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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE: 3235 Fernbrook Lane N « Plymouth, MN 55447
763.553.1144 « Fax: 763.553.9326

April 13, 2017

Representatives

Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed The meeting packet for this meeting
Management Commission may be found on the Commission’s website:
Hennepin County, Minnesota http://pioneersarahcreek.org/pages/Meetings/

Dear Representatives:

A regular meeting of the Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission will be held Thursday,
April 20, 2017, at 6:00 p.m., at the Discovery Center, 5050 Independence Street, Maple Plain, MN.

A light supper will be served. RSVPs are requested so that the appropriate amount of food is available. At
the time of your response, please let us know if you will be eating supper with us.

In order to ensure a quorum for this meeting, please telephone 763.553.1144 or email Kerstin at
kerstin@jass.biz to indicate if you or your Alternate will be attending. It is your responsibility to
ascertain that your community will be represented at this meeting.

Regards,

Judie A. Anderson
Administrator

JAA:tim

cc: Alternates City Clerks MPCA
Jim Kujawa, HCES Met Council BWSR
Joel Jamnik, Attorney official newspapers DNR
Rich Brasch, TRPD Diane Spector, Wenck Associates
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE: 3235 Fernbrook Lane N e Plymouth, MN 55447
763.553.1144 o Fax: 763.553.9326 ¢ judie@jass.biz ® www.pioneersarahcreek.org

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
April 20,2017 ¢ 6:00 pm
Maple Plain City Hall @ The Discovery Center
5050 Independence Street, Maple Plain

The meeting packet can be found on the Commission’s website:
http://pioneersarahcreek.org/pages/Meetings/

Call to Order.

Approve Agenda.*

Consent Agenda.

a. March regular meeting minutes.*

b. Monthly Claims/Treasurers Report.*

Action Items.

a. Revised Draft 2017 Annual Work Plan.*

b. 2016 Audit Report.*

c. 2016 Annual Activity Report.*

d. Approve Loretto Local Surface Water Management Plan — see Staff Report.
e. Consider request for taping of meetings.*

Open Forum.

Old Business.

a. Updated CIP - Baker.

b. Additional stream bacteria monitoring — Brasch.
C. Cost-share for Lake Sarah CLP treatment — Baker.

New Business.

Staff Report.*

Watershed-wide TMDL.

Education.

a.

Social media and website metrics* - Juntunen.

Communications.

a.

b.

Brasch retirement.*

MEP — vote No - SF 723 and HF 888.*

Commissioner Reports.

Other Business.

Adjournment. (Next meeting-May 18, 2017)

Greenfield « Independence ¢ Loretto « Maple Plain « Medina ¢ Minnetrista
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Item 3a

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE: 3235 Fernbrook Lane N ¢ Plymouth, MN 55447
763.553.1144 « Fax: 763.553.9326 « judie@jass.biz « www.pioneersarahcreek.org

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
March 16, 2017

1. CALL TO ORDER. A regular meeting of the Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission was
called to order at 6:03 p.m., Thursday, March 16, 2017, by Chair Joe Baker at Maple Plain City Hall, 5050
Independence Street, Maple Plain, MN.

Present: Tom Cook, Greenfield; Joe Baker, Independence; Brenda Daniels, Loretto; John Fay, Maple Plain;
Pat Wulff, Medina; Shannon Bruce, Minnetrista; James Kujawa, Hennepin County Environment
and Energy (HCEE); Rich Brasch and Brian Vlach, Three Rivers Park District (TRPD); and Judie
Anderson and Amy Juntunen, JASS.

Also present: Scott Johnson, Medina; Steve Christopher, Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR), and Carol and
Heather Besecker, citizens.

2. AGENDA. The agenda was revised to remove item 4.f.i. Draft 2016 Audit, and add item 4.g. Potential Increase
in Cost Share for Lake Sarah CLP Treatment. Motion by Wulff, second by Cook to approve the agenda* as revised.
Motion carried unanimously.

3. CONSENT AGENDA. Motion by Cook, second by Daniels to approve the consent agenda. Motion carried
unanimously.

a. February 16, 2017 Meeting Minutes.*

b. Monthly Claims/Treasurer’s Report.* Monthly claims totaling $5,141.71.
4, ACTION ITEMS.

a. Draft 2017 Annual Work Plan.* Commissioners were requested to review the Work Plan and send

any additions or corrections to Anderson by March 24. The Annual Work Plan is a required part of the 2016 Annual
Activity Report and must be approved at the April Commission meeting. The 2016 Annual Activity Report is required to
be submitted to BWSR by April 30.

b. Windsong Farm Golf Club, Independence — Request for Variance.* Commission rules requires
installation of buffers adjacent to all wetlands on the property during development. The Golf Club would like to
develop a practice facility on approximately one-third of the property. There are 12 wetlands on the property in
total, but development would only occur in the area of five wetlands. The rest of the property is not being
developed and will remain in crop rotation with no immediate plans for development. The applicant is requesting a
variance to the Commission’s rules requiring buffers only in the areas that will continue to be farmed and not
developed. Once the rest of the property is developed, proper buffers would be installed around all wetlands. The
Commission and Staff are in favor. Staff will offer guidance and bring this issue for action when the project review
has been submitted.

c. WaterShed Partners.* WaterShed Partners is a coalition of over 70 public, private, and non-profit
organizations in the metro area. Partners promote actions to protect water in the watersheds. Their new campaign
started in 2016 and includes social media/newsletter articles and a photo library available to partners. Each article links
to informational resources. Staff suggested the PSCWMC become a partner in 2017 to take advantage of the content
library and educational resources. Motion by Fay, second by Daniels to approve $500 for partnership in the WaterShed
Partners program for 2017. Motion carried unanimously. This program will be reviewed in early 2018 to judge
effectiveness.

Greenfield ¢ Independence « Loretto « Maple Plain « Medina ¢ Minnetrista
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d. Select one lake for CAMP program. Hafften Lake was monitored in 2016. Cook volunteered to
monitor Hafften in 2017, providing two consecutive years of monitoring data for the lake. Ardmore lake will be
monitored in 2017 as part of the TRPD carp study.

e. Updates to CIP.* The TAC met on March 10 to review the current CIP and add new projects
submitted by the cities to the CIP. Some projects were removed due to completion, infeasibility, or lack of landowner
participation. Some of the smaller BMP projects were removed from the annual list and Staff recommends their
addition as a line item for Ongoing Opportunity BMP installations on the CIP with a separate annual budget because
those projects are not truly capital projects. Baker noted that the GR-3, Dance Hall Creek BMPs that had been struck
should be marked as completed for the Steinke project. Baker will create a BMP performance measure to present to
Kevin Bigalke at BWSR so that efforts, even if they did not result in a project due to lack of participation or infeasibility,
are included in the measurement of CIP accomplishment. Fay requested project MP-6, South Ravine Cleanup, be struck
as the City is not prepared to move forward with the project within the CIP timeframe.

Baker requested the CIP form be updated to include total phosphorus removal in addition to the cost
per lb of removal. A second report detailing the completed projects and infeasibility of identified projects should also
be created as a performance measurement.

A column will be added to notate projects moved to future years. The CIP will be reviewed again in
April after updates are made. Baker requested a meeting with Kujawa and Brasch to review the CIP outside the regular
meeting.

f. Draft 2016 Annual Activity Report.* Commissioners were requested to review the Activity Report
and send any additions or corrections to Anderson by March 24. The Annual Activity Report must be approved at the
April Commission meeting. The 2016 Annual Activity Report is required to be submitted to BWSR by April 30.

8. Potential increase in the cost share for the Lake Sarah CLP treatment. Baker proposed an exception
to the 10% after grant cost-share for this project. This is the final year of the five-year whole-lake treatments. The
treatments have been effective and demonstrated an effective course of control for the CLP. It was in many cases
replaced by natives. The treatments have resulted in an 80% reduction of the turion seed bank in the lake, allowing for
future spot treatments rather than whole-lake treatments. In 2016, no grant was awarded to help fund this project and
the Commission increased the cost-share to 25%. In 2017 the project did receive the maximum grant of $4,999. Total
cost is projected at $45,000. TRPD also contributes to the project for its percentage of shoreline. Baker requested an
increase to the cost-share of this project to 25% after grant. Baker will have a not-to-exceed amount for this project at
the April meeting. Motion by Cook, second by Fay to increase the cost-share for this project to 25% after grant.
Motion carried unanimously. Control of the CLP creates conditions for an effective alum treatment to the lake to
control internal loading.

5. OPEN FORUM.

No one wished to speak to items not on the agenda.

6. OLD BUSINESS.
7. NEW BUSINESS.
a. 2017 PRAP.* BWSR performs a routine, interactive review intended to cover all LGUs at least once

every 10 years, the Performance Review and Assistance Program (PRAP). BWSR originally scheduled Pioneer-Sarah
Creek’s PRAP for 2017, but has recently notified the Commission that it will be delayed until 2018. The PRAP usually
requires 30-40 hours of staff time to review the Plan and provide details to BWSR, as well as time during regular
Commission meetings to complete the self-assessment, review Staff’s report, and review comments. The PRAP
results in an approximately 50 page document.

b. Baker met with Kevin Bigalke at BWSR to discuss the PSCWMC Third Generation Plan, which was
only approved for six years instead of the usual ten years. Based on the performance of the Commission in working
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towards its stated goals and projects, BWSR may be amenable to extending the plan for the full ten-year period with
a Major Plan Amendment that would update the CIP through 2024 and adjust goals and rules as needed. Member
cities must identify good projects to make the Commission performance successful.

