: Streambank stabilization and riparian management. 

Possible Action to Add: Provide yard waste dumpsters at specific sites in neighborhoods. 

Reason: There is a lot of yard waste dumping of branches, sticks, weeds, etc. taking place along stream 

banks. 

Response: Added yard waste issues to education strategies: “Enhance current signage to better connect 

actions (e.g., wildlife feeding, improper pet waste management, yard waste disposal, trash pickup, etc.) 

on water quality.” 

Comment 3-6: Strategy: Streambank stabilization and riparian management. 

Possible Action to Add: At streets which dead end at a stream, consider not plowing the snow down 

onto stream banks. 

Reason: This snow should not be dumped where its contaminants will go directly into the stream. 

Response: Please see response to Comment 3-3.  

Comment 3-7: Strategy: Wildlife and pet waste management. 

Possible Action to Take: Consider adding “enforcement” to the strategy title throughout the document. 

Reason: The Duluth City Code already has language which addresses pet waste pick up and 

accumulation, and also the feeding of wildlife. Management needs to include enforcement.
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Response: Enforcement is addressed for E. coli impaired watersheds under Land use planning and 

ordinances BMP: "Update ordinances to include enforcement of pet waste ordinances."  

Comment 3-8: Strategy: Wildlife and pet waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Designate and adequately staff a city department or office to proactively handle 

pet waste violations. 

Reason: The Duluth Fire Department’s Life Safety Office and the Police Department’s Animal 

Control/Shelter struggle to reactively respond to pet waste accumulation complaints. 

Response: This request is addressed in enhanced pet waste programs, also see response to comment 3-

7.  

Comment 3-9: Strategy: Wildlife and pet waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Avoid locating dog parks near streams. 

Reason: The impairment effects of improper handling of dog waste are worsened by close proximity to 

streams. 

Response: The City is currently studying the effect of the dog park near Keene Creek. Results of this 

study will help to inform site selection of future dog parks.  

Comment 3-10: Strategy: Pet and wildlife waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Consider adding signage to pet waste disposal stations stating the connection 

between pet waste and E. coli in streams. 

Reason: Pet owners need to make the connection between pet waste and impaired streams. 

Response: Added pet waste issues to education strategies: “Enhance current signage to better connect 

actions (e.g., wildlife feeding, improper pet waste management, yard waste disposal, trash pickup, etc.) 

on water quality.” And “Expand current pet waste management programs to reduce pollutant loading. 

Consider additional pet waste disposal stations in high traffic areas with educational signage connecting 

pet waste and pollutant loading to streams.” 

Comment 3-11: Strategy: Pet and wildlife waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Add language to call for trash receptacles to be available year-round. 

Reason: Many of the garbage cans located on trails next to streams are removed every fall and often not 

replaced until June, if at all, so pet waste bags are dumped along stream banks. 

Response: Added additional language to Pet and wildlife waste management strategy: “Increase the 

number and availability of trash receptacles in areas frequented by the public and ensure adequate 

trash removal.” 

Comment 3-12: Strategy: Land use planning and ordinances.
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Possible Action to Take: Call for not stocking fish in impaired streams. 

Reason: There is no point to stocking where the fish may simply die. 

Response: Stocking of fisheries is managed by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 

and is not directly related to the TMDL or WRAPS.  

Comment 3-13: Strategy: Land use planning and ordinances. 

Possible Action to Add: Initiate an official City of Duluth Streams Commission. 

Reason: A Streams Commission could provide valuable input and leadership to the mayor, city 

councilors, and city administration.   

Response: This comment is addressed in part in the strategy: "Institutionalize watershed management 

to eliminate waste and duplicative efforts, and increase funding, resources and project impact. Develop 

watershed-based plan as per the recommendations of Duluth Urban Watershed Advisory Committee 

(DUWAC). "  

Comment 3-14: Strategy: Land use planning and ordinances. 

Possible Action to Add:  Review the city code as it relates to human activities contributing to stream 

impairment. 

Reason: There may be deficiencies in the code with regard to legislation or enforcement. 

Response: This work has been underway by DUWAC. 

Comment 3-15: Strategy: Wildlife and pet waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Add language to “Do Not Feed” signs stating the connection between 

congregating wildlife and E. coli in streams. 

Reason: People need to make the connection between feeding wildlife and impaired streams. 

Response: Additional education information added to strategy: “Expand current pet waste management 

programs to reduce pollutant loading. Consider additional pet waste disposal stations in high traffic 

areas with educational signage connecting pet waste and pollutant loading to streams.” 

Comment 3-16: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: The Minnesota Department of Health should add regular stream monitoring to 

determine if the water is safe for recreational use. 

Reason: People swim, bathe, wade and recreate in many of Duluth’s streams. 

Response: “Regular monitoring of streams for E. coli when streams are accessed for bathing or 

swimming purposes” added to Section 4 of the WRAPS Report. 

Comment 3-17: Strategy: Education and outreach.
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Possible Action to Add: Encourage programs which educate the public on how their activities impact 

stream quality. 

Reason: Duluth has many institutions and organizations which could present programs on water quality: 

nature centers, volunteer organizations, the aquarium, the zoo, and public and private schools and 

universities. Water quality could also be addressed in the classroom. 

Response: Additional education information provided in Table 10. 

Comment 3-18: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Develop an easy-to-find, user-friendly, comprehensive website contact list so 

people can report activities and code violations which contribute to stream impairment: dumping, slicks 

and sheens, feces accumulation, leaks and spills, vandalism, broken culverts, odors, prohibited vehicle 

use, discharges, encampments, etc.  

Reason: It is not always clear where to report the above and more: Parks Dept, Police Dept, Fire Dept 

Life Safety, MN DNR, MPCA, MDH. 

Response: Actions like this and others are covered under the broader education and outreach strategies 

in Table 10.  

Comment 3-19: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Develop a usable, easy-to-read list of WRAPS strategies and strategy types. 

Reason: To be provided to the mayor; city councilors; pertinent city administration, members of 

boards/commissions, agencies, non-profits; and to individuals for planning and advocacy purposes. 

Response: The content of this WRAPS Report conforms to the state's requirements. Please see the 

executive summary of the WRAPS Report and the WRAPS Summary Report available at: 

https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-ws4-42b.pdf. 

Comment 3-20: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Develop a map showing the flow of water from catch basins into local streams. 

Reason: Can be used for educational purposes to show how storm water and everything it carries, 

especially from the street, is not treated at the sewage treatment plant and that it flows directly into a 

stream or the lake. 

Response: Actions like this and others are covered under the broader education and outreach strategies 

in Table 10.  

Comment 3-21: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Activate the Master Water Steward program in this area.

https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-ws4-42b.pdf
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Reason: Master Water Stewards developed by Freshwater Society is a volunteer education and outreach 

program designed to equip citizens with the knowledge and skills needed to help improve water quality 

at the grassroots level. The program is currently focuses in the Twin Cities metro area with plans to 

expand statewide in the coming years. 

Response: Additional information added to education and outreach strategy: “Encourage development 

of watershed stewardship groups (at the stream scale) for residents and landowners (e.g., Master Water 

Steward program).”  

Comment 3-22: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: If a stream is found to be impaired with E. coli, signs stating such along with the 

probable sources should be posted at stream crossings (bridges and trails). 

Reason: To educate those people who recreate in or along streams about how human activity affects 

stream quality. 

Response: Additional education information provided in Table 10. 

Comment 3-23: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Notify residents living next to E. coli impaired streams of impairment, probable 

sources and symptoms of recreational water illnesses. 

Reason: To educate residents who live next to streams on how human activity affects stream quality. To 

keep them informed in case they are engaged in activities which put them in contact with impaired 

water. 

Response: Additional education information provided in Table 10. 

Comment 3-24: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: If a stream has E. coli impairment, post warning, probable source and illness 

symptom signs at popular wading, swimming, and bathing areas. 

Reason: To warn and also to help people understand the connection between their activities and 

resulting water quality. 

Response: Additional education information provided in Table 10. See previous responses to education 

and outreach related comments. 

Comment 3-25: Strategy: Education and Outreach  

Possible Action to Take: Add the website LakeSuperiorStreams.org as a citizen and educational tool.  

Reason: This is an excellent one-of-a-kind website containing extremely important information. 

Response: https://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/ is listed as an existing water quality-based civic 

engagement group in Section 3.2.  
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Comment 3-26: Strategy: Monitoring. 

Possible Action to Add: Investigate how Lake Superior drinking water quality is and has been affected by 

impaired creek discharge into the lake. 

Reason: More attention may be paid to stream impairment if the connection to drinking water can be 

shown. 

Response: Incorporated drinking water in Section 2.5 Potential Impacts to Lake Superior: “This can 

impact water quality of streams, river, nearshore lake environments, and drinking water sources.” and 

into Table 10 “Develop a comprehensive climate change vulnerability assessment for key assets in each 

watershed (e.g., bridges, trails, lake walk, drinking water, WLSSD, parks, etc.).” 

Comment 3-27: Strategy: Monitoring. 

Possible Action to Add: Investigate any beach impairment links to creek discharge into the lake. 

Reason: More attention may be paid to stream impairment if the connection to beach health advisories 

can be shown. 

Response: This comment is already addressed in the strategies for Leif Erickson Park Beach: " Address E. 

coli loading from Chester Creek (see Chester Creek)" and "Address E. coli loading from Stewart Creek 

(see Stewart Creek)" for impaired beaches on the Bay side. In addition, beach TMDLs are currently being 

developed for impaired beaches in the Duluth Area with anticipated completion in 2021.  

Comment 3-28: Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater. 

Possible Action to Add: Place year-round porta-potties in parks near stream. 

Reason: Porta-potties may be a quick and cheap way to address the lack of toilets along streams. Park 

users and residents urinate and defecate on stream banks when there are no facilities open or available 

(definitely at Lower Chester Park). Also, in winter, public restrooms often have reduced hours or are 

locked. 

Response: Please see response to Comment 3-1.  

Comment 3-29: Strategy: Monitoring. 

Possible Action to Add: Assess Lake Superior Zoo’s contribution to storm water erosion. 

Reason: With the zoo having visitor and outdoor animal movement, outdoor displays, landscaping, and 

parking lots right on Kingsbury Creek, water quality may be affected. 

