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Background

The Garrision Kathio West Mille Lacs Lake Sanitary District has proposed to build a new sewer line. Theline
will carry wastewater to the ML Wastewater treatment facility located a short distance outside the District’s
boundaries. The sewer line will protect the extraordinary value of the area’s natural resources, recreation and
tourism, and the traditional community character. The District recognizes, however, the complex relationships
between investment in public infrastructure, development pressure, and water quality. The District conse-
guently decided to study the potential effects of the sewer line on natural resources, water quality and commu-
nity character.

Wastewater Problems

Many of the devel oped areas within the District were originally built as seasonal residences or fishing cabins.
Lot sizes are frequently substandard as measured against current zoning, shoreland, and | STS ordinances, and
soils are unable to support compliant ISTS system. Even on lots that might accommodate compliant septic
systems, many existing system are typically older, in need of maintenance, or designed for low intensity of use.
Coupled with the location of devel oped areas on lakeshores, existing devel opment poses substantial risk to
water quality.

The proposed sewer system will eliminate failing, incorrectly designed, or poorly managed on-site treatment
systems common to the area properties. The most heavily developed areas in the District include substandard
lots, even by sewered lake standards, and housing density that puts surface and ground water quality at
significant risk from septic failure. The proposed course of the sewer line follows the most heavily devel oped
areas of the District, and largely avoids undeveloped or natural areas. The project isthus consistent with the
existing and planned land uses along the project corridor, targeting those areas with septic-related risk rather
than areawith development potential.

Development and Water Quality

While mitigating the water quality risk from inadequate wastewater treatment, the proposed sewer line creates
anew risk for water quality; non-point pollution, |ake and stream temperature changes, and increased erosion
from stormwater runoff. New development in sewered areas typically occurs at a higher density than areas
served with ISTS treatment. Higher density development will result in moreintensive land use patterns than
currently exist, and more intensive than currently planned for by local governmental bodies. Whilerisk from
wastewater will be largely mitigated, more intensive and higher density development increases the amount of
impervious surface along lakeshore and wetland areas, increasing the volume, velocity, temperature, and
pollutant level of stormwater runoff.

The potential effect of new and more intensive land devel opment patterns made possible by the sewer is of
major concern to all parties involved with this project. To answer these concerns and to enhance public
communication, the District has conducted a series of public meetings and is participating in watershed and
land use planning efforts. These efforts and additional mitigation strategies are discussed in detail in the final
section of this report.

Background Study and 2 GKWMLLSD
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Description of Project Area

The serviceterritory of the Sanitary District includes the areafrom the Mille Lacs County portion of Whitefish
L ake past the northern edge of the City of Garrison, and following the Mille Lacs County line on the west until
its northern boundary, and running west then north in Crow Wing County to include all of Smith Lake and the
eastern shore of Borden Lake, then east to Lake Mille Lacs. The eastern edge of the Sanitary Didtrict follows
the shore of Lake Mille Lacs with the exception of the southern end of the District where the eastern border
follows State Highway 25. The areais approximately 9 mileslong (following Highway 169) and has atotal
areaof 7,414 acres. The corridor’s width ranges from less than one mile at the northern Mille Lacs/Crow
Wing border, to 2.4 milesalong Smith Lakein Crow Wing County. Three units of government (LGU) liein the
corridor, including the City of Garrison, Mille Lacs County, and Crow Wing County. The Mille Lacs County
portion liesentirely within thetownship of Kathio, and the Crow Wing portion entirely within Garrison Town-
ship. Thetwo counties administer the zoning and planning activitiesfor their respective townships.
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Existing Development Patterns

The project area, as hoted above, follows the western shore of Lake Mille Lacs and the existing U.S. High-
way 169 corridor along the Lake. Land uses along the 169 corridor through the Sanitary District includes a
mix of suburban to urban-density commercial, resort, and residential development. Much of theresidential
shoreland devel opment was originally built as seasonabl e devel opment, but has been redevel oped or converted
to year-round residences. Lake Mille Lacs has been a recreation and tourist destination since the turn of the
century, and U.S. Highway 169 has been a magjor corridor for tourist traffic, and an inter-regional route for
commerce through central Minnesota for most of the 20th century.

g hwey ot widle dacy, v
dnaria

The project area aso includes several urban density development areas off of Lake Mille Lacs and the
Highway 169 corridor. Urban density areasinclude shoreland and highway devel opment along Highway 25
and Whitefish Lake in Mille Lacs County, the Mille Lacs Golf Resort and associated devel opment at the north
end of Mille Lacs County, the heavily developed residential area between Smith and Holt Lakesin Crow Wing
County, and the western shore of Borden Lake and the City of Garrison.

Much of the undeveloped areain the Sanitary District is open water or wetland (almost 2,900 acres, 40% of
total land area, see Figure 2) or public land (almost 1,500 acres, or 20% of the total land ared). The corridor
does include some larger tracts of undeveloped or natural areas off of the immediate riparian areas. The
riparian lots along the lakes in the Sanitary District are, however, amost completely developed. Some shore
development is at quite high densities for unsewered areas. EXxisting development patterns include many
shoreland lots that are substandard under the Shoreland Ordinance standards, some with only 50-foot widths
and less than 200 feet of depth (10,000 square feet, or less than one quarter of an acre). Most existing
developed lots are less than 1 acrein size. The District is offering sewer serviceto nearly al the devel oped
areasin the District, and estimates that approximately 952 buildings will be hooked up to the sewer.

The primary commercial land uses are motels, resorts, campgrounds, and gift shopslocated on the Highway
169 corridor along Lake Mille Lacs, and the Mille Lacs Golf Resort. Some waterfront commercial isalso
located on Smith and Borden Lakes.

The proposed sewer line follows, with afew exceptions, existing transportation corridors, lying in the dis-
turbed soils of road right-of-ways and urban density devel opment.

Background Study and 4 GKWMLLSD
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Population and Development Trends

Census data for the communities that include the project areais summarized below. There are no readily
avail able demographic data specific to just the project area. The Sanitary Didtrict estimates that itsinitial
hookup will include approximately 952 buildings or househol ds.

The population for the Lake Mille Lacs region has been steadily increasing over the last half acentury. The
population of Crow Wing County increased by 32% from 1980 to 2000, most of which occurred since 1990 (a
25% increase). Mille Lacs County saw its population increase by 21% since 1980, most of which (19%)
occured since 1990. At thetownship level, the 2000 Censusidentified 213 people in the City of Garrison, and
1,309 peoplein Kathio Township, and amaost 800 peopleliving in Garrison Township in Crow Wing County. All
three of these areas saw significant population increases relative to their 1990 population. Since 1990 the
population increased by 41% (379) in Kathio Township, 63% (308) in Garrison Township, and 54% (75) in
the City of Garrison.

The population increase in the townships and City of Garrison are small in an absolute sense (an increase of
762 peoplein the last decade), but large relative to the 1990 population. The overall density of the City and
two townshipsistypical for rura areas. Theland characteristics, however, result in a population clusters
rather than a spreading of population across the landscape. The large amount of water, wetlands, and publicly-
owned land eliminate most of the land from potential development. Development has clustered along the
primary amenity in the area - the shoreland areas. Conseguently the average density islow, but the density of
developed areasissignificantly higher.

The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnNDOT) recently issued an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for potentia new alignmentsand reconstruction of Highway 169, including a projection of population
growth and creation of new housing units. While the study areafor the Highway 169 EISis significantly
larger than the Sanitary District, the elements of population growth, housing creation, and commercial growth
should be similar for the District and the Highway 169 EIS corridor. The Highway169 EIS estimated that the
number of housing units would increase by 35% over the next 30 years, assuming that the Sanitary District
would be sewered. The EIS did not estimate how the proposed sewer project might affect the rate of devel-
opment.

GKWMLLSD 5 Background Study and
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Given the recent trend in population growth, and the large number of seasonal homes that yet remain in the
project area, the Digtrict islikely to see significant population and devel opment pressure over the next 20
years.

Natural Resources

The planning corridor includes a significant amount of undevel oped land, covered by an aspen/birch forest with
intermixed conifers. Approximately 70% of the non-wetland land is privately owned (not including transporta-
tion right-of-ways), with the balance in various forms of public ownership. The entity with the largest public
ownership isthe State of Minnesota, which owns tax-forfeit lands in addition to a number of parcels that
different State agencies hold fee-title. Tax-forfeit lands are managed, however, by Crow Wing County.

Land Cover

The land cover in the project areaincludes suburban to urban density development along much of the pri-
vately owned lakeshore, with substantial wetland areas of shallow fresh meadows, shrub swamp, and wooded
meadows and bogs (see Figure 3). Forested areas include amix of speciestypical for the Laurentian Mixed
Forest eco-system, including mixed northern hardwoods and boreal-conifer mixtures.

The existing land cover map for the corridor was obtained from a vector-based land cover data set. This map
was derived from satellite imagery. Thelandis classified into 15 cover classes with source imagery dates
ranging from June 1995 to June 1996. The 15 categories include the following classes:

1. Cultivated -Areas under intensive cropping or rotation, including fallow fields. Fields seeded to forage
or cover crops are included. The fields exhibit linear or other patterns associated with current or recent
tillage.

2. Deciduous Forest - Areaswith at least 2/3s or more of the total canopy cover composed of predomi-
nantly woody deciduous species. It may contain coniferous species, but is dominated by deciduous
species. It includes woodlats, shelter belts, and plantations.

3. Open Water - Permanent water bodies such as lakes, rivers, reservoirs, stock ponds, ditches, and perma-
nent and intermittently exposed palustrine open water areas where photo evidence indicates that
the areais covered by water the majority of the time.

4. Grassland - Areas covered by grasslands and herbaceous plants. May contain up to 1/3 shrubs and/or
tree cover. Areas may be small to extensive and range from regular to irregular in shape. These areas
are often found between agricultura land and more heavily wooded areas, along right-of-ways and
drains. Some areas may be used as pastures and be mowed or grazed.

5. Mixed Wood Forest - Areas of forest where the canopy is composed of approximately equal amounts
of deciduous and coniferous species.

