Item 01

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

August 9, 2018
Representatives
Pioneer‐Sarah Creek Watershed
Management Commission
Hennepin County, Minnesota

The meeting packet for this meeting
may be found on the Commission’s website:
http://www.pioneersarahcreek.org/minutes‐‐
meeting‐packets.html

Dear Representatives:
A regular meeting of the Pioneer‐Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission will be held
Thursday, August 16, 2018, 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 Tiffany
at tiffany@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
Jim Kujawa, Kirsten Barta, HCEE
Joel Jamnik, Attorney
Brian Vlach, TRPD

City Clerks
MPCA
Met Council
BWSR
official newspapers
DNR
Ed Matthiesen, Diane Spector, Wenck Assocs
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE: 3235 Fernbrook Lane N • Plymouth, MN 55447
763.553.1144 • Fax: 763.553.9326 • judie@jass.biz • www.pioneersarahcreek.org

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
August 16, 2018 • 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/

1.

Call to Order.

2.

Approve Agenda.*

3.

Consent Agenda.

4.

a.

June regular and public meeting minutes.*

b.

Monthly Claims/Treasurers Report.*

Action Items.
a.

Crow River Clean‐Up Day.*

b.

Project Review 2018‐010W Chippewa Estates, Loretto.*

5.

Open Forum.

6.

Old Business.

7.

New Business.
a.

PRAP Draft Report.*
1)

8.

9.

Watershed Management Plan.
a.

Minor Plan Amendment.*

b.

Local Plan – Greenfield.*

Staff Report.*
a.

10.

Baker Ravine Update.*

Education.
a.

11.

Sample response letters.*

Level 1 Winter Maintenance for Roads.*

Grant Opportunities.
a.

BWSR Watershed‐based Funding.*

12.

Communications.

13.

Commissioner Reports.

14.

Other Business.

15.

Adjournment. (Next scheduled meeting September 20, 2018).

Greenfield • Independence • Loretto • Maple Plain • Medina • Minnetrista
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE: 3235 Fernbrook Lane N • Plymouth, MN 55447
763.553.1144 • Fax: 763.553.9326 • judie@jass.biz • www.pioneersarahcreek.org

REGULAR and PUBLIC MEETING MINUTES
June 21, 2018
1.
CALL TO ORDER. A regular meeting of the Pioneer‐Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission
was called to order at 6:04 p.m., Thursday, June 21, 2018, by Vice Chair John Fay at Maple Plain City Hall, 5050
Independence Street, Maple Plain, MN.
Present:

Brad Johnson, Greenfield; Joe Baker, Independence; Brenda Daniels, Loretto; John Fay, Maple
Plain; Mike McLaughlin, Medina; John Tschumperlin, Minnetrista; James Kujawa, Hennepin
County Environment and Energy (HCEE); Brian Vlach, Three Rivers Park District (TRPD); and
Judie Anderson and Amy Juntunen, JASS.

2.
AGENDA. Motion by Tschumperlin, second by McLaughlin to approve a revised agenda adding three new
items, PRAP postponement, 319 Small Watershed Grant Program, and WCA Notice of Decision to New Business.
Motion carried unanimously.
3.

CONSENT AGENDA. Motion by Tschumperlin, second by Daniels to approve the Consent Agenda:
a.

May Regular Meeting Minutes.*

b.

June Monthly Claims/Treasurer’s Report.* Claims total $7,775.35.

Motion carried unanimously.
PUBLIC MEETING. The regular meeting was suspended and the public meeting was opened at 6:08 p.m.
4.
The purpose of the public meeting is to present the proposed amendment to the Third Generation Plan
incorporating changes to the Capital Improvement Program and to take comment from the member cities and the
public. The purpose of the public meeting is NOT to approve going forward with these projects.
There were no pertinent comments received from the member cities, reviewing agencies, or public in writing prior
to or in person at the meeting. One typo was noted in item six of the County Detail which lists Lake Sarah instead
of Lake Rebecca.
Motion by McLaughlin, second by Daniels to adopt Resolution 2018‐01, a resolution adopting a Minor Plan
Amendment to the Third Generation Plan revising the Capital Improvement Program. Motion carried
unanimously.
The regular meeting was resumed at 6:15 p.m.
5.

ACTION ITEMS.

a.
Adopt 2019 Operating Budget.* Motion by Tschumperlin, second by Daniels to adopt the 2019
operating budget as presented. Motion carried unanimously.
1)
Member Assessments.* The total member assessment amount remained the same as
the previous year, though dollar amounts may shift between member communities based on changes in taxable
market value.
b.
Approve 2018 CAMP Agreement.* The per‐lake cost for testing of CAMP‐monitored lakes is
$280‐$550 depending on the number of monitoring events submitted. Motion by Daniels, second by McLaughlin
to approve the 2018 CAMP agreement. Motion carried unanimously.
c.
Approve Baker Campground Ravine Stabilization Cooperative JPA.* This JPA outlines the
duties and financial responsibilities of the Commission, TRPD, and the cities of Independence and Medina
Greenfield • Independence • Loretto • Maple Plain • Medina • Minnetrista
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regarding this project. This project is expected to be completed by April 2019. Motion by Daniels, second by
McLaughlin to approve the Cooperative Water Resources JPA for the Baker Park Ravine stabilization project.
Motion carried unanimously.
d.
Approve Non‐waiver Liability Insurance.* This is an annual requirement of the LMCIT insurance
policy. Motion by Tschumperlin, second by McLaughlin to approve the nonwaiver of monetary limits on tort
liability. Motion carried unanimously.
[Baker arrived at 6:28 p.m.]
e.
Funding for Lake Independence Carp Project. TRPD has completed a carp assessment for the
Lake Ardmore, Spurzem and Half Moon chain upstream of Lake Independence. The carp population in Ardmore
has been estimated at 200 kg/ha, twice the ecological threshold for damage of 100 kg/ha. Movement of carp
from Ardmore to Independence has been documented, while movement from Ardmore to Spurzem and Half
Moon is negligible. A carp assessment for Lake Independence will determine the overall carp population in the
lake as well as carp movements that can determine where fish barriers may be necessary. Carp management was
needed for Lake Ardmore. This project will determine if management is also needed for Independence. The
project cost is $20,000 and TRPD is requesting a Commission cost‐share of 25%, or $5,000. This project is also a
necessary precursor to an alum treatment. Motion by McLaughlin, second by Daniels to fund this project at a 25%
cost share not to exceed $5,000 funded from the CIP budget line item in 2018. Motion carried unanimously.
6.

OPEN FORUM.

7.

OLD BUSINESS.

Clean Water Partnership Loans.* Commissioners had requested additional information on this item at
the May meeting. The deadline to apply and use the funds from this type of loan is June 30, 2019, the end of the
fiscal year. This is a no‐interest loan. No information on payback requirements was available. There is about $1.5
million left in the fund for this loan. No currently identified watershed projects qualify for this loan.
8.

NEW BUSINESS.
a.

The PRAP Review with BWSR has been postponed to the July meeting.

b.
319 Small Watershed Focus Grant Program. Kirsten Barta discussed this program at the May
meeting and requested to apply on behalf of the Pioneer‐Sarah Creek Commission. Ten watershed organizations
will be selected to participate in the program in 2018 and again in 2019. The application has been submitted.
c.
9.

WCA notice of decisions.

STAFF REPORT.*

a.
Baker Ravine Update.* Wenck, as the consultant for project management, has completed
identifying the various trees in the area for removal needed to access the ravine area. Smaller trees will be
woodchipped and larger trees will be taken by TRPD for firewood. Wetland delineations have also been
completed to avoid impacts. Vlach will send a letter and meet with adjacent homeowners regarding the project.
Representatives from the involved member cities must be named for involvement with project planning. Baker
will represent the Commission and The City of Independence. Scott Johnson will be the representative for
Medina, with McLaughlin noting that he will participate as well. Weekly updates will be sent to representatives
and representatives are encouraged to attend meetings and site visits in person to see the visuals and plans.
10.

EDUCATION.

11.

COMMUNICATIONS.
The 2017 Annual Activity Report* was included in the meeting packet and is available on the website.

12.

COMMISSIONER REPORTS.
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a.
Daniels. Loretto received $400,000 to hook up to the sanitary sewer line by 2020. Additional
grants are also being sought or have been awarded. The City is also receiving $800,000 to go towards
improvements to the railroad crossings as they transition to a quiet zone shared with Independence and Medina.
b.
McLaughlin. Lake Independence Citizens’ Association (LICA) held its annual meeting/ice cream
social in May with Vlach as a speaker. Members gave great feedback on Vlach’s speech.
c.
Fay. The Orono Rotary hosted a successful Party in the Park on June 2, 2018. Funds raised will
go to the revitalization of the park, including a veteran’s memorial. The City plans to have the park completed by
2021 including an amphitheater, parking lot and walking paths, with the hope of bringing in summer concerts
similar to those in Plymouth. Next Thursday is the Guns and Hoses annual softball game between the police and
fire departments. The Local Water Plan is expected to be submitted to the Commission in the next two months.
Fay invited attendees to a party at his home this Saturday from 1:00‐4:00 p.m.
d.
Baker. The CLPW treatment occurred on Lake Sarah to noticeable effect. The area treated was
considerably less than the past whole‐lake treatments. The new dock is in place at the landing in Greenfield and
seems to be working much better than the old dock system. The City applied for installation of a boat cleaning
station to prevent the spread of AIS. A lower‐cost approach was identified and the cost will be covered by
Hennepin County.
13.

OTHER BUSINESS.
The next regular meeting is scheduled for July 19, 2018.

14.
ADJOURNMENT. There being no further business, motion by Daniels, second by McLaughlin to adjourn.
Motion carried unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 7:19 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Amy A. Juntunen, Recording Secretary
AAJ:tim
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Item 03b
Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed
Income Statement
Compared with Budget
For the Six Months Ending June 30, 2018

Current Month
Actual
Revenues
Member Dues
Project Review Fees
CIP Income
Grant-Baker Park Ravine
WCA Adm Fees
Interest and Dividend Income

$

0.00 $
0.00
0.00
0.00
550.00
748.62

Year to Date
Actual

Year to Date
Budget

Year to Date
Variance

100,000.00 $
750.00
28,000.00
208,000.00
1,350.00
2,968.14

100,000.00
2,499.98
28,000.00
0.00
249.98
135.00

0.00
(1,749.98)
0.00
208,000.00
1,100.02
2,833.14

Total Revenues

1,298.62

341,068.14

130,884.96

210,183.18

Expenses
Engineering/Consulting
Administrative Expense
Adm-Project Reviews
Adm-CIP Mgmt
WCA - Admin/Legal Expenses
Adm - Tech Support
Legal Expense
Audit Expense
Insurance
Website
Adm - General Programs
TAC Meetings
Lake Sarah TMDL Implementation
Education
Education-Events
Grant Writing
Plan Amendment
Third Gen - Admin
Capital Improvement Project

2,667.83
2,788.31
9.86
1,043.17
100.61
414.60
0.00
0.00
0.00
48.30
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
702.67
0.00

2,667.83
15,668.68
148.48
1,238.32
757.20
444.45
77.50
4,000.00
144.00
298.05
0.00
1,962.60
5.72
510.26
0.00
0.00
0.00
702.67
0.00

5,900.00
18,000.00
500.00
0.00
249.98
375.00
249.98
4,150.00
0.00
1,119.98
249.98
1,333.33
0.00
3,060.00
500.00
500.00
900.00
0.00
14,090.00

3,232.17
2,331.32
351.52
(1,238.32)
(507.22)
(69.45)
172.48
150.00
(144.00)
821.93
249.98
(629.27)
(5.72)
2,549.74
500.00
500.00
900.00
(702.67)
14,090.00

Total Expenses

7,775.35

28,625.76

51,178.25

22,552.49

312,442.38 $

79,706.71

232,735.67

Net Income

8/10/2018 at 10:47 AM

($

6,476.73) $

For Management Purposes Only

Item 03b
Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed
Balance Sheet
June 30, 2018

ASSETS
Current Assets
Cash-4M Fund
Accounts Receivable

$

561,331.76
45,228.12

Total Current Assets

606,559.88

Property and Equipment
Total Property and Equipment

0.00

Other Assets
Total Other Assets

0.00

Total Assets

$

606,559.88

LIABILITIES AND CAPITAL
Current Liabilities
Total Current Liabilities

0.00

Long-Term Liabilities
Total Long-Term Liabilities

0.00

Total Liabilities

0.00

Capital
Next Generation Plan Fund
Retained Surplus
CIP Fund
Net Income

$

25,000.00
194,653.50
74,464.00
312,442.38

Total Capital
Total Liabilities & Capital

8/10/2018 at 10:47 AM

606,559.88
$

606,559.88

Unaudited - For Management Purposes Only
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Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed
Cash Disbursements Journal
For the Period From Aug 1, 2018 to Aug 31, 2018
Filter Criteria includes: Report order is by Date. Report is printed in Detail Format.

Date

Check #

Account ID

Line Description

8/10/18

1506

51300

Premium 06/01/2018 - 06/01/2019

8/10/18

1506

10100

League of MN Cities Insurance Trust

8/10/18

1507

64003

Baker Ravine Stabilization

8/10/18

1507

10100

Wenck Associates, Inc.

8/10/18
8/10/18
8/10/18
8/10/18
8/10/18
8/10/18
8/10/18
8/10/18
8/10/18

1508
1508
1508
1508
1508
1508
1508
1508
1508

51100
51100
51100
51100
51400
51120
51130
51140
51125

Administration
PRAP
Meeting-related
Bookkeeping/ TR
Website
Project Reviews
WCA/Wetland
Grant Opportunities
Baker Ravine

8/10/18

1508

10100

Judie Anderson's Secretarial Service

Total

8/10/2018 at 10:06 AM

Debit Amount

Credit Amount

2,681.00
2,681.00
6,834.75
6,834.75
868.20
97.73
1,136.36
203.67
91.85
28.70
125.39
0.55
0.25
2,552.70
12,068.45

12,068.45
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Item 04b and 09-12
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE: 3235 Fernbrook Lane N • Plymouth, MN 55447

763.553.1144 • Fax: 763.553.9326 • Email: judie@jass.biz
TECHNICAL OFFICE: 701 Fourth Street South, Suite 700, Minneapolis,

MN 55415-1600 Phone: 612.348.7338 • Fax: 612.348.7338 •
Email: james.kujawa@co.hennepin.mn.us

Chippewa Estates
Loretto, Project #2018-010
Project Overview: This is a 1.54-acre parcel located in the far NE corner of Loretto on
Chippewa Road. The project is proposing to subdivide the lot into four, single-family residential
lots. This project triggers the Commission’s review for stormwater management and erosion
controls. No floodplains or wetlands are on this parcel.
Applicant: Kraig Steinke, 301 West Warren Street, Roberts, WI 54023. Phone: 651-428-6912.
Email: geotec.us@gmail.com
Engineer: Landform, Attn. Ross Abel, 580 Dodge Ave. Suite 15, Elk River, MN 55330.
Phone: 763-441-2072. Email: rabel@landform.net
Exhibits:
1) PSCWMC request for plan review received with $400 fee on July 11, 2018.
2) PSCWMC incomplete application emailed to applicant dated July 13, 2018.
3) Chippewa Estates Site Plan dated February 22, 2018 with latest revision date of August 7,
2018;
a. Sheet 1 of 6, Existing Conditions
b. Sheet 2 of 6, Preliminary Plat,
c. Sheet 3 of 6, Grading, Drainage & Erosion Control
d. Sheet 4 of 6, Utility Plan,
e. Sheet 5 of 6, Details
f. Sheet 6 of 6, SWPP Plan
4) Chippewa Estates correspondence from Ross Abel, Landform, dated August 7, 2018.
5) Chippewa Estates HydroCad Design information dated August 7, 2018.
6) Grading conditional approval email by PSCWMC dated August 9, 2018
Findings;
1) A complete application was received on August 7, 2018. The initial 60-day decision
period per MN Statute 15.99 will expire October 6, 2018.
2) This project triggers the Commission’s stormwater management standard (Rule D) and
their Erosion & Sediment Control standard (Rule E)
Stormwater Management
3) The existing flow from this project drain to the west approximately 750 feet before
entering an existing stormwater pond at the SW corner of Sunnyridge Lane and Chippewa
Road.

