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database) led to the development of Reservation-specific fish consumption guidelines.  
These additional projects supplemented their water quality monitoring and assessment of 
the aquatic resources of the Reservation, and the relative implications for human health 
and aquatic life.   
 
Fond du Lac has been approved for Treatment as a State, or TAS, for purposes of 
administering its own nonpoint source management program under '319 of the Clean 
Water Act, and completed a nonpoint source assessment report and management program 
that was approved by EPA Region 5 in 2004. 
 
In general, Fond du Lac’s lake and stream monitoring is organized by designated uses, 
with sampling frequencies tiered according to priority of usage.  Priority fisheries lakes 
are sampled in May, June, August and October.  Lesser-priority lakes (less desirable fish 
communities, sparse wild rice production, inhibited access) are sampled annually in mid-
summer to provide a Asnapshot@ of ecological conditions, which can also be compared 
over time as their database grows.  The seven most productive wild rice lakes are 
sampled at the same frequency as the priority fisheries lakes, with an annual sediment 
sample collected for nutrient analysis (TKN, TP, total solids and total volatile solids) and 
iron.  Sulfate is also measured in the water column in order to evaluate against the wild 
rice water quality criterion (<10mg/liter). Streams are assessed three times a year.  The 
following parameters are included in their lake and stream monitoring program: 
 

1. Total Phosphorus (TP) 
2. Ortho Phosphorus (OP) 
3. Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen (TKN) 
4. Nitrite + Nitrate 
5. Ammonia Nitrogen 
6. Total Suspended Solids 
7. One annual toxic metals analysis: Arsenic, Cadmium, Chloride, Chromium, 

Copper, Lead, Nickel, Selenium, Zinc 
8. Total Alkalinity 
9. Total Hardness 
10. Color (true and apparent) 

 
For lakes only: 

1. Depth profile of: temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH, specific conductance, 
turbidity (at 1-foot intervals). 

2. Zooplankton vertical tows 
3. Targeted beach monitoring for E. coli  
4. Sulfate (in wild rice lakes) 
5. Secchi transparency 
6. Chlorophyll a; algal community scans 

 
For streams only: 

1. Periphyton; Chlorophyll a 
2. Dissolved oxygen, pH, and specific conductance, one sample only 
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3. Discharge measurement 
4. Annual fish species survey (electroshocking) 
5. Benthic macroinvertebrate survey (twice a year with D-nets) 

 
Assessments of use support for FDL are based upon the individually identified lakes and 
streams in our tribal Water Quality Standards.  Our Water Quality Standards define 
threshold criteria for toxic contaminants and pathogenic bacterial levels (E. Coli), and 
narrative standards for excessive nutrients and biological criteria which will establish 
action levels.  These standards are essentially derived from procedures contained in the 
Final Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System, 40 CFR parts 132 and 136, 
and Minnesota Rules, Chapters 7050 and 7052, deviating from these criteria only in that a 
more protective level of fish consumption (60 g/day) is assumed for FDL. The purpose of 
meeting water quality standards is to protect the beneficial uses associated with the 
standards.  Based upon the assessment of the water quality data and other relevant 
information compared to the standards for a given pollutant or water quality 
characteristic, the beneficial use may be fully supported, partially supported, or not 
supported.   
 
For conventional parameters such as dissolved oxygen, pH and turbidity, levels of 
support are defined as: fully supporting - fewer than 10% of the samples exceed the 
standard; partially supporting - 10-25% of the samples exceed that standard; not 
supporting - more than 25% of the samples exceed the standard.  The 10% and 25% 
exceedance thresholds for conventional pollutants are based on EPA guidance (1997).  
All are subject to periodic >exceedances= due to natural causes, such as increased turbidity 
after a storm event.  These potential pollutants are also natural characteristics of surface 
waters, and indigenous aquatic organisms have long adapted to cope with their 
fluctuations.  The extent of these natural exceedances will be considered using best 
professional judgment as part of the assessments.   
 
In addition, the FDL Natural Resources Program is responsible for wild rice management 
and restoration activities. The primary method of wild rice lake management is by 
controlling water levels on the lakes by operating water control structures (dams), ditch 
maintenance, and beaver dam management. 
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WATER PLAN AMENDMENT PROCEDURE 
The Carlton County Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan is intended to extend 
through the year 2019.  The County may prepare proposed amendments to the plan prior 
to 2019, however, the Plan will be updated including any proposed plan amendments 
before the end of 2019. 
 
The following procedure will be used by Carlton County to deal with proposed 
amendments to the 2009 – 2019 County Water Plan. 
 
1. When issues are brought to the attention of the County for amendments to its adopted 
Water Plan, the County will refer that person, group, local unit of government, or agency 
to the County’s Water Plan Task Force. 
2. The Task Force will review the issue and may, if necessary, undertake studies or 
investigations to gather information relating to the issue.  After reviewing the issue, the 
Task Force will determine whether the Water Plan should be amended. 
3. If the Committee determines that the Water Plan should be amended, it will make 
recommendations to the County Board.  The County Board shall approve or disapprove 
the proposed amendment. 
4. If the County Board approves the amendment, the Task Force will petition the BWSR 
Board, schedule a public hearing, send notice to the required parties and follow all 
procedures required under Minnesota Statute 103B.314 Subd. 6. 
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TABLE 1 - BASINS, MAJOR WATERSHEDS AND HYDROLOGIC UNIT
CODES
BASIN NAME MAJOR 

WATERSHED UNIT
HYDROLOGIC UNIT 
CODE (HUC)

Lake Superior St. Louis River 4010201

Lake Superior Nemadji River 4010301

St. Croix River Kettle River 7030003

Upper Mississippi River Mississippi River (Grand
Rapids)

7010103
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TABLE 2 - DATA NEEDED FOR WATER QUALITY ASSESSMENTS1

POLLUTANT CATEGORY PARAMETERS PERIOD OF RECORD MINUMUM NUMBER OF VALUES
Pollutants with toxicity-based 
standards

Un-ionized ammonia (total 
ammonia, pH & temperature) 
chloride

Most recent 10 years 5, within a 3 year period

Conventional pollutants and water 
quality characteristics 

Dissolved oxygen, pH, turbidity 
(including total suspended 
solids and transparency tube), 
temperature

Most recent 10 years 20 (over at least 2 years for turbidity, 
suspended soils and transparency tube)

Swimming safety indicator bacteria Escherichia coli bacteria 
impairment determination via 
monthly geometric mean or 
invalid max. values

Most recent 10 years 5 per month (to calculate mean); at least 3 
months

Measurements collected from At least one TP,  Secchi disk or Chlorophyll  a Eutrophication of lakes (effects of Total Phosphorus (TP) 