6. Wetlands: marsh and fens - Grassy, wet areas with standing or slowly moving water. Vegetation
consists of grass and sedge sods, and common hydrophytic vegetation such as cattail and rushes. Areas
are often interspersed with channels or pools of open water.

7. Wetlands: bogs - Peat covered or peat filled depressions with a high water table. The bogs are
covered with a carpet of sphagnum and ericaceous shrubs and may be treeless or tree covered with
black spruce and/or tamarack.

8. Farmsteadsand Rural Residences - Farmsteads include farmhouse and adjoining farmyard area.
Includes machinery storage buildings, grain storage buildings, corrals, livestock holding and feeding
areas directly associated with farmyard area.

9. ConiferousForest - Areaswith at least 2/3s or more of the total canopy cover composed of predomi-
nantly woody coniferous species. It may contain deciduous species, but is dominated by coniferous
species. Itincludeswoodlats, shelter belts, and plantations.

Background Study and 6 GKWMLLSD
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10.0ther Rural Developments - Commercial and industrial, cultural and recreational, and agricultural
devel opments not associated with urban areas. Commercial and industrial developments include both
businesses and infrastructure such as substations and communications facilities. Cultural and recre-
ational developments include facilities and service areas associated with parks, rest areas, campgrounds,
and golf courses.

11. Shrubby Grassand - A combination of grass, shrubs, and trees in which deciduous and/or coniferous
tree cover comprises from 1/3 to 2/3s of the area, and/or shrub cover comprises more than 1/3 of the
area. This complex is often found adjacent to grassland or forested areas, but may be found alone.
These areas are often irregular in shape and vary greatly in size.

12.Gravel Pits And Open Mines - Areas are stripped of topsoil revealing exposed substrate such as
sand/gravel. Thisincludes gravel quarry operations, mine tailings, burrow pits, and rock quarries.
Natural beaches/sand dunes are included.

13.Urban/Industrial (cities & towns)

14.Regener ation/Young Forests - Areas that have a good likelihood of being young forest replanted or
naturally regenerated since 1970. It includes lands that were commercially logged or affected by
catastrophic events, primarily fire and wind damage.

15.Bare Rock - Areas of rock outcrops that lack appreciable soil development or vegetation cover.

To simplify the above categories, and set a baseline for the build-out analysis, the above-described land cover
classes were grouped into five categories colored asfollowsin Figure 3.:

1. Green = Forested

2. Brown = Open space, grassland, and/or gravel pits

3. = Farmsteads and rural residences

4. Red = Commercial, industrial, and/or roads

5. Blue = Open water and/or wetlands

Generalized Land Cover

Garrison KathioWest MilleLacs
LakeSanitary District

Generalized Land Cover
W viater

B op<n space, grassiand
B forest

B urban, commercial
riral residantial

Figure3
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Soils

The soilsin the District include areas with well-drained soils and poorly-drained clay-based soils. Thelarge
number of wetland areas also demonstrate that some areas have a high water table. Development in the
Digtrict has not, however, been greatly constrained by soils limitations for Individual Sewage Treatment
Systems (ISTS). Environmental officials in both Mille Lacs and Crow Wing counties stated that recent
developments at less than an acre have met soils and drain field requirements for compliant ISTS systems.

Sensitive Areas

The U.S. EPA Region 5 has mapped environmentally and economically sensitive resources through a program
called the Inland Spill Response Mapping Project. The Project’s mission isto provide community planners
and oil spill responders with spatial information on resources at risk during a spill. Currently Crow Wing
County has been mapped, but not Mille Lacs County. The datalayers reviewed for the background informa-
tion were boat accesses, marinas, surface water intakes, managed |ands, non-navigational dams, and special
designated areas (Figure 4). A brief description of these data layers that exist in the Sanitary District follows:

Boat Access - There are two boat accesses in the District. Boat access areas include boat access |ocations
and ramps without the range and variety of services found at the majority of the marinas. Boat accesses
provide water access for response vehicles and equipment during spill response.

Managed Natural Resource Areas (Environmentally Sensitive Areas) - This data layer overlapped with the
public lands ownership data layer, and therefore, the public lands ownership was used instead. The data
includes state, federal, county, and regionally managed areas that are high-priority, sensitive resources that
offer habitats for awide range of plant and animal species and may also support high levels of human use.

Marinas - There are three marinas
intheDistrict. Marinasaretypically Publicly Managed Lands and Access Points
high-use recreational areas and may
include amenities such aspicnicking
or camping facilities. Marinas may

[ 1 Sanitary District
& Boat Access

bein need of protection from spills "-"'3”"'::'"5 —
because of the economic value of the 1| Smith | ;k a

boats and other equipment located
there.

Puinlic Cwnership (40 acre parcals)
[ BUREAU OF LAND MGMT
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Figure4
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Rare Plant Or Animal Species

The Minnesota Natural Heritage database was reviewed to determine if any rare plant or animal species or
other significant natural features are known to occur within the District. The review indicates 30 known
occurrences of rare speciesin the areaincluding the Bald Eagle, Red-Shouldered Hawk, American Ginseng,
and Blandings Turtle (Figure5).
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Wetlands

Figure 6 shows the National Wetland Inventory wetlands. The wetlands data was developed through interpre-
tation of National Aerial Photography Program (NAPP) imagery (approx. 1:50,000 scale, typically color-
infrared) in conjunction with limited field verification studies. After interpreting the aerial photographs, delinea-
tions were transferred to a 1:24,000 scale map. The erosion control protection sites were manually located on
a 1:24,000 scale map by BWSR staff.

Figure 6 also shows the streams in the district. The streams are captured from the U.S. Geological Survey’s
71/2 minute quadrangle maps. The streams are categorized as perennial or intermittent, and show the connec-
tivity through lakes, rivers, and small wetland basins. None of the District’s streams are designated trout
streams. Data originated with the MnDOT basemap stream traces at a 1:24,000 scale.
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Drinking Water Wells

Another important land use consideration isthe location of drinking water wells and protecting the quality and
guantity of the groundwater supply. All of thewellsinthe community are serving transient noncommunity
water systems and protection areas are not delineated around these wells. Rather, the Minnesota Department
of Health will be focusing on protecting a 200-foot zone around each well. All of these wells are considered
vulnerable to groundwater contamination due to the depth of the groundwater table, soil types, etc.

Background Study and 10 GKWMLLSD
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Watersheds

A watershed isthe areain which all runoff flows to acommon outlet. The water quality within awatershed
depends to a large extent on the ability of the watershed to filter pollutants, reduce water temperature of
runoff, slow the velocity of runoff, and sustain amix of vegetation and habitat. Properly functioning water-
sheds thus do far more than merely drain water - watershed functions dictate the diversity and type of natural
habitat that can exist within stream corridors, wetlands, and lakes. Watersheds provide an important frame of
reference for land use planning and for communities making decisions about the preferred location and rate of
development.

The entire Sanitary District lies within the Rum River watershed (see Figure 7). Most of the District’s water-
sheds drain into lakes and wetlands rather than rivers or other watercourses; the District only has approxi-
mately six miles of perennial streams. All of the wetland and lake watersheds affected by the proposed
project ultimately flow into Lake Mille Lacs, which is the head waters for the Rum River. All the District's
watersheds include significant areas outside the District, particularly the Mille Lacs Lake watershed. Theland
uses and land management practices outside the project area thus have substantial impacts on the diversity and
type of natural habitat within the project area, the water quality of lakesin or abutting the District, and the
carrying capacity of the lakes and wetlands affected by the proposed project. The subwatersheds that flow
through the District are shown in Figure 7. Watershed boundaries were interpreted from contours present on
theoriginal U.S. Geologica Survey 7.5 Minute Quadrangle maps.

Water sheds and Subwater sheds
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Impervious Surface and Water Quality

The amount of impervious surface in awatershed is agood indicator of water quality within the watershed.
The amount of impervious surface within a watershed can be estimated by the amount of each type of land
cover within the watershed. The amount of impervious surface for each land cover classification was calcu-
lated using the following methods and assumptions:

» The green (forest) area counted as 2% impervious cover.

» The brown (open/grassland/gravel pits) area counted as 2% impervious cover.

» Theyellow (farmsteads/rural residential and other rural developments) and red (urban/industrial) area
have an estimated impervious coverage that was cal culated using areflection methodology with the
Digital Orthophoto Quads (DOQs)

» The blue (water/wetland) areas did not count for any impervious area; rather they were considered
“unbuildable’.

From the watershed perspective, land uses generally do not begin to affect the sustainability of the watershed
until the percentage of impervious surface exceeds 10%. (the yellow indicator). The watershed is degraded
when impervious surfaces exceed 25% (the red indicator); watershed functions are no longer sustainable
without significant intervention and management.

These thresholds are general rules of thumb used as indicators of water quality. Some water resources, such
astrout streams that must remain cold to sustain the trout populations and |ake wetland areas that provide vital
habitat for a variety of flora and fauna, can be affected by local changesin land use that may not be captured
by awatershed level indicator. If particular sensitive areas are identified, the risk from development needsto
be evaluated on a site-specific basis rather

than on awatershed basis. This study,

however, is not examining specific natural

areas or watershed elements, but only the . e ;
cfoct of development & the watershes RENERE [Tpereans Cover
level. ;

The existing percentage of land covered by
impervious surface for each of the
Digtrict’s watershedsis shown in Figure 8.
Theresults give the percent impervious
coverage based on the land cover within
the entire watershed, not just the portion of
the watershed within the District except for e
the Mille Lacs Lake watershed. Sk e e
The existing impervious surface coverage . 15%
isrelatively low; al watershed arewithin 10 o 24.9%%
the green (0-9.9%) indicator. Three of the
five watersheds are at approximately 2%
impervious surface coverage, or what a
forested or grassland area would be. Only
the portion of the Mille Lacs Lake water-
shed is higher at 8.4% impervious surface
coverage.

I Em B0y,

Figure8
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Existing Land Use Policy and Regulation

The proposed sewer line project crosses three local jurisdictions (City of Garrison, Crow Wing County, and
Mille Lacs County), each of which have adopted acomprehensive land use plan, zoning ordinance, shoreland
ordinances and other land use regulation. In addition to the threelocal jurisdictions, other entities have some
planning jurisdiction over construction and devel opment that occursin the planning corridor, including the
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR), the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT),
and the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (PCA).