GREENFIELD • INDEPENDENCE • LORETTO • MAPLE PLAIN • MEDINA • MINNETRISTA
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4) The applicant proposes to utilize an existing 8” draintile to intercept the flows from this
site. A storm sewer structure will be constructed in the boulevard of Chippewa Road to
intercept surface flows from this development. Additional drain tile will be extended
along the westerly lot line for 280 feet. A filter trench 2 feet deep by 10 feet wide will be
constructed over the drain tile.
a. If the City chooses not to maintain the filter system, the applicant must provide an
operation and maintenance plan that is acceptable to the City and Commission.
Said plan must be recorded on the title to the property.
b. The filtration media must be engineered per MPCA standards. This must be
provided on the site plan for our review and approval.
c. Filter drain tile specification and detail must be provided on the site plan.
5) The Commission requires post-development flow rates be equal to or less than predevelopment flow rates for the 2, 10 and 100-year storm events. The proposed flows will
meet those requirements as follows;
2-year Flow Rate
(cfs)

10-year Flow Rate
(cfs)

100-year flow rate
(cfs)

Existing Proposed Existing Proposed Existing Proposed
Total Site Runoff
2.8
1.2
4.8
2.0
9.1
5.7
6) The Commission requires post-development phosphorus and total suspended solids to be
equal to or less than pre-development TP and TSS. Staff estimates this project will meet
this requirement.
Phosphorus Loads (lbs/year)
Existing

Proposed

TSS
Existing

(lbs./year)
Proposed

Total Site
1.0
0.6
191
85
7) Abstraction Volumes. The Commission requires 1.1” of runoff from impervious surfaces
is abstracted (removed) by infiltration, filtration or other acceptable methods. The
developer is proposing to filter this volume by using constructing a 10’ wide by 2’ deep
by 280’ long filtration trench/swale.
a. Abstraction volume required = 2,076 cubic feet.
b. Actual filter volume provided = approximately 2,210 cubic feet of storage (1710
cu. ft. of actual storage plus approximately 500 cubic feet of drawdown during a
24 hour storm event).
c. This meets the Commission’s abstraction volume requirements..
8) Note; due to the limited amount of space available for the water filtration system and the
likelihood of operation and maintenance issues with resident encroachments into the
storage areas, we would recommend the applicant and city pursue other options for this
requirement. Possibly utilizing or expanding the existing ponding area at Sunnyridge
Lane and Chippewa Road would be more beneficial to all the parties involved.
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Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control
9) Staff gave approval for grading to the City and applicant on August 9th provided the
applicant meets the following requirements;
a. The City of Loretto must issue their approval for grading to begin on the project,
and
b. The applicant understands they assume all risks associated with changes that may
be necessary for final Commission and City approvals.
10) A specific sequencing plan of construction must be provided for the filtration areas. This
should be in accordance with MPCA guidelines. (Link;
https://stormwater.pca.state.mn.us/index.php?title=Construction_specifications_for_dry_
swale_(grass_swale)
Recommendation: Staff recommends approval contingent upon
1) The Commission’s operation and maintenance standards must be met (see item #4).
2) The filtration media must be engineered per MPCA standards (see item #4).
3) Filter drain tile specification and detail must be provided on the site plan (see item
#4)
4) A specific sequencing plan of construction must be provided for the filtration areas
(see item #12)

Hennepin County Department of Environmental Services
Advisor to the Commission

August 10, 2018
Date
James C. Kujawa,
Water Quality Specialist
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Location Map
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Aerial Overview
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Plan View
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pioneer-sarah creek
Watershed Management
Commission
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE
3235 Fernbrook Lane
Plymouth, MN 55447-5111
PH: 763-553-1144
FAX: 763-553-9326
Email: judie@jass.biz

TECHNICAL ADVISOR
Hennepin County
Environmental & Energy Department
701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 700 MC - 609
Minneapolis, MN 55415
PHONE: 612-348-7338 FAX: 612-348-8532
Email: james.kujawa@hennepin.us

DATE:

AUGUST 10, 2018

TO

PIONEER-SARAH CREEK WATERSHED COMMISSION

FROM:

JIM KUJAWA

RE:

CITY OF GREENFIELD DRAFT 2040 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN BACKGROUND

Commission staff reviews member Community Storm Water Management Plans for conformance with the
Commission’s third Generation Stormwater Management Plan. The review focuses on the requirements of
the communities as outlined in MS 103B.231 and .235.
Updates to the local stormwater management plans are expected to include:
x

Updated land use, hydrologic, and hydraulic data, and existing or potential water resource related
problems that may have changed since the last LWMP.

x

An explanation of how the member city will help to implement the actions set forth in the Commission’s
Plan, including specifically addressing adoption and enforcement of a manure management ordinance.

x

Show how the member city will take action to achieve the load reductions and other actions identified in
and agreed to in TMDL Implementation Plans.

x

Updated Implementation Plan identifying the specific structural, nonstructural, and programmatic
solutions to the problems and issues identified in the LWMP.

x

Set forth an implementation program including a description of adoption or amendment of official
controls and local policies necessary to implement the Rules and Standards; programs; policies; a capital
improvement plan; and estimates of cost and funding mechanisms.

Information
Staff received the Greenfield Draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan update on June 25, 2018.
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Based on staff’s review of the draft plan, we offer the following comments on the City of Greenfields’s Local
Surface Water Management Plan.
1) Page 7-86 refers to the Commission’s second-generation watershed management plan in the first and
last paragraphs. This should reference the Commission’s third-generation watershed management
plan.
2) Page 7-96, Table 7-1 lists Lake Rebecca as impaired for Nutrient/Eutrophication and Biological
Indicators. Lake Rebecca has been removed from the MPCA 303(d) list of impaired waters..
3) Page 7-97 Key Strategies section 1. Buffers refers to the PSCWMC wetland buffer requirement of an
average of 20 feet. The PSCWMC wetland buffer requirement is an average of 25 feet for all
wetlands, watercourses and lakes. Please reference Table 3.6 in the PSCWMC WRAPS Strategy
Report for South and North Whaletail Lakes and Deer and Unnamed Creeks in Minnetrista for
strategies and action in the areas of Minnetrista.
Incorporating some of these
problems/strategies/actions into Section 3 A. and Table 7.1 was anticipated from our original
comments.
4) Page 7-98, City plans and related ordinances, Capital Improvement Plan. This section states the City does
not maintain a formal CIP, but it does maintain a project list for budgeting and expenditures. This
section goes on to state, ‘it is recommended the City inventory existing stormwater infrastructure, outline an
ongoing maintenance and management strategy in collaboration with PSCW, and identify needed public improvements
to establish a long range capital improvement plan for stormwater and surface water improvement needs;
This should be more than just a recommendation and that there be a timeline commitment to
establish a CIP for stormwater and surface water improvement needs. For potential Clean Water
Grant funding from in the future, having an adopted CIP is essential. Also see Met Councils
comments
5) The Commission requests the modifications or clarifications of the comments and recommendations
provided by the Metropolitan Council in their August 7, 2018 correspondence (attached)
Action
Staff recommends the Commission send comment to the City of Greenfield for inclusion into their Final
Comprehensive Surface Water Management Plan.
JCK
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This report has been prepared for the Pioneer Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission by the
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) in partial fulfillment of the requirements of Minnesota
Statutes, Chapter 103B.102, Subd.3.
Prepared by Dale Krystosek (dale.krystosek@state.mn.us: 218‐820‐9381).
BWSR is reducing printing and mailing costs by using the Internet to distribute reports and information to wider
audiences. This report is available in alternative formats upon request.
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Report Summary
PRAP Level II

Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC

Report Summary
What is a PRAP
Performance Review?

Key Findings and Conclusions

The Board of Water and
Soil Resources supports
Minnesota’s counties,
watershed districts and
soil and water
conservation districts
that deliver water and
related land resource
management projects
and programs. In 2007
the Board set up a
program (PRAP) to
systematically review
the performance of
these local units of
government to ensure
their effective
operation. Each year
BWSR staff conduct
routine reviews of
several of these local
conservation delivery
entities. This document
reports the results of
one of those reviews.

The Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC has a good record of accomplishment in
implementation of their current water management plan which covers the years
2015‐2020.
The WMC’s compliance with BWSR performance standards is good in meeting the
essential, administrative, planning and communication practices for a watershed
management organization.
Overall, the partner’s ratings of the Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC’s performance in five
key areas of communication, quality of work, relations with customers, initiative
and follow‐through ranged widely from strong to poor.
Resource Outcomes
The Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC watershed management plan contains some specific,
measureable resource outcomes goals for water quality. The Pioneer Sarah Creek
WMC has completed 2 of 35 action items in the current plan with another 32
activities ongoing.
Action Items:
The Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC has no action items at this time.
Commendations
The Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC is commended for meeting 7 out of 9 High
Performance Standards (applicable to WMCs).
Recommendations
Recommendation 1: Develop and implement training plan for each board
member.
Recommendation 2: Make water quality data and trends easily accessible
to the public.
Recommendation 3: Conduct a strategic planning initiative and workload
analysis to assess the WMC’s ability to comply with the 8410.0105 Subpart
1, and 8410.0140 Subpart 1. C. requirements that the WMC shall evaluate
progress for the implementation of plan actions at a minimum of every two
years.

Minnesota Board of Water & Soil Resources • www.bwsr.state.mn.us

Item 07a
PRAP Level II Report: Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC

1

Introduction
This is an information document prepared by the staff
of the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) for
the Pioneer Sarah Creek Water Management
Commission (WMC). It reports the results of a routine
performance review of that Commission’s water
resource management plan implementation and
overall organizational effectiveness in delivery of land
and water conservation projects and programs.
BWSR has reviewed the Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC’s
reported accomplishments of their management plan
action items, determined the organization’s
compliance with BWSR’s Level I and II performance
standards, and surveyed members of the Pioneer
Sarah Creek WMC and their partner organizations.
This review is neither a financial audit nor investigation
and it does not replace or supersede other types of
governmental review of local government unit
operations.
While the performance review reported herein has
been conducted under the authority granted to BWSR
by Minnesota Statutes Chapter 103B.102, this is a staff
report and has not been reviewed or approved by the
BWSR board members.

What is PRAP?
PRAP is an acronym for BWSR’s Performance
Review and Assistance Program. Authorized by the
2007 Minnesota legislature, the PRAP purpose is to
support local delivery of land conservation and
water management by periodically reviewing and
assessing the performance of local units of
government that deliver those services. These
include soil and water conservation districts,
watershed districts, watershed management
Commissions, and the local water management
functions of counties.
BWSR has developed four levels of review, from
routine to specialized, depending on the program
mandates and the needs of the local governmental
unit. A Level I review annually tabulates all local
governmental units’ compliance with basic
planning and reporting requirements. In Level II,
conducted by BWSR once every ten years for each
local government unit, the focus is on the degree
to which the Commission is accomplishing its water
resource management plan. A Level II review
includes determination of compliance with BWSR’s
Level I and II statewide performance standards, a
tabulation of progress on planned goals and
objectives, a survey of board or water plan task
force members and staff of the factors affecting
plan implementation, a survey of LGU partners
about their impressions of working with the LGU,
and a BWSR staff report to the Commission with
findings, conclusions and recommendations.
BWSR’s actions in Levels III and IV include elements
of Levels I and II and then emphasize assistance to
address the local governmental unit’s specific
needs.
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Background
History
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(3) Identify and plan for means to effectively protect
and improve surface and groundwater quality;
(4) Establish more uniform local policies and official
controls for surface and groundwater management;

The following information was taken from the Pioneer‐
Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission
Third Generation Watershed Management Plan
Adopted May 21, 2015 and it expires on December 31,
2020.

(5) prevent erosion of soil into surface water systems;

INTRODUCTION

(8) Secure the other benefits associated with the
proper management of surface and ground water.

“Executive Summary
This Watershed Management Plan (Plan) describes
how the Pioneer‐Sarah Creek Watershed
Management Commission (PSCWM WMC) will manage
activities in the watershed in the six year period 2015‐
2020.
The Pioneer‐Sarah Creek Watershed Management
Commission is a Watershed Management
Commission (WMC) formed in 1984 using a Joint
Powers Agreement developed under authority
conferred to the member communities by Minnesota
Statutes 471.59 and 103B.201 through 103B.251. The
watershed is located in the northwest portion of the
Minneapolis‐St. Paul seven county Metropolitan Area
and is comprised of all or part of the following cities in
Hennepin County:
Cities Area
(sq. mi.)
Greenfield
21.32
Independence 29.72
Loretto
0.26
Maple Plain
0.76
Medina
7.52
Minnetrista
10.70
Total

70.28

The WMC is governed by a Board of Commissioners
that is comprised of one member appointed from each
community by their respective City Councils. The
Commission’s purpose is set forth in Minnesota
Statutes 103B.210, Metropolitan Surface Water
Planning, which codified the Metropolitan Surface
Water Management Act of 1982:
(1) Protect, preserve, and use natural surface and
groundwater storage and retention systems;
(2) minimize public capital expenditures needed to
correct flooding and water quality problems;

(6) promote groundwater recharge;
(7) Protect and enhance fish and wildlife habitat and
water recreational facilities; and

Third Generation Watershed Management Plan
The Pioneer‐Sarah Creek Watershed Management
Commission initiated work on the Third
Generation Plan in January 2013. The Plan includes
information required in Minnesota
Administrative Rules Chapter 8410, Local Water
Management: an updated land and water resources
inventory, goals and policies; an assessment of
problems and identification of corrective actions; an
implementation program; and a process for amending
the Plan.
The Commission and Citizen and Technical Advisory
Committees identified the following issues and issue
areas during the planning process:
• Funding and Financial Stability: maintaining
a sustainable funding level, funding TMDL
implementation activities, sharing in the cost
of capital projects.
• Information, Knowledge, and Commitment:
lack of information and knowledge of water
quality issues and actions by multiple
stakeholders, cities do not see the Commission
as a policy leader or watershed issues as a
priority, conflicting opinions on water quality
issues between stakeholders.
• Data Availability: need for more routine
monitoring to evaluate TMDL implementation
effectiveness, lack of information about
wetlands in the watershed.
• Other Issues: how to evaluate progress
toward TMDLs, how to foster partnerships,
staying abreast of new requirements and
emerging issues.
Management Plan Priorities and Goals
Through the identification of issues in the watershed,
the PSCWMC developed the following priorities and
goals to guide water resources planning and
management functions:
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Priorities:
1. Educate the Commissioners and member City
Councils and Planning Commissions regarding
watershed and water resources management.
2. Undertake a monitoring program to monitor water
quality trends and to track progress toward meeting
TMDLs.
3. Partner with member cities and other parties to
conduct subwatershed assessments and other studies
to identify feasible and cost‐effective Best
Management Practices to protect and improve water
quality.
Goals:
Goal Area A. Water Quantity
Goal A. 1. 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.
Goal A. 2. Maintain the post‐development annual
runoff volume at pre‐development volume.
Goal A. 3. Prevent the loss of floodplain storage below
the established 100‐year elevation.
Goal Area B. Water Quality
Goal B. 1. Improve water clarity in the impaired lakes
by 10% over the average of the previous ten years by
2023.
Goal B. 2. Maintain or improve water quality in the
lakes and streams with no identified impairments.
Goal B. 3. Conduct a TMDL/WRAPS progress review
every five years following approval of the
TMDLs and WRAPS study.
Goal B. 4. Foster implementation of Best Management
Practices in the watershed through technical and
financial assistance.
Goal Area C. Groundwater
Goal C. 1. Promote groundwater recharge by requiring
abstraction/infiltration of runoff from new
development and redevelopment.
Goal C. 2. Protect groundwater quality by
incorporating wellhead protection study results into
development and redevelopment Rules and Standards.
Goal Area D. Wetlands
Goal D. 1. Preserve the existing functions and values of
wetlands within the watershed.
Goal D. 2. Promote the enhancement or restoration of
wetlands in the watershed.
Goal Area E. Drainage Systems
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Goal F. 1. Continue current Hennepin County
jurisdiction over county ditches in the watershed.
Goal Area F. Commission Operations and
Programming
Goal F. 1. Identify and operate within a sustainable
funding level that is affordable to member cities.
Goal F. 2. Foster implementation of TMDL and other
implementation projects by sharing in their cost and
proactively seeking grant funds.
Goal F. 3. Operate a public education and outreach
program prioritizing elected and appointed officials
education and building better understanding between
all stakeholders.
Goal F. 4. Operate a monitoring program sufficient to
characterize water quantity and quality and biotic
integrity in the watershed and to evaluate progress
toward TMDL goals.
Goal F. 5. Maintain rules and standards for
development and redevelopment that are consistent
with local and regional TMDLs, federal guidelines,
source water and wellhead protection requirements,
nondegradation, and ecosystem management goals.
Goal F. 6. Serve as a technical resource for member
cities.
Implementation
This Third Generation Watershed Management Plan
continues a number of activities that have been
successful in the past and introduces some new
activities, including modified development rules and
standards and TMDL implementation.
Rules and Standards. In this Plan the Commission
updated stormwater management and water
resources protection policies from the Second
Generation Plan and developed new standards based
on the 2013 Minnesota NPDES General NPDES Permit
for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s),
the 2013 Minnesota NPDES Construction Stormwater
General Permit, and the Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency’s (MPCA’s) Minimal Impact Design Standards
and State Stormwater Manual. These were compiled
and codified into a Rules and Standards document. In
general, the new Rules and Standards apply to all
development and redevelopment one acre or more in
size; require at a minimum no increase in pollutant
loading or stormwater volume or in the peak rate of
runoff from the property; require the
abstraction/infiltration of 1.1 inches of runoff from
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impervious surfaces; and clarify the wetland buffer
requirements.

activities. This Plan will require future modification to
incorporate those activities.

Monitoring Program. The monitoring program
establishes routine monitoring for flow and water
quality on Pioneer and Sarah Creeks, with periodic
monitoring on other smaller streams and tributaries on
a rotating or as‐needed basis. Four lakes –
independence, Sarah, Whaletail, and Little Long – have
been classified as “Sentinel Lakes,” and will be
monitored every year. Other lakes will be monitored on
a rotating basis.

Local and Watershed Plan Amendments

Education and Outreach. The Citizens Advisory
Committee (CAC) for the Plan participated in
developing a recommended Education and Outreach
program that identifies stakeholder groups in the
watershed and key education messages. This Plan
expands education and outreach activities to key
stakeholders.
Other Activities. The Implementation Plan includes
funding to complete subwatershed BMP assessments
and special studies such as feasibility studies and
special monitoring that will identify the most cost‐
effective practices and projects. In 2014 the
Commission has budgeted to establish and convene a
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) of staff and
professional engineers to identify priorities for capital
projects and to evaluate and prioritize those submittals
for Commission funding. That TAC will continue in
future years to provide advice and assistance to the
Commission.
TMDL Implementation. The Commission was identified
as being a partner in certain implementation activities
in the Lake Sarah and Lake Independence TMDLs.
Many of those activities are included in the monitoring,
education and outreach, and special studies actions in
this Plan. The member cities have taken on
responsibility in the TMDLs for undertaking capital
projects and activities to reduce pollutant loading.
Where assessment or feasibility studies identify
specific, feasible and cost effective load reduction
projects, the Commission may consider using its
statutory authority to request Hennepin County to
certify a levy for Commission financial participation in
TMDL implementation capital projects.