Response: Runoff from the zoo exhibits discharges to the sanitary sewer system, which is treated by 

WLSSD. Nontreated runoff is addressed in Table 10’s Stormwater management strategy.  

Comment 3-30: Strategy: Monitoring. 

Possible Action to Add: Assess Lake Superior Zoo’s wildlife waste management.
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Reason: With the zoo having outdoor housing of animals, and the congregation of non-zoo animals due 

to available food sources right on Kingsbury Creek, water quality may be affected. 

Response: Runoff from the Zoo exhibits discharges to the sanitary sewer system, which is treated by 

WLSSD. 

 
4. Jeff Hrubes, Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources. Email received June 20, 2018. 
 
Comment 4-1: As a watershed report, it seems to primarily concentrate on stream channels which 

seems to focus the strategies primarily aimed at stream channel restoration.  The specificity of locations 

and distances for channel restoration work is apparent. 

Response: There are very few lakes in the Duluth Urban Area and only Eagle Lake was assessed as part 

of the MPCA watershed approach, see Table 4. Streams, Eagle Lake, and Lake Superior Beaches were all 

assessed as part of the watershed approach.  

Comment 4-2: I may have missed it, but I didn’t see an estimated dollar amount for the various 

activities, I thought that was a component of WRAPS reports. 

Response: The cost for implementation is included in the Duluth Urban Streams TMDL. Costs were not a 

requirement of the WRAPS.  

Comment 4-3: The report defines the primary responsible entity as a single entity.  Many of the 

activities have multiple entities checked.  If the intent is to show a primary responsible party and 

supporting organizations, there should be some differentiation in the way those roles are identified to 

reduce confusion and clearly identify the lead entity. 

Response: The approach taken was to be inclusive of potential entities who might implement the 

strategies. Updated the definition on page 52 to be plural government entities.   

Comment 4-4: In the implementation table, I am unclear on the way that the cities, St. Louis County and 

townships overlap (or not) on such things as SSTS ordinance administration and enforcement, WCA 

administration and enforcement and shoreland ordinance administration and enforcement. 

Response: The approach taken was to be inclusive of potential entities who might implement the 

strategies identified in the table.  

Comment 4-5: Although the buffer law is mentioned, and St. Louis County has not elected jurisdiction at 

this time, there are still shoreland ordinances under Minnesota Rule 6120 which apply that accomplish 

much the same goals as the buffer law in riparian areas.   

Response: Added shoreland ordinances to strategy with buffer law: “Buffers for all stream reaches 

consistent with Buffer Law and shoreland ordinances”
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Comment 4-6: Recommending a new government entity (WD) is a big step and usually requires the 

backing of county commissioners and city councilors in the area affected.  It was unclear whether the 

elected officials have been consulted on this plan and that strategy in particular. I don’t think that BWSR 

is comfortable being listed as (one of the) primary responsible parties for that strategy. There has been 

considerable effort during the 1w1p process to reassure local governments that changing governance is 

not an objective of those plans.  Although this is a WRAPS document, there is substantial room for 

confusion between this document and any future 1w1p among local elected officials and citizens. 

Response: Removed goal that included special purpose unit of government. 

Thank you again for your comments. For those of you with continued interest in stream improvements, 
please engage in the current 1W1P process led by South St. Louis SWCD staff, or feel free to contact 
myself or other MPCA watershed staff. If you have any further questions please contact me at 218-302-
6644 or by email at karen.evens@state.mn.us. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Karen Evens 
This document has been electronically signed. 

Karen Evens 
Environmental Consultant 
Watershed Division 
 
KE:jdf 
 

mailto:karen.evens@state.mn.us


 
September 30, 2020 
 
 
 
Jeff Hrubes 
Clean Water Specialist 
Board of Water and Soil Resources 
1601 Minnesota Dr 
Brainerd, MN 56401 
 
RE: Duluth Urban Streams WRAPS Comments and Responses 
 
Dear Jeff Hrubes: 
 
Thank you for taking the time to review and provide comment on the Duluth Area Urban Streams 

Watershed and Restoration Protection Strategies (WRAPS) Report (Report). Recall that the WRAPS 

Report was on public notice in 2018. We paused the WRAPS Report while we finalized some comments 

and concerns about the TMDL Report, which took some time to complete. We are now ready to move 

both documents through final review and approval.  

Four comments were received specific to the WRAPS Report. These include two agency staff comments, 

one University staff comment, and one Duluth resident comment. In the summary below, comment 

statements are taken from the text of emails provided. For further details, copies of emails and 

attachments are published on the project web page: https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/duluth-urban-

area-streams-watershed 

COMMENTS RECEIVED 
 

1. Rich Axler, University of Minnesota Duluth – Natural Resources Research Institute. Email received 
April 18, 2018, with in-line edits and comments on .pdf of report attached. 

2. Cynthia Hakala, Minnesota Department of Health. Email received on April 12, 2018. 
3. Andrea Woyt. Emails received April 18, 2018 and June 16, 2018. Per commenter’s request, only 

comments received on June 16, 2018 were addressed. 
4. Jeff Hrubes, Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources. Email received June 20, 2018. 
 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE WRAPS REPORT 
 
1. Rich Axler, University of Minnesota Duluth – Natural Resources Research Institute. Email received 

April 18, 2018. 
 

Comment 1-1: One comment is in regard to how thoroughly the HSPF modeling effort made use of all 

the available water quality data and prior studies of Duluth area streams for the purpose of calibrating 

and verifying the models; and what plans are in place to continue adapting or tweaking the models 

based on real data in regard to interannual differences in weather. Although it was stated that the 

https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/duluth-urban-area-streams-watershed
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/duluth-urban-area-streams-watershed
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models would be calibrated using all the water quality and flow data available, my impression has been 

that that there was too much to do, in too tight a window of time, with not enough funding to do it all. 

There are many data vignettes available via the  intensive real-time data set coupled with 

contemporaneous event-based grab sampling that might be used to examine how well the models work 

with these flashy streams. For example, we had under-ice data for a number of winters that have been 

very useful in showing how rain on snow events can spike EC25 (i.e. Na+Cl) above the chloride chronic 

toxicity standard of 232 mg/L for trout for as much as three weeks (Tischer 2004). In addition to this 

core set of data, there have been a number of studies funded by MPCA and other agencies that might 

have been “mined” for additional insights into how water quality and invertebrate assemblages respond 

to seasonal and storm driven hydrologic events and/or interannual variability. The information I’m 

aware of can be found in the individual stream web sections and in the RESOURCES web section of the 

DuluthStreams website. Where I spotted obvious places in the Reports, I noted these omissions, 

although I was only able to provide a very broad-brush review of the many reports. 

Response: The modeling project (Tetra Tech 2016 and subsequent updates in 2019) made use of data 

provided directly by NRRI along with the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA’s) water quality 

database EQuIS. A summary of the data is included in the model report.  

Comment 1-2: I also didn’t see the Amity Creek stressor report in the various public notices (Amity 

Creek Stressor Identification - Jennings et al. 2017) to determine if NRRI’s 4 synoptic samplings of 

multiple sites in 2 Amity during 3 high flow events and during baseflow was reviewed (sent directly to 

Tetra Tech and also included in our GLRI-funded Amity Creek Restoration Project Report and its 

companion report funded by MN’s Lake Superior Coastal Program (found at 

http://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/weber/assessment_projects.html#synoptic) 

Response: The Amity Creek Stressor Report (Jennings et al. 2017) did not include water quality analysis. 

The information referenced in this comment was added to the updated Duluth Urban Area Steams Total 

Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Report.  

Comment 1-3: Again, although I didn’t find the Jennings 2017 Amity Stressor Report, I wonder if the 

excellent work done by Dr. Karen Gran’s (Earth & Environmental Sciences Dept- UMD) two grad 

students Molly Wick and Grant Neitzel was reviewed and incorporated into the Amity 

recommendations. Grant Neitzel directly estimated bank erosion estimates for the East Branch using a 

portable terrestrial scanning LIDAR instrument and such measurements are a unique and a potential 

way to verify model estimates of bank erosion. As part of a WRAPS strategy, there could/should be a 

recommendation for a systematic application of this technology to be applied to problem sites on an 

annual basis; perhaps as a routine, several times a year monitoring of Duluth area and North Shore 

bluffs and stream banks to actually determine bulk sediment loading rates. Summaries of their work are 

included in our Amity Creek Restoration Project (GLRI) from 2014. 

Response: Wick and Neitzel's work was reviewed and is referenced in the TMDL for total suspended 

solids (TSS)-related impairments, and in the WRAPS when applicable. “Continued bank erosion 

estimates in Amity Creek and other streams over time to measure sediment loss” was added to Section 

4 of the final WRAPS. 

http://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/weber/assessment_projects.html#synoptic
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Comment 1-4: Include a goal of developing a set of protocols and/or guidelines for assessing the success 

of stream restoration projects. My thought is that this would be a collaborative university + agency + 

environmental consulting firm + other stakeholder 2 year project. Drs. Lucinda Johnson (NRRI-UMD) and 

Karen Gran (Earth & Environmental Sciences Dept- UMD) have been working on this idea for the past 

few years. Presumably it would include the pre-construction, as well as post-construction (2-5 years?) 

periods. 

Response: “Guidelines for implementation monitoring may need to be developed that are watershed-

specific” had been added to Section 4 of the final WRAPS. 

Comment 1-5: Lastly, I note that Dr. Valerie Brady’s group at NRRI has done a lot of invert work on 

North Shore streams, much of it via 3 TMDL funded studies and I don’t know if her expertise and 

analyses were considered in the stressor and impairments reports. Similarly, an MS student of Dr. 

Lucinda Johnson (Brian Black) did a thesis examining summer stream temperatures within a 100 km 

radius of Duluth using Onset Hobo dataloggers. These data might help fill in gaps in the MPCA and MN 

DNR data sets, or at least extend them to other years. This seems important since it’s the unusual 

“weather-years” that may drive biological community resilience more than average or median years. 

Response: The stressor identification reports and monitoring and assessment reports for the St. Louis 

River and Lake Superior South watersheds were finalized prior to the TMDL and WRAPS effort. Data 

mentioned were not included in these reports to our knowledge; however, these data could help 

support implementation activities in the watershed and/or be incorporated into future planning work 

such as the One Watershed, One Plan (1W1P).  

Comment 1-6: There are differing amounts of WQ data for different stream and there is a very good set 

of event-based (i.e. flow-weighted) data for Amity, Tischer, Kingsbury, and Chester going back to 2002. 