The proposed project is designed to aleviate the problems created by historic development on lots that are now
recognized to be too small, or with inadequate soils or drainage, to accommodate on-site wastewater treatment
systems. Under current regulation, however, the installation of a sewer system will allow smaller lotsand lots
with poor drainage or soilsto be developed. To avoid trading one water quality problem (inadequate wastewa-
ter treatment) for another (inadequate stormwater mitigation), the Sanitary District is assessing the potential
impacts and risks of “secondary development” created by the new sewer line. The magnitude of risk associ-
ated with secondary development enabled by the project is affected by the kind and type of current local land
useregulation.

Descriptions of current local land use regulations, and proposed changesto local land use regulation, for each
jurisdiction are listed below.

Government Jurisdictions

The use of land and type of development that will occur over the next twenty yearsin the Sanitary District is
ultimately determined by the individual actions of public and private landowners. Public and private deci-
sions on land use and devel opment are encouraged, discouraged, or regulated by governmentsin the follow-

ingways:

» by local governmentswith land use planning authority;

» by state and federal agencies with land use, natural resource, or other planning authority granted by the
legidature;

» by governmental choicesconcerning investment in publicinfrastructure.

Private entities, such as land trusts, non-profit organizations, and charitable foundations also encourage or
discourage actions of public and private landowners through educational and promotional programs and
financial incentives.

Local Governments with Authority Over Development and Land Use

» City of Garrison - Primary land use authority (zoning and other land use regulation) within City boundaries.

» Crow Wing County - Primary land use authority within County boundaries, except inincorporated areas.
The Crow Wing County portion of the Sanitary Service District liesentirely within Garrison Township.
The Township does not administer land use policy or regulation. The County also makes public infrastruc-
ture decisions regarding county roads, regulation of individual sewage treatment systems (ISTS, or septic
systems), and stormwater management.

» MilleLacs County - Primary land use authority within County boundaries, except in incorporated
areas. The Mille Lacs County portion of the Sanitary District lies entirely within Kathio Township. The
Township does not administer its own comprehensive plan or land use regulation. The County also makes
public infrastructure decisionsregarding county roads, regulation of individual sewage treatment systems
(ISTS, or septic systems), and stormwater management.
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Joint Powers Boards or Special Districts

» Garrison Kathio West Mille Lacs Lake Sanitary District (GKWMLLSD) - A sanitary sewer district
formed in 1999, created to address the wastewater management issues along and near the west shore of
Lake MilleLacs. The District board includes representatives from the City of Garrison, Garrison Town-
ship, and Kathio Township. The District is overseeing the construction, administration, maintenance, and
operation of the new sewer line.

» Mille Lacs Lake Watershed Project (Clean Water Partnership Program) - The Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency (PCA) provides grants and loansto local governments or coalitions of governments for
purpose of diagnosing threats to water resources and devel oping appropriate response to the
threats. The Watershed Project has completed its analysis and will soon finishits Phase | plan, at
which timeit will begin Phase |1, the implementation phase. The Watershed Project is also working
with the Local Solutions Alliance (administered by Minnesota Planning) to conduct an watershed-wide
land use planning project. The Watershed Project has no formal land use planning powers, but isinvesti-
gating the possibility of a using Joint Powers Agreements for the land use planning process.

Sate Agencies

» Minnesota Pollution Control Agency - Oversees State | STS regulation, surface water discharges from
sanitary sewer systems, and regulations and programs governing non-point source pollution, including
agricultural and urban stormwater runoff.

» Minnesota Department of Natural Resources - Administers the State Shoreland Ordinance, as well as sur-
face water uses and state-protected natural resources. The Shoreland districts in the Sanitary
Digtrict is shown in Figure 12 (thisis now on page 22). Enforcement of the State Shoreland ordinanceis
delegated to the local governments.

» Minnesota Department of Transportation - Manages regional and inter-regional transportation system, in-
cluding configuration, access management, and potential realignment of U.S. Highway 169.
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Existing and Proposed Land Use Policies and Regulation

Discussions of the land use regulation for each local government is provided below. Figure 14 showsthe
zoning districtsfor the entire District.

City of Garrison

Palicy - The City of Garrison lies entirely within the Sanitary District’s service territory, comprising 9% of the
Didtrict'stotal area. The District will offer sewer service to all developed areas of the City. There are not
plans at this time to extend sanitary servicesto the City’s undevel oped areas.

The City’s Comprehensive Plan dates to 1995. The Comprehensive Plan provides “a guide for the decisions
the city council must make concerning development. Goals and policies were devel oped for population,
housing, economy, transportation, land use, natural resources, and public facilities’” (p. 2). The Plan identifies
ongoing problems of development on the protected waters of Lake Mille Lacs and the planning efforts regard-
ing the devel opment of sanitary wastewater treatment (p. 13). The Plan identifies provision of sewer and
water to commercial areas as aprimary goal (p. 20), aswell asincreasing the number of housing units, and
creating provisionsfor orderly annexation of land to accommodate residential and commercia development.

Regulation - The City has four zoning districts R-1, R-2, C, and O. The R-1 districts allow one and two
family dwelling units, the R-2 allows multi-family housing, the C district isdesignated for commercial land use,
and the O digtrict is for natural resource areas, parks, and open space. The allowed density and land uses are
not contingent upon whether the lot has access to a sewer system. Allowed lot sizesfor al districts are 20,000
sqg. ft (dightly lessthan 1/2 acre) or 30,000 sqg. ft.

The City adopted the State Shoreland Ordinance, including the State’s stormwater provisions. Thelot sizesfor
unsewered shoreland areas are larger than those designated in the base zoning district. For sewered shoreland
areas, however, the base zoning districts tend to have larger ot sizes.

The City does not administer a stormwater ordinance. Its shoreland ordinance, however, includes stormwater
management provisions and limits the amount of impervious surface in shoreland lotsto 25% of thelot.
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Table 1 - Garrison Zoning Districts

Permitted Uses Conditional Uses Minimum Lot Sizes
R-1 | 1-2family dwellings, parks, ag Multiplefamily dwellings, 20,000 sg. ft.
(nolivestock), service utilities public bldgs, lodging
R-2 | Multiplefamily housing, Multiplefamily dwellings, 30,000 sg. ft.
parks, service utilities public bldgs, lodging
C Retail, wholesale, offices, 30,000 sg. ft.
restaurants, public bldgs,
lodging
O Forest Management, sensitive Parks & trails, historic sites, 20,000 sq. ft.
resource management golf courses

City of Garrison Zoning Districts

{— Multi-Family
Residential
~Open

Figure9
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Crow Wing County

Crow Wing County governsthe single largest portion of the three local governments served by the Sanitary
Digtrict, comprising 64% of the District’s total land area. All of the District’'s Crow Wing territory liesin
Garrison Township, which does not administer itsown planning or land use regulation. Approximately one
guarter of the District’s Crow Wing territory liesin public ownership, and alarge portion of the remaining area
isopen water or wetland (including all of Smith, Maple, Holt, and Sunfish lakes). The Crow Wing territory
alsoincludes several areaswith urban density devel opment, including portions of the Highway 169 corridor
along Lake Mille Lacs, residential subdivisions between Smith and Holt lakes, and the shore of Borden Lake.

Palicy - Crow Wing County adopted a new comprehensive plan in 1994. The County has also completed a
County Water Plan, dating to 1990, and incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan.

The County Water Plan includes a number of goals that affect the way development should occur in the
County, including the following palicies:

Policy 3) Minimize the harmful effects of storm water runoff into surface waters of the county.

Policy 5) Limit the density of development on lands adjoining surface waters and control land uses which
have a detrimental effect on water quality.

Policy 9) Plan for water management on a watershed basis, cooperating with other governmental jurisdic-
tions as necessary.

Policy 12)Identify margina lands, i.e., wetlands and fragile areas bordering lakes and stream, and restrict
their development.

The County’s Comprehensive Plan emphasizes the principles of sustainable development to guide the
County’s goals, palicies, and strategies. The County Plan states the following:

Sustainable development provides a means to protect our environment, provide economic growth
opportunities, and enhance our society. . .There can be no sustained devel opment without a clear
commitment to preservation of the environment, and the promotion of wise and efficient use of al
resources (p. 22).

The Comprehensive Plan’s recommendations include the following priorities that affect the shape of future
development in Crow Wing County:

Residential Development Goal

» Allow cluster development concepts . . . that emphasize preservation of natural resources,
common sewage disposal fields, service roads, and common open space.

» Promote the development of high quality aff ordable subdivisions near existing trade centers.
Commercia Forestry Goal.

» Create acommercial forestry class or land preservation district.

Recreation Goal

» Protection of the lake and river resources. Of utmost importance is the protection of water
quality, fish populations, aguatic resources and shore land resources.

Encourage but manage recreational use of the lakes and rivers.

Develop state/county tax assistance program (a green shores program). . .

Aggressively implement programsto maintain or improve water quality standards.
Encourage the devel opment of lake density and use standards to guide lakeshore related
zoning decisions. . .

YV VVYVY
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Economic Growth Goal

» The county should continue support for the state * County Biological Survey” ... Making it
easier to plan and expedite economic expansion and conservation of the natural resource
base.

Regulation - Garrision Township does not administer its own land use regulation. The Crow Wing County
zoning ordinance includes 14 distinct zoning districts and a separate shoreland ordinance. The Sanitary
Digtrict portion of the County includes the following eight zoning districts;

» Residential » Commercial 1

» Rural Residential » Commercia 2

> Agriculture » Waterfront Commercial
» Green Space » Public

Most of the Crow Wing County land in the District is zoned Green Space, which does not alow any residential
devel opment other than seasonal recreation (2.5 acre minimum) or commercial development other than
campgrounds or recreational uses. The next three most prominent zones are Agriculture, with a 15-acre
minimum lot size, Rural Residential, with a 2.5-acre minimum lot, and Residential, with a half-acre (20,000
sq ft) minimum lot size. The remaining districts (three commercial districts and Public) are small portions of
the District’s total Crow Wing area. All the above districts include a provision that allows for a 20% reduc-
tion in minimum lot size if the lot has access to a sanitary sewer.