On final approval of the Plan, cities will have 2 years to
update their Local Stormwater Management Plan
(LWMP). These updates will be expected to include:
•

Updated land use, hydrologic, and hydraulic
data, and existing or potential water resource
related problems that may have changed since
the last LWMP.

•

An explanation of how the member city will
help to implement the actions set forth in the
Commission’s Plan, including specifically
addressing adoption and enforcement of a
manure management ordinance.

•

Show how the member city will take action to
achieve the load reductions and other actions
identified in and agreed to in TMDL
Implementation Plans.

•

Updated Implementation Plan identifying the
specific structural, nonstructural, and
programmatic solutions to the problems and
issues identified in the LWMP.

•

Set forth an implementation program including
a description of adoption or amendment of
official controls and local policies necessary to
implement the Rules and Standards; programs;
policies; a capital improvement plan; and
estimates of cost and funding mechanisms.

This watershed management plan provides direction
for PSC WMC activities through the year 2020. The
Commissioners intend the Plan to provide a flexible
framework for managing the watersheds and, as such,
may initiate amendments to this plan at any time. The
Commission will annually review and refine the budget,
monitoring program, education and outreach plan and
Capital Improvement Program and may adopt plan
amendments adding or revising proposed capital
improvement projects or making other revisions to the
Plan.”

A Watershed Restoration and Protection Strategies
(WRAPS) study is being completed in 2013‐2017 for
several lakes and streams in the watershed, which will
include additional TMDLs and implementation
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Findings
This section describes what BWSR learned about the
performance of the Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC. Source:
Pioneer‐Sarah Creek Watershed Management
Commission Third Generation Watershed Management
Plan Adopted March 4, 2015.
Findings Part 1: Planning
The current water resources management plan was
adopted in 2015 and will expire in 2025.
THIRD GENERATION MANAGEMENT PLAN PRIORITIES
1. Educate the Commissioners and member City
Councils and Planning Commissions about watershed
and water resources management.
2. Undertake a monitoring program to monitor water
quality trends and to track progress toward meeting
TMDLs.
3. Partner with member cities and other parties to
conduct subwatershed assessments and other studies
to identify feasible and cost‐effective Best
Management Practices to protect and improve water
quality.
Goal Area A. Water Quantity
A statutory responsibility of watershed management
Commissions is to prevent and mitigate flooding. This
Plan accomplishes this by ensuring that development
and redevelopment does not create excessive new
volumes and rates of runoff that may cause
downstream flooding. A second responsibility is
promoting groundwater recharge, which impacts
stream base flow and lake levels, and maintaining
adequate hydrology to wetlands.
The Third Generation management goals for water
quantity are focused on maintaining the current flood
profile of the Creek and tributaries, and developing a
whole‐watershed sustainable water budget.
Goal A.1. 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.
Goal A.2. Maintain the post‐development annual
runoff volume at pre‐development volume.
Goal A.3. Prevent the loss of floodplain storage below
the established 100‐year elevation.
Goal Area B. Water Quality
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The TMDLs completed for Lake Independence and Lake
Sarah established nutrient load reductions necessary to
improve water quality in those lakes. The WRAPS study
currently underway will establish additional water
quality improvement and protection goals for the other
lakes and streams in the watershed. The Third
Generation goals for water quality are focused on
making impaired waters. The goals are aggressive;
some of them will require much dedication and effort
and public and private resources to achieve. However,
public input received for this Plan, the TMDLs, and
other sources show that achieving a high standard of
water quality is a priority for the public as well as
required by state statute, and the Implementation Plan
includes a number of actions to help meet these goals.
Goal B.1. Improve water clarity in the impaired lakes
by 10% over the average of the previous ten years by
2023.
Goal B.2. Maintain or improve water quality in the
lakes and streams with no identified impairments.
Goal B.3. Conduct a TMDL/WRAPS progress review
every five years following approval of the TMDLs and
WRAPS study.
Goal B.4. Foster implementation of Best Management
Practices in the watershed through technical and
financial assistance.
Groundwater
The Commission has undertaken limited groundwater
management activities in the past, primarily by
encouraging projects requiring project review to
infiltrate a portion of runoff. Over the past decade
cities that rely on groundwater for drinking water have
worked with the Minnesota Department of Health to
adopt wellhead protection plans and to implement
policies and official controls to protect drinking water
sources.
In this Third Generation Plan, the Commission has
adopted a new infiltration requirement for new
development and redevelopment to promote
groundwater recharge and reduce runoff.
Goal Area C. Groundwater
Goal C.1. Promote groundwater recharge by requiring
abstraction/infiltration of runoff from new
development and redevelopment.
Goal C.2. Protect groundwater quality by incorporating
wellhead protection study results into development
and redevelopment Rules and Standards.
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Wetlands
The Commission’s primary tool for managing wetlands
is the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA). The
Commission serves as the Local Government Unit (LGU)
for WCA administration in Greenfield, Loretto and
Maple Plain and the other three member cities
administer WCA themselves. The Commission requires
submittal of a functions and values assessment using
the latest version of MnRAM whenever an applicant
proposes wetland impacts.
Goal Area D. Wetlands
Goal D.1. Preserve the existing functions and values of
wetlands within the watershed.
Goal D.2. Promote wetland the enhancement or
restoration of wetlands in the watershed.
Drainage Systems
Pioneer Creek between Highway 12 and Watertown
Road and several lateral ditches, including parts of
Robina Creek, are under the ditch authority of
Hennepin County as County Ditch #19. The County also
is ditch authority for County Ditch #9 connecting and
outletting Lake Schwappauff, Schendel Lake, and
Haften Lake in the northern watershed; and Judicial
Ditch #20, which includes part of Deer Creek and
several laterals, and Pioneer Creek downstream of Ox
Yoke Lake. The primary Third Generation activity
related to drainage systems is to periodically review
the advantages and disadvantages of ditch authority
and to reconsider jurisdiction.
Goal Area E. Drainage Systems
Goal E.1. Continue current Hennepin County
jurisdiction over county ditches in the watershed.
Operations and Programming
These goals guide the routine programs and operations
of the Commission, and include the education and
outreach program; maintenance of rules and
standards; the annual monitoring program; and
programs and activities to stay abreast of changing
standards and requirements, search for grant and
other funds to supplement the regular budget, and
operate a capital improvement program and share in
the cost of projects.
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Goal F.2. Foster implementation of TMDL and other
implementation projects by sharing in their cost and
proactively seeking grant funds.
Goal F.3. Operate a public education and outreach
program prioritizing elected and appointed officials
education and building better understanding between
all stakeholders.
Goal F.4. Operate a monitoring program sufficient to
characterize water quantity and quality and biotic
integrity in the watershed and to evaluate progress
toward TMDL goals.
Goal F.5. Maintain rules and standards for
development and redevelopment that are consistent
with local and regional TMDLs, federal guidelines,
source water and wellhead protection requirements,
nondegradation, and ecosystem management goals.
Goal F.6. Serve as a technical resource for member
cities.

Findings Part 1: Plan Implementation
There are 35 different implementation tasks assessed
in this report. Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC staff have
provided a description of the goals, actions and
accomplishments to date. An analysis of this
information shows that most of the Pioneer Sarah
Creek WMC plan action items are ongoing. Based on
this assessment, the WMC has completed 2 items
(6%), has not started 1 action item, while 32 of the 35
action items are considered ongoing (91%).
A full description of the goals, implementation actions
and progress is contained in Appendix A, pages 14‐24.

Resource Outcomes
The Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC watershed
management plan contains some specific,
measureable resource outcomes goals for water
quality. The plan goals include evaluating and
tracking water quality trends within the
watershed and to improve water quality within
the WMC.

Goal Area F. Commission Operations and
Programming
Goal F.1. Identify and operate within a sustainable
funding level that is affordable to member cities.
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Findings Part 2: Performance Standards
BWSR tracks all 18 watershed management
organizations compliance with three basic standards
each year in a Level I review.
For the Level II reviews, BWSR has developed a set of
performance standards that describe both basic and
high performance best management practices related
to overall operation of the organization. The standards
address four areas of operation: administration,
planning, execution, and communication/coordination.
The basic practice standards describe practices that
are either legally required or fundamental to WMC
operations. The high performance standards describe
practices that reflect a high level of performance.
While all watershed management organizations should
be meeting the basic standards, only the more
ambitious ones will meet many high performance
standards. The results for the Pioneer Sarah Creek
WMC are listed in Appendix B, page 25.
For this Level II review, Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC
reports compliance with 19 of the 19 relevant basic
performance standards that are applicable to WMCs
and 7 of 9 high performance standards.

Wetland Conservation Act Compliance: Beginning
in 2017, local government unit (LGU) compliance with
the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) was added to the
PRAP Level II assessments. In 1991, the Legislature
passed the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) in order
to achieve a no‐net loss in the quantity, quality, and
biological diversity of Minnesota’s wetlands. In doing
so, they designated certain implementation
responsibilities to local government units (LGUs) and
soil and water conservation districts (SWCDs) with the
Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) to provide
oversight. One oversight mechanism is an
administrative review of how LGUs and SWCDs are
carrying out their responsibilities.
BWSR uses the administrative review process to
evaluate LGU and SWCD performance related to their
responsibilities under the WCA. The review is
intended to determine if an LGU or SWCD is fulfilling
their responsibilities under WCA and to provide
recommendations for improvement as applicable.
The BWSR Wetland Specialist assigned to assist
Pioneer Sarah Creek Watershed District conducted an
evaluation of LGU performance in carrying out the
responsibilities as described in Minnesota Rules 8420.
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Data for WCA program review was collected via direct
interview(s) with staff, a review of an appropriate
number and type of project files, a review of existing
documentation on file (i.e. annual
reporting/resolutions), and through prior BWSR staff
experience/interaction with the LGU or SWCD. In
some cases, a project site review may be necessary.
Generally, interviews, project file reviews and site
visits were done with two BWSR staff on agreed upon
dates. A review of implementation of the Wetland
Conservation Act found that Pioneer Sarah Creek
Watershed Management Commission are generally
implementing the program in compliance with
Minnesota Rule 8420. A copy of the WCA report is
located in Appendix D, pages 33‐37.
Findings Part 3: LGU Self‐Assessment
The information for this part and the next is based on
responses to surveys developed by BWSR to get the
opinions of both board members and staff and from
the WMC’s partner organizations about performance.
Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC staff identified, at BWSR’s
request, their current WMC Board members, city
technical advisors and staff, and those partner
organizations with which they have an on‐going
working relationship. BWSR invited those people to
take the on‐line survey and their responses were
received and analyzed by BWSR staff. The identity of
survey respondents is unknown to both BWSR and the
Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC.
Part 3 summarizes the results from the survey of WMC
Board members and staff regarding the
accomplishments of the organization over the past
several years. A total of 10 Board Managers,
Alternates, or Advisory members and staff were
invited to take the survey and 6 (60%) responded. It is
suggested that staff, Board members and Advisory
Committee members consider these responses as a
starting point for follow up discussion. The full
responses are reported in Appendix C, pages 27‐32,
and briefly summarized here.
Board members, Advisory Committee members and
staff were asked how often the organization uses
some sort of master plan to guide decisions. 60% said
Always, and 40% indicated usually.
In listing the organization’s most successful
accomplishments over the past 3‐5 years, respondents
mentioned the following:
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•

•

•

•

Completion of sub‐watershed assessments for
City of Independence and Dance Hall Creek,
Adoption of Livestock Management Policy,
Completion of watershed WRAPS, 5 years of
Curly Leaf application in Lake Sarah,3
community education meetings, new outlet
controls for Lake Sarah and Lake
independence, Implemented new CIP and cost
share policies, continued lake and stream
monitoring, wetland monitoring enforcement,
buffer inventory and drone surveillance, major
gully restoration project approved for 2018,
stabilized and improved fiscal condition of the
watershed, project funding by cities
significantly improved.
Long term funding set aside in the budget for
rural and urban BMP's 3rd Generation
Watershed Management Plan WRAP/TMDL
plan Lake Independence, Lake Ardmore and
Dance Hall Creek SWA's.
I would consider the PSCWMC to be following,
not leading, our member cities. The successful
projects have all be led by and financed at a
higher percentage by member cities so I don’t
feel the PSCWMC deserves credit.
Developed Third Generation Plan Completed
watershed wide TMDL, WRAPS.

Another survey participant mentioned 1. The
completion of the needed studies to fully assess our
watershed priorities on a watershed wide basis. 2. The
Baker Park Ravine project 3. We aligned all of our six
cities to the watershed vision and mission that now will
for the first time in years allow us to be a much better
functioning organization. 4. We have well defended
violations of the WCA over the past 3 years 5. We have
surveyed our watershed, and held 3 formal Community
Conversations where we provided a lot of education
and awareness to our key agricultural and horse
boarding residents, our city councils, our lake
associations, and our key partners (TRPD, MPCA,
BWSR, etc.).
Respondents attributed the success of these projects
to the following:
•

Disciplined focus on what can realistically be
done in a low tax capacity watershed and
focusing on successful projects with a high
return on investment (ROI).
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•

Project partners and member community
participation and discussions.

•

The leadership of the member cities. And also
perhaps some panicked and forced
cooperation of the PSCWMC. Panicked and
forced because the organization is afraid of
being disbanded and replaced by a more
effective (and costly) WMC.

•

Third Generation Plan formed foundation for
the Commission's activities.

One survey participant mentioned Improved alignment
amongst our cities to the goals set out in our 3rd
Generation Plan, more commissioners and council
members attending educational workshops (like
NEMO), better communication and collaboration with
our key partners, a quality administrative staff that
keeps us focused and informs us of what other
organizations they serve are doing.
Survey participants were also asked to list programs or
projects which have not shown as much progress or
success. Responses included:
•

Best Management Practices implementation.

•

Actual BMP implementation on private
property.

•

Community outreach. And the Citizens
Advisory Committee has effectively been
disbanded. Most of the Commissioners are
members of city councils, who are extremely
reluctant to share power with anyone else,
regardless of qualifications.

•

Landowner resistance to participate in
incorporating BMPs for reduce nutrient
loading.

One survey participant stated am pleased to say no
program has been placed "on hold". If anything, we
have invested time to explore certain projects that for
various reasons we have decided to wait for further
development to occur ‐ when these BMP's can be best
captured cost effectively.
Reasons cited include for difficulties included:
•

Almost 100% of these projects are on private
land. Finding willing participants has been
slow.

•

Staffing commitment. Lack of trust from the
property owners. Lack of focus on water
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resources from some member communities.
More concerned about funding roads, sewer,
water, etc.
•

Landowners are resistant to government
involvement in their lives/land use.

•

In our watershed, alignment of the cities had
been an issue, however, the biggest challenge
now is getting agricultural landowners and/or
horse boarders to cooperate and be willing to
allow BMP's to evolve on their properties.
However, with the Buffer Initiative rollout last
year, we feel we can go back to some of these
landowners to revisit BMP ideas for their
property.

Partnerships are an important part of organizational
success. Respondents were asked which organizations
they feel they can partner with. Respondents listed
Three Rivers Park District (5 responses), DNR, Hennepin
County (4 responses), Local Cities, Lake Independence
Citizens Association, Lake Sarah Improvement
Association, BWSR, MPCA, University of MN extension
service, and Met Council as organizations the Pioneer
Sarah Creek WMC currently has strong working
relationships with.
Survey respondents were also asked who they would
like to partner with more. BWSR, Met Council, DOT,
NRCS, member city citizens, the CN and BNSF railroads,
MnDOT and DNR were listed as organizations with
which better collaboration would benefit the Pioneer
Sarah Creek WMC.
Findings Part 4: Partners’ Assessment
Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC staff identified 20
individuals who have or potentially could partner with
the Commission in the implementation of its plan.
These people were invited to take an on‐line survey of
their opinions regarding their working relationship
with and assessment of the WMC. Eight individuals
responded, a (40%) response rate. The partners were
asked questions that focused on their working
relationship with the WMC and their rating of the work
done by the WMC. These responses are reported in
Appendix C, pages 27‐32, and summarized here.
Most partner organizations respondents expressed
familiarity with the Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC as
indicated by reporting interactions from a few times
(25%), several times a year (37.5%), to monthly (25%)
and one person indicated interaction with the WMC
almost every week. Sixty two per cent of the partners
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expressed that the amount of work they do with the
Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC is about right and 25%
indicated there was potential for more collaboration,
while one person indicated that the amount of
interaction with the WMC was too much, they depend
on us for work they should be doing themselves (see
appendix C for complete responses).
Overall, the partner’s ratings of the Pioneer Sarah
Creek WMC’s performance in five key areas of
partnership ranged widely from strong to poor (see

Partner Ratings

Performance
Area

Strong

Communication

12.5%

Quality of Work

Good

Accept
‐able

Poor

25.0%

50.0%

12.5%

0%

12.5%

25.0%

25.0%

25.0%

12.5%

Relations with
Customers

12.5%

12.5%

37.5%

12.5%

25.0%

Initiative

12.5%

25.0%

12.5%

50.0%

0%

Timelines/
Follow through

12.5%

12.5%

62.5%

12.5%

0%

table below).