8. STAFF REPORT.*

a. Brasch gave a presentation to the Minnetrista City Council on the proposed South Whaletail alum
treatment. The Council was receptive to the project. The project is scheduled for 2020 and has been submitted to
the CIP. Planning and sediment cores to calculate dosage will begin in 2018. Whaletail is targeted to achieve
standards by 2020-21.

b. Additional stream bacteria monitoring was suggested by Wenck Associates to determine whether
lakes are contributors to streams impaired for bacteria identified as part of the Bacteria TMDL, or if the bacteria only
comes from the stream drainage area. This would set boundary conditions for lakes and lakes would not have to be
sampled for bacteria. Synoptic sampling at multiple sites simultaneously is the monitoring method. The additional
monitoring would cost $500-$1000. Staff will bring this item back for discussion in April.

c. Kujawa noted that local Water Management Plans must be adopted by member cities between
January 1, 2017 and December 31, 2018.

d. Juntunen will include social media and website metrics in the April meeting packet.
9. WATERSHED-WIDE TMD.
10. EDUCATION.
11. COMMUNICATIONS.
12. COMMISSIONER REPORTS. A manure pile on a property adjacent to Lake Sarah in Greenfield was brought

to Baker’s attention by Lake Sarah residents. Kirsten Barta, HCEE Rural Conservationist, will contact the land owner
and discuss better practices to reduce phosphorous loading to the lake.

13. OTHER BUSINESS. The next meeting is scheduled for April 20, 2017.

14. ADJOURNMENT. There being no further business, motion by Cook, second by Baker to adjourn. Motion
carried unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 9:02 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Amy/A. Juntunen
Recording Secretary
JAA:tim Z:\Pioneer-SarahCreek\Meetings\Meetings 2017\03 Minutes.docx
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Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Item 3b
Income Statement
Compared with Budget
For the Three Months Ending March 31, 2017

Current Month Year to Date Year to Date Year to Date

Actual Actual Budget Variance

Revenues
Member Dues $ 0.00 $ 105,700.00 $ 105,700.00 0.00
Project Review Fees 0.00 0.00 5,000.00 (5,000.00)
CIP Income 0.00 28,000.00 28,000.00 0.00
WCA Adm Fees 0.00 0.00 500.00 (500.00)
Interest and Dividend Income 115.92 290.42 10.26 280.16
Total Revenues 115.92 133,990.42 139,210.26 (5,219.84)
Operating Expenses
Administrative Expense 4,606.32 8,210.78 9,000.00 789.22
Adm-Project Reviews 1.61 8.11 1,000.00 991.89
WCA - Admin/Legal Expenses 11.48 40.65 500.00 459.35
Adm - Tech Support 0.00 242 750.00 747.58
Legal Expense 33.96 33.96 500.00 466.04
Insurance 0.00 257.00 3,370.00 3,113.00
Total Operating Expenses 4,653.37 8,552.92 15,120.00 6,567.08
Program Deliverables and Education
Adm - General Programs 0.00 0.00 500.00 500.00
TAC Meetings 0.00 0.00 4,000.00 4,000.00
Education 20.40 77.04 6,120.00 6,042.96
Education-Events 0.00 0.00 500.00 500.00
Grant Writing 0.00 0.00 1,100.00 1,100.00
Website 231.85 277.50 2,240.00 1,962.50
Total Deliverables and Education 252.25 354.54 14,460.00 14,105.46
Fund Revenue/Expenses

WRAPP Income 0.00 3,769.20 0.00 3,769.20

WRAPP Expense 236.09 474.05 0.00 (474.05)
Total WRAPP Income (Expense) (236.09) 3,295.15 0.00 3,295.15
Capital Improvement Project 0.00 0.00 33,000.00 33,000.00
Total Fund Income (Expense) (236.09) 3,295.15 33,000.00 29,704.85
Total Expenses 5,141.71 5,612.31 62,580.00 56,967.69
Net Income ($ 5,025.79) $ 12837811 $ 76,630.26 $ 51,747.85

4/13/2017 at 5:10 PM For Management Purposes Only



ASSETS

Current Assets
Cash-4M Fund
Accounts Receivable

Total Current Assets

Property and Equipment

Total Property and Equipment

Other Assets
Total Other Assets

Total Assets

LIABILITIES AND CAPITAL

Current Liabilities

Total Current Liabilities

Long-Term Liabilities
Total Long-Term Liabilities

Total Liabilities

Capital

WCA Replacement Guarantee
WCA Monitoring Guarantee
WCA Administrative Guarantee
Third Generation Plan Res
WRAPP Encumbered

Retained Surplus

CIP Fund

Net Income

Total Capital

Total Liabilities & Capital

4/13/2017 at 5:10 PM

Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Item 3b
Balance Sheet
March 31, 2017

$ 316,930.89
47,357.18
364,288.07
0.00
0.00
$ 364,288.07
0.00
0.00
0.00
$ 6,850.00
6,816.44
696.78
25,000.00
8,503.56
132,812.01
55,231.17
128,378.11
364,288.07
$ 364,288.07

Unaudited - For Management Purposes Only



4/13M17 at 11:16:36.54

Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed
Cash Disbursements Journal
For the Period From Apr 1, 2017 to Apr 30, 2017

Filter Criteria includes: Report order is by Date. Report is printed in Detail Format.

Iltem 3b

Page: 1

Date Check # Account ID Line Description Debit Amount Credit Amount
4/13M17 1460 52000 Technical Advisory 696.29
Committee
10100 Wenck Associates, Inc. 696.29
4/13M17 1461 57000 Education - 2017 500.00
Membership
10100 WaterShed Partners 500.00
4/13M17 1462 51100 Administration 739.41
51100 Meetings 1,595.93
51100 Bookkeeping 107.57
51100 Annual Budget 28.91
51100 Annual Report 928.17
51400 Website 133.10
57000 Education 17.70
51120 Project Reviews 9.50
51130 WCA/Wetland Projects 4.99
51125 ClIPs, BBR 1,406.10
10100 Judie Anderson's 4,971.38
Secretarial Service
Total 6,167.67 6,167.67
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Invoice V V

April 7, 2017

A
Invoice No: 11702145 W E N C K

Judie Anderson
Pioneer-Sarah Watershed Management Comm. Responsive partner.

3235 Fernbrook Lane '
Plymouth, MN 55447 Exceptional outcomes.

Project Manager Edward Matthiesen
Project B1508-0006 Technical Advisory Committee Assistance
Professional Services Through March 31, 2017
Professional Personnel
Hours Rate Amount
Matthiesen, Edward 3.30 194.00 640.20
Totals 3.30 640.20
Total Labor 640.20
Unit Billing
Mileage MP 2006 Corolla RGC 668
24.08
Additional Fees
Technology Fee 5.00 % of 640.20 32.01
Total Additional Fees 32.01 32.01
Total Invoice Amount $696.29
Current Prior Total
Billing Summary 696.29 0.00 696.29

INVOICES ARE DUE UPON PRESENTATION. Subject to 1-1/2% 18% Annum interest/finance charge. Please reference the

invoice number when sending payment. Federal Tax ID #41-1520095 -Wenck Associates, Inc.-1800 Pioneer Creek Center

PO Box 249- Maple Plain, MN 55359-0249 Toll Free:800-472-2232 Main:763-479-4200 E-mail:accounting@wenck.com
Web www.wenck.com
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FROM
Seaff Contacts.... M Jrtinen
City Name: Dionezr - Sacah Creek Woderdd Mat, Commission
MINNESOTA WATER Address: 3235 Fernbrodc Lane J
LET'S KEEP IT CLEAN City and Zp: P&ugmoui-h o mE ]
Telephone: 2,553 114
E-mail:....... @) :)ass.b.‘z

Membership

INVOICE

TO
Metro Watershed Partners and its Clean Water MN Media Campaign

MEMBERSHIP AMOUNT

8. 000000 s
Note: (see attached table with requested levels of funding)

FISCAL AGENT

Hamline University

1536 Hewitt Ave. MS-A1760

St. Paul, MN 55104

Tel: 651-523-2812  Email: jlarson25@hamline.edu

DESCRIPTION OF SERVICE

2017 membership support for the Metro WaterShed Partners and its Clean Water MN Media
Campaign, a stormwater pollution prevention education campaign. Services include:

*  Create timely, consistent messages that will encourage behaviors that improve water quality.
¢ Technology trainings for partners to use these tools effectively.

* Development and implementation of clean water exhibits at the Minnesota State Fair in the DNR
and Eco-experience buildings. ’

» Monthly meetings with information on partner activities, presentations‘by informative speakers, and
updates on WSP activities.

* Maintenance of the Watershed Partners listserv.
* Administration of media outreach and partner events and activities.
 Evaluate, maintain and improve the Clean Water MN materials and website.

* Begin to develop the framework for a metro wide adopt-a-drain program, which incorporates
community clean-up events.

DURATION OF SERVICE

January 1,2017 to December 31,2017
$120,000 is needed to fully implement year 2 activities. We will initiate phased implementation of the
campaign upon receiving a minimum of $70,000 in contributions. Funds unspent in 2017 will carry over

to 2018 to continue project implementation.
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Your‘ Virtual Administrator :J

Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission
3235 Fernbrook Lane Plymouth, MN 55447

General Administration
Administrative
Administrative
Office Support
Public storage
Data Processing/File Mgmt
Reimbursable Expense

0.42
6.45
3.00
1.00
0.59
2.34

Meeting packets, attendance, Minutes and Meeting follow-up

Administrative
Administrative
Admin - Offsite
Reimbursable Expense

Bookkeeping

Bookkeeping, budget, audit requests

Treasurer's Reports
Audit Prep
Reimbursable Expense

Annual Budget
Administrative
Reimbursable Expense

Annual Report/Work Plans
Secretarial
Administrative
Reimbursable Expense

Website
Pages, links, uploads
Administrative

Education, Strategic Planning
Administrative
Administrative
Reimbursable Expense

Project Reviews
Administrative
Reimbursable Expense

WCA/Wetland Projects
Administrative
Reimbursable Expense

CIPs, BBR - General Administration
Administrative
Administrative
Administrative Offsite
Reimbursable Expense

1.49
16.63
4.75
207.43

1.16

0.42

12.77

0.48
0.11

14.85
37.17

2.42

0.17
7.50

9.50

4.99

2.00
14.11
3.42
227.20

55.00
60.00
60.00
114.52
65.00
1.00

55.00
60.00
65.00

1.00

60.00
60.00
60.00

1.00

60.00
1.00

55.00
60.00
1.00

55.00
60.00

55.00
60.00
1.00

60.00
1.00

60.00
1.00

55.00
60.00
65.00

1.00

Iltem 3b

3235 Fernbrook Lane
Plymouth MIN 55447

23.100
387.000
180.000
114.520

32.450

2.340

81.950
997.800
308.750
207.430

69.600
25.200
0.000

12.770

28.800
0.110

0.000
891.000
37.170

133.100
0.000

0.000
10.200
7.500

0.000
9.500

0.000
4.990

110.000
846.60
222.30

227.200

4,971.380

April 13, 2017

Total Project Area

739.410 Administration

1,695.930 Meeting related activitie

Bookkeeping/TRs
107.570  Audit Prep

28.910 Annual Budget/
Work Plans

928.17  Annual Report

133.100 Website

17.700  Education

9.500 Project Reviews

4,990 WCA/MWetland

1,406.100 CIPs, BBR

4,971.380




Item 4a
3235 Fernbrook Lane
Plymouth, MN 55447
(763) 553-1144
Fax: (763) 553-9326

April 13, 2017

To: Pioneer-Sarah Creek Commissioners

Fr: Judie Anderson
Re: Draft 2017 Work Plan Revised

Minnesota Rule 8410.0150 requires the Commission to submit to the Board of Water and Soil Resources a financial
report, activity report and audit report for the preceding fiscal year. 8410.0150 Subp. 3 outlines the required
content of the annual activity report. It includes an assessment of the previous year’s annual work plan and
development of a projected work plan for the following year. The 2016 Work Plan accomplishments were accepted
at the February 16, 2017 meeting.