These (DuluthStreams.org) data are not apparent, though they must have been used. Were all data 

pooled from 2007-2016. I had hoped that Tetra Tech would have made use of the more detailed load 

and flow-weighted TSS and TP data presented in Rozycki et al 2011 and 2014. [Refers to Figure 8 and 9] 

Response: The water quality data included in the TMDL and WRAPS are those data provided in the 

MPCA's EQuIS database. The Duluthstreams data were used to calibrate the HSPF models following 

QA/QC activities.  

Comment 1-7: Why no data? (2011-14) [referring to Figure 12] 

Response: Site S001-757 did not have TSS data available from 2011 through 2014 available in the 

MPCA's EQuIS database and no data were found from NRRI or A Crouss's database.  

Comment 1-8: Figure is confusing. First three years were fecal colif. How converted? Probably ok to mix 

fecals w/ E. coli when expressed as % exceedances. But legend should include the details. Consider 

connecting the dots for the 4 stated to have increasing % exceedances. [Refers to Figure 13) 

Response: All data in Figure 13 are E. coli as provided by the MPCA. No fecal coliform data were used in 

this figure. 
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Comment 1-8: What is the basis for this statement? Lit review? [Refers to pollutant loading statement 

made on p. 25] 

Response: Pollutant loading information is derived from the HSPF model, as described in this section.  

Comment 1-9: Were their results incorporated into the models? Nietzel had actual erosion 

measurements. [Refers to results of the Nietzel studies and the HSPF model discussed on p. 25] 

Response: The models explicitly included high risk bluffs as provided in the NRRI LiDAR analysis 

(http://www.nrri.umn.edu/coastalgis/newweb/html/bluffs.htm), as described in the model report 

(Tetra Tech 2016, updated in 2019).  

Comment 1-10: How do these modeled loading rates for TSS compare to NRRI estimates (Ruzycki et al. 

2007, 2011) [Refers to HSPF model loading rates on p. 25] 

Response: The models were calibrated to available flow and water quality data, including select 

DuluthStreams data, as described in Tetra Tech 2016 and as updated in 2019. Loading rates were not 

compared directly against NRRI estimates, but were compared against other published data as described 

in the model report (Tetra Tech 2016, updated in 2019).   

Comment 1-11: Also-Are there plots of model WQ predictions where our actual DuluthStreams TP and 

TSS/turbidity data are also shown? I've yet to see these and my impression was that Tetra Tech had not 

had time to examine simulations for each stream w/ real data under different scenarios- such as 

different types of water years regarding storm intensities and snowmelt runoff. If MPCA plans to use 

these models, is there a PLAN built into the "process" to validate that models at a stream-scale at least? 

[Refers to HSPF model outputs on p. 25] 

Response: The models were calibrated to available flow and water quality data, including select 

DuluthStreams data, as described in Tetra Tech 2016 and as updated in2019. Calibration and validation 

were conducted on select streams when sufficient data were available (e.g., Amity Creek).   

Comment 1-12: Lakewood Township? [References list of MS4s] 

Response: Lakewood Township is not a regulated MS4 and was therefore not included in the list of 

MS4s. 

Comment 1-13: Table 9--says to me that except for Lester and Amity, are all similar in terms of historic 

high temps. No need to Flag Merrit and Miller-at least from these summary data. Degree-days above 68 

degrees expressed as a % of days measured for each creek, denoting the different years may be a good 

way to present these data MDNR Fishery folk use degree-days for examining fishing spawning, for 

instance. 

Response: Text regarding Merrit and Miller Creek removed from summary of Table 9.  

Comment 1-13: These are all (essentially) the same. 74 degrees F. (two significant figures will suffice-4 is 

too many) [Referring to Table 9]

http://www.nrri.umn.edu/coastalgis/newweb/html/bluffs.htm


Jeff Hrubes 
Page 5 
September 30, 2020 
 
Response: All values in Table 9 have been rounded to one decimal place. 

Comment 1-14: Fig 26 bar chart labels missing; Figure 27 would benefit from indicating chronic and 

lethal temp levels as per Fig 26 and by using the same temperature range, and labeling the dots better. 

Confusing.  Also, the Amity %Imp Surface value is substantially lower than either of the values we report 

on the Duluthstreams.org website at http://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/streams/lesterwshed.html. 

Probably, we should add newer estimates, or at least be consistent with MPCAs for the region. 

Response: Lester River, Amity Creek, and East Branch Amity Creek were called out in the text regarding 

these figures and therefore labeled in the figures. No other streams were narratively summarized. The 

impervious data is primarily derived from the University of Minnesota. 

Comment 1-15: Dots indistinguishable [refers to Figure 27] 

Response: Lester River, Amity Creek, and East Branch Amity Creek were called out in the text regarding 

Figure 27 and therefore were labeled. The same symbology was used for all dots on this figure.  

Comment 1-16: Cannot find this. [Referring to Amity Creek Stressor Identification, Jennings et al. 2017] 

Response: Reference for the Amity Creek Stressor Identification is listed in Section 5 and was made 

available from the MPCA.  

Comment 1-17: Did this make use of NRRI's Wetland Prioritization Tool? [Refers to Northeastern 

Minnesota Compensation Siting: Alternative Wetland Mitigation Options, p. 52]. 

Response: Yes, the tool was used and is cited in the document.  

Comment 1-18: I think EPA and US ACE have important roles also, both directly and certainly indirectly.  

[Refers to list of partners on p. 54] 

Response: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and United State Army Corps of Engineers (US 

ACE) added to list of partners. 

Comment 1-19: Add environmental consulting firms. Tribal and federal agencies. [Refers to list of 

partners on p. 54]. 

Response: “Tribal entities” added to list of partners. Federal agencies are identified in Section 3.3. 

Environmental consulting firms are not included since their role would be in support of the entities 

listed.  

Comment 1-20: basis for this? Reference? The scheduled 10 yr rotation will not allow for determining 

how Impaired waters are doing because the interannual variability is not well described w/o careful 

analysis of its effect over at least a 15 -25 period of time based on examination of other long -term 

studies of streams and lakes in the peer-reviewed literature. [Referring to the 3%-4%/year pollutant 

concentration reduction for impaired waters as a progress benchmark]
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Response: This text is based on guidance included in the MPCA’s template and is based on the total % 

reduction needed divided over the expected timeframe to implement the WRAPS. The intention of this 

text is to describe the relative level of effort needed over the long term.  

Comment 1-21: Increased frequency of biological monitoring (periphyton, bugs, and fish) in Impaired 

sites needed. [Refers to Monitoring Recommendations] 

Response: “Increased frequency of biological monitoring in impaired reaches” added to Section 4 of the 

final WRAPS. 

Comment 1-22: Why wasn't Amity included, which has lots of data? [Refers to Appendix B] 

Response: This Appendix is a report previously developed by South St Louis SWCD that did not evaluate 

Amity Creek. An Amity Creek sediment loading summary from Jennings et al. 2017 is provided in Figure 

19 of the WRAPS Report.  

Comment 1-23: You need the study to determine. [Refers to Appendix B].  

Response: This Appendix is a report previously developed by South St. Louis Soil and Water 

Conservation District (SWCD) and is included for easy reference.   

Comment 1-24: The pond is old, safe, and serves other purposes (beneficial uses) by providing flood 

storage, wetland/pond habitat, and its educational use in Hartley Nature Center's environmental 

programming. This paragraph over simplifies the issue over the long-term with climate change in mind 

[Refers to page 31, reference to Appendix B] 

Response: This Appendix is a report previously developed by South St Louis SWCD and is included for 

easy reference.   

Comment 1-25: Inspect and provide rules and education and training to livestock stables- There is at 

least one on the west bank of Amity near Jean Duluth Rd that is a mess or at least used to have 

problems [Refers to Table 10] 

Response: “Inspect livestock operations and provide rules, education and training” added to Address 

discharges of untreated wastewater strategy in Table 10.  

Comment 1-26: Include recommendations for training in each area of the next few pages. (presumably 

via UM-water resources center programs and or MECA and MOSTCA. That may already exist (but they 

need to be [customized?] for the Arrowhead) [Refers to Table 10] 

Response: Expanded language in the education and outreach strategy in Table 10 to address this 

request. 

Comment 1-27: Maps (GIS) of ISTS's, active and not active with red and green flags denoting compliance 

to 7080 & NPDES permit [Refers to Table 10]
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Response: Please see the map of septic systems developed for the Duluth Streams TMDL.   

Comment 1-28: Septics inventory in all Lake Superior counties in the same format. St. Louis Cnty started 

doing this 15 years ago almost but it got de-railed. Seems like an easy thing to do. That was 

recommended by the Northern Septics Group in the early 2000's (Barb McCarthy lead) 

Response. Septic information was provided by St. Louis County, see the Duluth Streams TMDL for more 

information.  

Comment 1-29: (Perhaps add) Build on www.mnwetlandrestore.org tool for prioritizing wetland 

restoration activities [Refers to Table 10]. 

Response: As mentioned in the response to Comment 1-17, this tool was used in the Northeastern 

Minnesota Compensation Siting: Alternative Wetland Mitigation Options report. This is one of many 

reports and assessments (listed on p. 53 of the WRAPS Report) that were used to select restoration and 

protection strategies in Table 10.  

Comment 1-30: Develop a comprehensive climate change vulnerability assessment for key assets in 

each watershed (e.g., bridges, trails, lake walk, lakewood drinking water plan, Western Lake Superior 

Sanitary District (WLSSD), City Parks, etc.) [Refers to Table 10] 

Response: “Develop a comprehensive climate change vulnerability assessment for key assets in each 

watershed (e.g., bridges, trails, lake walk, drinking water, WLSSD, parks, etc.)” added to Table 10’s Land 

use planning and ordinances strategy. 

Comment 1-31: Attempt to develop a common set of ordinances to be used in the region by all 

permitting authorities [Refers to Table 10] 

Response: “Explore a common set of ordinances to be used in the region by all permitting authorities” 

added to Table 10’s Land use planning and ordinances strategy. 

Comment 1-32: Ditto for Tischer Creek @ Hartley Nature Park perhaps Chester Bowl as well as portions 

of others (parks) [Refers to strategies for Amity Creek] 

Response: Amity was called out specifically in the LSS Stressor ID document for enrollment into the 

Duluth Natural Areas Program - updated text to include "and others". 