In rating the partners overall working relationship with
the WMC, 25% of the partner organizations believe
they have a strong working relationship with Pioneer
Sarah Creek WMC, one person rated it good, but could
be better and 50% rated the relationship as
acceptable, but a struggle at times and one person
indicated poor, there are almost always difficulties.
(see appendix C).
When asked for additional comments about the
Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC could be more effective,
partners offered the following suggestions:
•

Have dedicated staff to assist in grant writing,
work with landowners to implement projects,
and make progress towards goals outlined in
watershed management plan and CIP.

•

A lot of work is put into developing projects
and ideas that the Commission doesn't
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implement, they are too stuck in their own
vision of how things should work, or their own
city to look around and see cooperative
opportunities a lot of the time. They also are
not reliable to follow up on assignments, spend
a lot of time squabbling over money, and don't
listen to the advice given to them by subject
matter experts.
•

Seems that the watershed is reaching out to
larger land owners, but they don’t want to
participate.

•

Non‐point source pollution is not point source.
Somehow they need to reach out to all
landowners as everyone needs to prevent
runoff from their property. It is about people
and process, not rules, not BMPs.

•

The Commission would benefit greatly from
identifying landowners that can be champions
for the watershed. If there are residents or
cities that can be demonstrated as leaders, this
could translate into improved implementation.

A full summary of the survey responses is in Appendix
C, pages 27‐32.
.
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General Conclusions
The Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC has a made some
progress in accomplishing implementation of their
water management plan. Based on this assessment,
the WMC has completed 2 items (6%), has not started
1 action item, while 32 of the 35 action items are
considered ongoing (91%).
The WMC’s compliance with the BWSR performance
standards applicable to WMCs means they are
meeting the essential administrative, planning and
communication practices.
The WMC’s partner’s ratings for communication,
quality of work, initiative and relations with customers
ranged from strong to poor.
Action Items
Action Items are based on those Part 2 Basic Practice
performance standards for which the organization is
not currently meeting. There are no action Items for
the Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC at this time.
Commendations
Commendations are issued based on compliance with
BWSR’s High Performance Standards, as reported in
the Findings, Part 2 above. The Pioneer Sarah Creek
WMC is commended for meeting the following High
Performance Standards, reflecting practices that
indicate organizational strength:
 Administrator on staff.
 Operational guidelines exist and current.
 Strategic plan identifies short term priorities.
 Water quality trends tracked for priority water
bodies.
 Watershed hydrologic trends monitored and
reported.
 Coordination with County Board, SWCD Board
and city/township officials
 Partnerships: cooperative projects/tasks done
with neighboring districts and organizations,
counties, cities, non‐governmental
organizations.
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Recommendations
This section contains recommendations offered by
BWSR to the Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC and staff to
enhance the Commission’s service and its delivery of
effective water and related land resource
management. BWSR financial assistance may be
available to support the Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC’s
implementation of some of these recommendations.
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progress at a minimum every two years as required in
rule, and make sure to measure outcomes, not just
outputs, and report on progress toward achieving
resource improvement. BWSR PRAP Assistance Grant
funds may be available to partially fund such an
assessment.

Recommendation 1: Develop and implement training
plan for each board member.
New programs and increasing water management
expectations for local governments require a
commitment to continued training. This
recommendation suggests that new board members
are provided with orientation training and all board
members have an individual training plan for
continuing education in leadership, organizational
management and water resource management. The
individualized training plan would provide a means of
ensuring that staff and board members can continue
to the build knowledge and skills necessary to carry
out duties and responsibilities.
Recommendation 2: Make water quality data and
trends easily accessible to the public.
The WMC and its partners are currently doing a
comprehensive job of monitoring area lakes and
streams, and specific water quality goals have been
identified for many of the water bodies. While the
WMC does produce an annual Water Quality Report,
and the LGU has recently updated their website to
report lake water quality data in a GIS based format, it
is still very difficult to locate information about water
quality trends, particularly lake trends, from the WMC
website. The website should be updated to make
information about water quality trends in area lakes
available in easy to understand and access formats.
Annual reports posted on the website should also
contain information on water quality trends.
Recommendation 3: Conduct a strategic planning
initiative and workload analysis to assess the WMC’s
ability to comply with the 8410.0105 Subpart 1, and
8410.0140 Subpart 1. C. requirements that the WMC
shall evaluate progress for the implementation of
plan actions at a minimum of every two years.
The goals in the current water management plan are
related to resource outcomes. However, efforts to
measure the effects of projects on those resources are
not apparent. The Commission should evaluate
Minnesota Board of Water & Soil Resources • www.bwsr.state.mn.us
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LGU Comments and
BWSR Responses
A written response to this draft report from the
Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC was invited to comment on
the findings, conclusions and joint recommendations
in the draft version of this report. The letter was
summarized and responded to in this section and
reproduced in its entirety in Appendix D, page 33.
.
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Appendix A. Plan Accomplishments
LGU Name: Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission
Type of Management Plan: Watershed Management Commission
Date of Last Plan Revision: 2015

Date of This Assessment: June 5, 2018

GOAL No. A: Water Quantity (Page 4-4 of Mgmt. Plan)
Objective A1-A3:
Progress Rating:

Planned Actions or
Activities
1. The Commission shall maintain
Rules and Standards requiring
development and redevelopment
meeting certain criteria to meet
runoff rate control and runoff
volume and infiltration
requirements.
2. Landlocked depressions that
presently do not have a defined
outlet and do not typically overflow
may only be allowed a positive
outlet provided the downstream
impacts are addressed and the plan
is approved by the Commission.
3. The Commission encourages the
use of Low Impact Design techniques
to reduce runoff rates and volumes,
erosion and sedimentation, and
pollutant loading.
4. Member cities shall adopt local
controls and local stormwater
management plans that are at least
as stringent as the Commission
Water Quantity goals and policies
and the Commission Rules and
Standards.

Proposed
Actual
Timeframe Timeframe
Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

December
31, 2018

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

December
31, 2018

=not started/dropped { =on-going progress ; =completed/target met

Accomplishments to Date
The Commission’s Third Generation
Plan was approved by BWSR in 2015
containing these Rules and
Standards. Member Cities are
updating their Local Plans to match

This situation has not yet arisen
within the watershed

Technical Staff work with developers
to incorporate these design
techniques where applicable

Local Plans have been received and
reviewed from Loretto, Maple Plain,
Medina and Minnetrista.
Loretto and Maple Plain’s Local Plans
were approved by the Commission at
the April and September 2017
meetings, respectively
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Progress
Rating

Next Steps

{

The Commission will
regularly review its Rules and
Standards



Continue to work with Cities
and landowners on an as‐
needed basis

{

Continue to offer technical
assistance to developers to
implement LIDs

{

Continue to work with
member cities on their Local
Plans until they meet
standards and are approved
by the Commission
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5. The Commission requires a plan
review by the local permitting
authority for development or
redevelopment if any part of the
development is within or affects a
100‐year floodplain
6. The Commission shall maintain
Rules and Standards requiring
development and redevelopment
affecting the 100‐year floodplain to
meet Commission compensatory
storage, low flow elevation, and
timing requirements.
7. Member cities shall adopt a
floodplain ordinance and any other
required local controls, and local
stormwater management plans that
are at least as stringent as the
Commission Floodplain goals and
policies and the Commission Rules
and Standards.
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Ongoing

Ongoing

December
31, 2018

Ongoing

Ongoing

December
31, 2018

The Commission reviews all
development/redevelopment that
impacts floodplain

The Commission reviews all
development/redevelopment that
impacts floodplain

Local Plans have been received and
reviewed from Loretto, Maple Plain,
Medina and Minnetrista.
Loretto and Maple Plain’s Local Plans
were approved by the Commission at
the April and September 2017
meetings, respectively
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{

Continue to review all
development/redevelopment
that impacts floodplain

{

Continue to review all
development/redevelopment
that impacts floodplain

{

Continue to work with
member cities on their Local
Plans until they meet
standards and are approved
by the Commission
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GOAL No. B: Water Quality (Page 4-5 of Mgmt. Plan)
Objective B1-B4:
Progress Rating:

Planned Actions or Activities

Proposed
Actual
Timeframe Timeframe

1. The Commission adopts as water
quality goals the standards for Class
2b waters in the North Central
Hardwood Forest ecoregion as set
forth in Minn. Rules 7050.0222.
2. The Commission will undertake a
routine lake and stream monitoring
program to assess progress toward
meeting these goals.

Ongoing

3. The Commission shall maintain
Rules and Standards requiring
development and redevelopment
meeting certain criteria to meet
water quality requirements.
4. The Commission shall maintain
Rules and Standards requiring
development and redevelopment
meeting certain criteria to meet
erosion control requirements.

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

=not started/dropped { =on-going progress ; =completed/target met

Accomplishments to Date
The Commission adopted these goals
as part of its Third Generation Plan

The Commission monitors Sentinel
Lakes (Sarah, Independence, Little
Long, and Whaletail) annually and
other area lakes on a rotating basis
to establish water quality basis and
trends
The Commission’s Third Generation
Plan was approved by BWSR in 2015
containing these Rules and
Standards. Member Cities are
updating their Local Plans to match
The Commission’s Third Generation
Plan was approved by BWSR in 2015
containing these Rules and
Standards. Member Cities are
updating their Local Plans to match
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Progress
Rating

{

{

{

{

Next Steps
The Commission will review
periodically as necessary

The Commission will
continue to work with TRPD
and Met Council’s CAMP
program to complete
monitoring of area lakes
and streams.
The Commission will
regularly review its Rules
and Standards

The Commission will
regularly review its Rules
and Standards
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5. The Commission will develop and
implement a program to provide
technical and financial assistance to
the member cities in identifying
appropriate and cost‐effective Best
Management Practices to reduce
nutrient and sediment load to lakes
and streams.

6. The Commission will work in
partnership with other Commissions
and agencies to pursue grant and
other funding to implement
improvement projects and feasibility
studies.

7. The Commission shall update
implementation plans and this Plan
as necessary following TMDL/WRAPS
completion and progress reviews.
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Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Beginning in 2015, the Commission
has added a line item to the annual
budget for grant writing costs.
Commission Staff and Partners also
work with the Cities to identify and
review projects resulting from
Subwatershed Assessments for
feasibility and addition to the
Commission’s CIP.
The Commission also began
budgeting funding for City‐supported
CIPs completed in the watershed in
2015.
The Commission continues to work
with member cities, Three Rivers
Park District, and Hennepin County
to pursue grant funding for various
projects and studies.
Beginning in 2015, the Commission
has added a line item to the annual
budget for grant writing costs.
The Commission was awarded a
grant in 2018 for the Baker Park
Ravine Stabilization project in
cooperation with TRPD and Hennepin
County.
A Minor Plan Amendment to update
the CIP was approved on July 20,
2017 and another is scheduled for
submission in June 2018.
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{

{

{

The Commission will, at
least annually, request
member cities to submit
potential projects to the
Commission’s CIP for
funding consideration.

The Commission will report
on new and open grants
available from county,
state, and federal sources
and review those against
the CIP for potential grant
applications.

The Commission will, at
least annually, review the
CIP, WRAPS
implementation plan, and
subwatershed assessments
for potential project
opportunity.
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8. Member cities shall adopt local
controls and local stormwater
management plans that are at least
as stringent as Commission Water
Quality goals and policies and the
Commission Rules and Standards.

December
31, 2018

December
31, 2018

9. The Commission will develop and
publish a model manure
management ordinance within six
months of this Plan’s adoption.
Member cities shall then have one
year to adopt a manure management
ordinance using the model ordinance
for guidance, or to adopt other
standards and practices that will
accomplish the objective of reducing
phosphorus loading from new
livestock operations.
10. Projects Completed for the
improvement of Water Quality in
area lakes

November
2015

October 20,
2016

Ongoing

Ongoing

Local Plans have been received and
reviewed from Loretto, Maple Plain,
Medina and Minnetrista.
Loretto and Maple Plain’s Local Plans
were approved by the Commission at
the April and September 2017
meetings, respectively
A model Livestock Management
Ordinance was adopted by the
Commission on October 20, 2016.

2014/15 ‐ Lake Ardmore infiltration
basin
2014/15‐Lake Sarah CLPW treatment
2016 – Installed Dance Hall Creek
BMP, completed Lake Sarah CLPW
treatment, began design of Gully
Restoration GS50 (Baker Park
Ravine).
2017 ‐ Lake Sarah CLPW treatment,
complete GS50 Design.
2018 – Complete Ardmore
Neighborhood BMPs, and Baker Park
Ravine Restoration.
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{

;

{

Continue to work with
member cities on their
Local Plans until they meet
standards and are approved
by the Commission

Continue to work with
member cities to ensure
the ordinance is adopted as
necessary and included in
future Local Water Plans.

The Commission will review
projects submitted by
member cities and partners
for inclusion to the CIP
annually and revise the CIP
through Plan Amendments
as necessary
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11. Subwatershed Assessments or
TMDLs Completed to evaluate water
quality and create a base level for
measurement of improvement
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Ongoing

Ongoing

2007 – Lake Independence TMDL
approved by EPA.
2011 – Lake Sarah TMDL Appproved
by EPA.
2015 – Lake Independence
Subwatershed Assessment (Ardmore)
2017 – WRAPS Completed including
Sarah Creek, Pioneer Creek,
Unnamed Creek, Deer Creek, Peter
Lake (north bay), Spurzem Lake, Half
Moon Lake, Lake Ardmore, South
Whaletail Lake, North Whaletail Lake.

{

The Commission will review
completed TMDLs in
partnership with TRPD for
revision as necessary and
continue to complete
subwatershed assessments
in cooperation with
member cities and partners
as areas are identified.

GOAL No. C: Groundwater (Page 4-6 of Mgmt. Plan)
Objective C1-C2:
Progress Rating:

Planned Actions or Activities
1. The Commission shall maintain
Rules and Standards requiring
development and redevelopment
meeting certain criteria to meet
infiltration requirements.
2. Member cities shall adopt local
controls and local stormwater
management plans that are at least
as stringent as Commission
Groundwater goals and policies and
the Commission Rules and Standards

Proposed
Actual
Timeframe Timeframe
Ongoing

December
31, 2018

Ongoing

December
31, 2018

=not started/dropped { =on-going progress ; =completed/target met

Accomplishments to Date
The Commission’s Third Generation
Plan was approved by BWSR in 2015
containing these Rules and
Standards. Member Cities are
updating their Local Plans to match
Local Plans have been received and
reviewed from Loretto, Maple Plain,
Medina and Minnetrista.
Loretto and Maple Plain’s Local Plans
were approved by the Commission at
the April and September 2017
meetings, respectively
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Progress
Rating

{

{

Next Steps
The Commission will
regularly review its Rules
and Standards

Continue to work with
member cities on their
Local Plans until they meet
standards and are approved
by the Commission
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3. The Commission will partner with
the DNR, USGS, MDH, and other
agencies to educate the member
cities and watershed community
officials about groundwater issues
and their relation to stormwater
management and surface water
quality.

Ongoing

4. The Commission shall develop and
maintain a map showing the
wellhead protection zones within its
boundaries upon completion of a
local wellhead protection plan for
use in determining vulnerable areas
that should be exempted from
infiltration.
5. The Commission will develop and
implement a program to provide
technical and financial assistance to
the member cities in identifying
appropriate and cost‐effective Best
Management Practices to increase
infiltration and groundwater
recharge and reduce stormwater
runoff.

Ongoing

Ongoing

Commission became a member of
WaterShed Partners in 2017.

{

Commissioners, elected officials and
staff participated in NEMO Workshop
on the Water presentations in 2015‐
2016.

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Staff is collecting this information as
it is submitted by member and
surrounding cities. Mapping
information has been received from
Greenfield, Loretto, Maple Plain,
Delano and Rockford.

Beginning in 2015, the Commission
has added a line item to the annual
budget for grant writing costs.
Commission Staff and Partners also
work with the Cities to identify and
review projects resulting from
Subwatershed Assessments for
feasibility and addition to the
Commission’s CIP.
The Commission also began
budgeting funding for City‐supported
CIPs completed in the watershed in
2015.
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{

{

Membership in WaterShed
Partners and other
Commissions will be
evaluated on an annual
basis. Commissioners, City
Officials and staff will be
encouraged to attend
workshops and events
when these events are held.
The Commission will
continue to work with
Member Cities and update
the wellhead protection
zone map as information is
made available.

Continue to work with
member cities and partners
to identify projects and
opportunities for BMP
installations.
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GOAL No. D: Wetlands (Page 4-7 of Mgmt. Plan)
Objective D1-D2:
Progress Rating:

Planned Actions or Activities
1. The Commission shall maintain
Rules and Standards requiring
development and redevelopment
meeting certain criteria to provide
buffers adjacent to wetlands, lakes,
and streams.
2. Member cities shall adopt local
controls and local stormwater
management plans that are at least
as stringent as Commission Wetland
goals and policies and the
Commission Rules and Standards.

3. The Commission shall act as the
Local Government Unit (LGU) for the
Wetland Conservation act for those
communities that choose to so
designate.
4. Developers must complete a
wetland delineation by a wetland
professional to identify the location
and extent of any wetlands present
within the development site.

Proposed
Actual
Timeframe Timeframe
Ongoing

Ongoing

=not started/dropped { =on-going progress ; =completed/target met

Accomplishments to Date
The Commission’s Third Generation
Plan was approved by BWSR in 2015
containing these Rules and
Standards. Member Cities are
updating their Local Plans to match

December
31, 2018

December
31, 2018

Local Plans have been received and
reviewed from Loretto, Maple Plain,
Medina and Minnetrista.
Loretto and Maple Plain’s Local Plans
were approved by the Commission at
the April and September 2017
meetings, respectively

Ongoing

Ongoing

The Commission has acted as the
WCA LGU for the cities of Greenfield,
Loretto and Maple Plain upon
request.