Page 1 of 1

June to Sept. over the most 
recent 10-yr period

measurement 

Measurements collected from 
June to Sept. over the most 
recent 10-yr period

At least 12 measurements (12 separate 
sampling dates) for each of TP, Secchi disk & 
Chlorophyll a

Impairment of the biological 
community

Index of Biological Integrity Most recent 10 years Can be based on a single biological monitoring 
event on a given reach

Supporting water quality data Total Suspended Solids, Total 
Kjeldahl Nitrogen, Nitrite-
Nitrate Nitrogen, conductivity, 
5-day biochemical oxygen 
demand, alkalinity, stream TP

Most recent 10 years As available; these measurements provide 
supporting information for determining 
assessments

1 From MPCA's Guidance Manual for Assessing the Quality of Minnesota Surface Water for Determination of Impairment (October, 2007)

excess nutrients) Chlorophyll a , Secchi disk 
transparency 
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TABLE 3 -  LAKES WATER QUALITY DATA

LAKE I.D. DATA ASSESSED1 DATE ASSESSED
HISTORICAL 
DATA4

TYPE OF 
HISTORICAL DATA

Natural Environmental
Forbay Lake  9-2 no no
Soper Lake    9-4 no no
Bear Lake 9-5 no no
Blackhoof Lake 9-6 yes no 1980 chemistry
Spring Lake 9-7 yes no 1980 chemistry
Venoah Lake 9-9 no no
Hay Lake 9-10 yes yes3 2009-2010
Flodin Lake 9-14 no no
Ellstrom Lake 9-15 no no
Sand Lake 9-16 yes no 1997 chemistry
Hizer Lake 9-18 yes no 1982 chemistry
Munson Lake 9-19 yes no 1982 chemistry
Crystal Lake 9-20 yes no 1982 chemistryCrystal Lake 9 20 yes no 1982 chemistry
Benfield Lake 9-21 no no
Lake Twenty Nine 9-22 no no
Wild Rice Lake 9-23 yes yes5 1999-2009
Unnamed 9-28 no no
Hardwood Lake 9-30 yes yes5 1999-2009
Cedar Lake 9-31 yes yes5 1999-2009
Sofie Lake 9-33 yes yes5 1999-2009
Perch Lake 9-36 yes yes5 1999-2009
Rice Portage Lake 9-37 yes yes5 1999-2009
Eddy Lake 9-39 yes no 1997 chemistry
Kohring Lake 9-42 no no
Echo Lake 9-44 no no
Spring Lake 9-47 yes yes5 1999-2009
Corona Lake 9-48 no no
Kettle Lake 9-49 no no
Jaskari Lake 9-50 yes yes5 1999-2009
Dead Fish Lake 9-51 yes yes5 1999-2009
Miller Lake 9-53 yes yes5 1999-2009
Merwin Lake 9-58 no no
Cross Lake 9-62 yes yes 2005-2006
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TABLE 3 -  LAKES WATER QUALITY DATA

LAKE I.D. DATA ASSESSED1 DATE ASSESSED
HISTORICAL 
DATA4

TYPE OF 
HISTORICAL DATA

Natural Environmental Continued
Woodbury Lake 9-63 yes yes3 2005-2009
Long Lake 9-66 yes yes 2005-2006
Mattila Lake 9-70 no no
Walli Lake 9-71 no no
Unnamed 9-73 no no
Kettle Lake 9-74 no no
Heikkila Lake 69-846 no no
Recreational Development 
Graham Lake 9-3 yes no 1991 chemistry
Chub Lake 9-8 yes yes3 2009-2010
Lac La Belle Lake 9-11 no no
Torch Light Lake 9-25 no no
Bob Lake 9 26 yes no 1982 chemistryBob Lake 9-26 yes no 1982 chemistry
Park Lake 9-29 yes yes3 2009-2010
Big Lake 9-32 yes yes5 1999-2009
Bear Lake 9-34 yes yes3 2009-2010
Little Hanging Horn 9-35 yes yes3 2009-2010
Hanging Horn Lake 9-38 yes yes 2008
Moose Lake 9-43 no yes 2003
Coffee Lake 9-45 no no
Bang Lake 9-46 yes yes5 1999-2009
Eagle Lake 9-57 yes yes Impaired List2

Tamarack Lake 9-67 yes yes 2005-2006
Cole Lake 9-68 yes yes3 2009-2010
Net Lake 58-38 yes* yes3 2009-2010
Sand Lake 58-81 yes yes 2003
General Development
Thomson Reservoir 9-1 yes no
Moosehead Lake 9-41 yes yes 2003
Island Lake 9-60 yes yes Impaired List2
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TABLE 3 -  LAKES WATER QUALITY DATA

LAKE I.D. DATA ASSESSED1 DATE ASSESSED
HISTORICAL 
DATA4

TYPE OF 
HISTORICAL DATA

Non-Classified
Unnamed 9-12
Unnamed 9-13
Lost Lake 9-17 yes yes5 1999-2009
Unnamed 9-24
Unnamed 9-27
Cranberry 9-40
Lac Lake 9-52 yes yes5 1999-2009
Spruce Lake 9-54 yes yes5 1999-2009
Unnamed 9-55
Unnamed 9-59
Springer Lake 9-61
Flower Lake 9-64 yes yes3 2009-2010
Unnamed 9 65Unnamed 9-65
Section One Lake 9-69
Unnamed 9-72

2Listed as impaired for excess nutrients
3Assessment is occuring during the 2009-2010 Surface Water Assessment Grant (SWAG)
4 For lakes that have not been assessed, denotes dates of historical data
5 FDL WQS denotes all data types included in FDL's Water Quality Program (physical, chemistry and biology)

1Assessment for Eutrophication of Lakes in accordance with MPCA Standards (Total Phophorus (TP), cholorphyll a , Secchi disk transparency) or Fond du 
Lac Water Quality Standards (FDL WQS)
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TABLE 4 - RIVERS AND STREAMS WATER QUALITY DATA
RIVER  I.D.  # DATA

From To
Remote Rivers
North Fork 9-219 East Section Line 

Sec.32, T46N, R17W
Border of Carlton Co. and 
State of WI in Sec. 19, 
T47N, R15W

yes

Nemadji 9-219 East Section Line 
Sec.32, T46N, R17W

Border of Carlton Co. and 
State of WI in Sec. 19, 
T47N, R15W

yes

South Fork 9-254 Confluence w/ Net 
River Sec. 34, T47N, 
R16 W

Border of Carlton Co. and 
State of WI  

yes

Nemadji River 9-254 Confluence w/ Net 
River Sec. 34, T47N, 
R16 W

Border of Carlton Co. and 
State of WI  

yes

LEGAL DISCRIPTION

Net 9-260 West Section Line, 
Sec. 21, T46N, R16W

Confluence w/ S. Fork 
Nemadji River in Sec. 34, 
T47N, T16W

yes
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TABLE 4 - RIVERS AND STREAMS WATER QUALITY DATA
RIVER  I.D.  # DATA