Following is a projected work plan for 2017. Please review and be prepared to make modifications at the April
meeting.

2017 Work Plan
A. ONGOING TECHNICAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE PROGRAMS
1. Continue to review local development/redevelopment plans for conformance with the standards

outlined in the Commission’s Third Generation Watershed Management Plan.

a. Maintain the current flood profile of the creeks and their tributaries.
b. Maintain the post-development 2-year, 10-year, and 100-year peak rate of runoff at pre-
development level for the critical duration precipitation event.
c. Maintain the post-development annual runoff volume at pre-development volume.
d. Prevent the loss of floodplain storage below the established 100-year elevation.
2. Continue to serve as the local government unit (LGU) for administering the Wetland Conservation Act

(WCA) for the cities of Greenfield, Loretto and Maple Plain. Preserve the existing functions and values of
wetlands within the watershed. Promote enhancement or restoration of wetlands in the watershed.

3. Adopt a 2018 operating budget.

a. Search for grant and other funds to supplement the regular budget.
b. Operate a capital improvement program and share in the cost of projects.
4, Publish a 2016 Annual Activity Report summarizing the Commission’s yearly activities and financial
reporting.
5. Draft a 2017 Work Plan.
6. The Commission will proactively engage with the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) staff to build

relationship that foster mutual trust, respect and support. In this effort the Commission will improve on its ability
to measure and report on the collective performance and efforts more visibly with BWSR.

B. WATER QUALITY AND QUANTITY

1. Support the Commission’s management goals for water quality. Continue to make progress to improve
the lakes and streams in the watershed as well as protect those that are not impaired.

Z:\PIONEER-SARAHCREEK\WORK PLANS\M_2017 PROJECTED WORK PLAN_REVISED.DOC
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2017 PROJECTED WORK PLAN REVISED
APRIL13, 2017
PAGE 2

a. Improve water clarity in the impaired waters by 10% over the average of the previous ten years
by 2023.
b. Maintain or improve water quality in the lakes and streams with no identified impairments.

2. Facilitate the approval of the Watershed-wide Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Study and the
Watershed Restoration and Protection Strategy (WRAPS) report.

3. Foster implementation of BMPs in the watershed through technical and financial assistance.

4 Operate a monitoring program sufficient to characterize water quantity and quality and biotic integrity
in the watershed and evaluate progress toward TMDL goals. Partner with Three Rivers Park District (TRPD) to
conduct water quality monitoring in the watershed. Bring stream and lake monitoring efforts into line with
monitoring program outlined in the Third Generation Watershed Plan.

a. Partner with Three Rivers Park District (TRPD) to conduct bi-weekly water quality monitoring
of “sentinel lakes” — Independence, Sarah, and Little Long, along with both basins of Whaletail.

b. Partner with Three Rivers Park District (TRPD) to conduct flow and water quality monitoring on
Pioneer Creek at Copeland Road and Sarah Creek at County Road 92, along with possible water quality and
flow monitoring at up to two additional sites, depending on budget.

c. Participate in Metropolitan Council’s Citizen Assisted Monitoring Program (CAMP). In 2017 the
Commission will fund the monitoring of one lake.

C. EDUCATION

1. Annually evaluate the proposed Education and Outreach program and establish education and outreach
activities for the coming year, including goals and strategies identified in the WRAPS study.

2. Educate Commissioners, member City Councils and Planning Commissions about watershed and water
resources management. Sponsor watershed and water resources training opportunities such as NEMO
(Nonpoint Education for Municipal Officials).

3. Convene Citizen Advisory Committees as necessary to make recommendations on education and
outreach actions and assist the Commission with implementation.

4. Participate with collaborative groups to pool resources to undertake activities in a cost-effective
manner, promote interagency cooperation and collaboration, and promote consistency of messages. Use the
Commission’s, member cities’, and educational partners’ websites and newsletters, social media, co-ops, local
newspapers and cable TV to disseminate education materials to all stakeholders about actions they can take to
protect and improve water quality.

a. Continue to maintain the Commission’s website to provide news to residents of the watershed.
b. Introduce a Commission Facebook page in 2017.
5. Provide opportunities for the public to learn about and participate in water quality activities. Enhance

education opportunities for youth. Provide opportunities for bridge-building between stakeholders.

a. Promote river and creek stewardship through the River Watch program. Encourage participation
by local school students and their teachers. Funding for monitoring two sites is included in the 2017 budget.

b. Work in partnership with Hennepin County’s Agriculture Specialist to help build relationships with
the agricultural community in the watershed in order to encourage TMDL implementation.

c. Work in partnership with the Hennepin County Rural Conservationist to assist in implementing
the MN Buffer Law throughout the watershed.

Z:\PIONEER-SARAHCREEK\WORK PLANS\M_2017 PROJECTED WORK PLAN_REVISED.DOC
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c. Work in partnership with the Hennepin County Rural Conservationist to assist in implementing
the MN Buffer Law throughout the watershed.

D. STUDIES, PROJECTS AND CIPS.

1. Seek public comment on the Watershed-wide Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) report and Watershed
Restoration and Protection Strategy (WRAPS) study. The TMDL establishes the amount of each pollutant that a
water body can receive without exceeding water quality standards. The WRAPS identifies future strategies for
restoring and protecting water quality in the watershed. Following the public comment period these documents,
with comments and responses attached, will be forwarded to the Environmental Protection Agency and the
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency for final review, comment, and approval.

a. Continue to identify TMDL implementation projects. Seek grant funding to assist with the costs
associated with those projects.

2. Prioritize BMPs identified in the Dance Hall Creek Subwatershed Retrofit Assessment for implementation
or further study.
3. Cost-share with the Lake Sarah Improvement Association (LSIA) to complete a round of curlyleaf

pondweed treatment in 2017.

4, Convene the Technical Advisory Committee for the purpose of receiving CIP applications from the
member communities, reviewing them for validity, and recommendation to the Commission for incorporation
on the Third Generation Plan CIP.

a. Seek grant funding to assist with the costs associated with projects identified on the
Commission’s CIP.

5. Continue to support member cities as they identify studies and projects which benefit both the cities
and the watershed.

E. PLANNING
1. When requested, assist member cities to develop their local water plans.
2. Begin to budget for the expense of writing the Fourth Generation Plan, due in 2020. Development should

begin in late 2018.

Z:\PIONEER-SARAHCREEK\WORK PLANS\M_2017 PROJECTED WORK PLAN_REVISED.DOC
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INDEPENDENT AUDITORS” REPORT

Board of Directors
Pi oneer- Sarah Creek Watershed Managenent Conmi ssion
Pl ynmout h, M nnesot a

Report on the Financial Statenents

We have audited the acconpanying financial statements of the governnental activities and
maj or fund of the Pioneer-Sarah Creek Wtershed Managenment Commi ssion (the Conmi ssion),
as of and for the year ended Decenber 31, 2016, and the related notes to the financial
statenments, which collectively comprise the Commission’s basic financial statements as
listed in the table of contents.

Managenent's Responsibility for the Financial Statenents

The Conmi ssion's nanagenent is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of
these financial statements in accordance with accounting principles generally accepted
in the United States of Anerica; this includes the design, inplenentation, and
mai nt enance of internal control relevant to the preparation and fair presentation of
financial statements that are free from naterial #/msstatenent, whether due to fraud or
error.

Auditor's Responsibility

Qur responsibility is to express an opinion onwthese financial statenments based on our
audit. W conducted our audit in accopdancewith auditing standards generally accepted
in the United States of America. Thoge standards require that we plan and perform the
audit to obtain reasonabl e assurance ahout Whether the financial statements are free of
materi al m sstatenent.

An audit involves perfornming procedures to obtain audit evidence about the amounts and

disclosures in the financial statenents. The procedures selected depend on the
auditor's judgment, including the assessment of the risks of material m sstatenment of
the financial statenments, whether due to fraud or error. In making those risk

assessnents, the auditor considers internal control relevant to the Commssion's
preparation and fair presentation of the financial statenents in order to design audit
procedures that are appropriate in the circumstances, but not for the purpose of
expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the entity's internal control
Accordingly, we express no such opinion. An audit also includes evaluating the
appropriateness of accounting policies used and the reasonableness of significant
accounting estimates made by managenent, as well as evaluating the overall presentation
of the financial statenents.

We believe that the audit evidence we have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to
provide a reasonabl e basis for our audit opinion.

Qpi ni on

In our opinion, the financial statements referred to above present fairly, in all
material respects, the respective financial position of the governnental activities and
maj or fund of the Conmi ssion as of Decenber 31, 2016, the respective changes in the
financial position thereof, and the budgetary conparison for the General Fund for the
year then ended in accordance with accounting principles generally accepted in the
United States of America.
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Gt her Matters
Requi red Suppl enmentary | nformation

Accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America require that
Managenent's Discussion and Analysis (MD&A) be presented to supplenment the basic
financial statenents. Such information, although not a part of the basic financial
statenents, is required by Governnental Accounting Standards Board, who considers it to
be an essential part of financial reporting for placing the basic financial statenents
in an appropriate operational, economc, or historical context. The Conm ssion has not
presented the NMD&A that accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of
Anerica have determ ned necessary to supplenment, although not required to be part of,
the basic financial statenents.