Ongoing

Ongoing

Any time wetlands are or may be
impacted, a delineation is required
by Commission Rules & Standards
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Progress
Rating

Next Steps

{

The Commission will
regularly review its Rules and
Standards

{

{

{

The Commission will
continue to work with cities
that have submitted plans to
ensure they are in
conformance with the
Commission Plan. The
Commission will encourage
cities to have plans
submitted for approval prior
to the December 31, 2018
deadline.
Commission Technical Staff
will continue to assist cities
as needed for WCA LGU.

The Commission will
continue to require wetland
delineations for any
development/redevelopment
work that may impact
wetlands
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5. For any development or
redevelopment proposing impacts to
any wetlands in the watershed, a
functions and values assessment
using the most recent version of the
MnRAM protocol must be
completed and submitted to the
Commission and to the respective
LGU.
6. Before consideration or approval
of a wetland replacement plan or
use of wetland banking credits, the
Commission shall ensure that the
applicant has exhausted all
possibilities to avoid and minimize
adverse wetland impacts according
to the sequencing requirements of
the Wetland Conservation Act.
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Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

This item is required as part of a
wetland delineation

This item is required by sequencing
in the project review process
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{

{

The Commission will
continue to require wetland
delineations for any
development/redevelopment
work that may impact
wetlands

The Commission will
continue to require project
reviews for any
development/redevelopment
work that may impact
wetlands
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GOAL No. E: Drainage Systems (Page 4-8 of Mgmt. Plan)
Objective E1:
Progress Rating:

Planned Actions or Activities
1. Periodically reconsider the
appropriate jurisdiction over the
county ditches in the watershed.

Proposed
Actual
Timeframe Timeframe
Ongoing

Ongoing

=not started/dropped { =on-going progress ; =completed/target met

Accomplishments to Date
This was completed as part of the
Third Generation Plan process

Progress
Rating

{

Next Steps
This will be reviewed again
as part of the Fourth
Generation plan process, or
earlier if required.

GOAL No. F: Operations and Programming (Page 4-8 of Mgmt. Plan)
Objective F1-F6:
Progress Rating:

Planned Actions or Activities

Proposed
Actual
Timeframe Timeframe

1. Annually review the budget and
Capital Improvement Program and
convene a professional Technical
Advisory Committee to identify and
prioritize projects.

April‐June,
annually

April‐June,
annually

2. Convene Citizen Advisory
Committees as necessary to advise
the Commission and to assist in
program development and
implementation.
3. Prepare and implement an annual
monitoring plan and provide annual
reporting.

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

=not started/dropped { =on-going progress ; =completed/target met

Accomplishments to Date
A budget is approved by the
Commission each year. In 2016,
2017 and 2018, a TAC was convened
prior to the budget process to review
projects submitted by member cities
and partners for inclusion in the
Commission CIP. Minor Plan
Amendments were/will be submitted
in 2017 and 2018 to revise the CIP
A CAC was convened as part of the
Third Generation Plan process, and
again as part of the Watershed‐wide
TMDL/WRAPS process.
The Commission coordinates with
TRPD and Met Council to monitor
area lakes and streams. See Annual
reports for monitoring reporting
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Progress
Rating

;

{

{

Next Steps
The Commission will
continue to request new
projects from member
cities and partners for
inclusion on the CIP on an
annual basis.

A CAC will be convened as
outreach to citizens and
opportunities for program
development arise.
The Commission will
continue to partner with
TRPD and Met Council to
monitor area lakes and
streams.
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4. According to the schedules set
forth in TMDL Implementation Plans
and WRAPS studies, every five years
evaluate progress toward meeting
those water quality goals, and adjust
the Implementation Plans as
necessary to achieve progress.

Ongoing

5. Periodically review the
development rules and standards for
adequacy and make revisions as
necessary.

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

The Commission, in coordination
with TRPD, are evaluating and will
submit revisions for the Lake Sarah
and Lake Independence TMDLs
within the next 12‐24 months.
Recent sediment cores show the
original amounts allocated for
internal/external phosphorus loading
are incorrect
The development rules and
standards were revised as part of the
Third Generation Plan. No issues
have been identified since adoption
of the plan.
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{

Commission Staff and TRPD
will work together to
review and revise the Lake
Sarah and Lake TMDLs as
necessary, and document
progress on phosphorus
reductions and the impact
to the water bodies
The Commission will
regularly review its Rules
and Standards for
conformance with new
legislation and new
information as it becomes
available.
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Appendix B. Performance Standards
METRO WATERSHED DISTRICT and WMO PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

Administration

Performanc
e Area

LGU Name:

Performance Standard
High
Performance
standard

 Basic practice or statutory requirement
(see instructions for explanation of standards)
















Planning
Execution

Activity report: annual, on-time
Financial report & audit completed on time
Drainage authority buffer strip report submitted on time
eLink Grant Report(s): submitted on time
Rules: date of last revision or review
Personnel policy: exists and reviewed/updated within last 5 yrs
Data practices policy: exists & reviewed/updated within last 5 yrs
Manager appointments: current and reported
Consultant RFP: within 2 yrs for professional services
WD/WMO has resolution assuming WCA responsibilities and
appropriate delegation resolutions as warranted(N/A if not LGU)
WD/WMO has knowledgable & trained staff that manages WCA
program or has secured a qualified delegate. (N/A if not WCA LGU)
Administrator on staff
Board training: orient.& cont. ed. Plan, record for each board
member
Staff training: orient. & cont. ed. plan and record for each staff
person
Operational guidelines for fiscal procedures and conflicts of interest
exist and current

Level of Review
I Annual Compliance
II BWSR Staff Review &
Assessment (1/5 yrs)
I
I
I
I
II
II
II
II
II

Rating
Yes, No,
or Value
YES NO

X
X
N/A
X
mo/yr
N/A
X
X
X

II

X

II

X

II

X
X

II
II

N/A

II

X

Public drainage records: meet modernization guidelines
Watershed management plan: up-to-date
City/twp. local water plans not yet approved
Capital Improvement Program: reviewed every 2 yrs
Biennial Budget Request submitted on time
Strategic plan identifies short-term priorities
Engineer Reports: submitted for DNR & BWSR review
WCA decisions and determinations are made in conformance

with all WCA requirements. (if delegated WCA LGU)
WCA TEP reviews & recommendations appropriately

coordinated. (if delegated WCA LGU)
 Total expenditures per year (past 10 yrs)

II
I
II
II
II
II
II

N/A
X
X
X
X
X
N/A

II

X

II

X

 Water quality trends tracked for key water bodies
 Watershed hydrologic trends monitored / reported

II

X

II

X

Website: contains informationas required by MR 8410.0150 Subp.

II

X

Functioning advisory committee(s): recommendations on projects,
reports, 2-way communication with Board
Communication piece: sent within last 12 months
Communication Target Audience:Residents
Track progress for I & E objectives in Plan
Coordination with County Board, SWCD Board, City/Twp officials
Partnerships: cooperative projects/tasks with neighboring
organizations, such as counties, soil and water districts, watershed
districts and non-governmental organizations

II

X

II

X

II
II

X

II

X



Communication &
Coordination

Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission









 3a, i.e. as board meeting, contact information, water plan, etc.






II
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Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC Total Expenditures for last 10 years:
2017
2016
2015
2014
2013
2012
2011
2010
2009
2008
Total =

$139,241
$114,720
$121,751
$115,507
$138,872
$110,466
$123,842
$111,557
$449,377
$112,760
$1,538,093
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Appendix C. Summary of Survey Results
Survey Overview:
The survey was developed by BWSR staff for the purpose of identifying information about the local government
units’ performance from both board members and staff and from the units’ partner organizations. The Pioneer
Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission staff identified, at BWSR’s request, their current board
members, staff and the partner organizations with whom they have an on‐going working relationship. BWSR staff
invited those people to take the on‐line survey and their responses were received and analyzed by BWSR staff.
Board members and staff answered a different set of survey questions than the partners. The identity of the
survey respondents is unknown to both BWSR and the LGUs.
In this case, 10 board members and staff, and 20 partner organization representatives, were invited to take the
survey. Six board members/staff responded, a response rate of 60% and 8 partners responded (40%).
Both sets of responses are summarized below. Some responses were edited for clarity or brevity.

The Pioneer Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission Board and Staff
Questions and Responses
How often does your Commission use your current management plan to guide decisions about what
you do?
(response percent)
60.0%
Always
40.0%
Usually
0.0%
Seldom
0.0%
Never
Additional Comments:
•

Our 3rd Gen Plan is what is used to guide us on each annual work plan, which is used to guide us on each
monthly agenda for our meetings and guides each city organization on how they serve the organization.

List your organization’s most successful programs and projects during the past 3‐5 years.
Completion of sub‐watershed assessments for City of Independence and Dance Hall Creek, Adoption of Livestock
Management Policy, Completion of watershed WRAPS, 5 years of Curly Leaf application in Lake Sarah,3
community education meetings, new outlet controls for Lake Sarah and Lake independence, Implemented new
CIP and cost share policies, continued lake and stream monitoring, wetland monitoring enforcement, buffer
inventory and drone surveillance, major gully restoration project approved for 2018, stabilized and improved
fiscal condition of the watershed, project funding by cities significantly improved.
Long term funding set aside in the budget for rural and urban BMP's 3rd Generation Watershed Management
Plan WRAP/TMDL plan Lake Independence, Lake Ardmore and Dance Hall Creek SWA's.
I would consider the PSCWMC to be following, not leading, our member cities. The successful projects have all
be led by and financed at a higher percentage by member cities so I don’t feel the PSCWMC deserves credit.
Developed Third Generation Plan Completed watershed wide TMDL, WRAPS.
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1. A huge success was the completion of the needed studies to fully assess our watershed priorities on a
watershed wide basis. A couple of key studies to call out are the Dance Hall Creek Study for Greenfield, the
Independence stormwater assessment, and the watershed wide TMDL are examples. ALL of these studies will
help us to much more clearly identify specific projects that we can prioritize with the help of our Technical
Advisory Committee and get onto a more meaningful CIP. These studies have also helped our cities to better
capture BMP's as part of further land development ‐ and where the developer pays for the BMP's ‐ not the
watershed. 2. The Baker Park Ravine project is a great example of a successful project identification through
grant award program example. The Independence stormwater assessment study first identified this as a
significant opportunity. As this Ravine and subwatershed touches directly two cities, Independence and Medina
came together in partnership with Three Rivers Park District and the watershed to perform a more detailed
study ‐ and we split the cost equally 4 ways. With this second study, we had what we needed to clearly go to the
grant process with a clear project. The grant was well written and am pleased to say BWSR awarded us on the
first grant application. We look forward to implementing this $520k project in 2018, with a $406k BWSR CWL
grant ‐ and $58k opportunity grant from the county! 3. We aligned all of our six cities to the watershed vision
and mission that now will for the first time in years allow us to be a much better functioning organization. This
took several years to accomplish, and included a survey to each city on whether we want to remain as a WMC,
or disband and be replaced by a newly formed WMD. We also focused on meaningful administrative cost
reduction ‐ so that we could build funds for projects. Having saved up $250k over the past 5 years, we now have
over $300k in funds able to be spent on projects! This has helped us to begin matching quality projects at 25%
vs the previous standard of just 10%. We are a much better functioning organization today than we were 5
years ago. 4. We have well defended violations of the WCA over the past 3 years ‐ and most of these violations
have been head on addressed (either by the respective city ‐ or the county) and most all of these have been
restored. By taking timely and clear action with these violations, we are preventing the need for expensive
restoration projects in the future. 5. We have surveyed our watershed, and held 3 formal Community
Conversations where we provided a lot of education and awareness to our key agricultural and horse boarding
residents, our city councils, our lake associations, and our key partners (TRPD, MPCA, BWSR, etc). At these
meeting we presented on our watershed's water related issues ‐ and we also shared what we've been doing in
the form of studies and efforts leading to meaningful BMP's. We received a lot of ideas / feedback, and people
now better know why we exist ‐ what we are focusing on ‐ and what we are now doing.

What helped make these projects and programs successful?
Disciplined focus on what can realistically be done in a low tax capacity watershed and focusing on successful
projects with a high return on investment (ROI).
Project partners and member community participation and discussions.
The leadership of the member cities. And also perhaps some panicked and forced cooperation of the PSCWMC.
Panicked and forced because the organization is afraid of being disbanded and replaced by a more effective
(and costly) WMC.
TGP formed foundation for the organization's activities.
Improved alignment amongst our cities to the goals set out in our 3rd Generation Plan, more commissioners
and council members attending educational workshops (like NEMO), better communication and collaboration
with our key partners, a quality administrative staff that keeps us focused and informs us of what other
organizations they serve are doing.

During the past 3‐5 years, which of your organizations’s programs or projects have shown little
progress or been on hold?
Best Management Practices implementation.
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Actual BMP implementation on private property.
Community outreach. And the Citizens Advisory Committee has effectively been disbanded. Most of the
organizations are members of city councils, who are extremely reluctant to share power with anyone else,
regardless of qualifications.
Landowner resistance to participate in incorporating BMPs for reduce nutrient loading.
Am pleased to say no program has been placed "on hold". If anything, we have invested time to explore certain
projects that for various reasons we have decided to wait for further development to occur ‐ when these BMP's
can be best captured cost effectively.

List the reasons why the organization has had difficulty with these projects and programs.
Almost 100% of these projects are on private land. Finding willing participants has been slow.
Staffing commitment Lack of trust from the property owners Lack of focus on water resources from some
member communities. More concerned about funding roads, sewer, water, etc.
See above.
Landowners are resistant to government involvement in their lives/land use.
In our watershed, alignment of the cities had been an issue, however, the biggest challenge now is getting
agricultural landowners and/or horse boarders to cooperate and be willing to allow BMP's to evolve on their
properties. However, with the Buffer Initiative rollout last year, we feel we can go back to some of these
landowners to revisit BMP ideas for their property.

Regarding the various organizations and agencies with which you could cooperate on projects or
programs…
List the ones with which you work well already
Three Rivers Park District, DNR, Hennepin County, Local Cities.
Three Rivers Park District.
Three Rivers Parks, Hennepin County.
Hennepin County HCEE, Three Rivers Park District.
Three Rivers Park District, Hennepin County Environment and Energy Services, Wenck, Lake Independence
Citizens Association, Lake Sarah Improvement Association, BWSR, MPCA, University of MN extension service,
and Met Council.

List the ones with which better collaboration would benefit your organization
BWSR, Met Council, DOT.
NRCS.
Member city citizens.
BWSR ‐ it has improved greatly over the years
The CN and BNSF railroads, the MN Dept. of Transportation, MN Dept. of Natural Resources
If you don’t know much about your organization’s working relationships with partners, enter “I don’t know”
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What steps could your organization take to increase your effectiveness in accomplishing your plan
goals and objectives?
Area residents have to be more willing to embrace doing projects. Many people question the ability to improve
the environment with the strategies advocated by state departments and feel a lot of money is wasted. People
also against unfunded mandates by the State of MN.
Hire staff for BMP implementation on private lands and for grant funding.
Lead rather than follow member cities. Increase the budget to actually spearhead some worthwhile project,
rather than wait for funding from other organizations. And increase our financial contributions to more than 10
percent.
Be willing to increase operating budget to fund projects.
1. We have an opportunity to restore more wetlands in our watershed, and we need to raise the awareness to
the wetland banking credit and/or easement programs to help educate and incent the landowners in our
watershed. We are this year working with Ben Carlson of BWSR and Jim Kujawa, Karen Gallus, Tony Brough,
and Kirsten Barta of Hennepin County to raise this awareness ‐ and are considering a public wetland credit
educational meeting for targeted landowners. 2. We need to find a way to get more agricultural landowners
and horse boarders supportive of conservation efforts.

How long have you been with the organization?
Less than 5 years
5 to 10 years
More than 15 years

(response percent)
20.0%
60.0%
20.0%

Pioneer Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission Partner Organization
Questions and Responses
Question: How often have you interacted with this organization during the past two to three years?
Select the response closest to your experience.
(response percent)
0.0%
25.0%
37.5%
25.0%
12.5%
0.0%

Not at all
A few times
Several times a year
Monthly
Almost every week
Daily
If you chose not all, when was the last time you interacted with the organization? N/A

Is the amount of work you do in partnership with this organization…
Not enough, there is potential for us to do more together

(percent)
25.0%
62.5%

About right
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12.5%

Too much, they depend on us for work they should be doing
themselves
Too much, we depend on them for work we should be doing
ourselves or with others

0.0%

Other (Please explain):
•

They are not very good at reaching out, organizing, hosting public events. Seem to be content with
administering.

Based on your experience, please rate the efforts of the subject organization in the following areas:
Rating (percent of responses)
Strong
Good
Accepta Poor
I don’t
Performance Characteristic
ble

Communication (they keep us informed; we know their
activities; they seek our input)
Quality of work (they have good projects and
programs; good service delivery)
Relationships with Customers (they work well with
landowners and clients)
Initiative (they are willing to take on new projects, try
new ideas)
Timelines/Follow‐through (they are reliable and meet
deadlines)

know

12.5%

25.0%

50.0%

12.5%

0%

12.5%

25.0%

25.0%

25.0%

12.5%

12.5%

12.5%

37.5%

12.5%

25.0%

12.5%

25.0%

12.5%

50.0%

0%

12.5%

12.5%

62.5%

12.5%

0%

How is your working relationship with this organization?
Powerful, we are more effective working together
Strong, we work well together most of the time
Good, but it could be better
Acceptable, but a struggle at times
Poor, there are almost always difficulties
Non‐existent, we don’t work with this organization

(percent)
0.0%
25.0%
12.5%
50.0%
12.5%
0.0%

Comments from Partners about their working relationship with the Pioneer Sarah Creek Watershed
Management Commission.
•

Not difficulties. They do mostly urban projects, basically make sure storm runoff controls are in place, etc.
It's seem pretty much by the book regulatory stuff.