From To
LEGAL DISCRIPTION

Forested Rivers
Kettle 9-166 State Hwy 210 Bridge, 

N Section Line, Sec 6, 
T48N, R19W (Public 
ditch that has altered 
the natural 
watercourse) 

NE1/4, Sec 7, T48N, 
R19W

yes

Kettle 9-166 SW1/4, Sec 36, T48N, 
R20W

Border of Carlton and Pine 
Counties in Sec 32/33, 
T46N, R20W

yes

Moose 9-182 Outlet of Moosehead 
Lake in Sec 29, T46N, 
R19W

Border of Carlton and Pine 
Counties in Sec 36, T46M, 
R20W

Moose Horn 9-183 W Section Line, Sec 
15, T48N, R18W

Inlet of Mosoehead Lake 
in Sec 21, T46N, R19W

yes

St. Louis 9-193 Border of St. Louis 
and Carlton Counties 
in Sec 4, T49N, R17W

Border of St. Louis and 
Carlton Counties in Sec 6, 
T48N, R15W

Blackhoof Creek 9-234 N Section Line, T48N, 
R17W

Sec 31, Confluence with 
Nemadji River in Sec 29, 
T47N, R16W

yes
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TABLE 4 - RIVERS AND STREAMS WATER QUALITY DATA
RIVER  I.D.  # DATA

From To
LEGAL DISCRIPTION

Tributary Streams
Hasty Brook (HB) 9-158 18-49-19 4-49-20
Unnamed to HB 9-159 24-49-20 14-49-20
Unnamed to HB 9-160 5-49-20 5-49-20
Tamarack River (TR) 9-161 32-49-20 31-49-21 yes
Unnamed to TR 9-162 8-48-20 9-48-20
Unnamed to TR 9-163 33-49-20 32-49-20
Unnamed to TR 9-164 32-49-20 32-49-20
Little Tamarack Rivers 9-165 15-49-21 7-49-21
Unnamed to KR 9-167 9-48-19 18-48-19
Heikkila Creek 9-168 29-48-20 9-47-20
Unnamed to KR 9-169 8-47-20 16-47-20
West Branch Kettle 9-170 18-48-21 20-47-20 yes
River (WBKR)
Unnamed Tributary 9-171 17-48-21 17-48-21
Unnamed to WBKR 9-172 4-47-21 4-47-21
Dead Moose River 9-173 19-47-21 5-46-20 yes
Silver Creek (SC) 9-174 32-47-21 16-46-20 yes
Unnamed to SC 9-175 3-46-21 3-46-21
Unnamed to SC 9-176 18-46-20 17-46-20
Gillespie Brook (GB) 9-177 26-47-20 28-46-20 yes
Unnamed to GB 9-178 13-47-20 30-47-19
Split Rock River (SRR) 9-179 31-46-21 32-46-20 yes
Unnamed to SRR 9-180 30-46-21 30-46-21
Unnamed to SRR 9-181 36-46-21 25-46-21
Moose Horn River 
(MHR) 

9-183 3-48-18 16-48-18 yes

Unnamed to MHR 9-184 27-48-18 35-48-18
Park Lake Creek 9-185 29-48-18 8-47-18
King Creek (KC) 9-186 1-47-19 19-47-18
Unnamed to KC 9-187 1-47-19 1-47-19
West Branch Moose 
Horn River (WBMHR)

9-188 3-47-19 36-47-19 yes
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TABLE 4 - RIVERS AND STREAMS WATER QUALITY DATA
RIVER  I.D.  # DATA

From To
LEGAL DISCRIPTION

Unnamed to WBMHR 9-189 20-47-19 29-47-19
Unnamed to MHR 9-190 16-46-19 21-46-19
Portage River 9-191 5-46-18 21-46-19
Unnamed Tributary 9-192 36-49-19 2-48-19
Simian Creek 9-194 10-49-18 1-49-18 yes
Crystal Creek 9-198 17-49-16 31-49-16 yes
Crystal Creek 9-199 1-48-17 6-48-16 yes
Midway River (MR) 9-200 1-49-16 5-48-16 yes
Elm Creek 9-201 2-49-16 1-49-16 yes
Unnamed to MR 9-202 2-49-16 12-49-16
Unnamed to Unnamed 9-203 12-49-16 12-49-16
Unnamed to MR 9-204 12-49-16 12-49-16
Hay Creek 9-205 4-49-16 15-49-16 yes
Unnamed to MR 9-206 29-49-16 33-49-16
Otter Creek (OC) 9-207 26-49-18 8-48-16 yes
Unnamed to OC 9-209 4-48-17 10-48-17
Little Otter Creek (LOC) 9-210 11-48-18 10-48-17

Unnamed to LOC 9-211 5-48-17 7-48-17
Silver Creek (SiC) 9-212 17-48-16 15-48-16 yes
Unnamed to SiC 9-213 29-48-16 16-48-16
Gill Creek 9-214 2-48-16 2-48-16
Little River 9-215 2-48-16 1-48-16
Mission Creek 9-216 26-49-16 36-49-16 yes
Red River (RR) 9-217 26-48-16 30-48-15
Unnamed to RR 9-218 24-48-16 19-48-15
North Fork Nemadji 
River (NFNR)

9-219 33-46-17 33-46-17 yes

Unnamed to NFNR 9-220 31-46-17 31-46-17
Unnamed to Unnamed 9-221 36-46-18 31-46-17
Unnamed to NFNR 9-222 26-46-18 5-46-18
Unnamed to NFNR 9-223 19-46-17 9-46-17
Nemadji Creek (NC) 9-224 22-46-18 9-46-17
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TABLE 4 - RIVERS AND STREAMS WATER QUALITY DATA
RIVER  I.D.  # DATA