Prior Year Conparative |Information

We have previously audited the Commission’s financial statements for the year ended
Decenber 31, 2015 and, in our report dated April 14, 2016, we expressed an unqualified
opi nion on the financial statenents of the governnental activities and major fund. The
financial statenents include prior year partial conparative information, which does not
include all of the information required in a presentation in conformty w th accounting
principles generally accepted in the United States of Anmerica. Accordingly, such
informati on should be read in conjunction with the Conm ssion’s Ffinancial statements for
the year ended Decenber 31, 2015, from which such informati on was derived.

O her Reporting

W have also issued our report dated April _ , 2017, on our consideration of the
Commission’s internal control over financial reporting and our tests of its compliance
with certain provisions of |aws, regulations, contmacts and grant agreenents and other
matters. The purpose of that report is to describé,the scope of our testing of internal
control over financial reporting and conpliance and the results of that testing, and not

to provide an opinion on the internal control over _financial reporting or on conpliance.

April 10, 2017
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Pi oneer - Sarah Creek Watershed Managenent Conmi ssion

Statenent of Net Position and
Gover nnment al Fund Bal ance Sheet
As of Decenber 31, 2016

Iltem 4b

(with Partial Conparative Actual Anpunts as of Decenber 31, 2015)

Gover nnent al

Activities

2016 2015
Asset s
I nvest ment s $ 242, 637 $ 195, 323
Accounts recei vabl e 5,520 -
Total assets $ 248, 157 $ 195, 323
Li abilities and Fund Bal ances/ Net Position
Liabilities
Accounts payabl e $ 12,248 $ 20, 203
Fund bal ances/ net position
Restricted fund bal ances/ net position
Restricted for guarantee fees 14, 363 14, 363
Assi gned fund bal ances/ net position
Assi gned for capital inprovenent projects 55, 231 41, 640
Assi gned for watershed restoratisfonyand
protection plan 8,504 11, 267
Total assigned funds 63, 735 52, 907
Unrestricted/ unassi gned fund bal ances/ net position 157, 811 107, 850
Total assigned or unrestricted fund
bal ances/ net position 221, 546 160, 757
Total fund bal ances/net position 235, 909 175, 120
Total liabilities and fund bal ances/ net position $ 248, 157 $ 195, 323

See notes to basic financial statenents - 3-



Pi oneer - Sarah Creek Watershed Managenent Conmi ssion

Statenment of Activities and
Governnental Fund Revenues, Expenditures, and
Changes in Fund Bal ances/ Net Position
Budget and Actual
Year Ended Decenber 31, 2016

(with Partial Conparative Actual Anpunts for the Year Ended Decenber 31, 2015)
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Governnental Activities
2016 2015
Oiginal and Over
Fi nal Budget (Audi t ed) (Under) (Audi t ed)
Revenue
Menber assessnents $ 131, 090 $ 131, 090 $ - $ 126, 760
Charges for services - project and
wet | and revi ew f ees 1, 500 7,780 6, 280 12, 050
Rei mbur senent s - 36, 249 36, 249 38, 202
Interest inconme 20 390 370 35
Total revenue 132, 610 175, 509 42,899 177, 047
Expendi t ures
Current
Admi ni stration 49, 050 32, 364 (16, 686) 34, 067
Educati on 8,120 674 (7,446) 6, 451
| nsur ance 3,370 1, 283 (2,087) 2,147
Pr of essi onal fees 44540 4,363 (177) 4,392
Techni cal support 23,5000 12, 244 (10, 756) 18, 450
Wat er nonitoring 14, 450 10, 370 (4, 080) 9, 600
Wat er shed progranms 1,020 39,013 37,993 34,027
Wat er shed pl an - - - 2,511
Capital outlay
| mprovenent projects 28, 000 14, 409 (13,591) 10, 106
Total expenditures 131, 550 114, 720 (16, 830) 121, 751
Net change in fund bal ances/ net position $ 1, 060 60, 789 $ 59, 729 55, 296
Net fund bal ances/ net position
Begi nni ng of year 160, 757 105, 461
End of year $ 221, 546 $ 160, 757

See notes to basic financial statenents -4-
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Pi oneer - Sarah Creek Watershed Managenment Conmi ssion

Notes to Financial Statenents
Decenber 31, 2016

NOTE 1 - SIGN FI CANT ACCOUNTI NG PCLI Cl ES
Organi zation

The Pi oneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Managenent Comm ssion is formed under a Joint
Powers Agreenent, as anmended according to Mnnesota Statutes Sections 103B. 201
t hrough 103B. 255 and M nnesota Rul es Chapter 8410 relating to Metropolitan Area
Local Water Managenent and its reporting requiremnments. Pi oneer-Sarah Creek
Wat er shed Management Commi ssion was established in October, 1984 to protect and
nanage the natural resources of the Pioneer-Sarah C eek Watershed.

The Commission is considered a governmental unit, but is not a conponent unit
of any of its menbers. As a governnental unit, the Conmission is exenpt from
federal and state incone taxes.

Reporting Entity

A joint venture is a legal entity resulting from a contractual agreenent that
is owned, operated, or governed by two or nore participants as a separate and
specific activity subject to joint control, in which the participants retain
either an ongoing financial interest or an opngoing financial responsibility.
The Conmission is considered a joint venture.

As required by accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of
Anerica, these financial statements inelude the Conmission (the primary
governnent) and its conponent wunits. Conponent units are legally separate
entities for which the primary government™is financially accountable, or for
whi ch the exclusion of the conponent “uni't woul d render the financial statenents
of the primary government m sl eading- The criteria used to determine if the
primary governnment is financialhyfaccountable for a conponent wunit include
whet her or not the primary (government appoints the voting mgjority of the
potential component’s unit board, /is able to inpose its will on the potential
conponent unit, is in a relationShip of financial benefit or burden with the
potential conponent wunit, or is fiscally depended upon by the potential
conponent unit. Based on these criteria, there are no conponent units required
to be included in the Commission’s financial statements.

Gover nnment - Wde and Fund Fi nanci al Statenent Presentation

The governnent-wi de financial statenents (the Statenent of Net Position and the
Statement of Activities) report information about the reporting government as a
whol e. These statenents include all the financial activities of the
Conmi ssi on. The Statenment of Activities denonstrates the degree to which the
direct expenses of a given function are offset by program revenues. Direct
expenses are those that are clearly identifiable with a specific function or
segnent . Program revenues include charges to customers or applicants who
purchase, use, or directly benefit from goods, services, or privileges provided
by a given function or segnment, and grants or contributions that are restricted
to nmeeting the operational or capital requirements of a particular function or
segnent . QO her internally directed revenues are reported instead as general
revenues.

Measur enent Focus, Basis of Accounting and Financial Statenment Presentation

The government-wi de financial statements are reported using the economc
resources neasurenent focus and the accrual basis of accounting. Revenues are
recorded when earned and expenses are recorded when a liability is incurred,
regardl ess of the timng of related cash flows. Property taxes are recognized
as revenues in the year for which they are |evied. Gants and sinmilar items
are recognized as revenue as soon as eligibility requirements inposed by the
provi der have been net.
-5-
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Pi oneer - Sarah Creek Watershed Managenment Conmi ssion

Notes to Financial Statements (continued)
Decenber 31, 2016

NOTE 1 - Sl GNI FI CANT ACCOUNTI NG POLI CI ES ( CONTI NUED)

Measur enent Focus, Basis of Accounting and Financial Statenent Presentation
(Cont i nued)

CGovernnental fund financial statenments are reported using the current financial
resources measurenent focus and the nodified accrual basis of accounting.
Revenues are recognized as soon as they are both neasurable and avail able.
Revenues are considered to be available when they are collectible within the
current period or soon enough thereafter to pay liabilities of the current
period. For this purpose, the Comm ssion considers revenues to be available if
they are collected wthin 60 days of the end of the current fiscal period.
Expenditures generally are recorded when a liability is incurred, as under
accrual accounting.

Fund Fi nanci al Statenent Presentation

The accounts of the Conmission are organized on the basis of funds, each of
whi ch is considered a separate accounting entity. The operations of each fund
are accounted for with a separate set of self-balancing accounts that conprise
its assets, liabilities, fund equity, revenue, expenditures, additions, and
deductions. Resources are allocated to, andgaccounted for in individual funds
based on the purposes for which they are g0 be spent and the means by which
spending activities are controlled. The ,resources of the Commission are
accounted for in one fund:

- General Fund (Covernnmental Fund Type) — This fund is used to receive
dues and niscellaneous itens” which nmay be disbursed for any and all
pur poses authorized by the byl aws,of the Conmi ssion.

Typically, separate fund financial ‘statenents are provided for GCovernmnental
Funds. However, due to the “simplicity of the Commission’s operation, the
Covernnental Fund financial statefrents have been conbined with the Governnent-
Wde statenents.

Budget s

The amounts shown in the financial statements as “budget” represent the budget
amounts based on the nodified accrual basis of accounting. A budget for the
General Fund is adopted annually by the Comm ssion. Appropriations |apse at
year-end. Budgetary control is at the fund I evel.

Use of Estinates

The preparation of financial statenments in conformity with generally accepted
accounting principles requires nmanagenent to nake estinmates and assunptions
that affect the reported anmounts of assets and liabilities and disclosure of
contingent assets and liabilities at the date of the financial statenents and
the reported amounts of revenues and expenses during the reporting period.
Actual results could differ fromthose estinates.

Members” Contributions
Members” contributions are calculated based on the member’s share of the

taxabl e market value of all real property within the watershed to the total
mar ket value of all real property in the watershed.
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Pi oneer - Sarah Creek Watershed Managenment Conmi ssion
Notes to Financial Statements (continued)
Decenber 31, 2016
NOTE 1 - SIGN FI CANT ACCOUNTI NG POLI Cl ES ( CONTI NUED)
Capital Assets

The Conmmi ssion follows the policy of expensing any supplies or small equi pnent
at the tine of purchase. The Comm ssion currently has no capitalized assets.