•

Additional dialogue could be helpful in identifying projects/funding sources.
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Do you have additional thoughts about how the “subject” organization could be more effective?
Have dedicated staff to assist in grant writing, work with landowners to implement projects, and make progress
towards goals outlined in watershed management plan and CIP.
A lot of work is put into developing projects and ideas that the organization doesn't implement, they are too
stuck in their own vision of how things should work, or their own city to look around and see cooperative
opportunities a lot of the time. They also are not reliable to follow up on assignments, spend a lot of time
squabbling over money, and don't listen to the advice given to them by subject matter experts.
Seems that the watershed is reaching out to larger land owners, but they don’t want to participate.
Non‐point source pollution is not point source. Somehow they need to reach out to all landowners as everyone
needs to prevent runoff from their property. It is about people and process, not rules not BMPs.
The Commission would benefit greatly from identifying landowners that can be champions for the watershed. If
there are residents or cities that can be demonstrated as leaders, this could translate into improved
implementation.

How long have you been with your current organization?
Answer Options

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Less than 5 years

50.0%

4

5 to 15 years

37.5%

3

more than 15 years

12.5%

1
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Appendix D. Wetland Conservation Act Report

Wetland Conservation Act Administrative Review Report
Report Prepared for:

Pioneer‐Sarah Creek WMC (PSCWMC)

Report Date:

June 19, 2018

Prepared by:

Ben Carlson, BWSR Wetland Specialist
Ben Meyer, BWSR Wetland Specialist

Introduction
In 1991, the Legislature passed the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) in order to achieve a no‐net loss in the
quantity, quality, and biological diversity of Minnesota’s wetlands. In doing so, they designated certain
implementation responsibilities to local government units (LGUs) and soil and water conservation districts
(SWCDs) with the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) to provide oversight. One oversight mechanism is an
administrative review of how LGUs and SWCDs are carrying out their responsibilities.
BWSR uses the administrative review process to evaluate LGU and SWCD performance related to their
responsibilities under the WCA. The review is intended to determine if an LGU or SWCD is fulfilling their
responsibilities under WCA and to provide recommendations for improvement as applicable.
This review has been conducted in conjunction with the PRAP process, a summary of which is provided in the
overall PRAP report.

Methods
Data for this report was collected via direct interview(s) with staff, a review of an appropriate number and type of
project files, a review of existing documentation on file (i.e. annual reporting/resolutions), and through prior
BWSR staff experience/interaction with the LGU or SWCD. In some cases, a project site review may be necessary.
Generally, interviews, project file reviews and site visits were done with two BWSR staff on agreed upon dates.
A copy of the questions and form(s) used during the data collection phase are located in Attachment A.
Specific Methods
BWSR Staff interviewed Jim Kujawa, Pioneer‐Sarah Creek WMC (PSCWMC) representative on May 29, 2018. The
interview occurred at the Hennepin County Environmental Services office and included Ben Carlson and Ben
Meyer, BWSR Wetland Specialists. In addition to the data forms collected (Attachment A), a number of project
files were reviewed (summaries located in Attachment B). The review occurred prior to and during the interview
and included project files each representing no loss, exemptions, and replacement plans decisions. One
enforcement case and one wetland boundary/road replacement project were also reviewed. All of these
projects/investigations occurred within the last three years. District staff also provided copies of the 1993 joint
powers board resolution with the Cities of Greenfield and Loretto designating the Pioneer‐Sarah Creek WMC as
the WCA LGU and identifying the local appeals board. A resolution for the City of Maple Plain was not available.
No project site visits were required or conducted.
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Compliance with Performance Standards are ranked from “Does not meet minimum requirements”, “Meets
minimum requirements but needs improvement”, to “Effectively implementing the program”. If necessary,
recommendations to further improve implementation are listed.

WCA Report Summary and Recommendations
A. Administration
Pioneer‐Sarah Creek WMC currently administers WCA as LGU for the Cities of Greenfield, Loretto, and Maple
Plain. District staff are well trained and experienced and provide a high level of service to landowners, local road
authorities, project consultants, County staff, and other agencies in navigating through the rule in order to comply
with WCA. The following is a breakdown of specific administration categories, performance, and
recommendations.

WCA Performance Standard 1‐ PSCWMC has an adopting resolution assuming WCA responsibilities and
appropriate decision resolutions as warranted.
The WCA allows implementation of the rule to be delegated from a county or city to the WMC. To formalize this,
both parties must pass/sign a suitable resolution identifying this. This has occurred and has been provided via
two resolutions from 1993 for the Cities of Greenfield and Loretto. Both documents were done in 1993 and are
still valid. However, staff and BWSR have not located these same required resolutions for the City of Maple Plain.
Discussion of this has occurred between the BWSR WS and the PSCWMC staff and rather than additional
searching, new resolutions will be sought between this city and the WMC. This will also be used as an opportunity
to educate this cities on the basics of WCA.
WCA allows staff to make all decisions and determinations as needed to administer the rule. This may occur
through resolution, rule or ordinance. Currently, staff has the authority to approve type and boundary
applications, no‐loss, and exemptions that involve impacts 2,000 square feet or less. Replacement Plan
Applications are reviewed by the Commission Board as documented in the resolution dated June 27th, 1996.
It is likely these documents (for Maple Plain) were once completed and simply failed to be located during the
review period for this WCA PRAP. Template resolutions are available and can been provided to the LGU. The LGU
has a general plan in place to correct these areas with BWSR staff able to assist as needed.
Finally, during review and discussion, it was noted that a local appeals process is in existence for staff decisions,
however, the makeup of the appeals process was uncertain. Though very infrequent, the make‐up of this body
should be clarified should a local appeals board be desired. Alternatively, Statute changes in 2011 now allow an
appeal of a staff decision to go directly to BWSR.
This performance standard meets minimum requirements in the cities of Greenfield and Loretto, but
needs improvement for the City of Maple Plain.
Recommendations:
1) The WMC should seek to execute a resolution with the City of Maple Plain. This will affirm the WMC
as the WCA LGU in this city. The city may be required to formally adopt WCA by resolution. Often
both of these items can occur via one document. Templates are available for these actions and are
located in Appendix B. BWSR staff can assist in completing this recommendation. It is desired that
this be completed within 6‐12 months of this report.
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2) The WMC should consider clarifying the appropriate appeal path of a staff decision in WMC Policy.
Options may include keeping the local appeal board, but clarifying the make‐up of this body or
directing all appeals of a staff decision to BWSR as allowed by Statute. Other options may also exist.

WCA Performance Standard 2 ‐ LGU has a knowledgeable and trained staff member that manages the WCA
program and/or has secured a qualified delegate.
The LGU currently has very extensive experience administering the WCA program with over 20 years of
experience. The LGU is involved in the program and works to process applications, investigate and resolve
violations, and provide technical services and assistance to landowners/road authorities. Staff is not WDCP
certified, however, has attended educational and training sessions in the past and actively contributes to technical
and administrative discussion via the TEP process. This key staff member, however, has submitted their intent to
retire. The proposed plan is to delegate LGU authority back to the cities of Greenfield, Loretto, and Maple Plain in
the next 1‐2 years.
This meets the minimum requirements but needs improvement.
Recommendations:
1) WMC Staff should obtain WDCP certification. It is desired that this be completed if WMC staff will
retain LGU duties beyond the next two years.

WCA Performance Standard 3‐ WMC has Technical professional appointed and serving on WCA TEP
The WMC is the WCA LGU and coordinates TEP. In addition to experience, the LGU has formal natural resource
education and attends training events on both the administrative and technical aspects of wetland management.
The LGU effectively utilizes TEP with regular meetings, office reviews and frequent communication among
members.
This District is effectively implementing this standard.

B. Execution and Coordination
With a moderate number of WCA applications being processed, occasional enforcement investigations, and
substantial number of programs being handled by the Pioneer‐Sarah Creek WMC, District staff handle the WCA
program in an effective manner. Below is specific performance category summaries along with current
performance and recommendations.
WCA Performance Standard 4‐ WCA decisions and determinations made in conformance with all WCA
requirements.
The WCA can be administratively heavy with specific notification requirements, required timeframes for these
notifications/decisions, and the use of specific forms, annual reporting requirements, and record keeping. Add to
this the often technically heavy delineation requirements and insuring conformance is met can be challenging.
However, during the project review, compliance was met with few exceptions.
Project file review indicated notice of applications and final decisions were mostly made within M.S. 15.99
requirements. In addition, the notice of applications was utilized when required as well as when the LGU desired
further TEP input due to case complexity. Annual reports are submitted as required and records are retained
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indefinitely via electronic format. Specific review of the notice of decision documents revealed the use of TEP
recommendations occurs during decision making.
The only item requiring improvement is to consistently comply with M.A 15.99 requirements. This is discussed
below along with a number of recommendations to strengthen the record, improve tracking and support the solid
decisions already demonstrated by staff.
This meets the minimum requirements but needs improvement.
Recommendations:
1) Consider date stamping all incoming applications. In order to meet M.S. 15.99 timeframes, a decision
is required within 60 days (or as extended) on all applications. While most project files reviewed were
identified as meeting this, the actual date of application receipt was not clear. Using a date stamp will
insure the record is complete and staff can track this easier. One solution is to indicate the date the
application was received in the Notice of Application summary.
2) The LGU made decisions within the 60‐day timeframe on all applications except for Replacement Plan
Application (RPA). This may be a product of RPA’s having to go to the Commission for approval and
they meet monthly. If this is the case, simply request an extension of the 60‐day timeframe in order
to make a decision.
3) Consider including the Parcel ID number on the decision document and utilizing this number for
record retention. While land ownership changes may occur often over time, the county issued Parcel
ID number remains relatively constant. This promotes consistency and helps staff track what wetland
related project may have occurred on the property. Using this number when electronically filing the
project goes one step further and allows easy search and retrieval in the future. In addition, the
County website has this information easily available and is in the project files already.

WCA Performance Standard 5 – WCA TEP reviews and Recommendations are appropriately coordinated.
TEP meetings are scheduled as needed. In general, these occur as needed and typically less than 10 meetings per
year. In some case, site visits may occur to evaluate a project or enforcement situation. Often these meetings
result in a TEP recommendation or at least input on a particular project. Formal findings of fact and/or
recommendations, though rare, are drafted for controversial situations and/or as required (i.e. banking deposits).
When formal findings are not developed, the LGU still considers input for decision making and most often agrees
with the TEP recommendation. The TEP meetings and results are well coordinated.
The WMC is effectively implementing the standard.

WCA Performance Standard 6 – Certified wetland delineator on staff or retainer.
Though the WMC staff has over 20 years of experience, no one on the PSCWMC staff is a certified wetland
delineator. Being a certified wetland delineator is beneficial and demonstrates a willingness to keep up to date
with the state of delineation science and practices.
The WMC does not meet minimum requirements. However, staff has indicated that he will likely be
retiring in the next 2‐3 years and the WMC plans to delegate LGU authority back to the cities.
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WCA Performance Standard 7 – Replacement and restoration orders are prepared in conformance with WCA.
One enforcement case was reviewed along with past BWSR WS involvement on other cases. Restoration orders
are well written, understandable and directed at obtaining pre‐project conditions. LGU is also extremely prompt
at responding to potential violations, often within days of being notified. In addition, TEP is involved to provide
support and recommendations in difficult situations or technically complex cases. In general, enforcement is
handled via formal processes to prevent stalling of restoration and keep the process moving forward. LGU has
also demonstrated good communication with the landowner, DNR enforcement, TEP and County staff to insure
compliance. Certificates of Satisfactory restoration are also completed and in the file successfully closing the case.
The District does a very thorough job of enforcement.
The LGU is effectively implementing this standard and is often very successful at achieving restoration in
a timely manner. This is not always easy given the difficulties inherent with violation situations. The
recommendation below has been added to strengthen the record.
WCA Performance Standard 8 – WCA TEP member is knowledgeable/trained in WCA technical aspects.
See Performance Standard #2, 3, 5 & 6.
The LGU is effectively meeting this standard, see notes regarding WDCP certification..

WCA Performance Standard 9 – WCA TEP member contributes to TEP reviews, findings & recommendations.
See Performance Standard #2, 3, 5 & 6.
The LGU is effectively meeting this standard.
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Appendix F. Program Data
Time required to complete this review
Pioneer Sarah Creek WMC Staff: ?? Hours
BWSR Staff: ?? Hours
BWSR PRAP Performance Review Key Dates
•
•
•
•

April 19, 2018: Initial Meeting with Staff and Board
May 2, 2018: Survey of Board/Committee, staff and partners
July 19, 2018: Presentation of Draft Report to Board/Committee and staff
August 2018: Transmittal of Final Report to LGU

NOTE: BWSR uses review time as a surrogate for tracking total program costs. Time required for PRAP
performance reviews is aggregated and included in BWSR’s annual PRAP report to the Minnesota Legislature.
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Hennepin County
Public Works
Environment and Energy Department
701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 700
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415-1842

612-348-3777, Phone
612-348-8532, Fax
hennepin.us/environment

August 3, 2018
Joe Baker, Chair
Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission
c/o Judie Anderson, Watershed Administrator
3235 Fernbrook Lane
Plymouth, MN 55447
Re:

Minor Plan Amendment

Dear Mr. Baker:
I am pleased to inform you that the Hennepin County Board of Commissioners approved the minor plan
amendment to the Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Management’s Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).
In additional to the approval of the minor plan amendment, Hennepin County provides the following general
comments:
1. This amendment to the CIP emphasizes internal load reduction projects – while these projects are
important, it is best practice to invest first on reducing external sources of a pollutant. Upland projects that
address the root cause of pollution, while challenging, are the best way to accomplish sustainable water
quality improvements.
2. Consider using levy authority to generate a more stable, predictable, and easily accessible source of
funding for this work. Additional resources could lead to more success in addressing external sources of
pollution by making more cost-share funding available to private landowners and/or by increasing the
commission’s capacity to perform outreach to landowners and assist them with navigating complex water
resource projects, agencies, and procedures.
County staff are available to assist the commission in exploring strategies for creating opportunity to pursue
projects that will accomplish the county’s and commission’s shared goals for water quality improvement.
Thank you for the work you do to protect and restore the waters of Hennepin County!
Sincerely,

Karen Galles
Supervisor, Land & Water Unit
Cc:

Judie Anderson, Watershed Administrator
Steve Christopher, BWSR

An Equal Opportunity Employer
Recycled Paper
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Item 09

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

Pioneer‐Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission
James Kujawa and Kirsten Barta, Hennepin County Dept. of Environment and Energy
August 10, 2018
Staff Report

1.
2016‐05 Proto Labs Parking Lot Expansion, Maple Plain. 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. The agreement has been signed but remains to be recorded
on the property title.
2.
2017‐03 Equestrian Facility (Bel Farms) Independence. This is a 16.5 acre rural residential parcel located
approximately 500 feet north of the intersection of CR6 and Nelson Road. The owner is proposing to construct a new
garage/apartment, horse stall barn, indoor arena, outdoor arena, six grass and four sand paddocks for horses. Because this
project disturbs greater than 1.0 acre and creates 3.1 acres of additional impervious area, it triggers the Commission’s
review for Rules D and E. Staff provided grading and erosion control approval contingent upon 1) The applicant assuming
the risk and responsibility for any changes to the site plans necessary for final Commission approval and 2) The City of
Independence approving a grading permit. Staff recommends the Commission approve the Stormwater Management Plan
contingent upon receipt of an approved long term pond/basin operation and maintenance plan between the landowner and
City of Independence. Said plan must be recorded on the land title. This project was approved at the Commission’s
September meeting. No new information has been received since that time.
3.
2017‐04 Windsong Farm Golf Club Practice Facility, Independence. This site is north of CR 6 and the entrance to
the current Windsong Golf Course. The total area owned by Windsong Farm Golf Club north of CR 6 is 126 acres. This
project will impact the three easterly parcels (36 acres) of their property. The applicant proposes to construct a new
practice facility on a portion of these three parcels. Actual grading/disturbance will be 13.4 acres. New impervious areas
will be 0.7 acres. The east shore of Fox Lake (DNR 925W) is the west border of the parcels being impacted. The Commission
Rules that apply to this work include Rules D, E, F, and I. Staff recommended approval contingent upon: 1) Specific turf
establishment timing requirements being outlined in the SWPPP or Site Plan, 2) Floodplain and Wetland/buffer easements
being established over said features on the three parcels where this project is located, and 3) The locations and signage
standards for the wetland buffer monumentation being provided to the Commission for review and approval. The
Commission approved this project per Staff’s recommendations. Item 1 has been addressed adequately, but Staff are still
awaiting word on items 2 and 3.
4.
2017‐05 Ostberg Equestrian Facility, Independence.* This is a 40 acre agriculture parcel located just southwest
of the intersections of CSAH 6 and Game Farm Road. The owner is proposing to construct a new home, two garages, a
horse stall barn, indoor arena, outdoor ring, eight horse paddocks and an access drive off of CSAH 6. The project will
disturb 7 acres during construction and create 1.69 acres of new impervious areas. Because this project disturbs more
than 1.0 acre and creates 1.7 acres of additional impervious area, this triggers the Commission’s review for Rules D
and E. There are also two wetlands that have been delineated on this site, so the Commission wetland buffer
requirements (Rule I) are triggered. The project received grading and erosion control approval by Staff in October
2017 pending final Commission approvals. The project was approved by the Commission at their November 2017
meeting contingent upon receipt of an approved long term pond/basin operation and maintenance plan between the
landowner and the City of Independence, said plan to be recorded on the land title. This information has not been received
as of this report.
5.
2018‐01 Salem Lane Reconstruction Project, Greenfield. Salem Lane work must be reviewed for floodplain
fill/mitigation and erosion controls. A stormwater quality review is not necessary because the site disturbance is less than
1.0 acre and less than 0.5 acres of new impervious area. At the January 2018 meeting, this item was approved per Staff’s
recommendations. The only remaining item is Staff approval of the erosion and sediment control plans. These have not
been submitted as of this report.
RULE D ‐ STORMWATER MANAGEMENT
RULE E ‐ EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL
RULE F – FLOODPLAIN ALTERATION