From To
LEGAL DISCRIPTION

Unnamed to NC 9-225 16-46-18 15-46-18
Unnamed to NC 9-226 16-46-18 15-46-18
Hunter's Creek (HC) 9-227 35-47-18 13-46-18
Unnamed to HC 9-228 34-47-18 35-47-18
Unnamed to HC 9-229 34-47-18 2-46-18
Unnamed to NC 9-230 7-46-17 7-46-17
Skunk Creek (SkC) 9-231 28-47-17 36-47-17 yes
Unnamed to SkC 9-232 30-47-17 35-47-17
Unnamed to Unnamed 9-233 6-46-17 34-47-17
Unnamed to BC 9-235 30-48-17 30-48-17
Unnamed to BC 9-236 14-47-18 12-47-18
Unnamed to BC 9-237 20-47-17 27-47-17
Deer Creek (DC) 9-238 11-47-17 28-47-16 yes
Unnamed to DC 9-239 19-47-16 20-47-16
Unnamed to DC 9-240 24-47-17 29-47-16
Rock Creek (RC) 9-241 12-47-17 24-47-16 yes
Unnamed to RC 9-242 17-47-16 17-47-16
Unnamed to Unnamed 9-243 17-47-16 17-47-16
Mud Creek(MC) 9-244 6-47-16 18-47-15
Unnamed to MC 9-245 9-47-16 16-47-16
Unnamed to Unnamed 9-246 16-47-16 16-47-16
Unnamed to MC 9-247 10-47-16 14-47-16
Unnamed to MC 9-248 10-47-16 13-47-16
Unnamed to MC 9-249 13-47-16 13-47-16
Clear Creek (CC) 9-250 33-48-16 7-47-15
Unnamed to CC 9-251 27-46-17 3-47-16
Unnamed to CC 9-252 2-47-16 2-47-16
Unnamed to CC 9-253 1-47-16 1-47-16
South Fork Nemadji 
River (SFNR)

9-254 12-46-17 34-47-16 yes

Clear Creek  9-255 29-46-17 12-46-17
Anderson Creek 9-256 26-46-17 12-46-17
Silver Creek 9-257 25-46-17 14-46-17
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TABLE 4 - RIVERS AND STREAMS WATER QUALITY DATA
RIVER  I.D.  # DATA

From To
LEGAL DISCRIPTION

Stony Brook 9-258 21-46-17 11-46-17
Unnamed to SFNR 9-259 7-46-16 6-46-16
Net River (NR) 9-260 36-46-17 36-46-17 yes
Unnamed to NR 9-261 33-46-16 32-46-16
Unnamed to NR 9-262 9-46-16 9-46-16
Unnamed to NR 9-263 4-46-16 4-46-16
Little Net River (LNR) 9-264 34-46-16 3-46-16
Unnamed to LNR 9-265 26-46-16 26-46-16
Unnamed to LNR 9-266 27-46-16 27-46-16
Unnamed to NR 9-267 11-46-16 34-47-16
Section 36 Creek (SeC) 9-268 13-46-16 36-47-16
Unnamed to SeC 9-269 11-46-16 1-46-16
Unnamed to SeC 9-270 13-46-16 36-47-16
Unnamed to SeC 9-271 1-46-16 36-47-16
State Line Creek 9-272 31-46-15 30-47-15
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TABLE 5 -  IMPAIRED WATERS OF CARLTON COUNTY

WATER BODY AFFECTED USE POLLUTANT/STRESSOR
St. Louis River (several reaches) Aquatic Consumption PCB, Hg
Kettle River (several reaches) Aquatic Consumption Hg
Thomson Reservoir Aquatic Consumption Hg
Sand Lake Aquatic Consumption Hg
Park Lake Aquatic Consumption Hg
Moosehead Lake Aquatic Consumption Hg
Hanging Horn Lake Aquatic Consumption Hg
Eddy Lake Aquatic Consumption Hg
Cross Lake Aquatic Consumption Hg
Tamarack Lake Aquatic Consumption, Aquatic Recreation Hg, Excess Nutrients
Upper Island Lake Aquatic Recreation Excess Nutrients
Lower Island Lake Aquatic Recreation Excess Nutrients
Eagle Lake Aquatic Recreation Excess Nutrients
Rock Creek Aquatic Life Turbidityq y
Deer Creek Aquatic Life Turbidity
Nemadji River Aquatic Life Turbidity

Hg = Mercury 
PCB = Polychlorinated biphenyls
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TABLE 6 - SEWER COMPLIANCE INSPECTIONS COMPLETED FOR 
EXISTING SYSTEMS - POINT OF SALES AND ZONING PERMITS

YEAR NUMBER OF 
INSPECTIONS

PERCENT FAILING

2003 86 26%
2004 70 33%
2005 109 19%
2006 88 19%
2007 100 15%
2008 71 18%
Average 87 22%
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TABLE 7 - SUMMARY OF WETLAND CONSERVATION ACT ACTIVITIES 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 TOTAL
Number of exemption determinations approved by LGU: 13 14 19 37 24 11 118
Wetland acres impacted via exemptions: 2.11 1.95 3.14 5.01 9 1.05865 22.2687
Number of wetland banking applications reviewed: 0 0 1 1 1 0 1*
Number of wetland banking site monitoring assessments completed: 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Number of replacement plans reviewed: 7 4 4 2 5 5 27
Number of acres drained/filled under WCA replacement plan: 8.6 3.32 1.29 0.96 3.566 2.816 20.552

* = same wetland banking application was reviewed with modifications

WETLAND CONSERVATION ACT ACTIVITY YEAR
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INTRODUCTION 
The following Priority Concerns Scoping Document was developed in accordance with 
the changes to the Comprehensive Local Water Management Act; Statutes: 103B.304-
103B.355.  This scoping document lists the priority concerns the Carlton County Water 
Management Task Force has chosen along with a detailed account of how these concerns 
were identified and chosen. 
 
County Primer 
Carlton County is a large rural county covering 862 square miles.  It is located in 
northeastern Minnesota within easy commuting distance to the Duluth-Superior 
metropolitan area.  The county seat is located in the City of Carlton.  Surrounding 
counties include St. Louis to the north, Aitkin to the west, Pine to the south and Douglas 
County of Wisconsin to the east.  Carlton County contains 10 cities (Barnum, Carlton, 
Cloquet, Cromwell, Kettle River, Moose Lake, Scanlon, Thomson, Wrenshall and 
Wright), 19 organized townships (Atkinson, Automba, Barnum, Beseman, Blackhoof, 
Eagle, Holyoke, Kalevala, Lakeview, Mahtowa, Moose Lake, Perch Lake, Silver, Silver 
Brook, Skelton, Split Rock, Thomson, Twin Lakes and Wrenshall) and 5 unorganized 
townships (Clear Creek, Corona, Progress, Red Clover and Sawyer). 
 
The 2000 United States Census reports a county population of 31,671 people.  The 
projected population for 2007 was 33,990, or a growth of about 1% per year.  
Approximately 50% of the county’s population lives in cities and another 25% of people 
live in the five most populated townships (Thomson, Twin Lakes, Moose Lake, Perch 
Lake and Blackhoof). 
 
The state of Minnesota is divided into ten major basins.  Carlton County is unique in that 
it overlaps three of those basins:  Lake Superior, Mississippi River and St. Croix River.  
At the sub-basin level, Carlton County is divided into four major watersheds:  St. Louis 
River, Nemadji River, Kettle River and the Mississippi River / Grand Rapids watersheds. 
 