Ri sk Managenent

The Conmission is exposed to various risks of loss related to torts: theft of,
danmage to, and destruction of assets; error and omssions; and natural

di sasters. The Conmi ssion participates in the League of Mnnesota Cties
I nsurance Trust (LMCIT), a public entity risk pool for its general property,
casualty, and other m scellaneous insurance coverage's. LMCIT operates as a
comon risk managenent and insurance program for a large nunber of cities in
M nnesot a. The Commission pays an annual premium to LMJT for insurance
coverage. The LMCIT agreenent provides that the trust will be self-sustaining
through nmenber premuns and wll reinsure through commercial conpanies for
claims in excess of certain limts. Settled clainms have not exceeded this

comercial coverage in any of the past three years. There were no significant
reductions in insurance coverage during the year ended Decenber 31, 2016.

Recei vabl es

The Commission utilizes an allowance for%uncollectible accounts to value its
recei vabl es; however, it considers all®ef i'ts receivables to be collectible as
of Decenber 31, 2016 and 2015.

Net Position

Net position represents the difference between assets and liabilities in the
governnent -w de financial statenents.

Prior Period Conparative Financial Information/Reclassification

The basic financial statenments include certain prior year partial conparative
information in total but not at the level of detail required for a presentation
in conformty with accounting principles generally accepted in the United
States of America. Accordingly, such information should be read in conjunction
with the Comm ssion’s financial statements for the year ended Decenber 31,

2015, from which the summarized i nformati on was derived. Also, certain amunts
presented in the prior year data nay have been reclassified in order to be
consistent with the current year’s presentation.
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Pi oneer - Sarah Creek Watershed Managenment Conmi ssion

Notes to Financial Statements (continued)
Decenber 31, 2016

NOTE 2 — ASSETS, LIABILITIES AND NET PCSI Tl ON
A.  Deposits

In accordance with applicable Mnnesota Statutes, the Comm ssion maintains a
checki ng account authorized by the Conm ssion.

The following is considered the nost significant risk associated with deposits:

Custodial Credit Risk — In the case of deposits, this is the risk that in
the event of a bank failure, the Commission’s deposits may be lost.

M nnesota Statutes require that all deposits be protected by federa
deposit insurance, corporate surety bond, or collateral. The market val ue
of collateral pledged nust equal 110 percent of the deposits not covered by
federal deposit insurance or corporate surety bonds. Authorized collatera
i ncludes treasury bills, notes, and bonds; issues of U S. governnent
agencies; general obligations rated “A” or better; revenue obligations
rated “AA” or better; irrevocable standard letters of credit issued by the
Federal Hone Loan Bank; and certificates of deposit. Mnnesota Statutes
require that securities pledged as collateral be held in safekeeping in a
restricted account at the Federal ReservegBank or in an account at a trust
departnent of a commercial bank or othep"financial institution that is not
owned or controlled by the financial inAstitution furnishing the collateral
The Commi ssion has no additional depositspolicies addressing custodia
credit risk.

At year-end, the Comm ssion hadsno funds held in its bank account. All
funds were transferred to thei®, 4M<Eund investment account. (see bel ow)

B. | nvest nent s

At Decenber 31, 2016 and 2015¥the Conmmi ssion held $242,638 and $195, 323
(approximate cost and fair value), respectively, in investnents with PNA
Fi nancial Network in M nnesota 4M Funds Hol di ngs.

The 4M fund is an external investment pool not registered with the Securities
Exchange Commission (SEC) that follows the sane regulatory rules of the SEC
under rule 2a7. The 4M Fund is a custom zed cash managenent and investnent
program for M nnesota public funds that is allowable under M nnesota Statutes.
The fair value of the position in the pool is the same as the val ue of the pool
shar es.
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Pi oneer - Sarah Creek Watershed Managenment Conmi ssion

Notes to Financial Statements (continued)
Decenber 31, 2016

NOTE 2 — ASSETS, LIABILITIES AND NET POSI TI ON ( CONTI NUED)

I nvestments are subject to various risks, the followi ng of which are considered
the nmost significant:

Custodial Credit Risk — For investnments, this is the risk that in the event
of a failure of the counterparty to an investnent transaction (typically a
br oker -deal er) the Commi ssion would not be able to recover the value of its
investments or collateral securities that are in the possession of an
outsi de party. The Conmi ssion does not have a formal investnent policy
addressing this risk, but typically limts its exposure by purchasing
insured or registered investnents, or by the control of who holds the
securities.

Credit Risk — This is the risk that an issuer or other counterparty to an
investment will not fulfill its obligations. Mnnesota Statutes limt the
Commission’s investments to direct obligations or obligations guaranteed by
the United States or its agencies; shares of investnent conpanies
regi stered under the Federal Investnent Conpany Act of 1940 that receive
the highest credit rating, are rated in one of the two highest rating
categories by a statistical rating agency,pand all of the investnents have
a final maturity of 13 nobnths or |ess; sgeneral obligations rated “A” or
better; revenue obligations rated “AA’»> or\better; general obligations of
the Minnesota Housing Finance AgenCy , rated “A” or better; bankers”
acceptances of United States banks eli/ible for purchase by the Federal
Reserve System conmercial paper i'ssued, by United States corporations or
their Canadian subsidiaries, rated\of ™the highest quality category by at
| east two nationally recogni zed hating agencies, and naturing in 270 days
or less; Guaranteed Investnment JGentracts guaranteed by a United States
comercial bank, donestic branch of a foreign bank, or a United States
i nsurance conpany, and with a ¢redit quality in one of the top two highest
categories; repurchase or% reverse purchase agreenents and securities
| endi ng agreenents with finanCial institutions qualified as a “depository”
by the governnent entity, wth banks that are nenbers of the Federal
Reserve System with capitalization exceeding $10,000,000; that are a
primary reporting dealer in US. governnent securities to the Federal
Reserve Bank of New York; or certain Mnnesota securities broker-dealers.
The Commission’s investment policies do not further address credit risk.

Concentration Risk — This is the risk associated with investing a
significant portion of the Comm ssion’s investment (considered 5 percent or
nore) in the securities of a single issuer, excluding U S guaranteed
i nvestments (such as treasuries), investnent pools, and mutual funds. The
Conmi ssi on does not have an investnment policy limting the concentration of
i nvest ment s.

Interest Rate Risk — This is the risk of potential variability in the fair
value of fixed rate investnents resulting from changes in interest rates
(the longer the period for which an interest rate is fixed, the greater the
risk). The Conmission does not have an investnent policy limting the
duration of investnents.
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Pi oneer - Sarah Creek Watershed Managenment Conmi ssion

Notes to Financial Statements (continued)
Decenber 31, 2016

NOTE 3 — FUND BALANCE CLASSI FI CATI ONS

The followi ng fund bal ance cl assifications describe the relative strength of
t he spending constraints placed on the purposes for which resources can be
used:

Nonspendabl e — anmpbunts that are not in spendable form (such as inventory)
or are required to be maintained intact;

Restricted — amounts constrained to specific purposes by their providers
(such as grantors, bondhol ders, and higher |evels of governnent, through
constitutional provisions, or by enabling |egislation;

Conmitted — ampunts constrained to specific purposes by a governnent
itself, wusing its highest l|evel of decision-nmaking authority; to be
reported as conmitted, anounts cannot be used for any other purpose
unl ess the governnment takes the sanme highest |level action to renove or
change the constraint;

Assigned — anpbunts a governnent intends to use for a specific purpose;
intent can be expressed by the governing body or by an official or body
to which the governi ng body del egates the authority;

Unassi gned — anounts that are available” for any purpose; these ampunts
are reported only in the general fund.

The Conmi ssion establishes (and nodifies{or stescinds) fund bal ance comitnents
by passage of an ordinance or resolutiong This is typically done through
adoption and anendnent of the budget. A fund bal ance conmmitnent is further
indicated in the budget docunent as,a \designation or commitment of the fund.
Assigned fund balance is established by the Conmm ssion through adoption or
amendrent of the budget as intendedyfor=specific purpose.

NOTE 4 — COW TMENTS AND CONTRACTS

Restricted fund bal ance — guarantee fees

Restricted fund bal ance for guarantee fees is conprised of the follow ng

The WCA Monitoring Quarantee Restricted Funds are for wetland mtigation
proj ects. The initial nonitoring fee is set by the conmmission per
project and is to be reduced over a five year period provided the project
neets the requirenment of the mtigation.

The WCA Repl acenent Quarantee Restricted Funds are received as guarantee
that the mitigation will perform as required. Upon conpletion, and if
the project neets the qualified plan requirenments, these financial
guar ant ees are refunded.

The Administrative Cuarantee Restricted Funds are received as guarantee
that the project admnistration fees are paid. The restricted anmount is
reduced as project-related admnistrative expenses arise. Any residual
funds not used are refunded upon conpletion of the project.

-10-
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Pi oneer - Sarah Creek Watershed Managenment Conmi ssion

Notes to Financial Statements (continued)
Decenber 31, 2016

NOTE 4 — COVM TMENTS AND CONTRACTS ( CONTI NUED)
Three Rivers Park District (the District) — Lake I ndependence project

During 2013, the Conmission and the District had entered into a Cooperative
Wat er Resources Managenent Project Joint Powers Agreenment to assess the water
quality and prevent further degradation at Lake |ndependence. The Commi ssion
and the District will share responsibilities, as outlined in the contract. The
District will provide up to $50,000 in cost-sharing funding for this project.
The Commi ssion incurred $327 of project-related expenses during the year ended
Decenber 31, 2015. This project was finalized in 2015.

M nnesota Pol lution Control Agency (MPCA) — \Watershed-w de TMDL/ WRAPP Pr oj ect

During 2013, the MPCA contracted the Commi ssion to conduct a water nonitoring
program of the Pioneer-Sarah Creek watershed for a cost not to exceed $103, 415.
The Commi ssion has contracted Three Rivers Park District and the University of
M nnesota to perform the services in conjunction with this project. The
Commi ssi on earned revenue of $28,614 and incurred expenditures of $23,141 from
this grant during the year ended Decenber 31, 2015.