RULE G ‐ WETLAND ALTERATION
RULE H – BRIDGE AND CULVERT CROSSINGS
RULE I – BUFFERS

Language in red indicates current updates
* indicates enclosure
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6.
2018‐02W Warren DaLuge Wetland Violation, Greenfield. Staff met with DaLuge and came to an agreement
for him to voluntarily remove any fill placed in the wetland on his farmstead by December 1, 2017.As of February 8 the
work had not started. Staff requested a restoration order be issued for compliance by June 15. The order was sent by
certified mail. Staff has stopped in on the site twice since the June 15th deadline. They have been actively moving dirt
out of the wetland, but were only about 3/4 of the way done. Will stop in again to verify completion
7.
2018‐05W Bluewater Builders Wetland Delineation, Greenfield. This is a 34.2‐acre agricultural lot located
east of Pioneer Trail approximately ½ mile north of CR 50. Anderson Engineering identified four wetlands in the parcel
on May 1, 2018. The delineator identified wetland/upland boundaries using the routine on‐site determination method
developed by the Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual and its supplemental guidance. Staff has issued
a WCA Notice of Application for public comment. The 15‐day comment period expires June 21, 2018. Staff made a site
visit and reviewed the delineation report. The delineation was found to be accurate. It was noticed per WCA
requirements and approved. This project will be removed from the report.
8.
2018‐06W Johnson Wetland Delineation, Greenfield.* This is a 1.41‐acre residential lot near the east
terminus of North Shore Drive on Lake Sarah. (NW1/4 of the SW1/4, Section 35, T119N, R24W). Aquatic EcoSolutions,
Inc. identified wetlands on February 28th and May 9, 2018 on this parcel. One wetland/upland boundary was identified
using the Corps of Engineering Wetland Delineation Manual and its supplemental guidance. Staff has issued a WCA
Notice of Application for public comment. The 15‐day comment period expires June 21, 2018. Staff made a site visit and
reviewed the delineation report. The delineation was found to be accurate. It was noticed per WCA requirements and
approved. This project will be removed from the report.
9.
2018‐07W 810 Copeland Road, Independence.* The City of Independence issued a notice last fall for this
landowner to remove manure fill from Fox Lake. It has not been accomplished to date. The DNR and MPCA were
contacted by PSC staff about this violation on May 30, 2018. The MN DNR issued a Resource Protection Order to the
landowner on May 31, 2018. The DNR Hydrologist, Jason Spiegel and MPCA Feedlot Inspections Officer (Walter Jordan)
were also contacted by PSC staff and visited the site. They are coordinating their efforts to have this material removed
The DNR surveyed the site and issued a restoration order giving them until September 30th to remove the material.
10.
2018‐08W Leuer Wetland Delineation, Greenfield.* This is a 29‐acre agricultural parcel inspected by Kjolhaug
Environmental Services on May 15, 2018 for the presence and extent of wetland. The property is located in Section 27,
Township 119 North, Range 24 West, City of Greenfield. Three wetlands were delineated within the site boundaries
using the Corps of Engineering Wetland Delineation Manual and its supplemental guidance. A review of the delineation
report and a site inspection by the LGU verified the accuracy of wetland delineation boundaries and types as provided in
the wetland delineation report for Leuer Site, Greenfield Site (for Kevin Leuer) by Kjolhaug Environmental Services .
dated June 13, 2018. This project will be removed from the report.
11.
2018‐09W Town Hall Drive Wetland Delineation, Greenfield.* This is a 19.6‐acre parcel inspected on May 15,
2018 for the presence and extent of wetlands by Kjolhaug Environmental Services. The property is located in Section 36,
Township 119 North, Range 24 West. The site is north of Highway 55 and southwest of Town Hall Drive, Hennepin
County PID#: 3611924310007. Two wetlands were identified, delineated and surveyed on the property. A review of the
delineation report and a site inspection by the LGU verified the accuracy of wetland delineation boundaries and types as
provided in the wetland delineation report for the Town Hall Drive Site, Greenfield Site (for Jesse and Catherine Hilary by
Kjolhaug Environmental Services, dated June 20, 2018. The delineation application and approvals were noticed per WCA
requirements. This project will be removed from the report.
12.
2018‐010 Chippewa Estates, Loretto.* This is a 1.54 acre parcel located in the far northeast corner of Loretto
on Chippewa Road. The project is proposing to subdivide the lot into four single family residential lots. This project
triggers the Commission’s review for rules D and E. The applicant has requested administrative approval from Staff to
begin grading the site. Staff provided this approval contingent upon the City of Loretto issuing a grading permit and that
the applicant understands they assume all risks associated with changes that may be necessary for final Commission
approvals. Staff findings dated August 10, 2018 with four recommendations for approval are included in the meeting
packet.

RULE D ‐ STORMWATER MANAGEMENT
RULE E ‐ EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL
RULE F – FLOODPLAIN ALTERATION

RULE G ‐ WETLAND ALTERATION
RULE H – BRIDGE AND CULVERT CROSSINGS
RULE I – BUFFERS

Language in red indicates current updates
* indicates enclosure
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13.
2018‐011W Hilary Driveway Access Wetland Replacement Plan, Greenfield. This replacement plan
corresponds to the Town Hall Drive Wetland Delineation (2018‐09W) Two wetlands were identified, delineated
and surveyed on the property with that delineation. This plan is for impacting and replacing 3,968 SF of wetland to
install an access driveway into this lot. 2:1 replacement ratio mitigation is proposed. 1:1 credits from the Ball
Wetland Bank (account 1546) in Greenfield and 1:1 from the Stamer Wetland Bank (account 1542) in Stearns
County. The project application has been noticed per WCA requirements. Staff will request a Technical Evaluation
Panel meeting on the sequencing analysis for this project. Findings and recommendations will be provided at the
September meeting.
14.
2018‐012W 7770 Woodland Trail, Greenfield.* This is a 41.5‐acre parcel inspected on June 21, 2018 for
the presence and extent of wetlands by Kjolhaug Environmental Services. It is located in Section 16, Township 119
North, Range 24 West, Hennepin County PID#: 1611924340002. Three wetlands were identified, delineated and
surveyed on the property. . Staff has not visited the site as of this update. Staff will review the report and visit the
site. If the delineation was done in accordance with WCA requirement, it will be noticed for approval. If not, Staff
will work with the applicant to ensure it is.

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.
Local plans from the cities of Loretto and Medina were approved in 2017.
Minnetrista’s Local Plan is currently under review. Comments were provided to the City for their review and
comment.
Greenfield’s Local Plan is also currently under review by Staff.
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Item 09-8

Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act
Notice of Decision
Local Government Unit (LGU)

Address
c/o JASS 3235 Fernbrook Ln N
Plymouth, MN 55447

Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed
Management Organization

1. PROJECT INFORMATION
Applicant Name
James R. Johnson
658 South 77th St.
Mesa AZ 85208

Project Name

Date of Application
May 24, 2018

PID 3511924320002
North Shore Drive Lot,
Greenfield

Application
Number
2018-06W

Attach site locator map.
Type of Decision:
Wetland Boundary or Type

No-Loss

Replacement Plan

Exemption

Sequencing

Banking Plan

Technical Evaluation Panel Findings and Recommendation (if any):
Approve

Approve with conditions

Deny

2. LOCAL GOVERNMENT UNIT DECISION
Date of Decision: June 21, 2018
Approved

Approved with conditions (include below)

Denied

LGU Findings and Conclusions (attach additional sheets as necessary):
This is a 1.41-acre residential lot near the east terminus of North Shore Drive on Lake Sarah in
Greenfield. (NW1/4 of the SW1/4, Section 35, T119N, R24W). Aquatic EcoSolutions, Inc. identified
wetlands on February 28th and May 9, 2018 on this parcel. One wetland/upland boundary was identified
using the Corps of Engineering Wetland Delineation Manual and its supplemental guidance.
A review of the delineation report and a site inspection by the LGU verified the accuracy of wetland
delineation boundaries and types as provided in the wetland delineation report for Section 35 Greenfield
Site (for James Johnson) by Aquatic EcoSolutions, Inc. dated May 10, 2018.
NOTE; Approval is conditioned upon a survey of the wetland delineation being approved by the LGU
prior to any site disturbance. ;

Wetlands may not be impacted until all applicable conditions have been met!
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LGU Authorized Signature:
Signing and mailing of this completed form to the appropriate recipients in accordance with 8420.0255,
Subp. 5 provides notice that a decision was made by the LGU under the Wetland Conservation Act as
specified above. If additional details on the decision exist, they have been provided to the landowner
and are available from the LGU upon request.
Name
Title
James C Kujawa
Technical Advisor to the LGU
Signature

Date
June 21, 2018

Phone Number and E-mail
612-348-7338
James.Kujawa@hennepin.us

THIS DECISION ONLY APPLIES TO THE MINNESOTA WETLAND CONSERVATION ACT.
Additional approvals or permits from local, state, and federal agencies may be required. Check with all
appropriate authorities before commencing work in or near wetlands.
Applicants proceed at their own risk if work authorized by this decision is started before the time period
for appeal (30 days) has expired. If this decision is reversed or revised under appeal, the applicant may be
responsible for restoring or replacing all wetland impacts.
This decision is valid for three years from the date of decision unless a longer period is advised by the TEP
and specified in this notice of decision.

3. APPEAL OF THIS DECISION
Pursuant to MN Rule 8420.0905, any appeal of this decision can only be commenced by mailing a petition
for appeal, including applicable fee, within thirty (30) calendar days of the date of the mailing of this Notice
to the following as indicated:
Check one:
Appeal of an LGU staff decision. Send
petition and $0 fee (if applicable) to:
Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Management
Commission
3235 Fernbrook Ln N
Plymouth, MN 55447

Appeal of LGU governing body decision.
Send petition and $500 filing fee to:
Executive Director
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources

520 Lafayette Road North
St. Paul, MN 55155
4. LIST OF ADDRESSEES

SWCD TEP member: (email only) Stacey. Lijewski@co.hennepin.mn.us
BWSR TEP member: (email only) ben.carlson@state.mn.us
LGU TEP member (if different than LGU Contact):
DNR TEP member:
DNR Regional Office (if different than DNR TEP member) Becky.Horton@state.mn.us
WD or WMO (if applicable):
Applicant (notice only) and Landowner; James R. Johnson JamesR6293@gmail.com Ken

Phad, kphad@aol.com
Members of the public who requested notice (notice only): City of Greenfield, Margaret Webb,
mwebb@ci.greenfield.mn.us
Corps of Engineers Project Manager (notice only ACOE (email only)
Melissa.M.Jenny@usace.army.mil
BWSR Wetland Bank Coordinator (wetland bank plan applications only)

6. ATTACHMENTS
In addition to the site locator map, list any other attachments:
Location Map
Parcel Area with Delineation boundaries
BWSR Forms 7-1-10
of 3
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T

Basin 1

Approximate Edge Location
5/2017 Aerial Photo
nN
Section 35 Greenfield Site

Aquatic EcoSolutions, Inc.

Item 09-9

PUBLIC WATERS RESTORATION ORDER
CDO: F890592815101
Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Section 103G.2372, and Minnesota Rules, part 6115.0255, the Commissioner of Natural
Resources hereby orders Heidi Lee Kelly, 5900 W Branch Rd, Minnetrista, MN 55364 to restore the bed, bank and aquatic
vegetation of Public Water Wetland (#27-925W) on your lot at 810 Copeland Rd, Independence, MN 55364.

Findings of Fact:
1. On May 30th, 2018 DNR Area Hydrologist, Jason Spiegel, received notice from Hennepin County Environmental
Services of placement of horse manure that appeared to have taken place below the Ordinary High Water Level
(OHWL) of Public Water Wetland 27-925W on a lot located in Hennepin county at 810 Copeland Rd,
Independence, MN 55364 in Section 29, Township 118, Range 24 Hennepin County. DNR Conservation Officer
Leah Weyandt issued a Resource Protection Notice (RPN) for both Public Waters and Wetland Conservation Act
(WCA) potential violations.
2. On June, 6th 2018 DNR Area Hydrologist, Jason Spiegel inspected the site along with staff from Hennepin County
Environmental Services, the City of Independence, and DNR Conservation Officer Leah Weyandt. The inspection
confirmed that horse manure and bedding had been placed within the bed of the public water wetland below the
OHWL of 953.1 ft.
3. DNR Area Hydrologist Jason Spiegel and DNR Support Hydrologist BJ Bonin dug soil pits and surveyed the site
on 06/12/2018 to find the boundary of public waters, in the area that manure was placed, to determine the extent
of the area of fill. A transit level and rod were used to survey the site using a known benchmark elevation on
another property abutting 27-925W. The Public Water boundary (OHWL) was marked on site with orange flags.
The soil pits and survey revealed that horse manure and bedding had been placed in an area approximately 200’
long by 15’ wide (0.07 acres) of public water. The manure and fill had a maximum depth of approximately 2 ft. at
the eastern edge and tapered to match the previously existing bed elevation on the western edge.
4. No permit application was made with DNR for work in public waters for the placement of fill. A permit is
required under Minnesota Rules, Part 6115.0190 for the placement of fill into public waters, and 6115.190 Subp.
3 prohibits the placement of fill to create upland expect where expressly authorized.

Order: You shall accomplish restoration by doing the following:
1. Install silt fence along the entire eastern/southeastern edge of the filled area to contain any fill dispersed during
the restoration work.
2. All fill must be removed from the public water to repair the bed of the public water to its pre-project bed
elevation. After the fill is removed, the area must match the adjacent undisturbed wetland bottom elevation (no
excavation beyond the filled area and depth may occur). A map is enclosed showing the area of public water
where the fill must be removed outlined in red. To assist with the restoration the OHW has been surveyed and
marked with orange flags at the restoration site (photo attached). The line of orange flags marks the
west/northwestern edge of the area to be restored. The total area to be restored is approximately 0.07 acre, with
the depth of fill sloping from approximately 2.0 ft. in depth on the eastern edge to matching the previously
existing grade on the western edge.
3. All equipment intended for use at the project site must be free of prohibited invasive species and aquatic plants
prior to being transported into or within the state and placed into state waters. All equipment used in designated
infested waters, shall be inspected by the Permittee or their authorized agent and adequately decontaminated prior
to being transported from the worksite. For more information, refer to the Best Practices for Preventing the
Spread of Aquatic Invasive Species
(http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/publications/ewr/invasives/ais/best_practices_for_prevention_ais.pdf). For assistance,
contact your Regional Invasives Species Specialist (https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/invasives/ais/contacts.html). A

Item 09-9
list of designated infested waters is available (https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/invasives/ais/infested.html). A list of
prohibited invasive species is available (https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/invasives/laws.html#prohibited).
4. Allow natural re-growth of native aquatic plants (such as cattails and bulrush) within the disturbed area described
above. No further destruction of any emergent vegetation, such as cattails or bulrush, shall take place unless
authorized with a DNR Aquatic Plant Management Permit.
5. The restoration work described in 1 - 2 above must be completed by September 30, 2018. If work is delayed by
weather or other factors, you must contact the Area Hydrologist (contact information below) and request an
extension.
6. Contact Area Hydrologist Jason Spiegel (Jason.spiegel@state.mn.us or 651-259-5822) for a site inspection
within seven days of completing the work described in Items 1-2 of this Order. The culmination of successful
restoration is the issuance of a Certificate of Satisfactory Restoration.
This Order is final and binding on you, unless within 30 days of the date on which it was served on you, you appeal the
terms and conditions of this restoration order to the commissioner by filing a written request for review. Please mail any
such request to: DNR Ecological and Water Resources, Violations Coordinator, 500 Lafayette Rd., St. Paul, MN 551554032
Violation of this order is a misdemeanor.
Orderr Created by:
_______________________________________________
___________________

Jason Spiegel
__________________

7/23/2018
_________

DNR Hydrologist Signature

Printed Name

Date

Order Served by:
_______________________________________

_______ ___________________

_________

Conservation Officer Signature

Badge #

Date

Officer Issuance Record:
C:

in person; or

by certified mail on

DNR Enforcement WREO, Leah Weyandt
DNR EWR District Manager, Jeanne Daniels
DNR EWR Violations Coordinator, Jack Gleason
DNR Aquatic Plant Management Specialist, Robb Dodd
DNR EWR Regional Manager, Dan Lais
City of Independence Building Inspector, Bruce Satek
Hennepin Environmental Services, Jim Kujawa

Printed Name

/

/
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Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act
Notice of Decision
Local Government Unit (LGU)

Address
c/o JASS 3235 Fernbrook Ln N
Plymouth, MN 55447

Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed
Management Organization

1. PROJECT INFORMATION
Applicant Name
Kevin Leuer
3271 Red Oak Trail
Medina, MN 55340

Project Name

Date of Application
June 18, 2018

PID 2711924110004
Leuer Parcel, Section 27,
Greenfield

Application
Number
2018-08W

Attach site locator map.
Type of Decision:
Wetland Boundary or Type

No-Loss

Replacement Plan

Exemption

Sequencing

Banking Plan

Technical Evaluation Panel Findings and Recommendation (if any):
Approve

Approve with conditions

Deny

2. LOCAL GOVERNMENT UNIT DECISION
Date of Decision: August 6, 2018
Approved

Approved with conditions (include below)

Denied

LGU Findings and Conclusions (attach additional sheets as necessary):
This is a 29-acre agricultural parcel inspected by Kjolhaug Environmental Services on May 15, 2018 for
the presence and extent of wetland. The property is located in Section 27, Township 119 North, Range 24
West, City of Greenfield, Hennepin County, Minnesota. Three wetlands were delineated within the site
boundaries using the Corps of Engineering Wetland Delineation Manual and its supplemental guidance.
A review of the delineation report and a site inspection by the LGU verified the accuracy of wetland
delineation boundaries and types as provided in the wetland delineation report for Leuer Site, Greenfield
Site (for Kevin Leuer) by Kjolhaug Environmental Services . dated June 13, 2018.