Crow Wing County also has a Shoreland Ordinance, separate from the zoning ordinance. Shoreland overlay
districts are 1,000 feet from the lake’'s mean high water mark. The provisions of the Shoreland Ordinance
follow the State standards set by DNR in 1972. Minimum lot sizes and setback requirements are dependent
on three factors; the lake's classification (General Development, Recreational Development, or Natural
Environment), whether the lots are riparian or non-riparian, and whether the lots have access to a sanitary
sewer. The minimum lot sizes for sewered lakeshore areas are generally smaller than allowed under the base
zoning district, while for unsewered areas the shoreland standard is generally the more restrictive standard.

Crow Wing County does not have a stormwater ordinance, but the Shoreland Ordinance includes some
stormwater provisions and a 25% per lot ceiling on impervious surface.
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Table 2 - Crow Wing Zoning Districts

Permitted Uses Conditional Uses Minimum Lot Area Max. Bldg
(unsewer ed) (sewer ed) Coverage
R 1-2 family dwellings, Occupational uses, 20,000 . ft. Reduce unsewered 30%
ag, pets public uses by 20%
RR 1-2family dwellings, Occupational uses, 21/2 acres Reduce unsewered 15%
ag, pets public uses by 20%
A 1-2family dwellings, Occupational uses, 15 acres Reduce unsewered 20%
ag, pets, animal & poultry | public uses, incidental by 20%
production, dairy, feedlotq occupations, commercial/
ag use
G Rural parks, campgrounds| Environmentally sensitivd 21/2acres | Reduce unsewered 15%
forest/recreation, game | or historic areas by 20%
refuges, industrial forests,
ag, seasonal residence
B roads between zoning None None 0%
districts, ag, timberland
C1l Commercial/downtown, [ Second story apartments None Reduce unsewered 50%
multi-family dwellings by 20%
C2 Auto/equipment sales | Owner-caretaker None Reduce unsewered 50%
& services, theaters, purpose/residence on or by 20%
parks, gas stations, adjoining ot concerned
airports, bait sales
Crow Wing County Zoning Districts
Commercial2
Waterfront
Rural
Residential
Residential
20,000 st
—Public/
Commerciall —
Figure10
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Mille Lacs County

Mille Lacs County isthe southernmost portion of the Sanitary District, comprising 27% of the District’stotal
service area. The entire Mille Lacs County portion of the District isin Kathio Township.

Palicy - Mille Lacs County created a new Comprehensive Plan in 1990, and adopted some modifications and
updatesin 2002. The Plan emphasizes directing growth to existing urban areas, encouraging cluster devel op-
ments to protect community character and natural resources, and preserving the County’s recreational and
tourist amenities. For residential lands, the Plan notesthe following:

Although the County’s population has traditionally been located primarily within cities, recent trends
show a dramatic shift where the highest growth rates are occurring out in the Townships. The County
must continue to revise planning residential densities and zoning requirements to remedy those
deficiencies created by increased development in therural aress. . .

Additional examples of the Plan’s policies are noted below:

NRH.7 - Mille Lacs County shall discourage land development activities which will materially diminish the
existing capacity of the County’s eco-system.

R.5- MilleLacs County shall require subdividesto dedicate a sufficient amount of land for future park/
open space uses or equivalent funds.

ED.6 - MilleLacs County shall recognize and promote the tourism industry as an important economic
activity.Mille Lacs County shall encourage sound planning when locating resorts and other tourist-
oriented business that will both protect the existing environmental resources as well as to encourage
tourism.

ED.8- Mille Lacs County shall promote commercial development in close proximity to the intersections of
State Highways: Hwy 169, Hwy 95, Hwy 23, and Hwy 27 . . .

PF.5- Mille Lacs County shall discourage the extension of public utilities and services over large undevel-
oped /" unserviced” parcelsto serve small pockets of scattered development. This policy recognizes
that the indiscriminant provision of public utilities and services can promote urban sprawl and can
overly burden local government’sfacilities and ability to provide such services.

Regulation - Mille Lacs County administers a zoning ordinance outside the incorporated areas of the County,
including Kathio Township (the entire portion of the Sanitary District within Mille Lacs). Kathio Township
does not administer land use regulation, although it does maintain a planning and zoning committee to
comment on development proposals reviewed by the County.

The Mille Lacs County Zoning Ordinance describes three zoning districts for the Kathio Township areain the
Digtrict. Two areas are shoreland districts (S-2 and S-4), while the remaining district is Residential (R-1).
Minimum lot sizesin the R-1 district are 1 acre, and are not affected by whether the area has access to sewer
treatment. The shoreland districts follow the requirements of the State Shoreland Ordinance, where alowed
lot sizes vary according to several variables including sewer access, riparian location, and lake classification,
as described below.

Shoreland Ordinance - Mille Lacs County also has a Shoreland Ordinance, separate from the zoning ordi-
nance. Shoreland overlay districts are 1,000 feet from the lake’s mean high water mark, although the County
has designated the entire northern tip of Kathio Township as S-4, including those areas outside the formal
shoreland overlay. The provisions of the Shoreland Ordinance follow the State standards set by DNR in
1972. Minimum lot sizes and setback requirements are dependent on three factors; the lake's classification
(General Development, Recreational Development, or Natural Environment), whether the lots are riparian or
non-riparian, and whether the lots have access to a sanitary sewer.
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Mille Lacs County does not have a stormwater ordinance, but the Shoreland Ordinance includes some
stormwater provisions and a 25% per lot ceiling on impervious surface.

Table 3 - Mille Lacs Zoning Districts in the Sanitary District

Permitted Uses Conditional Uses Minimum Lot Size

R-1  Onesinglefamily dwelling, public Community, gvt. bldgs, kennels, essential lacre

recreation, golf, ag, forestry, light services-heavy, PUDs, subdivision, home

essential services, multi-family dwellings, | occupation, feedlots, hwy business,

lodging, accessory uses hospital/clinics, mining
S4 Singlefam. res. & accessory uses, golf Res. PUDs, multi-family, home occupations,

courses, essential serveces, rec. camping | marinas, accessory bldgs.
Unsewered, Riparian 40,000 . ft.
NonRiparian 20,000 sq. ft.
Sewered, Riparian 15,000 sqg. ft.
Non Riparian 10,000 sqg. ft.
S2 Single, duplex, triplex, quad residential, Res. PUDs, surface water commercial,

forest management semipublic, parks, historic sites
Unsewered, Riparian 40,000 gg. ft.
NonRiparian 20,000 sq. ft.
Sewered, Riparian 15,000 gg. ft.

Mille Lacs County Zoning Districts

Residential

(R-1) District
High Density

Residential Shoreland
District (8-2)

Figure1l
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Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (PCA) has regulatory authority over ahost of water and natural
resource policies adopted by the State of Minnesota. The PCA has rules, standards, and regulations for
management of both wastewater and stormwater from new and existing development. PCA rules (7001)
historically required a stormwater management plan to be approved for any land disturbance of more than 5
acres. A recent rule changeis lowering the NPDES threshold to one-acre disturbances (Phase || of NPDES).

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

The Department of Natural Resources (DNR) generally has regulatory jurisdiction over activitiesin water
bodies, or within the high-water line. DNR also has administrative authority for the State Shoreland Ordi-
nance. All threelocal jurisdictions have adopted the DNR model ordinance language and have been delegated
enforcement powers.

Shoreland Regulation Summary

All jurisdictions based on State Ordinance

Crenerad Development Lokes — Mille Lacs, Borden Lake, Captive Lake

Urpsewered mmimam Lot = 4% sore (20000 sg £t )io | soe

K
# Bewered munsmnien lod — 10000 @ 15,000 aq. it
Hecreational .r:'n."l'-.".r-'.l|r.i.l'1:'|.‘.li'|' Lakes — Hoell Lake, Smuth Lake, Whitefish Lake
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B S0 - N increase in departy

¥ 50 open spoce requirement

Recregbional Development Lakes
B (Holt Smith, Whitefish)
— General Development Lakes
[Mille Lacs, Borden, Captwe)
- Malural Environmen! Lakes
[Mapke, Sunfish] ml
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Minnesota Department of Transportation

The MnDOT has planning authority for the easement upon which U.S. and State Highways lie, and has
authority to condemn easement for new alignments. U.S. Highway 169, which runs through the Sanitary
Digtrict dong Lake Mille Lacs, is adesignated Inter-Regional Corridor (IRC). MnDOT has designated
certain highways as IRCs in order to assign priority to these roads for moving traffic at generally high speeds
between regions of the State. MNDOT completed an Environmental Impact Statement examining the rebuild-
ing or potential realignment of U.S. 169, including expanding it to afour-lane along its existing alignment
and four alternative new alignments. Some of the new alignments would move the highway outside the
boundaries of the Sanitary District.

The IRC designation for U.S. 169 affects development patterns in the Sanitary District. MnDOT recently
announced that it will not change the alignment of 169 within the District, and will instead rebuild along the
existing alignment. If the alignment does not change, the IRC designation limits new access or signaling along
the route. Should significant development occur in, for instance, the Port Mille Lacs area the traffic generated
by the new development would require substantial changesin the existing unsignal ed intersection or the
construction of afrontage road to another signaled intersection.

The alignment choice will also affect the market for development in the District. If the alignment is moved
away from the Sanitary District, road accessis significantly easier, but market pressure for commercial
development significantly decreases, and some residential development isalso lesslikely to occur. The market
implications of the different alignments, as they affect future devel opment, are presented in detail in the
Projected Development Analysisfor Highway 169 Improvements (2001) authored by George Orning (Univer-
sity of Minnesota) and Brad Digre (Short Elliot Hendrickson, Inc.).
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Assessing the Risk from Secondary Development

The density and intensity of development that occursin any areais affected by the characteristics of the local
development market, local land characteristics, and the capacity of public infrastructure. Market demand for
housing or commercial sitesisthe primary determinant for the density and intensity of development. Where
market demand is high, development pressure will fill buildable areas and increase the intensity of land uses.
Where market demand is weak, development will be sporadic even if the land is buildable and infrastructure
capacity is plentiful.