During 2015, the MPCA started phase two of tthe project. The Comm ssion will
continue to contract with Three Rivers Park,District to performthe services in

conjunction with this project. The cost for*the project will not exceed
$58, 720. The Conmission earned revenue of4y$36,249 and $3,810 from this grant
during the years ended Decenber 31¢w, 2016 and 2015, respectively. The

Commi ssi on incurred expenditures of $39,013vand $10, 704 in associated costs for
the years ended Decenber 31, 2016 and$)2015, respectively.

NOTE 5 — MEMBERS” CONTRI BUTI ONS

Dues received from menbers were as foll ows:

Year Ended Decenber 31

2016 2015
Anmount Per cent age Amount Per cent age

G eenfield $ 37,487 28.60 % $ 35,551 28.05 %
I ndependence 50, 445 38. 48 48, 671 38. 40
Loretto 5,127 3.91 4,953 3.91
Mapl e Pl ain 9,791 7.47 9, 856 7.78
Medi na 14, 809 11. 30 15, 145 11. 94
M nnetrista 13, 431 10. 24 12,584 9.92

$ 131,090 100.00 % $ 126, 760 100.00 %

-11-
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| NDEPENDENT AUDI TORS” REPORT ON | NTERNAL CONTROL OVER
FI NANCI AL REPORTI NG AND ON COVPLI ANCE AND OTHER MATTERS

Board of Directors
Pi oneer- Sarah Creek Watershed Managenent Conmi ssion
Pl ymout h, MN 55447

We have audited, in accordance with the auditing standards generally accepted in the
United States of America, the financial statements of the governnental activities and
the major fund of the Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Managenent Conm ssion 2016(t he

Commi ssion) as of and for the year ended Decenber 31, 2016, and the related notes to the
financial statenents, which collectively comprise the Commission’s basic financial
statements, and have issued our report thereon dated April 10, 2017

Internal Control Over Financial Reporting

In planning and performng our audit of the financial statements, we considered the
Commission’s internal control over financial reporting (internal control) to determ ne
the audit procedures that are appropriate in the cirgunstances for the purpose of
expressi ng our opinions on the financial statenents{ but not for the purpose of
expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of thefCommission’s internal control.
Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the effectiveness of the Commission’s
internal control

A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does
not al | ow managenent or enpl oyees, in the norpal course of performng their assigned
functions, to prevent, or detect and cofrect, m sstatenents on a tinely basis. A

mat eri al weakness is a deficiency, or “‘conbienati on of deficiencies, in internal contro
such that there is a reasonabl e possishi IYity that material misstatenment of the financial
statenments will not be prevented, 4©0r detected and corrected on a tinely basis. A
significant deficiency is a deficiency,, or conbination of deficiencies, in interna
control that is |less severe than a matwerial weakness, yet inportant enough to merit
attention by those charged w th governance

Qur consideration of internal control was for the limted purpose described in the first
paragraph of this section and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in interna
control that mght be material weaknesses or significant deficiencies and therefore

mat eri al weaknesses or significant deficiencies nay exist that were not identified
Gven these limtations, during our audit we did not identify any deficiencies in
internal control that we consider to be materi al weaknesses, as defi ned above. However,
mat eri al weaknesses nmay exist that have not been identified. W did identify the
following deficiencies in internal control that we consider to be significant
defi ci enci es:

Because of the limted size of your office staff, your organization has limted
segregation of duties. A good systemof internal accounting control contenplates an
adequat e segregation of duties so that no one individual handles a transaction from
inception to conpletion. Wile we recognize that your organization is not |arge enough
to permt an adequate segregation of duties in all respects, it is inportant that you be
aware of the condition

Conpl i ance and Ot her Matters

As part of obtaining reasonabl e assurance about whether the Conmission's financia
statenments are free frommaterial msstatenent, we performed tests of its conpliance
with certain provisions of |aws, regul ations, contracts, and grant agreenents,
nonconpl i ance with which could have a direct and material effect on the determ nation of
financial statenent anounts. However, providing an opinion on conpliance with those
provi sions was not an objective of our audit, and accordingly, we do not express such an
opi ni on.

-12-
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Pur pose of this Report
The purpose of this report is solely to describe the scope of our testing of interna
control and conpliance and the result of that testing, and not to provide an opinion on

the effectiveness of the entity's internal control or on conpliance. Accordingly, this
comuni cation is not suitable for any other purpose

April 10, 2017

-13-
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| NDEPENDENT AUDITORS” REPORT
ON M NNESOTA LEGAL COVPLI ANCE

Board of Directors
Pi oneer - Sarah Creek Watershed Managenent Conmi ssion
Pl ynout h, M nnesot a

We have audited, in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in
the United States of America, the financial statenents of the governnental
activities and major fund of the Pioneer-Sarah Creek \Watershed Managenent

Conmi ssion (the Conmi ssion) as of and for the year ended Decenber 31, 2016, and
the related notes to the financial statenents, which collectively conprise the
Commission’s basic financial statements, and have issued our report thereon
dated April 10, 2017.

The M nnesota Legal Conpliance Audit Guide for Oher Political Subdivisions,
pronul gated by the State Auditor pursuant to Mnn. Stat. 6.65, contains six
categories of conpliance to be tested: contpactisng and bi ddi ng, deposits and
investments, conflicts of interest, clainmsfand di'sbursenments, mniscell aneous
provi sions, and tax increnment financing. @ audit considered all of the
applicable listed categories, except that,we,did not test for conpliance in tax
i ncrement financing, because the Conmi ssionwdoes not utilize tax Increnment

fi nanci ng.

In connection with our audit, notshing cane to our attention that caused us to
beli eve that the Conm ssion faifl edto”conply with the provisions of the

M nnesota Legal Conpliance Audit, Quide for Oher Political Subdivisions.
However, our audit was not directed primarily toward obtai ni ng know edge of
such nonconpliance. Accordingly, had we perforned additional procedures, other
matters may have cone to our attention regarding the Commission’s noncompliance
with the above referenced provisions.

This report is intended solely for the informati on and use of those charged
wi th governance and nanagenent of the Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Managenent

Conmi ssion and the State Auditor and is not intended to be and should not be
used by anyone other than these specified parties.

April 10, 2017

-14-
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission
FROM: James Kujawa, Hennepin County Dept. of Environment and Energy
DATE: April 12, 2017
SUBIJECT: Staff Report

2013-04 Franklin Hills Second Addition, Independence. This is a 41-acre site located at the westerly terminus of Franklin Hills
Road approximately one mile south of CR 11 on the west side of CR 90. There is currently one home site on this parcel. It is
proposed to be subdivided into six residential lots. Grading is proposed for the extension of Franklin Hills Road into two cul-de-
sacs, or approximately 1100 feet of public street access to the new lots. An existing pond will also be expanded during the
grading process. Each home site will be graded individually when building permits are issued. At their September 2013
meeting, the Commission approved site plans with three conditions. These conditions have been met with the exception of
the Commission’s receipt of the final O&M plan recorded document. The developer and City are still working on finalizing the
plat and recording of all documents, including the O&M plan. The City stated they will be recording the document and will
provide a copy to the Commission. No new information has been received.

2016-05 Proto Labs Parking Lot Expansion, Maple Plain. Proto Labs is expanding their parking area into two vacant lots
just east of their existing facility in the Maple Plain Industrial Park. The site is located just north of Highway 12. 2.79 acres
of new impervious areas will be created with this expansion. Based on the Commission’s stormwater management plan,
this site must be reviewed for compliance to the Commission’s stormwater management, grading and erosion control
standards. No wetlands or floodplains are located in the expansion lots. The Commission approved this project contingent
upon three conditions. One condition remains open: Receipt of an Operation and maintenance agreement on the
biofiltration basin per Staff findings dated September 6, 2016. No new information has been received.

PIONEER-SARAH CREEK WATERSHED-WIDE TMDL AND WRAPS

Both the WRAPS Plan and TMDL study were available for a 30-day stakeholder review until March 8, 2017. Both reports
are available on the Commission’s website at http://www.pioneersarahcreek.org/wraps.html and on the MPCA website
at https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/tmdl/pioneer-sarah-creek-watershed-restoration-and-protection-strategy-tmdI|-
project. As of March 8, only one comment letter, from the City of Corcoran, had been received.

LOCAL WATER PLANS.

Per the amended MN Rule 8410.0105, subp. 9, and 8410.0160, subp. 6, Local Water Plans must be prepared by
metropolitan cities and towns and must become part of their local comprehensive plans. They must be revised
essentially once every ten years in alignment with the local comprehensive plan schedule. A municipality has two years
prior to its local comprehensive plan being due to adopt its local water plan. The next local comprehensive plans are
due December 31, 2018; thus all cities and towns in the seven-country metropolitan area must complete and adopt
their local plans between January 1, 2017 and December 31, 2018. Thereafter, add ten years to each of the previous
dates. Local water plans may be updated more frequently by a municipality at its discretion. The Commission’s Third
Generation WMC was approved by BWSR on January 28, 2015.

Loretto’s draft local surface water management plan was received January 6, 2017. Staff provided comments to Loretto
on February 10, 2017. Revisions to Loretto’s plan were received on March 29 and again on April 6. All the Commission’s
concerns from the original submittal in January have been addressed. Staff recommends the Commission approve
Loretto’s Local Surface Water Management Plan dated April 6, 2017.

Draft plans have not been received from the other members.

BUFFERS IN THE WATERSHED
Kirsten Barta, Rural Conservationist at HCEE, conducted an initial buffer analysis of the Pioneer-Sarah Creek watershed.
She identified the following:

54 total parcels in watershed
14 compliant so far
10 conditionally compliant (they need to make changes and are being trusted to do so)

Language in red indicates current updates
* indicates enclosure Staff Report April 12, 2017
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2 requiring NRCS confirmation of CRP enrollment
7 pending site visits (as of April 10, 2017)
21 with no response at this time

Non-responders merely will not have their status changed on the map sent to the state, a follow up letter will be sent to
them just prior to Nov 1 to remind them. Otherwise Barta will check back with them during annual review. Any
complaints raised against landowners may be investigated by BWSR after Nov 1.