Comment 1-33: Several in-line edits suggested to add clarity to the report.  

Response: Additional information greatly appreciated. The suggested in-line edits were added to the 

report where applicable.  

 

2. Cynthia Hakala, Minnesota Department of Health. Email received April 12, 2020 

 
Comment 2-1: Should it be mentioned somewhere on page 13 that the MN Department of Health 

(MDH) no longer conducts routine beach monitoring at Hearding Island beach?
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Response: Updated Page 20 to note the MDH no longer conduct routine beach monitoring at Hearding 

Island beach. 

Comment 2-2: It should be noted that the MDH Beach Program conducts follow-up sampling after a high 

result from a routine beach sample. Re-sampling after a high result could bias results towards higher 

concentrations of E. coli. This could also impact the percent of samples exceeded. 

Response: “The MDH conducts follow-up sampling after a high result from a routine beach sample. Re-

sampling after a high result could bias results towards higher concentrations of E. coli. This could also 

impact the percent of samples exceeded” added to Section 2.1 Beaches. 

Comment 2-3: On page 28, naturalized E. coli and its relationship to sediment should be mentioned as 

well as bacteria coming from the bodies of beach goers. 

Response: “Sediment found in stormwater can also harbor naturalized E. coli” added to Section 2.3 

Pollutant sources. 

Comment 2-4: There are data gaps for beach data (especially from 2010) that should perhaps be 

mentioned, all samples from that year are from August or September -- months that typically have 

higher E. coli levels overall. 

Response:  The data mentioned in this comment are included only to provide an overview. “Completion 

of beach TMDLs in the Duluth area  will provide further evaluation and interpretation of beach water 

quality data.” Added to Section 2.2 Beaches.  

 
3. Andrea Woyt. Email received June 16, 2018. 
 
Comment 3-1: Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater. 

Possible Action to Add: Keep indoor and outdoor public bathrooms open 24 hours year-round. 

Reason: It is important to have public bathrooms open all the time. 

Response: “Consider expanding public bathroom availability “and “Determine opportunities to increase 

access to public bathroom facilities” added to Table 10.  

Comment 3-2: Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater. 

Possible Actions to Add: Verify that car washing facilities divert dirty water to sanitary sewer. 

Discourage outdoor car washing except at car wash facilities. 

Reason: There are car wash facilities where the dirty water is making its way out of stalls and into the 

ground and nearby streams. Dirty water from outdoor car washing enters catch basins and flows into 

streams.
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Response: The need for education related to water quality was expanded upon in the strategy tables: 

“Encourage programs that educate the public on how their actions impact water quality.” 

Comment 3-3: Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater. 

Possible Actions to Add: Avoid dumping truckloads of snow near streams. 

Reason: Businesses and the city haul loads of snow out of parking lots and off of streets. This snow 

should not be dumped where its contaminants will go directly into the stream. 

Response: Education and outreach strategy expanded to include snow removal companies: “Educate 

snow removal companies on proper snow removal and storage practices.” 

Comment 3-4: Strategy: Stormwater management. 

Possible Action to Add: Street sweeping should take place over two consecutive weeks. 

Reason: Alternate side parking of cars blocks access. 

Response: Street sweeping practices are included under the broader stormwater management best 

management practice (BMP): “Implement green infrastructure and stormwater management practices 

to address altered hydrology and reduce loading”. 

Comment 3-5: Strategy: Streambank stabilization and riparian management. 

Possible Action to Add: Provide yard waste dumpsters at specific sites in neighborhoods. 

Reason: There is a lot of yard waste dumping of branches, sticks, weeds, etc. taking place along stream 

banks. 

Response: Added yard waste issues to education strategies: “Enhance current signage to better connect 

actions (e.g., wildlife feeding, improper pet waste management, yard waste disposal, trash pickup, etc.) 

on water quality.” 

Comment 3-6: Strategy: Streambank stabilization and riparian management. 

Possible Action to Add: At streets which dead end at a stream, consider not plowing the snow down 

onto stream banks. 

Reason: This snow should not be dumped where its contaminants will go directly into the stream. 

Response: Please see response to Comment 3-3.  

Comment 3-7: Strategy: Wildlife and pet waste management. 

Possible Action to Take: Consider adding “enforcement” to the strategy title throughout the document. 

Reason: The Duluth City Code already has language which addresses pet waste pick up and 

accumulation, and also the feeding of wildlife. Management needs to include enforcement.
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Response: Enforcement is addressed for E. coli impaired watersheds under Land use planning and 

ordinances BMP: "Update ordinances to include enforcement of pet waste ordinances."  

Comment 3-8: Strategy: Wildlife and pet waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Designate and adequately staff a city department or office to proactively handle 

pet waste violations. 

Reason: The Duluth Fire Department’s Life Safety Office and the Police Department’s Animal 

Control/Shelter struggle to reactively respond to pet waste accumulation complaints. 

Response: This request is addressed in enhanced pet waste programs, also see response to comment 3-

7.  

Comment 3-9: Strategy: Wildlife and pet waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Avoid locating dog parks near streams. 

Reason: The impairment effects of improper handling of dog waste are worsened by close proximity to 

streams. 

Response: The City is currently studying the effect of the dog park near Keene Creek. Results of this 

study will help to inform site selection of future dog parks.  

Comment 3-10: Strategy: Pet and wildlife waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Consider adding signage to pet waste disposal stations stating the connection 

between pet waste and E. coli in streams. 

Reason: Pet owners need to make the connection between pet waste and impaired streams. 

Response: Added pet waste issues to education strategies: “Enhance current signage to better connect 

actions (e.g., wildlife feeding, improper pet waste management, yard waste disposal, trash pickup, etc.) 

on water quality.” And “Expand current pet waste management programs to reduce pollutant loading. 

Consider additional pet waste disposal stations in high traffic areas with educational signage connecting 

pet waste and pollutant loading to streams.” 

Comment 3-11: Strategy: Pet and wildlife waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Add language to call for trash receptacles to be available year-round. 

Reason: Many of the garbage cans located on trails next to streams are removed every fall and often not 

replaced until June, if at all, so pet waste bags are dumped along stream banks. 

Response: Added additional language to Pet and wildlife waste management strategy: “Increase the 

number and availability of trash receptacles in areas frequented by the public and ensure adequate 

trash removal.” 

Comment 3-12: Strategy: Land use planning and ordinances.
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Possible Action to Take: Call for not stocking fish in impaired streams. 

Reason: There is no point to stocking where the fish may simply die. 

Response: Stocking of fisheries is managed by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 

and is not directly related to the TMDL or WRAPS.  

Comment 3-13: Strategy: Land use planning and ordinances. 

Possible Action to Add: Initiate an official City of Duluth Streams Commission. 

Reason: A Streams Commission could provide valuable input and leadership to the mayor, city 

councilors, and city administration.   

Response: This comment is addressed in part in the strategy: "Institutionalize watershed management 

to eliminate waste and duplicative efforts, and increase funding, resources and project impact. Develop 

watershed-based plan as per the recommendations of Duluth Urban Watershed Advisory Committee 

(DUWAC). "  

Comment 3-14: Strategy: Land use planning and ordinances. 

Possible Action to Add:  Review the city code as it relates to human activities contributing to stream 

impairment. 

Reason: There may be deficiencies in the code with regard to legislation or enforcement. 

Response: This work has been underway by DUWAC. 

Comment 3-15: Strategy: Wildlife and pet waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Add language to “Do Not Feed” signs stating the connection between 

congregating wildlife and E. coli in streams. 

Reason: People need to make the connection between feeding wildlife and impaired streams. 

Response: Additional education information added to strategy: “Expand current pet waste management 

programs to reduce pollutant loading. Consider additional pet waste disposal stations in high traffic 

areas with educational signage connecting pet waste and pollutant loading to streams.” 

Comment 3-16: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: The Minnesota Department of Health should add regular stream monitoring to 

determine if the water is safe for recreational use. 

Reason: People swim, bathe, wade and recreate in many of Duluth’s streams. 

Response: “Regular monitoring of streams for E. coli when streams are accessed for bathing or 

swimming purposes” added to Section 4 of the WRAPS Report. 

Comment 3-17: Strategy: Education and outreach.
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Possible Action to Add: Encourage programs which educate the public on how their activities impact 

stream quality. 

Reason: Duluth has many institutions and organizations which could present programs on water quality: 

nature centers, volunteer organizations, the aquarium, the zoo, and public and private schools and 

universities. Water quality could also be addressed in the classroom. 

Response: Additional education information provided in Table 10. 

Comment 3-18: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Develop an easy-to-find, user-friendly, comprehensive website contact list so 

people can report activities and code violations which contribute to stream impairment: dumping, slicks 

and sheens, feces accumulation, leaks and spills, vandalism, broken culverts, odors, prohibited vehicle 

use, discharges, encampments, etc.  

Reason: It is not always clear where to report the above and more: Parks Dept, Police Dept, Fire Dept 

Life Safety, MN DNR, MPCA, MDH. 

Response: Actions like this and others are covered under the broader education and outreach strategies 

in Table 10.  

Comment 3-19: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Develop a usable, easy-to-read list of WRAPS strategies and strategy types. 

Reason: To be provided to the mayor; city councilors; pertinent city administration, members of 

boards/commissions, agencies, non-profits; and to individuals for planning and advocacy purposes. 

Response: The content of this WRAPS Report conforms to the state's requirements. Please see the 

executive summary of the WRAPS Report and the WRAPS Summary Report available at: 

https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-ws4-42b.pdf. 

Comment 3-20: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Develop a map showing the flow of water from catch basins into local streams. 

Reason: Can be used for educational purposes to show how storm water and everything it carries, 

especially from the street, is not treated at the sewage treatment plant and that it flows directly into a 

stream or the lake. 

Response: Actions like this and others are covered under the broader education and outreach strategies 

in Table 10.  

Comment 3-21: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Activate the Master Water Steward program in this area.

https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-ws4-42b.pdf
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Reason: Master Water Stewards developed by Freshwater Society is a volunteer education and outreach 

program designed to equip citizens with the knowledge and skills needed to help improve water quality 

at the grassroots level. The program is currently focuses in the Twin Cities metro area with plans to 

expand statewide in the coming years. 