When market demand is high, however, land characteristics, infrastructure capacity, and community priorities
will constrain the amount or intensity of development. Constraintsincludethefollowing factors:

» Access to transportation infrastructure;

» Local preferencesfor development, expressed through zoning or other land use regulation;

» Regulatory protection of natural resources, including shorelands, wetlands, protected habitats, and
endangered species;

» Accessto drinking water;

» Access to adequate wastewater treatment, either sewer systems or compliant septic system.

The primary constraints on development within the Sanitary Didtrict are the presence of large wetland areas
and open water, lack of existing roads or other infrastructure into some areas of the District, and local govern-
mental land use regulation on lot size, setback, and impervious surface coverage. Some less significant
constraints include high water table and poor soils for on-site wastewater treatment, potential limited access
to U.S. Highway 169, and existing non-compliant plats (tax-forfeit or in single ownership) in several undevel-
oped areas.

Wastewater-rel ated development constraints are of primary concern in this analysis. Thus the two constraints
of primary interest are those on Individual Sewage Treatment Systems (ISTS, or septic) and the zoning and
shoreland minimum ot sizes.

In regard to constraints on ISTS, Crow Wing and Mille Lacs county planning offices have indicated that most
devel opabl e areas within the District have soils and water tables that do not prevent compliant septic systems
on minimum-sized lots (minimum size dictated by zoning). While alot-by-lot assessment would likely identify
areas where |STS drainage field requirements demand larger |ots (and thus lower development densities)

than alowed under zoning and shoreland regul ations, septic system limitations appear not to be a significant
limiting factor to development.

Much of the area’s zoning, however, includes provisions for denser development if the development has
access to a sanitary sewer. In Crow Wing County most of the base zoning districts allow for a reduction of
20% in minimum lot size for sewered areas. The Shoreland Ordinances for all three governments allow a
significant reduction in minimum lot size (as large as 400% difference) for sewered developments relative to
non-sewered developments. The sewer project, consequently, will remove one of the constraints to residential,
and some commercial, devel opment within the District. The proposed project could result in more dense
devel opment patterns than would be allowed without the proposed sewer. Such a development pattern could
increase the amount of impervious surfaces within project area watersheds, expose lakes and wetlands to
additional non-point source pollution, pose additional risksto sensitive natural areasin the project area, use
limited capacity of existing transportation and other public infrastructure, and potentially change the character
of the area’s existing communities.
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Build Out Scenario

The sewer line project has the potential to put at risk natural systems, public infrastructure, and community
character due to “secondary development” enabled by the sewer system. Secondary development is defined
as that development that would not have occurred but for the construction of the sewer line. In order to
assessthe level of risk to natural systems, public infrastructure, and community character, the Sanitary District
commissioned a“ build-out” study. The build-out study examinesthe amount of devel opment that could occur
if the District is 100% built-out - the maximum number of new unitsthat could legally be constructed.

Quantifying the amount of secondary development enabled by the project is problematic. The marginal
changein density and intensity attributable to the installation of the sewer lineis dependent upon the assump-
tions one uses for the market demand for land over the next 20 years, the type of changesto local land use
regulation, the level of enforcement practiced by local and State regulators, the level of regulation or protection
of natural resources, and the costs of expanding transportation, water, and utilitiesin the project area.

Nevertheless, creating a build-out scenario can provide insight into the level of risk posed by the secondary
devel opment associated with the project. The following build-out scenarios estimate the future development
density for the Sanitary District, assuming that development reaches the maximum density threshold allowed
by each LGU. The build-out analysis provides two specific scenarios - a baseline estimate of maximum
development if the sewer lineis not built, and an alternative showing the build-out if the sewer lineis con-
structed and extended to all areas of the Sanitary District. The build-out scenarios represent the most extreme
devel opment scenarios under the assumptions described below.

Assumptions

A variety of different build-out assumptions can be incorporated into this analysis, which could change the
comparison of sewered and non-sewered scenarios. Several examples of different sets of build-out assump-
tions are noted below:

» Estimatethetotal build-out under current land use regulation, assuming publicly-owned landswill not  be
devel oped, and that existing development will not be substantially re-devel oped,;

» Estimatethetotal build-out, under current land use regulation, but assuming additional public acquisition
of land in sensitive areas and prime recreational areas. Development is limited by land use regulation and
apriority of sensitive natural and recreational areas;

» Estimatethetotal build-out, under current land use regulation, but assuming that existing devel opment will
be substantially re-devel oped after the addition of the sewer line. Development islimited by land use
regulation under sewered standards, and by environmental protection laws and infrastructure limitations;

» Estimatethetotal build-out assuming that land use regulation will change over timeto reflect a particular
development market. Development is constrained by the selected shape of the future market, the capacity
and cost of infrastructure (wastewater systems, drinking water systems, transportation systems), environ-
mental limitations, and any additional public acquisition of land or development rights.

Additional assumptions could include not extending sewer services beyond the initially served areas, assum-
ing the enforcement of land use regulation is wanting and results in many noncompliant developments,
removing areas with steep slopes or high water tables from development consideration, assuming that devel-
opment will aggressively use Planning Unit Development (PUD) density bonuses, or assuming that govern-
mental land use regulation will be more, rather than less, restrictive in the future.
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The selected build-out scenario balances between aggressive and restrictive devel opment assumptions. Based
on discussion with the Sanitary District Board and public meeting comments, this study usesthefollowing
assumptionsin regard to infrastructure, existing devel opment patterns, and local regulation;

» Current zoning will remain unchanged, and enforcement will be sufficient to assume that new devel opment
will remain compliant with land use regulation (including the most restrictive | ot size between shoreland
and base zoning, and impervious coverage standards);

» PUD development will be either asmall portion of total development or will result in approximately the
same building and infrastructure densities as non-PUD devel opment.

» The proposed wastewater system will be completed and ultimately available to the entire Sanitary
Digtrict - physical constraints on the system capacity were assumed to be surmountabl e;

» Market development pressure will be sufficient to reach complete build-out;

» Existing building siteswill not be re-devel oped, although subdividing lotswill be allowed;

» Commercia development will occur primarily at existing commercial locations, or will occur consi stent
with allowed residential densities;

» Thebuildableriparian lotsin shoreland areas are already fully developed (shoreland devel opment uses
non-riparian standards);

» Siteswith steep slopes, wetlands, or other natural featuresthat make it difficult to build on will remain
undevel oped;

» Publicly-owned land will remainin public ownership.

M ethodol ogy

This study used the following three-step process to characterize the risk from secondary devel opment:
1. Identify the “buildable’ land in the Sanitary District;
2. Identify the maximum number of residential and commercial parcelsthat can be devel oped with and
without the new sewer, based on existing land use regulation;
3. ldentify theimpacts of afull build-out on each sub-watershed, based on the amount of impervious
surface created within each sub-watershed.

Buildable Land

Using avariety of Geographic Information System (GIS) data, this analysisfirst calculates the “ unbuildabl e’
areain the Digtrict, or that area which was assumed to be unavailable for development. Unbuildable area was
assumed to include existing impervious surfaces (buildings, roads, parking lots), steep slopes, wetlands,
streams, lake buffer setbacks for shoreland lakes, and pubic lands. Below are the assumptions built into the
“unbuildable” areaestimate.

» Existing impervious surface (i.e. Roads, roofs, drives, parking lots, ball fields, etc.);

» Water bodies (lakes and wetlands);

» 100-foot width around the streams. Each stream was buffered for general planning purposes. The
buffer width given for all streams was 100 feet (50 feet on each side from the center of the stream). Al-
though these setbacks are not consistent with the zoning ordinancesin the district, they were used as a
general assumption to cover non-buildable areas riparian to the stream in order to help visual build-out
scenarios,

» Shoreland lake buffer setbacks. Thisbuffer, coupled with removal of existing building locations,
effectively removes most riparian lots from the analysis. General development lakes received a 25-foot
buffer (Mille Lacs, Borden, Captive). Recreational development lakes received a 37-foot buffer
(Holt, Smith, Whitefish). Natural environment lakesreceived a 100-foot buffer (Sunfish, Maple);

» Steep slopes (greater than 18%); and,

» Publiclands.

Background Study and 26 GKWMLLSD
Build-out Analysis CRPlanning, Inc.



Buildable Land

Garrison KathioWest MilleLacsL ake Sanitary District
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Figure 13
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Estimate New Parcels

Based on the amount of buildable land, this study estimated the total build-out under two distinct scenarios:
1. Access to sewer services throughout the Sanitary District;
2. Reliance on | STS wastewater treatment.

The build-out analysis estimates the maximum number of new housing and commercial parcels that can be
constructed based on current zoning and shoreland regulation. Where base zoning and shoreland overlay
districts provided conflicting results, this study used the more stringent (larger lot size). The zoning districts
and shoreland overlays were digitized and incorporated as an additional layer in the GIS analysis, allowing
zoning restrictions to be overlaid on the buildable area.

Zoning Districts

Garrison KathioWest MilleLacsL ake Sanitary District

DD DADVOHET

kA0

[

. Sanitarydistrict_sh
Figure14 l 5 ,
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Estimate Watershed Impacts

Based on the number of new parcels, and the amount of existing impervious surfaces, the study estimated the
total new impervious surface for the two build-out scenarios. The impervious surface estimates assumed the
relationship between lot size and new impervious surface coverage shown in Table 4. When the table coeffi-
cientswerein conflict with theimpervious surface limitation in the shoreland ordinance, the ordinance con-

trolled the estimate.

Impervious Surface Coefficients

Table 4 - Garrison Kathio West Mille Lacs Lake Sanitary District Analysis

Lot Size Impervious Surface Estimate*
15,000 50

20,000 40

30,000 25

40,000 25

1lac 25

80,000 10

25ac 10

6 ac 5

15 ac 25

* Sources: Hwy 169 Study and Center for Watershed Protection Studies

GKWMLLSD
CR Planning, Inc.