The following table provides an inventory of estimated acreage for each land cover 
category in the County.   
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Land Use Total Acres 
Bare Rock 166
Coniferous Forest 54,438
Cultivated Land 10,574
Deciduous Forest 172,816
Farmsteads and Rural Residences 2,545
Forest Cut-Overs 21,321
Grassland 96,498
Gravel Pits and Open Mines 967
Mixed Wood Forest 16,504
Open Water 11,864
Other Rural Developments 4,344
Shrubby Grassland 3,786
Urban/Industrial 4,523
Wetlands – Bogs 99,024
Wetland – Marshes & Fens 44,293

TOTAL ACRES 543,663 
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This table was prepared as part of the Carlton County Comprehensive Plan dated 2001.  
A land use inventory was conducted by the Arrowhead Regional Development 
Commission (ARDC) using GIS software.  Land uses were delineated based on available 
zoning maps, aerial photographs and conversations with local communities for accuracy.   
 
According to the Carlton County Comprehensive Plan, most development within the next 
20 years is anticipated to occur in the northeastern part of the County and along Interstate 
35.  This growth is anticipated to be primarily residential, with commercial development 
occurring directly adjacent to highway corridors.  In general, most commercial and 
industrial development will remain along the Interstate 35 corridor. 
 
Plan Information 
Carlton County Planning and Zoning is the local government unit (LGU) responsible for 
the local water management plan program.  The Carlton County water planning process 
started when the Board of Commissioners passed a resolution on December 8, 1987, to 
enter into the Comprehensive Local Water Planning process under Chapter 103B.311 and 
103B.315.  The original Carlton County Comprehensive Local Water Plan was 
completed and adopted in late 1990.  Implementation of the plan began immediately the 
next year.  In 1996, the County completed its first plan update.  The 2002-2009 Carlton 
County Water Plan update combines information from the 1990 plan and 1996 update 
with new information identified by county advisors, county staff and the general public.  
The current plan will expire at the end of 2009.  
 
PRIORITY CONCERNS HISTORY  
The Carlton County Local Water Management planning process addressed the priority 
concerns as follows: 
 
April 8, 2008:  The Carlton County Board of Commissioners resolved to update the 
current Water Plan. 
 
April 18, 2008:  The Carlton County Water Planner sent a letter indicating the intent to 
update the plan, along with a request for input on priority concerns, request for a copy of 
any water and related land resource plans and a request for volunteers for the Water Plan 
Task Force.  The letter was sent to all townships, cities, adjacent counties, lake 
associations, local legislators, Carlton County Board of Commissioners, Soil and Water 
Conservation District (SWCD) Board Members, Fond du Lac Environmental Program, 
and representatives of the Department of Natural Resources (DNR), Minnesota 
Department of Agriculture (MDA), Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR), 
Environmental Quality Board (EQB), Minnesota Department of Health (MDH), Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) and the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
(MPCA).   
 
June 13, 2008:  Responses for priority concerns were due from the groups listed above. 
 
June and July 2008:  Phone calls were made to the various agencies reminding them to 
provide their priority concerns.  Responses were received from Carlton County Water 
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Planner, Carlton County SWCD Program Manager, BWSR, City of Thomson, Chub Lake 
Association, Hanging Horn Lake Association, Tamarack Watershed Group, Fond du Lac 
Environment Program, MDH, DNR, MPCA and Pine County SWCD.   These responses 
are summarized on the attached Table 1 Summary of Agency and Local Units of 
Government Input.   
 
Based on the priority concerns input, the responses were categorized into areas of 
concern.  These included (number of responses in parentheses):  Water Quality (17), 
Education (6), Drinking Water (2), Land Use (1), Stormwater (4), Septic Systems (3), 
Wetlands (4) and Regulations (4).  After categorizing the responses, the Water Planner 
met with two staff from the Carlton County SWCD (July 29, 2008) to review the 
responses and areas of concerns.  Based on the areas of concern, a Carlton County 
Citizen Survey was developed.  This survey is included as Table 2.  The Carlton County 
Water Planner and SWCD also reviewed the current Water Plan to determine which goals 
have been met, which are no longer important or feasible and which goals should be 
retained in the updated plan. 
 
August 12, 2008:  The Carlton County Board of Commissioners approved the Carlton 
County Water Plan Task Force.  The Task Force is composed of the following persons:  
Lu Olean (Township Representative), Ann Gustafson (City Representative), Kari 
Jacobson-Hedin (Fond du Lac Representative), Carol Hauck (SWCD Representative), 
Len Hansmeyer (Citizen-at-Large), Harvey Ukura (Lake Association Representative), 
and Dick Brenner (Carlton County Commissioner).  Table 3 summarizes the members of 
the Task Force and the members of the Technical Advisory Committee. 
 
August 14-17, 2008:  The Carlton County Citizen Survey was distributed at the Carlton 
County Fair in Barnum, Minnesota.  A total of 56 responses were received.  The number 
in parentheses indicates the number of votes each area of concern received.   
 
1.  Lake and Stream Water Quality (35) 
2.  Lack of Environmental Education (26) 
3.  Drinking Water Quality (20) 
4.  Development Impacts / Land Use (32) 
5.  Stormwater Management (18) 
6.  Non-compliant Septic Systems (29) 
7.  Loss of Wetlands / Quality of Wetlands (32) 
8.  Lack of Regulations (8) 
 
The most threatened resource and number of votes were: 
 
1.  Groundwater (20) 
2.  Wetlands (11) 
3.  Lakes (14) 
4.  Rivers and Streams (11) 
 

- 3 - 



CCaarrllttoonn  CCoouunnttyy    PPrriioorriittyy  CCoonncceerrnnss  SSccooppiinngg  DDooccuummeenntt  

The survey indicated that Carlton County citizens believe the top four problems in order 
of highest response are lake and stream water quality, development impacts/land use, loss 
of wetlands/quality of wetlands (tied), and non-compliant septic systems.  The resource 
that Carlton County citizens found to be the most threatened was groundwater, followed 
by lakes, then streams and rivers and lastly, wetlands.   
 
August 26, 2008:  The Carlton County Water Plan Task Force met for the first time.  The 
agenda included reviewing the previous water plans, reviewing agency and government 
responses, reviewing the Carlton County Citizen Survey responses and developing a plan 
for gathering further input from Carlton County citizens.   
 
The Task Force developed a plan that included soliciting citizen input at three public 
meetings to be held around Carlton County and an online survey posted on the Carlton 
County website.  The meetings were scheduled for October 7 in Carlton, October 8 in 
Cromwell and October 9 in Moose Lake.  The on-line survey was made available on the 
County’s website on September 8, 2008.   
 
September 15-19, 2008:  News releases were featured in four area newspapers 
announcing the public meetings and web survey. 
 
September 22-26, 2008: Advertisements were placed in four area newspapers 
announcing the public meetings and web survey. 
 