Response: Additional information added to education and outreach strategy: “Encourage development 

of watershed stewardship groups (at the stream scale) for residents and landowners (e.g., Master Water 

Steward program).”  

Comment 3-22: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: If a stream is found to be impaired with E. coli, signs stating such along with the 

probable sources should be posted at stream crossings (bridges and trails). 

Reason: To educate those people who recreate in or along streams about how human activity affects 

stream quality. 

Response: Additional education information provided in Table 10. 

Comment 3-23: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Notify residents living next to E. coli impaired streams of impairment, probable 

sources and symptoms of recreational water illnesses. 

Reason: To educate residents who live next to streams on how human activity affects stream quality. To 

keep them informed in case they are engaged in activities which put them in contact with impaired 

water. 

Response: Additional education information provided in Table 10. 

Comment 3-24: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: If a stream has E. coli impairment, post warning, probable source and illness 

symptom signs at popular wading, swimming, and bathing areas. 

Reason: To warn and also to help people understand the connection between their activities and 

resulting water quality. 

Response: Additional education information provided in Table 10. See previous responses to education 

and outreach related comments. 

Comment 3-25: Strategy: Education and Outreach  

Possible Action to Take: Add the website LakeSuperiorStreams.org as a citizen and educational tool.  

Reason: This is an excellent one-of-a-kind website containing extremely important information. 

Response: https://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/ is listed as an existing water quality-based civic 

engagement group in Section 3.2.  
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Comment 3-26: Strategy: Monitoring. 

Possible Action to Add: Investigate how Lake Superior drinking water quality is and has been affected by 

impaired creek discharge into the lake. 

Reason: More attention may be paid to stream impairment if the connection to drinking water can be 

shown. 

Response: Incorporated drinking water in Section 2.5 Potential Impacts to Lake Superior: “This can 

impact water quality of streams, river, nearshore lake environments, and drinking water sources.” and 

into Table 10 “Develop a comprehensive climate change vulnerability assessment for key assets in each 

watershed (e.g., bridges, trails, lake walk, drinking water, WLSSD, parks, etc.).” 

Comment 3-27: Strategy: Monitoring. 

Possible Action to Add: Investigate any beach impairment links to creek discharge into the lake. 

Reason: More attention may be paid to stream impairment if the connection to beach health advisories 

can be shown. 

Response: This comment is already addressed in the strategies for Leif Erickson Park Beach: " Address E. 

coli loading from Chester Creek (see Chester Creek)" and "Address E. coli loading from Stewart Creek 

(see Stewart Creek)" for impaired beaches on the Bay side. In addition, beach TMDLs are currently being 

developed for impaired beaches in the Duluth Area with anticipated completion in 2021.  

Comment 3-28: Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater. 

Possible Action to Add: Place year-round porta-potties in parks near stream. 

Reason: Porta-potties may be a quick and cheap way to address the lack of toilets along streams. Park 

users and residents urinate and defecate on stream banks when there are no facilities open or available 

(definitely at Lower Chester Park). Also, in winter, public restrooms often have reduced hours or are 

locked. 

Response: Please see response to Comment 3-1.  

Comment 3-29: Strategy: Monitoring. 

Possible Action to Add: Assess Lake Superior Zoo’s contribution to storm water erosion. 

Reason: With the zoo having visitor and outdoor animal movement, outdoor displays, landscaping, and 

parking lots right on Kingsbury Creek, water quality may be affected. 

Response: Runoff from the zoo exhibits discharges to the sanitary sewer system, which is treated by 

WLSSD. Nontreated runoff is addressed in Table 10’s Stormwater management strategy.  

Comment 3-30: Strategy: Monitoring. 

Possible Action to Add: Assess Lake Superior Zoo’s wildlife waste management.
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Reason: With the zoo having outdoor housing of animals, and the congregation of non-zoo animals due 

to available food sources right on Kingsbury Creek, water quality may be affected. 

Response: Runoff from the Zoo exhibits discharges to the sanitary sewer system, which is treated by 

WLSSD. 

 
4. Jeff Hrubes, Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources. Email received June 20, 2018. 
 
Comment 4-1: As a watershed report, it seems to primarily concentrate on stream channels which 

seems to focus the strategies primarily aimed at stream channel restoration.  The specificity of locations 

and distances for channel restoration work is apparent. 

Response: There are very few lakes in the Duluth Urban Area and only Eagle Lake was assessed as part 

of the MPCA watershed approach, see Table 4. Streams, Eagle Lake, and Lake Superior Beaches were all 

assessed as part of the watershed approach.  

Comment 4-2: I may have missed it, but I didn’t see an estimated dollar amount for the various 

activities, I thought that was a component of WRAPS reports. 

Response: The cost for implementation is included in the Duluth Urban Streams TMDL. Costs were not a 

requirement of the WRAPS.  

Comment 4-3: The report defines the primary responsible entity as a single entity.  Many of the 

activities have multiple entities checked.  If the intent is to show a primary responsible party and 

supporting organizations, there should be some differentiation in the way those roles are identified to 

reduce confusion and clearly identify the lead entity. 

Response: The approach taken was to be inclusive of potential entities who might implement the 

strategies. Updated the definition on page 52 to be plural government entities.   

Comment 4-4: In the implementation table, I am unclear on the way that the cities, St. Louis County and 

townships overlap (or not) on such things as SSTS ordinance administration and enforcement, WCA 

administration and enforcement and shoreland ordinance administration and enforcement. 

Response: The approach taken was to be inclusive of potential entities who might implement the 

strategies identified in the table.  

Comment 4-5: Although the buffer law is mentioned, and St. Louis County has not elected jurisdiction at 

this time, there are still shoreland ordinances under Minnesota Rule 6120 which apply that accomplish 

much the same goals as the buffer law in riparian areas.   

Response: Added shoreland ordinances to strategy with buffer law: “Buffers for all stream reaches 

consistent with Buffer Law and shoreland ordinances”
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Comment 4-6: Recommending a new government entity (WD) is a big step and usually requires the 

backing of county commissioners and city councilors in the area affected.  It was unclear whether the 

elected officials have been consulted on this plan and that strategy in particular. I don’t think that BWSR 

is comfortable being listed as (one of the) primary responsible parties for that strategy. There has been 

considerable effort during the 1w1p process to reassure local governments that changing governance is 

not an objective of those plans.  Although this is a WRAPS document, there is substantial room for 

confusion between this document and any future 1w1p among local elected officials and citizens. 

Response: Removed goal that included special purpose unit of government. 

Thank you again for your comments. For those of you with continued interest in stream improvements, 
please engage in the current 1W1P process led by South St. Louis SWCD staff, or feel free to contact 
myself or other MPCA watershed staff. If you have any further questions please contact me at 218-302-
6644 or by email at karen.evens@state.mn.us. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Karen Evens 
This document has been electronically signed. 

Karen Evens 
Environmental Consultant 
Watershed Division 
 
KE:jdf 
 

mailto:karen.evens@state.mn.us


 
September 30, 2020 
 
 
 
Rich Axler  

Adjunct Emeritus Scientist - Limnology/Water Quality 

Natural Resources Research Institute 

University of Minnesota-Duluth 
5013 Miller Trunk Hwy 
Duluth, MN 55811   
 
RE: Duluth Urban Streams WRAPS Comments and Responses 
 
Dear Rich Axler: 
 
Thank you for taking the time to review and provide comment on the Duluth Area Urban Streams 

Watershed and Restoration Protection Strategies (WRAPS) Report (Report). Recall that the WRAPS 

Report was on public notice in 2018. We paused the WRAPS Report while we finalized some comments 

and concerns about the TMDL Report, which took some time to complete. We are now ready to move 

both documents through final review and approval.  

Four comments were received specific to the WRAPS Report. These include two agency staff comments, 

one University staff comment, and one Duluth resident comment. In the summary below, comment 

statements are taken from the text of emails provided. For further details, copies of emails and 

attachments are published on the project web page: https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/duluth-urban-

area-streams-watershed 

COMMENTS RECEIVED 
 

1. Rich Axler, University of Minnesota Duluth – Natural Resources Research Institute. Email received 
April 18, 2018, with in-line edits and comments on .pdf of report attached. 

2. Cynthia Hakala, Minnesota Department of Health. Email received on April 12, 2018. 
3. Andrea Woyt. Emails received April 18, 2018 and June 16, 2018. Per commenter’s request, only 

comments received on June 16, 2018 were addressed. 
4. Jeff Hrubes, Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources. Email received June 20, 2018. 
 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE WRAPS REPORT 
 
1. Rich Axler, University of Minnesota Duluth – Natural Resources Research Institute. Email received 

April 18, 2018. 
 

Comment 1-1: One comment is in regard to how thoroughly the HSPF modeling effort made use of all 

the available water quality data and prior studies of Duluth area streams for the purpose of calibrating 

and verifying the models; and what plans are in place to continue adapting or tweaking the models 

based on real data in regard to interannual differences in weather. Although it was stated that the 

https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/duluth-urban-area-streams-watershed
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/duluth-urban-area-streams-watershed
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models would be calibrated using all the water quality and flow data available, my impression has been 

that that there was too much to do, in too tight a window of time, with not enough funding to do it all. 

There are many data vignettes available via the  intensive real-time data set coupled with 

contemporaneous event-based grab sampling that might be used to examine how well the models work 

with these flashy streams. For example, we had under-ice data for a number of winters that have been 

very useful in showing how rain on snow events can spike EC25 (i.e. Na+Cl) above the chloride chronic 

toxicity standard of 232 mg/L for trout for as much as three weeks (Tischer 2004). In addition to this 

core set of data, there have been a number of studies funded by MPCA and other agencies that might 

have been “mined” for additional insights into how water quality and invertebrate assemblages respond 

to seasonal and storm driven hydrologic events and/or interannual variability. The information I’m 

aware of can be found in the individual stream web sections and in the RESOURCES web section of the 

DuluthStreams website. Where I spotted obvious places in the Reports, I noted these omissions, 

although I was only able to provide a very broad-brush review of the many reports. 

Response: The modeling project (Tetra Tech 2016 and subsequent updates in 2019) made use of data 

provided directly by NRRI along with the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA’s) water quality 

database EQuIS. A summary of the data is included in the model report.  