29

Background Study and
Build-out Analysis



Risk assessments were based on asimple threshold-level analysis developed under the University of
Connecticut Non-point Education for Municipal Officials (NEMO) program. The NEMO program is now
operating in anumber of states, including Minnesota. The thresholdsfor risk are noted below:

» Lessthan 10% impervious surface coverage - no or little general impact on watershed functions, although
specific sensitive areas may till be at risk;

» 10 - 25% impervious surface coverage - watershed functions are likely to be comprised, and sensitive ar-
eas at high risk of being degraded;

» Over 25% impervious surface coverage - general watershed functions are degraded and the watershed

isno longer sustai nabl e without substantial investment in pollution control; lake, river, and habitat restora-
tion; or engineered storm water systems.

Relationship Between % Imperviousness and Water
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Build-Out Results

When an area gains access to a sanitary sewer line, the allowed density under zoning and shoreland regul a-
tionsis reduced, sometimes considerably reduced. The build-out analysis identified those areas in the Sani-
tary District with the greatest potential change in lot size: the shoreland areas along Lake Mille Lacs, Borden
Lake, and the entire S-4 district in Mille Lacs County (the Port Mille Lacs area). In these areas the allowed
lot size drops from 40,000 sg. ft. to 20,000 or 10,000 sg. ft., depending on the base zoning district.

Table 5 shows the estimated buildabl e area, the minimum lot size, and the estimated full build-out for the non-
sewer scenario by zoning district.

Table 5- Build-Out without Sewer

Code Zoning Minimum Lot Estimated Estimated
Size Limit Buildable Acres Number of
Without Sewer* Remaining* Additional
Buildings to Zone
C Commercid 30,000 sq ft 205 29
(City of Garrison)
@] Open 20,000 sq ft 8 16
(City of Garrison)
R-1 Generd 20,000 sq ft 137 20
(City of Garrison) Provisions
R-2 Multi-Family 30,000 sq ft 0.7 1
(City of Garrison) Residential
A Agricultura 15Ac 530 35
(Garrison Twn)
C1 Commercid 1 15,000 sq ft 54 147
(Garrison Twn)
C2 Commercid 2 15,000 sq ft 48 7
(Garrison Twn)
F Future 40 Ac 3 0
(Garrrison Twn)
G (Garrison Twn) Green Space 25Ac 521 209
P (Garrison Twn) Public Unknown NA NA
R (Garrison Twn) Residential 20,000 sq ft 205 279
RR (Garrison Twn) Rural Residentia 25Ac 246 9
WC (Garrison Twn) Waterfront 15,000 sq ft 35 62
Commercia
R-1(Kathio Twn) Rural Residentia 1Ac 160 160
S2(KathioTwn) High Density 40,000 sq ft 124 135
Residential
Shoreland
S-4(KathioTwn) Residential 40,000 sq ft 741 807
Subdivision-
Recreational
Shoreland

* Estimated using GI'S methods to subtract out existing impervious surface, water bodies, streams, steep slopes, shoreland lake buffers,

and public lands.

** Where the district liesin a shoreland district, the greater minimum lot size was used. For shoreland districts, the minimum lot size
540,000 sq ft for general and recreational development lakes (a buffer setback was substracted out as “ unbuildable” areafrom these

lakes, and therefore, nonriparian minimum lot sizes were used) and 80,000 for natural environment lakes.
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Table 6 shows the same information, but assuming that the sewer is available throughout the Sanitary District.

Table 6 - Build-Out with Sewer

Code Zoning Minimum Lot Estimated Estimated Number
Size Limit with Buildable Acres of Additional
Sewer** Remaining* Buildings to Zone
C Commercid 30,000 sq ft 25 297
(City of Garrison)
@) Open 20,000 sq ft 8 18
(City of Garrison)
R-1 Genera Provisions 20,000 s ft 137 298
(City of Garrison)
R-2 Multi-Family 30,000 sq ft 0.7 1
(City of Garrison) | Residential
A Agricultura 12 Ac 530 44
(Garrison Twn)
C1 Commercid 1 12,000 sq ft 54 196
(Garrison Twn)
C2 Commercid 2 12,000 sq ft 48 174
(Garrison Twn)
F Future 40Ac 3 0
(Garrison Twn)
G (GarrisonTwn) | Green Space 20Ac 52 261
P(Garrison Twn) | Public Unknown NA NA
R (Garrison Twn) | Residentia 16,000 sq ft 25 557
RR Rura Residentia 2.0Ac 246 123
(Garrison Twn)
wWC Waterfront 12,000 sq ft ) 114
(GarrisonTwn) Commercid
R-1(Kathio Twn) Rurd Residentia 1Ac 160 160
S2(KathioTwn) High Density 10,000 sq ft 124 542
Residential Shoreland
S4(KathioTwn) | Residentia 10,000 sq ft 741 3226
Subdivision-
Recreational
Shoreland

* Estimated using GIS methods to subtract out existing impervious surface, water bodies, streams, steep slopes, shoreland lake buffers,
and public lands.

** Where the district liesin a shoreland district, the greater minimum lot size was used. For shoreland districts, the minimum lot size
540,000 sq ft for general and recreational development lakes (a buffer setback was substracted out as “ unbuildable” areafrom these
lakes, and therefore, nonriparian minimum lot sizes were used) and 80,000 for natural environment lakes.
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Table 7 shows a comparison of the additional number of buildingsthat would be allowed under if the sewer
was available throughout the District. Some areas, including most of the City of Garrison, the R-1 districtin
Mille Lacs County, and the larger lot areasin Crow Wing County see little or no change (looking both at
percentage increase and increase in total number of units) due to the sewer installation. Other areas, particu-
larly the shoreland zones in Mille Lacs and Crow Wing counties, allow higher density with accessto a
sanitary sewer, and have sufficient buildable land to allow a large change in the number of units under afull

build-out.

Table 7 — Comparison of Sewer and Unsewered Scenario

Complete Build-Out Change

Zone Jurisdiction Unsewered Sewer ed Units %

C Garrison 259 297 3B 15%
O] Garrison 16 18 2 13%
R-1 Garrison 20 28 8 3%
R-2 Garrison 1 1 0 0%
A Crow Wing H ) 9 26%
C1 Crow Wing 147 1% 49 33%
C2 Crow Wing 77 174 97 126%
F Crow Wing 0 0 0 0%
G Crow Wing 209 261 52 25%
P Crow Wing - - 0 0%
R Crow Wing 21 557 278 100%
RR Crow Wing o8] 123 24 24%
WC Crow Wing 2 114 2 84%
R-1 Mille Lacs 160 160 0 0%
S-2 Mille Lacs 135 542 407 301%
S-4 Mille Lacs 807 3226 2419 300%
Total 2576 6,011 3,435 133%
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The zones with the greatest growth potential under the assumptions of this build-out scenario are listed below:

* 2,419 additional developed lotsin the S-4 district (the Port Mille Lacs area) in Mille Lacs County;
* 407 additional lotsin the S-2 shoreland areain Mille Lacs County;

* 278 additional lotsin the Crow Wing's R (residential) district;

* 97 additional commercial lotsin the C2 district;

Areas at Greatest Risk
from Secondary Development

> 97 additional commercid lots
intheC2didtrict;

> 278 additiond lotsinthe Crow
Wing'sR (resdentid) district;

> 2,419 additiona developedlotsin
the S-4 digtrict (the Port Mille
Lacsarea) inMilleLacsCounty;

> 407 additional lotsinthe S-2 =
shoreland areain Mille Lacs County; -

Figure 16

The build-out scenario estimated amaximum build-out (as measured by number of buildings) that is over 133%
higher in the sewered scenario than with the unsewered scenario, or an increase in the number of total devel-
oped parcelsin the Sanitary District of over 3,400 lots. Most of the new unitsfall into asingle zone - the Port
Mille Lacs area of Kathio Township (Mille Lacs County). This area has both substantial amounts of buildable
land (740 acres) and a substantial change in allowed density (from 40,000 sg. ft. to 10,000 sg. ft.). A closer

examination of the S-4 area, however, lowersthe likely impacts of the sewer line, as discussed in the mitigation
and implementation section.
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Risk of Build Out to Water Quality

In order to assess the potential harm of additional developed parcels to water quality and the watershed
function, the build-out analysis was trand ated from showing number of parcels to changes in impervious
surface coverage. The number of devel opable parcels was converted to impervious surface areafor each
watershed within the District. The analysis also estimates the change from existing impervious surface levels
to potentia impervious surface levels assuming a complete build-out under both the sewered and unsewered
scenarios.

Existing levels of impervious surface coverage, as measured on a watershed basis, are relatively low. General
standards developed from a number of research efforts note that if less than 10% of awatershed is covered by
impervious surfaces, the impacts on the watershed are difficult to measure (localized effects of impervious
surfaces on specific sensitive areas are not considered by the general standard). The District’s portion of the
Lake Mille Lacs watershed, at 8.4% impervious coverage, is the only area approaching the impacted threshold
(greater than 10%).

Existing Impervious
Percentage by Watershed

Figure 17
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Where water quality problems currently exist, inadequately-designed or failing septic systemsarelikely the
greater culprit than total impervious surface coverage. Additional water quality risk is associated with riparian
structures and recreational water use, inadequate stormwater management infrastructure, and removal of
native shoreland vegetation.

Trandating new ot development to impervious surface required making additional assumptions about how
development would occur in the District. A number of sources provide estimates for categories of develop-
ment. This study considered two sources for estimating impervious surface coverage - the Center for Water-
shed Protection and the Highway 169 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Center for Watershed
Protection’s estimates of impervious surface by class of development and lot size tended to be lower than the
standards used in the EIS. The Center’s standards did not, however, include the coverage of roads serving the
development. Road impervious surfaceis likely to exceed 15% of the total development land area. This
study therefore used two standards - the Hwy169 EI'S standards (ranging from 2% to 50% depending on lot
size), or the maximum impervious surface allowed under the shoreland ordinance (25%). The Shoreland
ordinance’s maximum impervious surface coverage does not include roadways, but for much of the District’s
undevel oped shoreland area (particularly in the Port Mille Lacs area) roads are already developed and in-
cluded in the existing impervious surface analysis.