September 30, 2008:  The Carlton County Water Plan Task Force met to develop a 
process for soliciting input during the public meetings.  The Task Force decided to use 
the same approach as the survey, except use a poster board with sticky notes.  Each 
attendee had four sticky notes to put behind the area of concern they felt was most 
important. 
 
October 7, 2008:  A public meeting was held in Carlton and was attended by 8 people.  
A brief presentation was given on the Water Management Plan.  After the presentation, 
attendees were given a chance to place their sticky notes on each area of concern.  Once 
the sticky notes were placed, each area of concern was discussed.  Comments are as 
follows.  The number in parentheses indicates the number of votes each area of concern 
received.   
 
1.  Lake and Stream Water Quality (8) 
 -  need monitoring and begin a database to show results 
 -  need to protect them from pollution and construction 
 -  need a county wide lake association 
 - possible ordinance for existing residence at point of sale to add buffer to 
 lakeshore and not grandfather them in 
 -  livestock in rivers and streams 
 -  residential use of pesticides and/or fertilizers near lakeshore 
 -  perched culverts 
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2.  Lack of Environmental Education (4) 
 - should concentrate educational efforts with the following groups:  schools, 
 contractors, developers, landscapers, lakeshore residents, medical facilities, Board 
 of Adjustment, churches, community education, girl and boy scouts, local 
 government, Kiwanis, rotary clubs, nursery growers and outdoor sport groups 
 - education should concentrate on shoreline issues, recycling, medication 
 disposal, burning garbage, fertilizers, low-impact development, low-impact 
 recreation and wetlands 
 
3.  Drinking Water Quality (4) 
 - abandoned wells 
 - backyard dumps polluting drinking water sources 
 - general concern over quality of drinking water and what possible pollutants 
 might be there and what business/sources could be responsible 
 
4.  Development Impacts / Land Use (4) 
 -  runoff from construction sites, no enforcement of the law 
 -  too much development 
 -  excessive seasonal cabins converted to homes 
 -  too many variances granted 
 -  lack of green space 
 - smaller lakes and streams not regulated and are very sensitive, set basic 
 standards for all water bodies 
 
5.  Stormwater Management (2) 
 -  working with contractors and developers 
 -  lack of enforcement 
 -  may need a County ordinance 
 -  maintenance of stormwater ponds 
 
6.  Non-compliant Septic Systems (3) 
 -  septic system inventory 
  -  tougher regulations 
 -  development of experimental systems 
 
7.  Loss of Wetlands / Quality of Wetlands (4) 
 
8.  Lack of Regulations (2) 
 -  stormwater 
 -  septic systems 
 -  shoreline development 
 -  good data and science to back up regulations 
 
October 8, 2008:  A public meeting was held in Cromwell and was attended by 1 person.  
The same format as the Carlton meeting was followed.    
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1.  Lake and Stream Water Quality (1) 
 -  lake water quality is getting better because of the city sewer around Island Lake 
 -  more aquatic vegetation than usual 
 -  still concerns with grey water and old septic systems leaching into lakes 
 
2.  Lack of Environmental Education (1) 
 - should concentrate educational efforts with the following groups:  lakeshore 
 owners, city and township employees, snowmobile clubs, ATV clubs and horse 
 clubs 
 - education should concentrate on septic systems, land use around lakes, 
 wetlands and burning and burying garbage 
 
3.  Drinking Water Quality 
 - radon in drinking water in Cromwell area 
 
4.  Development Impacts / Land Use (1) 
 -  cabins reconstructed into permanent homes on small lots 
 
5.  Stormwater Management 
 
6.  Non-compliant Septic Systems (1) 
 -  biggest impact to lakes in the area 
 
7.  Loss of Wetlands / Quality of Wetlands 
 
8.  Lack of Regulations 
 
October 9, 2008:  A public meeting was held in Moose Lake and was attended by 4 
people.    The same format as the Carlton meeting was followed.    
 
1.  Lake and Stream Water Quality (4) 
 -  notice a difference in water quality after the fair 
 -  should concentrate efforts on pinpointing sources of contamination 
 -  should continuously monitor flow on rivers and streams 
  -  should have a monitoring plan for all lakes in the county 
 -  non-compliant sewers and saunas 
 -  should mandate buffers along shoreline 
 -  need wetlands for runoff, should monitor wetlands 
 -  Moose Lake is filling with sand from storm sewers and every year they dump 
 sand at the beach 
 -  too much sand and salt used on roads 
 
2.  Lack of Environmental Education (1) 
 - should concentrate educational efforts with the following groups:  realtors, 
 schools, lake associations, scouts 
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 - education should concentrate on non-phosphorus fertilizers, buffers, non-toxic 
 cleaning supplies, changing oil and car maintenance, recycling and household 
 hazardous waste 
 
3.  Drinking Water Quality (1) 
 - protect groundwater for the future 
 
4.  Development Impacts / Land Use (3) 
 - Planned Unit Development (PUD) on Hanging Horn Lake and all other 
 development should be restricted on lakes 
 -  concerns with developing in clay 
 - developments are removing too much aquatic vegetation and terrestrial 
 vegetation 
 -  lack of enforcement of existing land use regulations 
 -  too many variances are granted 
 -  developments building too many roads, more impervious surfaces 
 
5.  Stormwater Management (1) 
 -  too much sand and road salts 
 -  sand in Moose Lake 
 
6.  Non-compliant Septic Systems (2) 
 -  general concern 
  -  2 citizens thought that all septic systems should be under compliance within 10 
 years and should be tested for compliance every ten years 
 -  2 citizens thought that all septic systems within shoreland zone should be under 
 compliance within 10 years and should be tested for compliance every ten years 
 
7.  Loss of Wetlands / Quality of Wetlands (3) 
 -  no filling in any wetland without proper permits 
 
8.  Lack of Regulations (2) 
 -  enforcement of existing regulations, including setbacks and lot size 
 
September 8 – October 28, 2008:  The on-line survey was made available on the 
County’s website.  The survey had twelve responses.  Each participant was allowed to 
vote for four priority concerns.  These included (number of votes in parentheses):  Water 
Quality (12), Education (6), Drinking Water (6), Land Use (9), Stormwater (4), Septic 
Systems (8), Wetlands (10) and Regulations (5).  The survey also indicated that the most 
threatened resource was lakes, followed by groundwater, wetlands and rivers and 
streams.   
 
October 30 and November 18, 2008:  The Carlton County Water Plan Task Force met 
to review the public input process, the results and select priority concerns.  A summary of 
all of the input is provided as Table 4. 
 

- 7 - 



CCaarrllttoonn  CCoouunnttyy    PPrriioorriittyy  CCoonncceerrnnss  SSccooppiinngg  DDooccuummeenntt  

April 16, 2009:  The Carlton County Water Planner sent a letter and/or email at the 
request of the BWSR Board to Sappi and Potlach indicating the intent to update the plan, 
along with a request for input on priority concerns and request for a copy of any water 
and related land resource plans.   
 