Comment 1-2: I also didn’t see the Amity Creek stressor report in the various public notices (Amity 

Creek Stressor Identification - Jennings et al. 2017) to determine if NRRI’s 4 synoptic samplings of 

multiple sites in 2 Amity during 3 high flow events and during baseflow was reviewed (sent directly to 

Tetra Tech and also included in our GLRI-funded Amity Creek Restoration Project Report and its 

companion report funded by MN’s Lake Superior Coastal Program (found at 

http://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/weber/assessment_projects.html#synoptic) 

Response: The Amity Creek Stressor Report (Jennings et al. 2017) did not include water quality analysis. 

The information referenced in this comment was added to the updated Duluth Urban Area Steams Total 

Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Report.  

Comment 1-3: Again, although I didn’t find the Jennings 2017 Amity Stressor Report, I wonder if the 

excellent work done by Dr. Karen Gran’s (Earth & Environmental Sciences Dept- UMD) two grad 

students Molly Wick and Grant Neitzel was reviewed and incorporated into the Amity 

recommendations. Grant Neitzel directly estimated bank erosion estimates for the East Branch using a 

portable terrestrial scanning LIDAR instrument and such measurements are a unique and a potential 

way to verify model estimates of bank erosion. As part of a WRAPS strategy, there could/should be a 

recommendation for a systematic application of this technology to be applied to problem sites on an 

annual basis; perhaps as a routine, several times a year monitoring of Duluth area and North Shore 

bluffs and stream banks to actually determine bulk sediment loading rates. Summaries of their work are 

included in our Amity Creek Restoration Project (GLRI) from 2014. 

Response: Wick and Neitzel's work was reviewed and is referenced in the TMDL for total suspended 

solids (TSS)-related impairments, and in the WRAPS when applicable. “Continued bank erosion 

estimates in Amity Creek and other streams over time to measure sediment loss” was added to Section 

4 of the final WRAPS. 

http://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/weber/assessment_projects.html#synoptic
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Comment 1-4: Include a goal of developing a set of protocols and/or guidelines for assessing the success 

of stream restoration projects. My thought is that this would be a collaborative university + agency + 

environmental consulting firm + other stakeholder 2 year project. Drs. Lucinda Johnson (NRRI-UMD) and 

Karen Gran (Earth & Environmental Sciences Dept- UMD) have been working on this idea for the past 

few years. Presumably it would include the pre-construction, as well as post-construction (2-5 years?) 

periods. 

Response: “Guidelines for implementation monitoring may need to be developed that are watershed-

specific” had been added to Section 4 of the final WRAPS. 

Comment 1-5: Lastly, I note that Dr. Valerie Brady’s group at NRRI has done a lot of invert work on 

North Shore streams, much of it via 3 TMDL funded studies and I don’t know if her expertise and 

analyses were considered in the stressor and impairments reports. Similarly, an MS student of Dr. 

Lucinda Johnson (Brian Black) did a thesis examining summer stream temperatures within a 100 km 

radius of Duluth using Onset Hobo dataloggers. These data might help fill in gaps in the MPCA and MN 

DNR data sets, or at least extend them to other years. This seems important since it’s the unusual 

“weather-years” that may drive biological community resilience more than average or median years. 

Response: The stressor identification reports and monitoring and assessment reports for the St. Louis 

River and Lake Superior South watersheds were finalized prior to the TMDL and WRAPS effort. Data 

mentioned were not included in these reports to our knowledge; however, these data could help 

support implementation activities in the watershed and/or be incorporated into future planning work 

such as the One Watershed, One Plan (1W1P).  

Comment 1-6: There are differing amounts of WQ data for different stream and there is a very good set 

of event-based (i.e. flow-weighted) data for Amity, Tischer, Kingsbury, and Chester going back to 2002. 

These (DuluthStreams.org) data are not apparent, though they must have been used. Were all data 

pooled from 2007-2016. I had hoped that Tetra Tech would have made use of the more detailed load 

and flow-weighted TSS and TP data presented in Rozycki et al 2011 and 2014. [Refers to Figure 8 and 9] 

Response: The water quality data included in the TMDL and WRAPS are those data provided in the 

MPCA's EQuIS database. The Duluthstreams data were used to calibrate the HSPF models following 

QA/QC activities.  

Comment 1-7: Why no data? (2011-14) [referring to Figure 12] 

Response: Site S001-757 did not have TSS data available from 2011 through 2014 available in the 

MPCA's EQuIS database and no data were found from NRRI or A Crouss's database.  

Comment 1-8: Figure is confusing. First three years were fecal colif. How converted? Probably ok to mix 

fecals w/ E. coli when expressed as % exceedances. But legend should include the details. Consider 

connecting the dots for the 4 stated to have increasing % exceedances. [Refers to Figure 13) 

Response: All data in Figure 13 are E. coli as provided by the MPCA. No fecal coliform data were used in 

this figure. 
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Comment 1-8: What is the basis for this statement? Lit review? [Refers to pollutant loading statement 

made on p. 25] 

Response: Pollutant loading information is derived from the HSPF model, as described in this section.  

Comment 1-9: Were their results incorporated into the models? Nietzel had actual erosion 

measurements. [Refers to results of the Nietzel studies and the HSPF model discussed on p. 25] 

Response: The models explicitly included high risk bluffs as provided in the NRRI LiDAR analysis 

(http://www.nrri.umn.edu/coastalgis/newweb/html/bluffs.htm), as described in the model report 

(Tetra Tech 2016, updated in 2019).  

Comment 1-10: How do these modeled loading rates for TSS compare to NRRI estimates (Ruzycki et al. 

2007, 2011) [Refers to HSPF model loading rates on p. 25] 

Response: The models were calibrated to available flow and water quality data, including select 

DuluthStreams data, as described in Tetra Tech 2016 and as updated in 2019. Loading rates were not 

compared directly against NRRI estimates, but were compared against other published data as described 

in the model report (Tetra Tech 2016, updated in 2019).   

Comment 1-11: Also-Are there plots of model WQ predictions where our actual DuluthStreams TP and 

TSS/turbidity data are also shown? I've yet to see these and my impression was that Tetra Tech had not 

had time to examine simulations for each stream w/ real data under different scenarios- such as 

different types of water years regarding storm intensities and snowmelt runoff. If MPCA plans to use 

these models, is there a PLAN built into the "process" to validate that models at a stream-scale at least? 

[Refers to HSPF model outputs on p. 25] 

Response: The models were calibrated to available flow and water quality data, including select 

DuluthStreams data, as described in Tetra Tech 2016 and as updated in2019. Calibration and validation 

were conducted on select streams when sufficient data were available (e.g., Amity Creek).   

Comment 1-12: Lakewood Township? [References list of MS4s] 

Response: Lakewood Township is not a regulated MS4 and was therefore not included in the list of 

MS4s. 

Comment 1-13: Table 9--says to me that except for Lester and Amity, are all similar in terms of historic 

high temps. No need to Flag Merrit and Miller-at least from these summary data. Degree-days above 68 

degrees expressed as a % of days measured for each creek, denoting the different years may be a good 

way to present these data MDNR Fishery folk use degree-days for examining fishing spawning, for 

instance. 

Response: Text regarding Merrit and Miller Creek removed from summary of Table 9.  

Comment 1-13: These are all (essentially) the same. 74 degrees F. (two significant figures will suffice-4 is 

too many) [Referring to Table 9]

http://www.nrri.umn.edu/coastalgis/newweb/html/bluffs.htm
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Response: All values in Table 9 have been rounded to one decimal place. 

Comment 1-14: Fig 26 bar chart labels missing; Figure 27 would benefit from indicating chronic and 

lethal temp levels as per Fig 26 and by using the same temperature range, and labeling the dots better. 

Confusing.  Also, the Amity %Imp Surface value is substantially lower than either of the values we report 

on the Duluthstreams.org website at http://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/streams/lesterwshed.html. 

Probably, we should add newer estimates, or at least be consistent with MPCAs for the region. 

Response: Lester River, Amity Creek, and East Branch Amity Creek were called out in the text regarding 

these figures and therefore labeled in the figures. No other streams were narratively summarized. The 

impervious data is primarily derived from the University of Minnesota. 

Comment 1-15: Dots indistinguishable [refers to Figure 27] 

Response: Lester River, Amity Creek, and East Branch Amity Creek were called out in the text regarding 

Figure 27 and therefore were labeled. The same symbology was used for all dots on this figure.  

Comment 1-16: Cannot find this. [Referring to Amity Creek Stressor Identification, Jennings et al. 2017] 

Response: Reference for the Amity Creek Stressor Identification is listed in Section 5 and was made 

available from the MPCA.  

Comment 1-17: Did this make use of NRRI's Wetland Prioritization Tool? [Refers to Northeastern 

Minnesota Compensation Siting: Alternative Wetland Mitigation Options, p. 52]. 

Response: Yes, the tool was used and is cited in the document.  

Comment 1-18: I think EPA and US ACE have important roles also, both directly and certainly indirectly.  

[Refers to list of partners on p. 54] 

Response: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and United State Army Corps of Engineers (US 

ACE) added to list of partners. 

Comment 1-19: Add environmental consulting firms. Tribal and federal agencies. [Refers to list of 

partners on p. 54]. 

Response: “Tribal entities” added to list of partners. Federal agencies are identified in Section 3.3. 

Environmental consulting firms are not included since their role would be in support of the entities 

listed.  

Comment 1-20: basis for this? Reference? The scheduled 10 yr rotation will not allow for determining 

how Impaired waters are doing because the interannual variability is not well described w/o careful 

analysis of its effect over at least a 15 -25 period of time based on examination of other long -term 

studies of streams and lakes in the peer-reviewed literature. [Referring to the 3%-4%/year pollutant 

concentration reduction for impaired waters as a progress benchmark]
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Response: This text is based on guidance included in the MPCA’s template and is based on the total % 

reduction needed divided over the expected timeframe to implement the WRAPS. The intention of this 

text is to describe the relative level of effort needed over the long term.  

Comment 1-21: Increased frequency of biological monitoring (periphyton, bugs, and fish) in Impaired 

sites needed. [Refers to Monitoring Recommendations] 

Response: “Increased frequency of biological monitoring in impaired reaches” added to Section 4 of the 

final WRAPS. 

Comment 1-22: Why wasn't Amity included, which has lots of data? [Refers to Appendix B] 

Response: This Appendix is a report previously developed by South St Louis SWCD that did not evaluate 

Amity Creek. An Amity Creek sediment loading summary from Jennings et al. 2017 is provided in Figure 

19 of the WRAPS Report.  