Results

The results of the impervious surface analysis show that, under the specific assumptions of this analysis, the
risk to water quality from more impervious surfaceisvery low. Table 8 shows the amount of new impervious
surface, by watershed, for the sewered and non-sewered build-outs. In spite of adramatic increase in the
number of buildings for several zoning districts, the amount of impervious surface only marginally increased.
While this seems initially counter-intuitive, the result makes sense in the context of existing regulatory limits
- the Shoreland Ordinance limits lot coverage to 25% impervious surface. Except for additional roadway to
serve smaller lots, the amount of impervious surface is the same for four 10,000 sg. ft. lots as for one 40,000
sqg. ft. lot. Whereroads are already in place, or the number of lotsis small and will not need additional roads,
the shoreland impervious surface limitation resultsin the same amount impervious surface coverage in spite of
many additional lots.
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Table 8 — Change in Impervious Surface by Zoning District

Impervious Acres Change

Zone Jurisdiction Unsewered Sewered Acres %
C Garrison 512 512 0 %
O Garrison 3 3 0 0%
R-1 Garrison 538 538 0 0%
R-2 Garrison 02 02 0 %
A Crow Wing 133 133 0 0%
C1 Crow Wing 257 %57 0 0%
c2 Crow Wing 154 154 0 0%
F Crow Wing 01 0.1 0 %

Crow Wing 521 521 0 0%
R Crow Wing 587 64.2 6 P
RR Crow Wing 246 246 0 0%
WC Crow Wing 121 121 0 0%
R-1 Mille Lacs 399 309 0 0%
S-2 Mille Lacs N1 311 0 0%
S-4 Mille Lacs 1851 185.1 0 %
Total 566 566 6 1%
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Figure 18 shows the effects of the build-out (both sewered and non-sewered) on the District’s watersheds.
The Lake Mille Lacs watershed, where most of the new units lie, has increased from 7.8% to 18.7 %. The
impervious surface now exceeds the 10% threshold, and isinto the impacted watershed zone. The remaining
watersheds have realized several percentage point increases in impervious surface coverage, but remain
below the 10% threshold, indicating a protected watershed.

Percent Impervious Cover
by local water shed
after completebuild out

PERCENT
INFERVIOUS

. = 250

10 B0 2.9

0 to 9.9%,

Results are identical both with and
without the proposed sewer

Figure 18

The effects of secondary development on water quality are not exclusively determined by the amount of
impervious surface created. Even if the amount of impervious surface is the same for the sewered and non-
sewered build-out, the sewered build-out results in a much more intensive land use. If four times as many
housing units are on the same impervious surface, there will be many more cars, more litter or miscellaneous
waste in the environment, heavier use of regiona public facilities, and more congestion on arearoads. Quan-
tifying the environmental impacts from the more intensive use, however, is considerably more problematic
than the foregoing analysis. Moreover, mitigating measures for these and other impacts may largely amelio-
rate environmental impacts from more intensive devel opment, as discussed below.
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Testing the Build-out and Water Quality | mpact Analysis
Sensitivity

The Port Mille Lacs Areain Mille Lacs County, zoned S-4, is the area with the greatest potential for second-
ary development impacts. Seventy percent of the potential new units under a sewered build-out lie in this
area. Asnoted earlier, while the shoreland ordinance impervious surface limitations (25% per lot) appear to
substantialy mitigate the water quality risks, the magnitude of the change in land use intensity deserves some
additional attention, analysis, and consideration of mitigation strategies.

In order to test the sensitivity of the impervious surface analysis, the 25% shoreland impervious limit was
disregarded for the Port Mille Lacs area. Instead, a 50% impervious surface assumption was used for the
10,000 sq. ft. lots. Thisis consistent with the Highway 169 EIS estimate, and with Center for Watershed
Protection estimatesfor small urban lots, including an allowance for abutting roads. Doubling theimpervious
surface assumption doubles the number of impervious acresin the S-4 District.

Table 9 shows the results of the sensitivity test by watershed. The District’s portion of the Lake Mille Lacs
Watershed, already fairly high at 18.7% increases to 22.6%, and the White Fish Lake watershed increases
from 4% to 5.3%. Neither of these changes moves the watershed into a state of degradation (greater than
25%), but the community can expect to see more harmful impacts to the watershed.

Table 9 — Sensitivity for S-4 Impervious Assumptions

% Impervious
Watershed Non-Sewered| Sewered
Round Lake 3.6% 3.6%
White Fish Lake 4.0% 5.3%
Garrison Creek 3.8% 3.8%
Sequchie Creek 2.4% 2.4%
Mille Lacs Lake (within District) 18.7% 22.6%
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Another sensitivity issuein regard to S-4 isthe amount of buildable land. Figure 19 showsthe satelliteimagery
of the Port Mille Lacs areas. Existing development can be seen al along the shore of Lake Mille Lacs, the
network of existing roads on both side of Highway 169 is readily apparent, and the golf course and resort area
may also beidentified. The buildable areaidentified in the GIS analysisfor the S-4 district totaled 741 acres.
Approximately 100 acres of the “buildable” areaisthe existing golf course, which was not identified as
developed because it was not impervious surface. Golf coursestypically have environmental impacts on
natural resources and water quality, but not due to impervious surface runoff. At the current time, the golf
course is unlikely to be converted to houses or businesses, lowering by 433 the total number of new devel-
oped lats, with an equivalent percentage reduction in impervious surface. The existing road network, further-
more, lowers the potential impact of new development, as the watershed is already absorbing these impervi-
ous surface impacts.

Figure 19

Minnesota Department of Transportation Environmental Impact Study
The Orning/Digre Build Out Analysis

The results of the District’s build-out and water-quality analysis are partially corroborated by the build-out
conducted by the Minnesota Department of Transportation. MnDOT conducted an Environmental Impact
Study (EIS) for the proposed realignment and reconstruction of U.S. Highway 169. Like the sanitary sewer
line, highways are infrastructure that affect the way that development occurs on the land. Changing the route
or capacity of the highway will therefore have dynamic impacts on development patterns in the travel-shed, or
the roads, homes, and businesses that would use Highway 169 over the next 30 years. As part of the EIS,
MnDOT commissioned aland use study around the potential realignment sites for the purpose of determining
what effect the realignment could have on the environment due to the secondary effects of changesin land use
around the new highway. Projected Development Analysis for Highway 169 I mprovements (2001) authored
by George Orning (University of Minnesota) and Brad Digre (Short Elliot Hendrickson, Inc.), includes both a
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detailed assessment of existing natural resource and development data, and five distinct build-out analyses
based on five potential alignments of areconstructed Highway 169, including the “no-build” scenario, in
which the Highway was not re-aligned nor expanded in its current alignment.

While most data used in the EI S were also used in the Sanitary District’s build-out analysis, the two studies
made some different assumptions, and had some distinct goals that lead to some methodology and presentation
differences. The 169 study used the following assumptions that were not shared by the Sanitary District’'s

study:

>

>

The independent variable was the location of U.S. Highway 169 where the District’s study used the
existence of the sewer line as the independent variable.

The 169 study assumed the District areawould provide sewer services throughout the District. The
District’s study made a similar assumption for the sewered-scenario build-out, but recognizesin the
discussion on mitigation that limiting the reach of the proposed sanitary lineisnot only consistent with
District policy, but necessary in order to manage the constrained capacity of both the sewer line and the
treatment facility.

The 169 study assumed that afixed number of new housing units would be built, and that only the location
of the unitswould change with the change in highway alignment. Approximately athird of the future
devel opment housing was dependent on the location of the Highway. Thetotal number of housing units,
for instance, were dependent on an estimated market demand, and only the location, not the total number,
would vary with the highway location. In contrast, the District’s build-out needed to examine the potential
changesin the total number of units built asaresult of the sewer line. Thetotal number of housing units
was assumed to be dependent on the allowed density under land use regulation.

The 169 study examined not only thetotal build-out, but the likely build-out under reasonable market
conditions. Thelikely build-out provided the basisfor water quality impacts dueto increasesin
impervious surface. The District’s study assumed that the construction of the sewer line would change
the market demand for housing and commercial development, but did not attempt to forecast the extent of
the change. Instead, the District’s study attempted to measure the risk from a worst-case build-out under
its two scenarios (the sewered and unsewered scenarios).

M ethodological or scope differences between the 169 study and the District’s study include the following
digtinctions:

>

>

The 169 study estimated the impact from alternate locations of new impervious surfacesin each
watershed rather than differences in the total amounts of impervious surface.

The 169 study assigned zoning lot sizes to 40-acre tracts, rather than using each local government’s
geographic zoning districts.

The 169 study used primarily lot size, rather than regulatory limits, to set the impervious surface
assumptions.

The 169 study covers an area much larger than the District.
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Thetwo studies also have anumber of similarities, including thefollowing:

» Theassumptions about impervious surface were largely consistent, with the exception of when
regulations limited the amount of impervious surface per lot. |mpervious surface assumptionsare

described bel ow:

Table 10 - Comparison of Impervious Surface Coefficients

Name Base Shoreland Zone Sewered Impervious
Zoning Code % EAW/169 Study
Garrison City C General 25/25
Garrison City O] General 25/40
Garrison City ®) Nat. Environment 25/40
Garrison City O] Not a Shoreland 40/40
Garrison City R-1 General 25/40
Garrison City R-1 Nat. Environment 25/40
Garrison City R-1 Not a Shoreland 40/40
Garrison City R-2 Not a Shoreland 25/40
Garrison Town A General 2.5/2.5
Garrison Town A Nat. Environment 2.5/2.5
Garrison Town A Recreational 2.5/2.5
Garrison Town C1l General 25/50
Garrison Town C1 Not a Shoreland 25/50
Garrison Town C2 General 25/50
Garrison Town C2 Not a Shoreland 50/50
Garrison Town F General 2/2
Garrison Town G General 10/10
Garrison Town G Nat. Environment 10/10
Garrison Town G Recreational 10/10
Garrison Town R General 25/50
Garrison Town R Nat. Environment 25/40
Garrison Town R Not a Shoreland 25/50
Garrison Town R Recreational 25/50
Garrison Town RR General 10/10
Garrison Town RR Nat. Environment 10/10
Garrison Town RR Recreational 10/10
Garrison Town wcC General 25/50
Garrison Town WwcC Not a Shoreland 50/50
Garrison Town WwcC Recreational 25/50
Kathio Town R-1 General 25/25
Kathio Town R-1 Recreational 25/25
Kathio Town S-2 General 25/50
Kathio Town S-2 Recreational 25/50
Kathio Town S-4 General 25/50
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» The Sanitary District’s sensitivity analysisin the Port Mille Lacs area adopted the 169 study assump-

tionsfor impervious surface by lot size.