PRIORITY CONCERNS SELECTION 
After discussion and evaluation of public input by the Task Force, the following three 
Priority Concerns were chosen:  
 
Water Quality in County Lakes, Rivers and Streams 
There are thirteen lakes in the County that are on the 2008 Impaired Water list, two of 
which are impaired due to excess nutrients (Eagle Lake and Lower Island Lake).  
Twenty-three reaches of streams and rivers have been identified as impaired due to a 
combination of conditions, including turbidity in the Nemadji River and Deer Creek.  The 
majority of surface water in the County has not been assessed to determine whether the 
water is impaired or not.  While the Task Force felt that water quality in Carlton County 
is very good, they felt that it was important to maintain or improve current conditions.  
This priority concern was ranked highest by government agencies, the survey at the 
county fair, web survey and at public meetings.  The selection of water quality in county 
lakes, rivers and streams as a priority concern includes supporting the Impaired 
Waters/Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) process, assessing water to determine 
impairment and maintaining and improving water quality. 
 
Development Impacts and Land Use 
According to the Carlton County Comprehensive Plan, most development within the next 
20 years is anticipated to occur in the northeastern part of the County and along Interstate 
35.  With the close proximity to Duluth and Superior, Carlton County is seeing additional 
development of rural lands for residential housing.  Due to the excellent recreational 
opportunities in Carlton County, it is also ideal for seasonal residents.  Many of the small 
cabins along lakeshore have converted to retirement homes.  This priority concern was 
ranked third highest according to public input.  The selection of development impacts and 
land use as a priority concern includes incorporating land use issues such as non-
compliant septic systems (ranked 4th), stormwater (ranked 7th) and wetland management 
(ranked 2nd). 
 
Promote and Educate the Public about the County’s Water Resources 
Education is a major component of all of the selected priority concerns, but the Task 
Force felt it deserved a priority of its own.  The selection of education as a priority 
concern includes both promoting programs that are currently in place to enhance our 
water resources and the development of new programs. 
 
CONCERNS NOT ADDRESSED BY THE PLAN 
As detailed above, many of the issues brought up during the public input process will be 
incorporated in each of the three priority concerns.   
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Two priority concerns that were not selected, drinking water quality and lack of 
regulations, will not be addressed in this plan.  Comments received regarding drinking 
water quality included abandoned wells and developing a local groundwater quality 
database.  Abandoned wells will be addressed in the education priority concern.  The 
development of a local groundwater quality database will be explored but not 
incorporated into this Water Plan update. 
 
Comments received regarding lack of regulations included adopting a point-of-sale 
compliance inspection for septic systems.  The Task Force felt that it was important to 
support this change to the local ordinance.  Since the ordinance is currently under 
revision, the Task Force made a formal recommendation to the Planning Commission.  
Most of the comments received regarding regulations were related to enforcement of 
existing regulations rather than creation of new regulations. 
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TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF AGENCY AND LOCAL UNITS OF GOVERNMENT INPUT 

Agency PRIORITY CONCERNS INPUT - 1 PRIORITY CONCERNS INPUT - 2 PRIORITY CONCERNS INPUT - 3 PRIORITY CONCERNS INPUT - 4
Carlton County Water 
Planner, Heather 
Cunningham

Water quality monitoring. There is a need
for more lake and river monitoring and an
easy access database of local information.
Many of our lakes and rivers have not been
monitored on a consistent basis and some
not at all. It is difficult to assess water
quality when there is a lack of water
chemistry and water quality data. Included
in this concern would be the continued
support of the TMDL process on Lower
Island Lake, Eagle Lake, Deer Creek and
Nemadji River. (WQ) 

Stormwater pollution prevention. There is a
need to fill in the gap between what is not
regulated by the MPCA, such as
construction projects less than 1 acre in
size. There is a need for more vigilant
inspection of projects both larger and
smaller than 1 acre. (SW)

Water resource education. Support and
distribute water resource education via
media such as quarterly newsletters, lake
associations, water quality workshops,
articles in local papers, websites and radio.
This would also include both the general
public and contractors. (E)

Carlton County SWCD, 
Brad Matlack

Lake association assistance. This is
important to continue the momentum from
the 2008 Waters Summit. Action needed
includes 1) A clearing house of resources
and answers to lake questions. 2. More
meetings with focused information on weed
control options, invasive species, erosion
control, water quality issues. (WQ, E)

Addressing priority erosion control and
water quality issues. Cooperative
educational effort with partners to educate
citizens of BMP for water quality
improvement. (WQ, E)

Board of Water and Soil Land Use. As previous water plan Nemadji River and other 303d listed waters. Livestock management. Feedlots and
Resources, Jason 
Weinerman

p p
indicates, development around lakes and
rivers can contribute to declining water
quality. (LU)

j
(WQ)

g
grazing next to rivers, streams and lakes
can contribute significant pollutants to the
water body.       (WQ)

City of Thomson, Ann 
Gustafson

Mercury/acid rain and PSBs that fall into the
lakes from various industries. These
collecting in fish and wildlife rendering them
dangerous for human consumption. (WQ)

Pesticide and herbicide run-off (non-point
source).  (WQ)

Thermal pollution from pavement run-off
and deforestation (non-point).  (SW, WQ)

Sediment runoff and development of
wetlands. (SW, W)

Chub Lake Association Runoff from West Chub Lake old horse
farm. (WC)

Ensuring septic systems are in compliance.
(SS)

Hanging Horn Lake 
Association, Tony and 
Sandy Wentkiewicz

Shoreland regulations are not being
enforced. Excessive number of variances
are applied for and granted. (R)

Need to restore shoreline with natural
vegetation and increase shoreland buffer
zones in agricultural areas. (WQ)

Get people involved in preserving and
improving the environment by recycling and
using environmentally safe products. (E)

Tamarack Watershed 
Group, Harvey Ukura

All individual sanitary sewers within 800 feet
of a lake's OHWL and more than 10 years
old must be inspected to see if they are in
compliance with County Ordinance #25 and
if not in compliance be brought into
compliance within one year. (SS)

All contractors who are working on
shoreland and are not in compliance with
the County Ordinance will be stopped and a
shoreland mitigation plan be submitted. (R)

Fond du Lac 
Environmental Program, 
Kari Hedin, Nancy 
Schuldt, Rick Gitar

Fund and construct a wastewater collection
and treatment facility for the Big Lake
Sanitary District. (SS)

Exploratory drilling by mining companies,
which can lead to loss of wetlands and
groundwater and surface water
contamination. (W, WQ)