Comment 1-23: You need the study to determine. [Refers to Appendix B].  

Response: This Appendix is a report previously developed by South St. Louis Soil and Water 

Conservation District (SWCD) and is included for easy reference.   

Comment 1-24: The pond is old, safe, and serves other purposes (beneficial uses) by providing flood 

storage, wetland/pond habitat, and its educational use in Hartley Nature Center's environmental 

programming. This paragraph over simplifies the issue over the long-term with climate change in mind 

[Refers to page 31, reference to Appendix B] 

Response: This Appendix is a report previously developed by South St Louis SWCD and is included for 

easy reference.   

Comment 1-25: Inspect and provide rules and education and training to livestock stables- There is at 

least one on the west bank of Amity near Jean Duluth Rd that is a mess or at least used to have 

problems [Refers to Table 10] 

Response: “Inspect livestock operations and provide rules, education and training” added to Address 

discharges of untreated wastewater strategy in Table 10.  

Comment 1-26: Include recommendations for training in each area of the next few pages. (presumably 

via UM-water resources center programs and or MECA and MOSTCA. That may already exist (but they 

need to be [customized?] for the Arrowhead) [Refers to Table 10] 

Response: Expanded language in the education and outreach strategy in Table 10 to address this 

request. 

Comment 1-27: Maps (GIS) of ISTS's, active and not active with red and green flags denoting compliance 

to 7080 & NPDES permit [Refers to Table 10]
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Response: Please see the map of septic systems developed for the Duluth Streams TMDL.   

Comment 1-28: Septics inventory in all Lake Superior counties in the same format. St. Louis Cnty started 

doing this 15 years ago almost but it got de-railed. Seems like an easy thing to do. That was 

recommended by the Northern Septics Group in the early 2000's (Barb McCarthy lead) 

Response. Septic information was provided by St. Louis County, see the Duluth Streams TMDL for more 

information.  

Comment 1-29: (Perhaps add) Build on www.mnwetlandrestore.org tool for prioritizing wetland 

restoration activities [Refers to Table 10]. 

Response: As mentioned in the response to Comment 1-17, this tool was used in the Northeastern 

Minnesota Compensation Siting: Alternative Wetland Mitigation Options report. This is one of many 

reports and assessments (listed on p. 53 of the WRAPS Report) that were used to select restoration and 

protection strategies in Table 10.  

Comment 1-30: Develop a comprehensive climate change vulnerability assessment for key assets in 

each watershed (e.g., bridges, trails, lake walk, lakewood drinking water plan, Western Lake Superior 

Sanitary District (WLSSD), City Parks, etc.) [Refers to Table 10] 

Response: “Develop a comprehensive climate change vulnerability assessment for key assets in each 

watershed (e.g., bridges, trails, lake walk, drinking water, WLSSD, parks, etc.)” added to Table 10’s Land 

use planning and ordinances strategy. 

Comment 1-31: Attempt to develop a common set of ordinances to be used in the region by all 

permitting authorities [Refers to Table 10] 

Response: “Explore a common set of ordinances to be used in the region by all permitting authorities” 

added to Table 10’s Land use planning and ordinances strategy. 

Comment 1-32: Ditto for Tischer Creek @ Hartley Nature Park perhaps Chester Bowl as well as portions 

of others (parks) [Refers to strategies for Amity Creek] 

Response: Amity was called out specifically in the LSS Stressor ID document for enrollment into the 

Duluth Natural Areas Program - updated text to include "and others". 

Comment 1-33: Several in-line edits suggested to add clarity to the report.  

Response: Additional information greatly appreciated. The suggested in-line edits were added to the 

report where applicable.  

 

2. Cynthia Hakala, Minnesota Department of Health. Email received April 12, 2020 

 
Comment 2-1: Should it be mentioned somewhere on page 13 that the MN Department of Health 

(MDH) no longer conducts routine beach monitoring at Hearding Island beach?
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Response: Updated Page 20 to note the MDH no longer conduct routine beach monitoring at Hearding 

Island beach. 

Comment 2-2: It should be noted that the MDH Beach Program conducts follow-up sampling after a high 

result from a routine beach sample. Re-sampling after a high result could bias results towards higher 

concentrations of E. coli. This could also impact the percent of samples exceeded. 

Response: “The MDH conducts follow-up sampling after a high result from a routine beach sample. Re-

sampling after a high result could bias results towards higher concentrations of E. coli. This could also 

impact the percent of samples exceeded” added to Section 2.1 Beaches. 

Comment 2-3: On page 28, naturalized E. coli and its relationship to sediment should be mentioned as 

well as bacteria coming from the bodies of beach goers. 

Response: “Sediment found in stormwater can also harbor naturalized E. coli” added to Section 2.3 

Pollutant sources. 

Comment 2-4: There are data gaps for beach data (especially from 2010) that should perhaps be 

mentioned, all samples from that year are from August or September -- months that typically have 

higher E. coli levels overall. 

Response:  The data mentioned in this comment are included only to provide an overview. “Completion 

of beach TMDLs in the Duluth area  will provide further evaluation and interpretation of beach water 

quality data.” Added to Section 2.2 Beaches.  

 
3. Andrea Woyt. Email received June 16, 2018. 
 
Comment 3-1: Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater. 

Possible Action to Add: Keep indoor and outdoor public bathrooms open 24 hours year-round. 

Reason: It is important to have public bathrooms open all the time. 

Response: “Consider expanding public bathroom availability “and “Determine opportunities to increase 

access to public bathroom facilities” added to Table 10.  

Comment 3-2: Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater. 

Possible Actions to Add: Verify that car washing facilities divert dirty water to sanitary sewer. 

Discourage outdoor car washing except at car wash facilities. 

Reason: There are car wash facilities where the dirty water is making its way out of stalls and into the 

ground and nearby streams. Dirty water from outdoor car washing enters catch basins and flows into 

streams.
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Response: The need for education related to water quality was expanded upon in the strategy tables: 

“Encourage programs that educate the public on how their actions impact water quality.” 

Comment 3-3: Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater. 

Possible Actions to Add: Avoid dumping truckloads of snow near streams. 

Reason: Businesses and the city haul loads of snow out of parking lots and off of streets. This snow 

should not be dumped where its contaminants will go directly into the stream. 

Response: Education and outreach strategy expanded to include snow removal companies: “Educate 

snow removal companies on proper snow removal and storage practices.” 

Comment 3-4: Strategy: Stormwater management. 

Possible Action to Add: Street sweeping should take place over two consecutive weeks. 

Reason: Alternate side parking of cars blocks access. 

Response: Street sweeping practices are included under the broader stormwater management best 

management practice (BMP): “Implement green infrastructure and stormwater management practices 

to address altered hydrology and reduce loading”. 

Comment 3-5: Strategy: Streambank stabilization and riparian management. 

Possible Action to Add: Provide yard waste dumpsters at specific sites in neighborhoods. 

Reason: There is a lot of yard waste dumping of branches, sticks, weeds, etc. taking place along stream 

banks. 

Response: Added yard waste issues to education strategies: “Enhance current signage to better connect 

actions (e.g., wildlife feeding, improper pet waste management, yard waste disposal, trash pickup, etc.) 

on water quality.” 

Comment 3-6: Strategy: Streambank stabilization and riparian management. 

Possible Action to Add: At streets which dead end at a stream, consider not plowing the snow down 

onto stream banks. 

Reason: This snow should not be dumped where its contaminants will go directly into the stream. 

Response: Please see response to Comment 3-3.  

Comment 3-7: Strategy: Wildlife and pet waste management. 

Possible Action to Take: Consider adding “enforcement” to the strategy title throughout the document. 

Reason: The Duluth City Code already has language which addresses pet waste pick up and 

accumulation, and also the feeding of wildlife. Management needs to include enforcement.
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Response: Enforcement is addressed for E. coli impaired watersheds under Land use planning and 

ordinances BMP: "Update ordinances to include enforcement of pet waste ordinances."  

Comment 3-8: Strategy: Wildlife and pet waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Designate and adequately staff a city department or office to proactively handle 

pet waste violations. 

Reason: The Duluth Fire Department’s Life Safety Office and the Police Department’s Animal 

Control/Shelter struggle to reactively respond to pet waste accumulation complaints. 

Response: This request is addressed in enhanced pet waste programs, also see response to comment 3-

7.  

Comment 3-9: Strategy: Wildlife and pet waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Avoid locating dog parks near streams. 

Reason: The impairment effects of improper handling of dog waste are worsened by close proximity to 

streams. 

Response: The City is currently studying the effect of the dog park near Keene Creek. Results of this 

study will help to inform site selection of future dog parks.  

Comment 3-10: Strategy: Pet and wildlife waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Consider adding signage to pet waste disposal stations stating the connection 

between pet waste and E. coli in streams. 

Reason: Pet owners need to make the connection between pet waste and impaired streams. 

Response: Added pet waste issues to education strategies: “Enhance current signage to better connect 

actions (e.g., wildlife feeding, improper pet waste management, yard waste disposal, trash pickup, etc.) 

on water quality.” And “Expand current pet waste management programs to reduce pollutant loading. 

Consider additional pet waste disposal stations in high traffic areas with educational signage connecting 

pet waste and pollutant loading to streams.” 

Comment 3-11: Strategy: Pet and wildlife waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Add language to call for trash receptacles to be available year-round. 

Reason: Many of the garbage cans located on trails next to streams are removed every fall and often not 

replaced until June, if at all, so pet waste bags are dumped along stream banks. 

Response: Added additional language to Pet and wildlife waste management strategy: “Increase the 

number and availability of trash receptacles in areas frequented by the public and ensure adequate 

trash removal.” 

Comment 3-12: Strategy: Land use planning and ordinances.
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Possible Action to Take: Call for not stocking fish in impaired streams. 

Reason: There is no point to stocking where the fish may simply die. 

Response: Stocking of fisheries is managed by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 

and is not directly related to the TMDL or WRAPS.  

Comment 3-13: Strategy: Land use planning and ordinances. 

Possible Action to Add: Initiate an official City of Duluth Streams Commission. 

Reason: A Streams Commission could provide valuable input and leadership to the mayor, city 

councilors, and city administration.   