Steinke dairy farm nutrient calculations — updated numbers and calculations will be provided at meeting once farm
practices confirmed with producer. Looking at closer to 100lbs of P and maybe 20% of that would directly have entered
the lake.

Other:
- Responding to different landowner concerns such as ditch status, invasive species, ponding, drainage, crop
management, wetlands, etc.

- County Landowner Guide to receive update May/June

- Conservationist to design, research, and produce a horse owner guide book of best practices for nutrient management.
Targeted completion: fall 2017

- Potential location of cost share project within watershed, more details to follow if it pans out

- County will be applying for the MDH well sealing grant this year. 50/50 cost share

Z:\Pioneer-SarahCreek\TechMemos\Tech Memos 2017\April Tech Memo.docx

Language in red indicates current updates
* indicates enclosure Staff Report April 12, 2017
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FaceBook and Website staticstics — March 18-April 14
Facebook: as of April 14, 2017 — 12 total Likes

Maximum post reach is 72 (appeared on the newsfeed of 72 users). Maximum post engagement is 17
(people clicked through to blog, liked, commented, or shared the post).
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Website statistics — March 15-April 14

896 total page views. 337 Unique visitors
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TO: Judie Anderson, Administrator

Pioneer Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission
FROM: Rich Brasch, Sr. Manager of Water Resources

Three Rivers Parks District
RE: Retirement

DATE: March 20, 2017

| wanted to let you and the Commission know that | am planning to retire from the Park District, with my
anticipated last day in the office on Friday, June 30. | want to assure you and the Commission that the
Park District remains committed to its long-term partnership with the Commission. The District is
especially committed to doing everything it can to assure successful completion of the joint projects in
which the District is involved with the Commission and its member communities. Natural Resources
Director Angie Smith intends to try to fill the Senior Manager position so there is some overlap between
me and my replacement to assure as smooth a transition as possible.

I've very much enjoyed my time working with you and the Commission and feel that the work that has
been done over the last several years has laid the groundwork for some good opportunities to
substantially improve the quality of key water resources in the Commission’s jurisdiction. That is a fun
and gratifying prospect, and | wish you and the Commission the best in helping make it happen. Believe
me when | say part of me wishes | was going to be around to help lead those efforts, but | think things
are headed in the right direction and the time and conditions are right for me to switch gears and
pursue some new adventures. | wish you all the best.
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www.MEPartnership.org
Suite 100
546 Rice Street
St. Paul, MN 55103
Phone 651.290.0154
Fax 651.290.0167

March 29, 2017

Dear Members of the Minnesota Senate:

We, the undersigned organizations and the citizens we represent, ask you vote NO on
the Senate Omnibus Environment and Natural Resources Budget Bill, S.F. 723. We do
not make this request lightly. This bill will roll back environmental protections and erode the
basic foundation of Minnesota’s legacy of protecting our Great Outdoors. The bill contains
many provisions that undo existing protections and make it more costly and time consuming
to adopt new protections for our state’s air, land, lakes, rivers and streams.

In addition, at a time when the state’s coffers are full, this bill makes historic cuts, effectively
raiding $40 million in general public support from the core work of protecting our Great
Outdoors. The impacts of this nearly 13% cut in support will be compounded if the
significant cuts in grant funds to the state, proposed by the Trump Administration, are
adopted. These combined cuts threaten the long term viability of major areas of work for the
citizens of our state.

This bill is out of sync with Minnesota voters. Just last month, our extensive statewide issue
poll found that 20% of voters think our environmental laws are at the right levels and fully
62%, from all corners of the state, would like to see environmental laws be made tougher or
enforced better. Yet this bill goes in the opposite direction.

Senate File 723 includes a large number of policy provisions that obstruct or prohibit the
state agencies, charged with protecting our water and controlling pollution, from carrying out
their functions and duties. Some of these duties are delegated to Minnesota under the Federal
Clean Water Act, and legislative action interfering with the state’s ability to carry out
delegated duties puts Minnesota at odds with the Clean Water Act.

Though what follows is not a comprehensive list, we are deeply concerned that this bill:

Unravels Buffer Protections for Habitat and Water Quality (Art. 2, Sec. 74, Lines 23, 28-
29 (p. 67), Lines 20-21 (p. 68); Sec. 75, Lines 3-5 (p. 69) and 9-12 (p. 70).)

- Limits the 50-foot buffer requirement to only those waterways that have a shoreland
classification, leaving all other waterways subject to only the 16.5 foot buffer
requirement. This exempts 200,000 acres and 24,000 miles of watercourses from 50-
foot buffer requirements, rolling back water protections that were in place before
passage of the 2015 buffer law.



http://www.mepartnership.org/
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Eliminates the buffer requirement altogether unless the state or federal government
pays for the entire cost of establishing the buffer as well as annual payments or an
easement for the land.

Delays implementation of the Buffer Law for 2 years, despite Board of Water and
Soil (BWSR) and local Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD) reports that
most counties already have 60 — 100% compliance with the law.

Hobbles the MPCA and DNR from carrying out their duties. (Art. 3, Sec. 4 & 14):

Bars the MPCA from enforcing against any permittee or polluter any guidance,
policy, or interpretation that meets the definition of a rule under Minn. Stat. 14.02,
without first conducting full Chapter 14 rulemaking, and creates a presumption
against the agency in any challenges alleging that MPCA is enforcing an unadopted
rule. The guidance, policy, and other interpretations provided by the MPCA is
intended to answer common questions, typically from regulated parties, about how
the MPCA’s rules and state law would be applied, without resorting to court action.

Establishes presumption that DNR and PCA guidance documents are invalid,
unpromulgated “rules.” This makes environmental regulation much more complex,
time consuming and expensive — it’s the opposite of streamlining. It also invites
litigation. Guidance documents that are truly being used inappropriately can already
be challenged in court under existing law.

Takes the science out of agency decisions. (Art 3, Sec. 9, Line 107.25-11.6):

Eliminates deference to PCA’s science when a water quality decision is challenged,
and creates a special process for municipalities to end run existing expertise and
challenge agency decisions. This is a favor for a few municipalities that want to re-
fight a losing battle over the state’s river eutrophication standards. Their science and
arguments haven’t held up in front of agencies or courts, and this section creates a
new opportunity to rehash the same arguments at taxpayer expense.

Delays actions to clean-up polluted drinking water. (Art. 2, Sec. 114, Line 100.27-101.6):

Exempts cities that build new facilities from future technology updates to meet
standards for clean water for 16 years. This provision broadly delays actions to
clean-up pollution and creates more uncertainty for operators because it puts state-
issued water pollution permits at odds with federal Clean Water Act requirements.

Suspends water quality standards and rules. (Art. 3., Sec. 18, line 122.10-122.20):

Suspends water quality standards adopted between mid-2014 and mid-2019 if a
facility would have to make updates to protect water quality. This section aims to
block standards that protect rivers from algae-causing pollution and new standards
proposed for pollutants such as sulfate or nitrate. This could lead MPCA to rely
more on less-certain narrative standards, and put MPCA at odds with the Clean
Water Act, which requires compliance with EPA-approved standards such as the
river eutrophication standard.
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Doubles the size a large feedlot can be before mandatory environmental review is
required from 1,000 animal units to 2,000 in virtually all cases. (Art. 3, Sec. 15, lines
119.23-119.27):

Removes the requirements for a mandatory environmental assessment worksheet
for an animal feedlot facility with a capacity of less than 2,000 animal units, unless
the feedlot will be in an environmentally sensitive area. The current standard is very
generous impacting only the largest 7% of feedlots in our state and is so large that
only 9 factory farms were required to do an environmental review in 2016.

Eliminates public participation in mining permits (DNR). (Art. 3, Sec. 6):

Eliminates the right of affected citizens and local governments to have a “contested
case” on mining permits. A contested case is an opportunity to present evidence,
question industry and agency experts, and build a solid record to support smart
decisions, including how lands can be reclaimed and what type and amount of
financial assurance should be required from mining companies. Since 1969 this has
been a right of citizens, guaranteeing public participation in important decisions that
affect the whole state.

Allows corporations to write their own environmental impact statements. (Art. 3, Sec.

17):

Puts the fox in charge of the hen house, allowing corporations to author their own
environmental impact statements and restricting the government’s role to “review,
modification and determination of completeness and adequacy” of an EIS. This is
antithetical to the whole point of environmental review, which is to allow the
regulator (and public) to gather information about environmentally destructive
projects and alternatives. It also prevents the public from accessing all of the
underlying data and analyses that support the EIS because private companies are
not subject to data practices laws.

Requires DNR and PCA to issue draft permits within 150 days. (Art. 3, Sec. 1 & 11):

DNR and PCA are already issuing more than 90% of permits in line with statutory
streamlining goals. This mandate is a one-size-fits-all requirement that does not
recognize that some projects are located in sensitive areas or are simply too big or
too complex to be permitted within such a short period.

Removes requirement to adopt air quality rules for silica sand. (Art. 2, Sec. 107):

Removes the requirement that the MPCA must develop ambient air quality
standards for frac sand mines. Long-term low level exposure to silica dust can cause
silicosis, which is fatal.

Prohibits rules regarding use of lead shot. (Art.2, S. 59):

Restricts the DNR from using existing authorities to reduce non-target mortality of
birds (including Bald Eagles) and wildlife exposed to lead shot. Steel shot is readily
available, performs similarly as lead, costs the same or less, and is non-toxic to
birds and wildlife that ingest it. Modern ballistics have developed many superior
ammunition loads and restricting the use of toxic lead shot makes environmental
sense and does not impact Second Amendment rights.



ltem 11b-1

Interferes with science-based forest planning process at Sand Dunes State Forest. (Art.

2, Sec. 113):

- This provision does an end run around the existing well-established, science-based
forest planning process that includes the involvement of local representatives. It
also suspends the authority to restore any part of the forest to native oak savannah,
of which less than 1% of Minnesota’s original oak savannah forest remains.

Prohibits local government from banning or placing fees on plastic bags. (Art. 2, Sec.