Problematic culverts. We have several
culverts on the Fond du Lac Reservation
that are perched, improperly installed, or
nonfunctional. These culverts prevent fish
passage, create dams, and cause erosion.
We assume problematic culverts also exist
within other areas of Carlton County as well.
(SW)
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SUMMARY OF AGENCY AND LOCAL UNITS OF GOVERNMENT INPUT 

Agency PRIORITY CONCERNS INPUT - 1 PRIORITY CONCERNS INPUT - 2 PRIORITY CONCERNS INPUT - 3 PRIORITY CONCERNS INPUT - 4
MN Department of Health, 
Beth Kluthe

Protect ground water based drinking water
sources within Carlton County. (DW)

Sealing unused, unsealed wells. (DW) Develop a local ground water quality data
base. (WQ)

MN DNR Fisheries, 
Deserae Hendrickson

Recommend deleting Goal 4, Objective A,
Action 1 Beaver Control from Water Plan.
(R)

DNR recommends that the County consider
adding additional trout stream tributaries
from the revised Protected Waters Inventory
Map (1996) in the Shoreland Classification
for waters subject to all shoreland zoning
and permitting. (R)

MN DNR Lands and 
Minerals Division, Julie 
Jordan

Allow for drainage of peatlands for peat
mining under permitted circumstances. (W)

MN DNR Ecological 
Resources, Rian Reed

Lake water quality. (WQ) Nemadji River Watershed. (WQ)

MN Pollution Control 
Agency

Impaired waters/Total Maximum Daily Loads
(TMDL) (WQ) 

Development and Implementation of
Watershed Projection Strategies. (WQ)

Wetland protection. (W) Collaboration with the State of Wisconsin in
the Nemadji River Basin. (WQ)

Pine SWCD, Sam Martin 
(concerns for Pine County 
were provided)

TMDL's (WQ) Working more with lake associations.
Involving more volunteers in monitoring and
getting more people active in their
associations.  (E)

Education: Informing the public of best
management practices and the good
activities the SWCD is doing. (E)

Area of Concern Number of Responses
Water Quality (WQ) 17
Education (E) 6
Drinking Water (DW) 2
Land Use (LU) 1
Stormwater (SW) 4
Septic Systems (SS) 3
Wetlands (W) 4
Regulations (R) 4

Based on the input, the responses were categorized into the following areas of concern:
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Carlton County Citizen Survey 
 
Which City or Township do you live in?  
 
        

 
Which resource do you feel is the most threatened? 
Rank 1-4, with 1 being the most threatened. 
___  Groundwater (drinking water) 
___  Wetlands 
___  Lakes 
___  Streams/Rivers 
___  Other ____________________________ 
 
Related to the above resources, what do you feel are 
the top four problems in Carlton County? Rank 1-4, 
with 1 being the biggest problem. 
___  Lake and stream water quality 
___  Lack of environmental education 
___  Drinking water quality 
___  Development impacts/land use 
___  Stormwater management 
___  Non-compliant septic systems 
___  Loss of wetlands / quality of wetlands 
___  Lack of regulations 
 
 
Additional Comments/Suggestions: 
 
__________________________________________ 
 
__________________________________________ 
 
__________________________________________ 
 
__________________________________________ 
 
__________________________________________ 
 
__________________________________________ 
 
__________________________________________ 
 
__________________________________________ 
 

TABLE 2 
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TABLE 3

WATER PLAN TASK FORCE

Task Force Representative First Name Last Name Title Address City, State, Zip
Township Representative Lu Olean Twin Lakes Township Treasurer 1360 Cologne Road Carlton, MN 55718
City Representative Ann Gustafson City of Thomson, Cloquet Middle School Teacher 29 Myra Avenue Carlton, MN 55718
Fond du Lac Representative Kari Jacobson Hedin Watershed Specialist 1720 Big Lake Road Cloquet, MN 55720
Soil and Water Conservation District Carol Hauck SWCD Supervisor 3828 County Road 4 Mahtowa, MN 55707
Soil and Water Conservation District Merril Loy SWCD Supervisor 337 Cedar Avenue Carlton, MN 55718
Citizen-at-Large Representative Len Hansmeyer Citizen-at-Large, Chub Lake Committee 1554 Bass Bay Road Carlton, MN 55718
Lake Association Representative Harvey Ukura Tamarack River Watershed Group 6054 Lillian Lane Cromwell, MN 55726
County Commissioner Dick Brenner District 1 Commissioner 1501 Summit Avenue Cloquet, MN 55720

WATER PLAN TECHNICAL COMMITTEE

Agency First Name Last Name Title Address City, State Zip
Carlton County Bruce Benson Zoning, Solid Waste and WCA Administrator PO Box 220 Carlton, MN 55718
Carlton County Heather Cunningham Water Planner PO Box 220 Carlton, MN 55718
Carlton County Greg Bernu Land Commissioner 1630 County Road 61 Carlton, MN 55718
Board of Water and Soil Resources Jason Weinerman Board Conservationist 1601 Minnesota Drive Brainerd, MN 56401
Board of Water and Soil Resources Ryan Hughes Board Conservationist 394 South Lake Avenue, Room 403 Duluth, MN 55802
Soil and Water Conservation District Brad Matlock District Manager PO Box 29 Carlton, MN 55718
Soil and Water Conservation District Kelly Smith Conservation Technician PO Box 29 Carlton, MN 55718
MN Department of Natural Resources Patricia Fowler Area Hydrologist 1568 Highway 2 Two Harbors, MN 55616
MN Pollution Control Agency Brian Fredrickson Watershed Specialist 525 Lake Avenue South, Suite 400 Duluth, MN 55802
Fond du Lac Nancy Schuldt Water Protection Coordinator 1720 Big Lake Road Cloquet, MN 55720
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TABLE 4
SUMMARY OF INPUT - Government Agencies and Local Groups, County Fair, Web Survey and Public Meetings

PRIORITY 
CONCERNS

Lake and St
Water Qua

ream 
lity

Lac
Environ

Educ

k of 
mental 
ation

Drinking Water 
Quality Im

Development 
pacts / Land 

Use

Stormwater 
Management

Non-Compl
Septic Syst

iant 
ems

Loss of Wetlands 
/ Quality of 
Wetlands

Lack of 
Regulations

Government 
Agencies and Loc
Groups

al 17 6 2 1 4 3 4 4

County Fair 35 26 20 32 18 29 32 8

Web Survey 12 6 6 9 4 8 10 5

Public Meetings 13 6 5 8 3 6 7 4

Number of Votes 77 44 33 50 29 46 53 21
Rank 1 5 6 3 7 4 2 8

MOST 
THREATENED 
RESOURCE

Groundwater Wetlands Lakes Rivers and 
Streams

County Fair 20 11 14 11

Web Survey 3 2 5 1

Number of Votes 23 13 19 12
Rank 1 3 2 4