» Baseline population and housing growth assumptions were consistent across the studies. These
assumptions provide, however, the basisfor the EIS's devel opment forecast, while only informing the

mitigation discussion for the District’ study.

» The same GIS data sources provided background and natural resource information.
» Both studies used similar assumptions regarding buildableland. The assumptions are described

below:

Assumptions for Identifying Buildable Land
Sanitary District Analysis

Existing impervious surface;

Water bodies (lakes and wetlands);
100 foot width around the streams*,
Shoreland lake buffer setbacks**,
Steep dopes (greater than 18%); and,
Public lands.

YVVVVVYY

* Each stream was buffered for general planning purposes.
The buffer width given for all streams was 100 foot or 50 foot
on each side from the center of the stream. Although these
setbacks are not consistent with the zoning ordinancesin the
GKWMLL, they were used as a general assumption to cover
non-buildable areasriparian to the streamin order to help
visual build-out scenarios.

** General development lakes received a 25 foot buffer (Mille
Lacs, Borden, Captive). Recreational development lakes
received a 37 foot buffer (Holt, Smith, Whitefish). Natural
environment lakes received a 100 foot buffer (Sunfish,

Maple).

Assumptions for Identifying Buildable Land
Hwy 169 EIS Analysis

» Areasidentified asexisting urban or rural
development;*

Water bodies (lakes and wetlands);

Land that isisolated by water or wetlands; and,
Public lands.

Y V V

* Urban and rural development were identified on the land
use/land cover GIS data set compiled by the State of
Minnesota

** \Water or wetland locked parcels were manually
eliminated from the data set.

Conclusions

While there are a number of methodological differences between the two build-out analyses, the results show
that some similar conclusions were reached by the two studies. Several similarities can be noted between the
District’s* hot spots’ for risk if the sewer lineisbuilt, and the likely devel opment spots under the EIS's no-build
analysis. The EIS'suse of likely market pressure thus contributes greatly to the District’s analysis by showing
that the hot spots for risk are also the places that market pressure for development is highest.
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Areas of Greatest
Areas at Greatest Risk Development Pressure

> 97 additional commercid
lotsintheC2 district;

» 278additional ot
inthe Crow Wing'sR
(residentid) digtrict;

» 2,419 additiona developedlotsin
the S-4 digtrict (the Port Mille
Lacsarea) inMilleLacsCounty;

» 407 additional lotsinthe S-2 =
shoreland areain Mille Lacs County;

Source: Projected Development Analysis for Highway 169 Improvements
Figure20

Some differences can also be noted, particularly in the Mille Lacs County areas of the District. The Port Mille
Lacs area can be assumed to be largely developed due to the development along the shore and the coverage
of the golf course. The District study did not assume these areas to be devel oped, except the riparian lots
along Lake Mille Lacs. Thisareathus shows up asthe primary risk “hot spot,” although the EIS study does
not indicate it to be an areawith significant development pressure.
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Mitigating the Risks of Secondary Development

The Sanitary District and local governments have a number of options for mitigating the risk associated with
secondary development due to the sewer line. Some efforts are already underway to limit harmful changesto
water quality and community character. For example, the Sanitary District has been participating in the Lake
Mille Lacs Clean Water Partnership Watershed Planning Project for the last two years. The background study
isnow drawing to a close and is preparing to enter the implementation phase. The Clean Water Partnership is
coordinating with the Local Solutions Alliance, a state inter-agency assistance program for units of local
government, to build coalitions among units of local government inthe Mille Lacswatershed.

Furthermore, the Clean Water Partnership has been creating a stormwater ordinance for the Sanitary District,
and is beginning to work with units of local government on adopting the ordinance. Other than afew provi-
sions in the shoreland ordinances, the county and city local governments do not currently have stormwater
ordinances.

A number of other options are available for mitigating other secondary devel opment risks associated with the
project. Secondary development risks include increased non-point pollution from inappropriately managed
stormwater, loss of habitat, encroachment of development on sensitive areas and erodabl e shoreland, and
increased traffic, noise, and air pollution from more intensive use of the project area. The options include
education efforts, incentive-based programs, regulatory efforts, and management of public lands. A summary
of the optionsfor mitigating risk is shown below:

» Ensuring full enforcement of the Shoreland Ordinance limitations on impervious surface and reviewing the
PUD optionsto ensure limitations to impervious surface increases;

» Managing access to public infrastructure (sewer capacity, road capacity, drinking water, utilities);

» Limiting theintensity and density of land development through voluntary actions by land ownersand
devel opersand through land use regulation (zoning, subdivision, and other land use ordinances);

» Establishing stormwater performance standards or new infrastructure that mitigates against specific
risks, such as through on-site stormwater management or construction of regional stormwater infrastruc-
ture.

Mitigation

The sensitivity analysis reveal s that in considering the potential impacts of impervious surfaces in the Port
Mille Lacs area the single most critical mitigation effort is to ensure that new development complies with
existing shoreland stormwater regulations. The S-4 District will have a minimum lot size of 10,000 sq. ft.;
developers and builders could easily exceed the 25% impervious surface threshold unless local officias
attend to enforcing this provision. This mitigation is equally important in other General Devel opment
shoreland areas (along Mille Lacs and Borden lakes) where the minimum shoreland district is the controlling
factor on lot size.

Education and Incentive Programs

The Sanitary District, in cooperation with the units of local government, Soil and Water Conservation Dis-
tricts, and State agencies, could sponsor a multi-phased education and incentive program, modeled after the
Non-point Education for Municipal Officials (NEMO) program. Elements of the effort could include the
fallowing:

» Conducting ongoing education efforts for appointed and elected officials on the requirements of the
State Shoreland Ordinance will help build recognition of the requirementsthat devel opers, builders, and
homeowners must meet when acquiring building permits.
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» Providing education or incentivesfor builders, devel opers, and homeownersto meet both impervious
surface standards and best management practices for stormwater can ensure that the standards will hold
up over time, asexisting buildings undergo modifications and additions.

» Provide model development standards, showing how to minimizeimpervious surfaceson different lot
sizesand configurations.

» Develop educational materials on shoreland standards to be handed out when the application for sewer
hookups are approved, including notification that sewer hookups are contingent upon meeting state and
local stormwater and land use standards.

» Structure the Sanitary District hookup feesto encourage combining of multiplelotsin common
ownership.

Manage Access to Public Infrastructure

Therisk from secondary development, as portrayed in this build-out analysis, must be put in the context of
the size of the proposed wastewater system. One of the assumptions of the build-out was that all new devel-
opment would have access to the sanitary sewer line. While the proposed sewer system could result in more
development than would occur in the absence of the sewer ling, the line and treatment facility have capacity
constraints. The sewer line project is designed to accommodate the initial 952 hookups, and an ultimate peak
of 325,000 gallons per day, which will accommodate approximately 1,300 homes or businesses. The system
has limited capacity to absorb new loads, relative to the above-described build-out scenario of an additional
6,000 developed lots. The limited capacity of the proposed system will need to be managed by the Sanitary
Disgtrict as a scarce resource, rather than a simple response to demand as if the capacity of the wastewater
system wasinfinite.

In light of the real capacity limitations of the sanitary sewer, the District could mitigate risk from secondary
development using some of thefollowing tools:

» Adopt Sanitary District ordinance language regulating the extension of laterals from the sewer trunk or
other lateralsto be consistent with density goals and mitigation of secondary development. Require
consistency with local Comprehensive Plans and Shoreland Ordinances, particul arly the 25% impervious
surface limitation. Consider taking over management of I STS systems rather than extending sewer
laterals.

» Limit, by ordinance, the number of new Sanitary hookups per year. The sewer system has limited
capacity and should be conserved in order to minimize contract revisions, investment in new infrastructure,
and additional dischargesfrom the treatment plant.

» Encourage local governments to set regulatory standards for access management, or create capacity limits
for publicinfrastructure to guide or phase development, such as through Adequate Public Facilities ordi-
nances.

Adopt the Clean Water Partnership Recommendations

» The Mille Lacs Watershed Program, a Clean Water Partnership project overseen by the PCA, will be
completing its Phase | recommendationsin 2003. The Phase | report will, after apublic participation
effort, identify specific mitigation efforts for water quality problemsin the Mille Lacs Watershed. The
implementation effort will require participation of local governments, including the Sanitary District.
Some of the implementation recommendations may mitigate against the risks from secondary develop-
ment.

Support and Participate in the Local Solutions Alliance Planning Project

» ThelLocal SolutionsAlliance, amulti-agency collaborative effort to assist local governmentsin addressing
local problems, has proposed to oversee afive phase land use planning effort for the Mille Lacs water-
shed. The watershed planning effort would dovetail with the Clean Water Partnership Phase |1 efforts,
and would offer inter-jurisdictional solutionsto land use and growth management efforts.
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Sormwater and Performance Standards

» Create amodel stormwater ordinance that meets National Pollution Discharge Erosion System
(NPDES) Phase Il standards, and address stormwater, erosion, sedimentation, wetlands, and vegetative
management. Design the ordinance as an overlay district coincident with the Sanitary District, and
encourage local governments to adopt the ordinance. Consider working with the Soil and Water
Conservation Districts (SWCDs) to provide review and enforcement services.

Work with Local Governments to strengthen zoning, shoreland, and PUD ordinances
» Encourage local governments to make zoning, shoreland, and PUD ordinances for those sewered areas at
risk for heavy development pressure more restrictive than State standards.

Permanent Protection of Land from Secondary Development

» Working with local governments, create and promote tax incentives for shoreland areas encouraging
voluntary use of conservation easements. Consider setting up Transfer of Development Rights (TDR)
and Purchase of Development Rights programs.
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