105):

- Banning or charging a fee on plastic bags is a proven effective method of reducing
air and water pollution, protects wildlife and human health by keeping plastic out of
our food stream and can provide significant economic savings to communities.
Local communities have already democratically voted to implement a bag ban, and
this pre-emption bill erodes local control and overrides the political will of the

residents.

Lastly we would like to object to the insertion of the large amount of unrelated policy language into
this biennial appropriations bill. This action ignores the strong objection Governor Dayton expressed
in his letter to Senator Gazelka on March 13, 2017. As many of the policy provisions that have been
added to this bill are highly unpopular with the voting public, this combining of budget and policy
provisions allows these issues to avoid the public process and scrutiny they would receive otherwise.
These unpopular issues should be required to stand on their own as separate policy bills.

This bill is not right for the shared legacy of Minnesota’s Great Outdoors and it is not acceptable

to Minnesota voters. Please vote no on SF 723.

Steve Morse
Minnesota Environmental Partnership

Alliance for Sustainability

Audubon Chapter of Minneapolis

Center for Biological Diversity

CURE (Clean Up the River Environment)
Friends of Minnesota Scientific & Natural Areas
Friends of the Boundary Waters Wilderness
Friends of the Cloquet Valley State Forest
Friends of the Mississippi River

Institute for Local Self Reliance

Izaak Walton League — Minnesota Division
Land Stewardship Project

League of Women Voters Minnesota

Lower Phalen Creek Project

Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy
Minnesota Conservation Federation
Minnesota Native Plant Society
Minnesota Ornithologists Union
Minnesota River Valley Audubon Chapter
MN 350

Pesticide Action Network

Pollinate Minnesota

Renewing the Countryside

Save Our Sky Blue Waters

Sierra Club — North Star Chapter

Transit for Livable Communities
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www.MEPartnership.org
Suite 100
546 Rice Street
St. Paul, MN 55103
Phone 651.290.0154
Fax 651.290.0167

March 30, 2017

Dear Members of the Minnesota House:

We, the undersigned organizations and the citizens we represent, ask you to vote
NO on the Omnibus Environment and Natural Resources Budget Bill, H.F. 888. We
do not make this request lightly. This bill will roll back environmental protections and
erode the basic foundation of Minnesota’s legacy of protecting our Great Outdoors. The
bill contains many provisions that undo existing protections and make it more costly and
time consuming to adopt new protections for our state’s air, land, lakes, rivers and
streams.

In addition, at a time when the state’s coffers are full, this bill makes historic cuts,
effectively raiding $21 million in general public support from the core work of
protecting our Great Outdoors. The impacts of this nearly 7% cut in support will be
compounded if the significant cuts in grant funds to the state, proposed by the Trump
Administration, are adopted. These combined cuts threaten the long term viability of
major areas of work for the citizens of our state.

This bill is out of sync with Minnesota voters. Just last month, our extensive statewide
issue poll found that 20% of voters think our environmental laws are at the right levels
and fully 62%, from all corners of the state, would like to see environmental laws be
made tougher or enforced better. Yet this bill goes in the opposite direction.

House File 888 includes a large number of policy provisions that obstruct or prohibit
the state agencies, charged with protecting our water and controlling pollution, from
carrying out their functions and duties. Some of these duties are delegated to Minnesota
under the Federal Clean Water Act, and legislative action interfering with the state’s
ability to carry out delegated duties puts Minnesota at odds with the Clean Water Act.

Though what follows is not a comprehensive list, we are deeply concerned that this bill:

Unravels Buffer Protections for Habitat and Water Quality (Art. 2, Sec. 80, 81.)

- Limits the 50-foot buffer requirement to only those waterways that have a
shoreland classification, leaving all other waterways subject to only the 16.5
foot buffer requirement. This exempts 200,000 acres and 24,000 miles of
watercourses from 50-foot buffer requirements, rolling back water protections
that were in place before passage of the 2015 buffer law.

- Eliminates the buffer requirement altogether unless the state or federal
government pays for the entire cost of establishing the buffer.
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Delays implementation of 50-foot buffers for one year, despite Board of Water
and Soil (BWSR) and local Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD)
reports that most counties already have 60 — 100% compliance with the law.

Hobbles the MPCA and DNR from carrying out their duties. (Art. 2, Sec. 6, 110,

111):

Bars the MPCA and DNR from enforcing against any permittee or polluter
any guidance, policy, or interpretation that meets the definition of a rule under
Minn. Stat. 14.02, without first conducting full Chapter 14 rulemaking, and
creates a presumption against the agency in any challenges alleging that MPCA
is enforcing an unadopted rule. The guidance, policy, and other interpretations
provided by the MPCA is intended to answer common questions, typically
from regulated parties, about how the MPCA’s rules and state law would be
applied, without resorting to court action.

Establishes presumption that DNR and PCA guidance documents are invalid,
unpromulgated “rules.” This makes environmental regulation much more
complex, time consuming and expensive — it’s the opposite of streamlining. It
also invites litigation. Guidance documents that are truly being used
inappropriately can already be challenged in court under existing law.

Takes the science out of agency decisions. (Art 2, Sec. 98):

Eliminates deference to PCA’s science when a water quality decision is
challenged, and creates a special process for municipalities to end run existing
expertise and challenge agency decisions. This is a favor for a few
municipalities that want to re-fight a losing battle over the state’s river
eutrophication standards. Their science and arguments haven’t held up in front
of agencies or courts, and this section creates a new opportunity to rehash the
same arguments at taxpayer expense.

Delays actions to clean-up polluted drinking water. (Art. 2, Sec. 132):

Exempts cities that build new facilities from future technology updates to meet
standards for clean water for 16 years. This provision broadly delays actions to
clean-up pollution and creates more uncertainty for operators because it puts
state-issued water pollution permits at odds with federal Clean Water Act
requirements.

Eliminates public participation in mining permits (DNR). (Art. 2, Sec. 51, 52):

Limits the right of affected citizens and local governments to have a
“contested case” hearing on mining permits, allowing it only for adjacent
property owners and affected governments. A contested case is an opportunity
to present evidence, question industry and agency experts, and build a solid
record to support smart decisions, including how lands can be reclaimed and
what type and amount of financial assurance should be required from mining
companies. Since 1969 this has been a right of citizens, guaranteeing public
participation in important decisions that affect the whole state.



ltem 11b-2

Allows corporations to write their own environmental impact statements. (Art. 2,
Sec. 117, Lines 106.2 — 106.27):

- Puts the fox in charge of the hen house, allowing corporations to author their
own environmental impact statements and restricting the government’s role to
“review, modification and determination of completeness and adequacy” of an
EIS. This is antithetical to the whole point of environmental review, which is
to allow the regulator (and public) to gather information about
environmentally destructive projects and alternatives. It also prevents the
public from accessing all of the underlying data and analyses that support the
EIS because private companies are not subject to data practices laws.

Undermines effective environmental review by requiring agencies to begin action
on permits before environmental review is complete. (Art. 2, Sec. 115, 105.8 —
105.11)

- This undermines the core purpose of environmental review which is to do an
assessment of potential environmental harm to see if it can be mitigated
through conditions on the permit. To be effective, action on the permit must
wait until environmental review is complete.

Requires DNR and PCA to issue draft permits within 150 days. (Art. 2, Sec. 3,
106):

- DNR and PCA are already issuing more than 90% of permits in line with
statutory streamlining goals. This mandate is a one-size-fits-all requirement
that does not recognize that some projects are located in sensitive areas or are
simply too big or too complex to be permitted within such a short period.

Eliminates requirement to adopt air quality rules and environmental review
standards for frac sand facilities. (Art. 2, Sec. 121, Lines 108.1-108.17):

- Removes the requirement that the MPCA must develop ambient air quality
standards for frac sand mines. Long-term low level exposure to silica dust can
cause silicosis, which is fatal.

Prohibits rules regarding use of lead shot. (Art.2, S. 71):

- Restricts the DNR from using existing authorities to reduce non-target
mortality of birds (including Bald Eagles) and wildlife exposed to lead shot.
Steel shot is readily available, performs similarly as lead, costs the same or
less, and is non-toxic to birds and wildlife that ingest it. Modern ballistics
have developed many superior ammunition loads and restricting the use of
toxic lead shot makes environmental sense and does not impact Second
Amendment rights.
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Interferes with science-based forest planning process at Sand Dunes State Forest.

(Art. 2, Sec. 126, Lines 110.17 — 111.13):

- This provision does an end run around the existing well-established, science-
based forest planning process that includes the involvement of local
representatives. It also suspends the authority to restore any part of the forest
to native oak savannah, of which less than 1% of Minnesota’s original oak
savannah forest remains. Finally, it improperly delegates approval of the state
forest plan to an unspecified county board.

Lastly we would like to object to the insertion of the large amount of unrelated policy language
into this biennial appropriations bill. This action ignores the strong objection Governor Dayton
expressed in his letter to Speaker Daudt on March 13, 2017. As many of the policy provisions
that have been added to this bill are highly unpopular with the voting public, this combining of
budget and policy provisions allows these issues to avoid the public process and scrutiny they
would receive otherwise. These unpopular issues should be required to stand on their own as

separate policy bills.

This bill is not right for the shared legacy of Minnesota’s Great Outdoors and it is not
acceptable to Minnesota voters. Please vote no on HF888.

Steve Morse
Minnesota Environmental Partnership

Alliance for Sustainability

Audubon Chapter of Minneapolis

Center for Biological Diversity

Clean Water Action

CURE (Clean Up the River Environment)

Friends of Minnesota Scientific & Natural
Areas

Friends of the Boundary Waters Wilderness
Friends of the Cloquet Valley State Forest
Friends of the Mississippi River

Institute for Local Self Reliance

Izaak Walton League — Minnesota Division
Land Stewardship Project

League of Women Voters Minnesota
Lower Phalen Creek Project

Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy
Minnesota Conservation Federation
Minnesota Native Plant Society
Minnesota Ornithologists Union
Minnesota River Valley Audubon Chapter
Minnesota Trout Unlimited

MN 350

Pesticide Action Network

Pollinate Minnesota

Renewing the Countryside

Save Our Sky Blue Waters

Sierra Club — North Star Chapter

Transit for Livable Communities

Water Legacy
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