Response: This comment is addressed in part in the strategy: "Institutionalize watershed management 

to eliminate waste and duplicative efforts, and increase funding, resources and project impact. Develop 

watershed-based plan as per the recommendations of Duluth Urban Watershed Advisory Committee 

(DUWAC). "  

Comment 3-14: Strategy: Land use planning and ordinances. 

Possible Action to Add:  Review the city code as it relates to human activities contributing to stream 

impairment. 

Reason: There may be deficiencies in the code with regard to legislation or enforcement. 

Response: This work has been underway by DUWAC. 

Comment 3-15: Strategy: Wildlife and pet waste management. 

Possible Action to Add: Add language to “Do Not Feed” signs stating the connection between 

congregating wildlife and E. coli in streams. 

Reason: People need to make the connection between feeding wildlife and impaired streams. 

Response: Additional education information added to strategy: “Expand current pet waste management 

programs to reduce pollutant loading. Consider additional pet waste disposal stations in high traffic 

areas with educational signage connecting pet waste and pollutant loading to streams.” 

Comment 3-16: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: The Minnesota Department of Health should add regular stream monitoring to 

determine if the water is safe for recreational use. 

Reason: People swim, bathe, wade and recreate in many of Duluth’s streams. 

Response: “Regular monitoring of streams for E. coli when streams are accessed for bathing or 

swimming purposes” added to Section 4 of the WRAPS Report. 

Comment 3-17: Strategy: Education and outreach.
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Possible Action to Add: Encourage programs which educate the public on how their activities impact 

stream quality. 

Reason: Duluth has many institutions and organizations which could present programs on water quality: 

nature centers, volunteer organizations, the aquarium, the zoo, and public and private schools and 

universities. Water quality could also be addressed in the classroom. 

Response: Additional education information provided in Table 10. 

Comment 3-18: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Develop an easy-to-find, user-friendly, comprehensive website contact list so 

people can report activities and code violations which contribute to stream impairment: dumping, slicks 

and sheens, feces accumulation, leaks and spills, vandalism, broken culverts, odors, prohibited vehicle 

use, discharges, encampments, etc.  

Reason: It is not always clear where to report the above and more: Parks Dept, Police Dept, Fire Dept 

Life Safety, MN DNR, MPCA, MDH. 

Response: Actions like this and others are covered under the broader education and outreach strategies 

in Table 10.  

Comment 3-19: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Develop a usable, easy-to-read list of WRAPS strategies and strategy types. 

Reason: To be provided to the mayor; city councilors; pertinent city administration, members of 

boards/commissions, agencies, non-profits; and to individuals for planning and advocacy purposes. 

Response: The content of this WRAPS Report conforms to the state's requirements. Please see the 

executive summary of the WRAPS Report and the WRAPS Summary Report available at: 

https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-ws4-42b.pdf. 

Comment 3-20: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Develop a map showing the flow of water from catch basins into local streams. 

Reason: Can be used for educational purposes to show how storm water and everything it carries, 

especially from the street, is not treated at the sewage treatment plant and that it flows directly into a 

stream or the lake. 

Response: Actions like this and others are covered under the broader education and outreach strategies 

in Table 10.  

Comment 3-21: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Activate the Master Water Steward program in this area.

https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-ws4-42b.pdf
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Reason: Master Water Stewards developed by Freshwater Society is a volunteer education and outreach 

program designed to equip citizens with the knowledge and skills needed to help improve water quality 

at the grassroots level. The program is currently focuses in the Twin Cities metro area with plans to 

expand statewide in the coming years. 

Response: Additional information added to education and outreach strategy: “Encourage development 

of watershed stewardship groups (at the stream scale) for residents and landowners (e.g., Master Water 

Steward program).”  

Comment 3-22: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: If a stream is found to be impaired with E. coli, signs stating such along with the 

probable sources should be posted at stream crossings (bridges and trails). 

Reason: To educate those people who recreate in or along streams about how human activity affects 

stream quality. 

Response: Additional education information provided in Table 10. 

Comment 3-23: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: Notify residents living next to E. coli impaired streams of impairment, probable 

sources and symptoms of recreational water illnesses. 

Reason: To educate residents who live next to streams on how human activity affects stream quality. To 

keep them informed in case they are engaged in activities which put them in contact with impaired 

water. 

Response: Additional education information provided in Table 10. 

Comment 3-24: Strategy: Education and outreach. 

Possible Action to Add: If a stream has E. coli impairment, post warning, probable source and illness 

symptom signs at popular wading, swimming, and bathing areas. 

Reason: To warn and also to help people understand the connection between their activities and 

resulting water quality. 

Response: Additional education information provided in Table 10. See previous responses to education 

and outreach related comments. 

Comment 3-25: Strategy: Education and Outreach  

Possible Action to Take: Add the website LakeSuperiorStreams.org as a citizen and educational tool.  

Reason: This is an excellent one-of-a-kind website containing extremely important information. 

Response: https://www.lakesuperiorstreams.org/ is listed as an existing water quality-based civic 

engagement group in Section 3.2.  
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Comment 3-26: Strategy: Monitoring. 

Possible Action to Add: Investigate how Lake Superior drinking water quality is and has been affected by 

impaired creek discharge into the lake. 

Reason: More attention may be paid to stream impairment if the connection to drinking water can be 

shown. 

Response: Incorporated drinking water in Section 2.5 Potential Impacts to Lake Superior: “This can 

impact water quality of streams, river, nearshore lake environments, and drinking water sources.” and 

into Table 10 “Develop a comprehensive climate change vulnerability assessment for key assets in each 

watershed (e.g., bridges, trails, lake walk, drinking water, WLSSD, parks, etc.).” 

Comment 3-27: Strategy: Monitoring. 

Possible Action to Add: Investigate any beach impairment links to creek discharge into the lake. 

Reason: More attention may be paid to stream impairment if the connection to beach health advisories 

can be shown. 

Response: This comment is already addressed in the strategies for Leif Erickson Park Beach: " Address E. 

coli loading from Chester Creek (see Chester Creek)" and "Address E. coli loading from Stewart Creek 

(see Stewart Creek)" for impaired beaches on the Bay side. In addition, beach TMDLs are currently being 

developed for impaired beaches in the Duluth Area with anticipated completion in 2021.  

Comment 3-28: Strategy: Address discharges of untreated wastewater. 

Possible Action to Add: Place year-round porta-potties in parks near stream. 

Reason: Porta-potties may be a quick and cheap way to address the lack of toilets along streams. Park 

users and residents urinate and defecate on stream banks when there are no facilities open or available 

(definitely at Lower Chester Park). Also, in winter, public restrooms often have reduced hours or are 

locked. 

Response: Please see response to Comment 3-1.  

Comment 3-29: Strategy: Monitoring. 

Possible Action to Add: Assess Lake Superior Zoo’s contribution to storm water erosion. 

Reason: With the zoo having visitor and outdoor animal movement, outdoor displays, landscaping, and 

parking lots right on Kingsbury Creek, water quality may be affected. 

Response: Runoff from the zoo exhibits discharges to the sanitary sewer system, which is treated by 

WLSSD. Nontreated runoff is addressed in Table 10’s Stormwater management strategy.  

Comment 3-30: Strategy: Monitoring. 

Possible Action to Add: Assess Lake Superior Zoo’s wildlife waste management.
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Reason: With the zoo having outdoor housing of animals, and the congregation of non-zoo animals due 

to available food sources right on Kingsbury Creek, water quality may be affected. 

Response: Runoff from the Zoo exhibits discharges to the sanitary sewer system, which is treated by 

WLSSD. 

 
4. Jeff Hrubes, Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources. Email received June 20, 2018. 
 
Comment 4-1: As a watershed report, it seems to primarily concentrate on stream channels which 

seems to focus the strategies primarily aimed at stream channel restoration.  The specificity of locations 

and distances for channel restoration work is apparent. 

Response: There are very few lakes in the Duluth Urban Area and only Eagle Lake was assessed as part 

of the MPCA watershed approach, see Table 4. Streams, Eagle Lake, and Lake Superior Beaches were all 

assessed as part of the watershed approach.  

Comment 4-2: I may have missed it, but I didn’t see an estimated dollar amount for the various 

activities, I thought that was a component of WRAPS reports. 

Response: The cost for implementation is included in the Duluth Urban Streams TMDL. Costs were not a 

requirement of the WRAPS.  

Comment 4-3: The report defines the primary responsible entity as a single entity.  Many of the 

activities have multiple entities checked.  If the intent is to show a primary responsible party and 

supporting organizations, there should be some differentiation in the way those roles are identified to 

reduce confusion and clearly identify the lead entity. 

Response: The approach taken was to be inclusive of potential entities who might implement the 

strategies. Updated the definition on page 52 to be plural government entities.   

Comment 4-4: In the implementation table, I am unclear on the way that the cities, St. Louis County and 

townships overlap (or not) on such things as SSTS ordinance administration and enforcement, WCA 

administration and enforcement and shoreland ordinance administration and enforcement. 

Response: The approach taken was to be inclusive of potential entities who might implement the 

strategies identified in the table.  

Comment 4-5: Although the buffer law is mentioned, and St. Louis County has not elected jurisdiction at 

this time, there are still shoreland ordinances under Minnesota Rule 6120 which apply that accomplish 

much the same goals as the buffer law in riparian areas.   

Response: Added shoreland ordinances to strategy with buffer law: “Buffers for all stream reaches 

consistent with Buffer Law and shoreland ordinances”
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Comment 4-6: Recommending a new government entity (WD) is a big step and usually requires the 

backing of county commissioners and city councilors in the area affected.  It was unclear whether the 

elected officials have been consulted on this plan and that strategy in particular. I don’t think that BWSR 

is comfortable being listed as (one of the) primary responsible parties for that strategy. There has been 

considerable effort during the 1w1p process to reassure local governments that changing governance is 

not an objective of those plans.  Although this is a WRAPS document, there is substantial room for 

confusion between this document and any future 1w1p among local elected officials and citizens. 

Response: Removed goal that included special purpose unit of government. 

Thank you again for your comments. For those of you with continued interest in stream improvements, 
please engage in the current 1W1P process led by South St. Louis SWCD staff, or feel free to contact 
myself or other MPCA watershed staff. If you have any further questions please contact me at 218-302-
6644 or by email at karen.evens@state.mn.us. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Karen Evens 
This document has been electronically signed. 

Karen Evens 
Environmental Consultant 
Watershed Division 
 
KE:jdf 
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