Wetlands may not be impacted until all applicable conditions have been met!
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LGU Authorized Signature:
Signing and mailing of this completed form to the appropriate recipients in accordance with 8420.0255,
Subp. 5 provides notice that a decision was made by the LGU under the Wetland Conservation Act as
specified above. If additional details on the decision exist, they have been provided to the landowner
and are available from the LGU upon request.
Name
Title
James C Kujawa
Technical Advisor to the LGU
Signature

Date
August 6, 2018

Phone Number and E-mail
612-348-7338
James.Kujawa@hennepin.us

THIS DECISION ONLY APPLIES TO THE MINNESOTA WETLAND CONSERVATION ACT.
Additional approvals or permits from local, state, and federal agencies may be required. Check with all
appropriate authorities before commencing work in or near wetlands.
Applicants proceed at their own risk if work authorized by this decision is started before the time period
for appeal (30 days) has expired. If this decision is reversed or revised under appeal, the applicant may be
responsible for restoring or replacing all wetland impacts.
This decision is valid for three years from the date of decision unless a longer period is advised by the TEP
and specified in this notice of decision.

3. APPEAL OF THIS DECISION
Pursuant to MN Rule 8420.0905, any appeal of this decision can only be commenced by mailing a petition
for appeal, including applicable fee, within thirty (30) calendar days of the date of the mailing of this Notice
to the following as indicated:
Check one:
Appeal of an LGU staff decision. Send
petition and $0 fee (if applicable) to:
Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Management
Commission
3235 Fernbrook Ln N
Plymouth, MN 55447

Appeal of LGU governing body decision.
Send petition and $500 filing fee to:
Executive Director
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources

520 Lafayette Road North
St. Paul, MN 55155
4. LIST OF ADDRESSEES

SWCD TEP member: (email only) Stacey. Lijewski@co.hennepin.mn.us
BWSR TEP member: (email only) ben.carlson@state.mn.us
LGU TEP member (if different than LGU Contact):
DNR TEP member:
DNR Regional Office (if different than DNR TEP member) Becky.Horton@state.mn.us
WD or WMO (if applicable):
Applicant (notice only) and Landowner; Kevin Leuer and Adam Cameron,

adam@kjolhaugenv.com
Members of the public who requested notice (notice only): City of Greenfield, Margaret Webb,
mwebb@ci.greenfield.mn.us
Corps of Engineers Project Manager (notice only) mvp-reg-inquiry@usace.army.mil
BWSR Wetland Bank Coordinator (wetland bank plan applications only)

6. ATTACHMENTS
In addition to the site locator map, list any other attachments:
Location Map, Parcel Area w/ delineation boundaries, Survey
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Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act
Notice of Decision
Local Government Unit (LGU)

Address
c/o JASS 3235 Fernbrook Ln N
Plymouth, MN 55447

Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed
Management Organization

1. PROJECT INFORMATION
Applicant Name
Jesse & Catherine Hilary
17801 Jasper Ct.
Lakeville, MN 55044

Project Name

Date of Application
June 28, 2018

PID 3611924310007 Town
Hall Drive Site

Application
Number
2018-09W

Attach site locator map.
Type of Decision:
Wetland Boundary or Type

No-Loss

Replacement Plan

Exemption

Sequencing

Banking Plan

Technical Evaluation Panel Findings and Recommendation (if any):
Approve

Approve with conditions

Deny

2. LOCAL GOVERNMENT UNIT DECISION
Date of Decision: August 6, 2018
Approved

Approved with conditions (include below)

Denied

LGU Findings and Conclusions (attach additional sheets as necessary):
This is a 19.6-acre parcel inspected on May 15, 2018 for the presence and extent of wetlands by Kjolhaug
Environmental Services. The property is located in Section 36, Township 119 North, Range 24 West,
Greenfield. The site is north of HWY 55 and southwest of Town Hall Drive. The property corresponded to
Hennepin County PID#: 3611924310007. Two wetlands were identified, delineated and surveyed on the
property.
A review of the delineation report and a site inspection by the LGU verified the accuracy of wetland
delineation boundaries and types as provided in the wetland delineation report for the Town Hall Drive
Site, Greenfield Site (for Jesse and Catherine Hilary by Kjolhaug Environmental Services, dated June 20,
2018.

Wetlands may not be impacted until all applicable conditions have been met!
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LGU Authorized Signature:
Signing and mailing of this completed form to the appropriate recipients in accordance with 8420.0255,
Subp. 5 provides notice that a decision was made by the LGU under the Wetland Conservation Act as
specified above. If additional details on the decision exist, they have been provided to the landowner
and are available from the LGU upon request.
Name
Title
James C Kujawa
Technical Advisor to the LGU
Signature

Date
August 6, 2018

Phone Number and E-mail
612-348-7338
James.Kujawa@hennepin.us

THIS DECISION ONLY APPLIES TO THE MINNESOTA WETLAND CONSERVATION ACT.
Additional approvals or permits from local, state, and federal agencies may be required. Check with all
appropriate authorities before commencing work in or near wetlands.
Applicants proceed at their own risk if work authorized by this decision is started before the time period
for appeal (30 days) has expired. If this decision is reversed or revised under appeal, the applicant may be
responsible for restoring or replacing all wetland impacts.
This decision is valid for three years from the date of decision unless a longer period is advised by the TEP
and specified in this notice of decision.

3. APPEAL OF THIS DECISION
Pursuant to MN Rule 8420.0905, any appeal of this decision can only be commenced by mailing a petition
for appeal, including applicable fee, within thirty (30) calendar days of the date of the mailing of this Notice
to the following as indicated:
Check one:
Appeal of an LGU staff decision. Send
petition and $0 fee (if applicable) to:
Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Management
Commission
3235 Fernbrook Ln N
Plymouth, MN 55447

Appeal of LGU governing body decision.
Send petition and $500 filing fee to:
Executive Director
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources

520 Lafayette Road North
St. Paul, MN 55155
4. LIST OF ADDRESSEES

SWCD TEP member: (email only) Stacey. Lijewski@co.hennepin.mn.us
BWSR TEP member: (email only) ben.carlson@state.mn.us
LGU TEP member (if different than LGU Contact):
DNR TEP member:
DNR Regional Office (if different than DNR TEP member) Becky.Horton@state.mn.us
WD or WMO (if applicable):
Applicant (notice only) and Landowner; and consultant, Jessie.hilary@gmail.com.

adam@kjolhaugenv.com
Members of the public who requested notice (notice only): City of Greenfield, Margaret Webb,
mwebb@ci.greenfield.mn.us
Corps of Engineers Project Manager (notice only) mvp-reg-inquiry@usace.army.mil
BWSR Wetland Bank Coordinator (wetland bank plan applications only)

6. ATTACHMENTS
In addition to the site locator map, list any other attachments:
Location Map, Parcel Area w/ delineation boundaries, Survey
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Item 09-12

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

James C Kujawa
Mary K. Schneider
jleuer@ci.loretto.mn.us; "CRJ Properties MN"; "geotec.us@gmail.com"; judie@jass.biz; "Ross Abel, P.E."
Grading request on Chippewa Estates, Loretto. Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed
Thursday, August 09, 2018 10:00:00 AM

Hi Mary,
We received a complete application for this project on August 7, 2018. Per the Pioneer Sarah Creek
Watershed Management Commission’s requirements, this project must be reviewed for compliance
to our stormwater management rules (Rule D) and our erosion & sediment control rule (Rule E).
Because of time constraints, Mr. Chad Johnson with CRJ Properties contacted the PSCWMC to
request administrative approval of the grading and erosion control plans before the Pioneer-Sarah
Creek Watershed Commission’s meeting for a final decision on this project. The PSCWMC has
provided technical staff the authority to approve grading and erosion control plans (but not
stormwater management plans) administratively.
Based on this authority, I am okay with the grading to start on this project under the following
requirement;
1) The City of Loretto must issue their approval for grading to begin on the project, and
2) The applicant understands they assume all risks associated with changes that may be
necessary for final Commission and City approvals.
One other item I would like to pursue with the applicant, you and Jeff is the abstraction
requirements associated with this project. Right now the applicant is proposing to achieve these
requirements on the project site. I would like to see if there is an opportunity for the applicant and
city to utilize the existing city pond on the corner of Sunnyridge Lane and Chippewa Road to meet
our standards. Although this might not be a feasible or practical, I believe if it could be done, this
would be a benefit for all parties concerned.
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Sincerely
Jim
James C. Kujawa
Hennepin County Public Works
Department of Environment and Energy
701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 700
Minneapolis, MN 55415
Direct Phone: 612-348-7338
Email: james.kujawa@hennepin.us

Item 09-14

Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act
Notice of Application
Local Government Unit (LGU)

Address
c/o JASS
3235 Fernbrook Lane,
Plymouth, MN 55447

Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed
Management Organization

1. PROJECT INFORMATION
Project Name

Applicant Name
Kevin Anderson
7365 Kirkwood Ct. #200
Maple Grove, MN 55369

PID 1611924340002
7770 Wood Trail,
Greenfield, MN

Date of Application
August 1, 2018

Application
Number
2018-12W

Type of Application (check all that apply):
Wetland Boundary or Type
Sequencing

No-Loss
Replacement Plan

Exemption
Banking Plan

Summary and description of proposed project (attach additional sheets as necessary):
This is a 41.5-acre parcel inspected on June 21, 2018 for the presence and extent of wetlands by
Kjolhaug Environmental Services. in Section 16, Township 119 North, Range 24 West, City of
Greenfield, Hennepin County, Minnesota. The property corresponded to Hennepin County PID#:
1611924340002. Three wetlands were identified, delineated and surveyed on the property.

2. APPLICATION REVIEW AND DECISION
Signing and mailing of this completed form to the appropriate recipients in accordance with 8420.0255,
Subp. 3 provides notice that an application was made to the LGU under the Wetland Conservation Act as
specified above. A copy of the application is attached. Comments can be submitted to:
Name and Title of LGU Contact Person
James C. Kujawa
Technical Advisor to the Commission
Address (if different than LGU)

Comments must be received by (minimum 15
business-day comment period):
August 31, 2018
Date, time, and location of decision:
August 31, 2018, 8:00 a.m. Administrative
Office PSCWMC.

Phone Number and E-mail Address
612-348-7338
james.kujawa@co.hennepin.mn.us

Decision-maker for this application:
Staff
Governing Board or Council

Signature: ________________________________________________ Date: August 6, 2018

BWSR Forms 7-1-10
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3. LIST OF ADDRESSEES
SWCD TEP member: (email only) Stacey. Lijewski@co.hennepin.mn.us
BWSR TEP member: (email only) ben.carlson@state.mn.us
LGU TEP member (if different than LGU Contact):
DNR TEP member:
DNR Regional Office (if different than DNR TEP member) Becky.Horton@state.mn.us
WD or WMO (if applicable):
Applicant (notice only) and Landowner; and consultant, andrew@kjolhaugenv.com;

Kevin@Foyhomes.com
Members of the public who requested notice (notice only): City of Greenfield, Margaret Webb,
mwebb@ci.greenfield.mn.us
Corps of Engineers Project Manager (notice only) mvp-reg-inquiry@usace.army.mil
BWSR Wetland Bank Coordinator (wetland bank plan applications only)

4. MAILING INFORMATION
¾For a list of BWSR TEP representatives: www.bwsr.state.mn.us/contact/WCA_areas.pdf
¾For a list of DNR TEP representatives: www.bwsr.state.mn.us/wetlands/wca/DNR_TEP_contacts.pdf
¾Department of Natural Resources Regional Offices:
NW Region:
Reg. Env. Assess. Ecol.
Div. Ecol. Resources
2115 Birchmont Beach Rd. NE
Bemidji, MN 56601

NE Region:
Reg. Env. Assess. Ecol.
Div. Ecol. Resources
1201 E. Hwy. 2
Grand Rapids, MN
55744

Central Region:
Reg. Env. Assess.
Ecol.
Div. Ecol. Resources
1200 Warner Road
St. Paul, MN 55106

Southern Region:
Reg. Env. Assess. Ecol.
Div. Ecol. Resources
261 Hwy. 15 South
New Ulm, MN 56073

For a map of DNR Administrative Regions, see: http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/aboutdnr/dnr_regions.pdf
¾For a list of Corps of Project Managers: www.mvp.usace.army.mil/regulatory/default.asp?pageid=687
or send to:
¾
US Army Corps of Engineers
St. Paul District, ATTN: OP-R
180 Fifth St. East, Suite 700
St. Paul, MN 55101-1678
¾For Wetland Bank Plan applications, also send a copy of the application to:
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
Wetland Bank Coordinator
520 Lafayette Road North
St. Paul, MN 55155

5. ATTACHMENTS
In addition to the application, list any other attachments:
Wetland Delineation Report by Kjolhaug Env., 7770 Woodland Trail, Greenfield. Dated July
16, 2018
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Description of Collaborative Partnership – Hennepin County
Due to the large number of eligible entities in Hennepin County (57) and the complexity of collaboration,
Hennepin County and the eleven watershed districts and management organizations held a series of 3
“pre-meetings” to discuss options – from opting for competitive grants to more meaningful, truly
integrated collaboration on shared resource concerns. Notes from these meetings are attached as
Appendix A. Over the course of these meetings the 11 watersheds went from being roughly split on
whether it was worth pursuing a Collaborative Project Proposal at all, to consensus on a recommended
collaborative approach that was presented and agreed upon by all eligible Watershed-based Funding
Pilot Program entities choosing to participate in the Convening Meeting.
Very early in the pre-meeting process, one watershed suggested a formula-based allocation of the funds
based on land area and taxable market value – an approach that an adjacent county had already
decided upon. The group very quickly came to consensus that this would be the default Collaborative
Proposal if another Proposal could not be agreed upon by the deadline. Hennepin County calculated
watershed disbursements based on a variety of iterations of formulas involving land area and taxable
market value. There was consensus that the favored formula would be an option presented to the
broader group of eligible entities at the Convening meeting.
Once this first option was identified, remaining efforts were animated by question like: “what can we do
better together?” and “what are our shared resource concerns?”. These questions led to conversation
about chloride as a county-wide shared resource concern. The group also considered how they could
collaborate within each major river basin (Mississippi, Minnesota, Crow) to prioritize and target
implementation efforts.
The Mississippi River basin subgroup explored how they could work across watershed boundaries to
select the best projects for shared resource concerns. This basin-level collaborative generated a shared
project list and criteria that ranked projects proposed by all watersheds against one another (attached
as Appendix B). This process is a model that could be acted upon in the future if this Pilot Program
continues. Ultimately, this prioritized project list was not recommended by the group due to the
uncertain nature of future funding of this sort. Watersheds whose projects were not highly ranked, felt
uncomfortable giving up an opportunity to bring in some money for projects in this initial Pilot Program
round. However, most expressed a willingness to consider doing so in the future if there was certainty
that the Program would continue.
Following the pre-meetings, Hennepin County invited eleven watershed organizations and
representatives from 45 Cities to participate in the Convening meeting. Watershed representative
provided email contacts for staff from Cities that work with them directly. In addition, the County
provided a list of emails for Mayors and City Managers. In all, 99 people representing entities eligible for
receiving the Watershed-Based Funding and BWSR staff received an email inviting them to participate in
the Convening meeting.
Twenty-seven people representing 26 eligible entities attended the Convening meeting on May 16. One
person (eligible entity) expressed interest in the process, but did not attend the meeting. The group
agreed to make decision through a process of discussion leading to a general consensus. Consensus was
confirmed by stating the decision and asking if anyone had objections to the consensus as stated.

1

Item 11a

Eligible entities electing to participate:
City of Bloomington
City of Brooklyn Center
City of Chanhassen
City of Corcoran
City of Crystal
City of Dayton
City of Loretto
City of Medina
City of Minneapolis
City of Minnetonka
City of Minnetrista
City of Mound
City of Plymouth
City of Richfield
City of Robbinsdale
Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission
Elm Creek Watershed Management Commission
Lower Minnesota River Watershed District
Minnehaha Creek Watershed District
Mississippi WMO
Nine Mile Creek Watershed District
Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission
Richfield-Bloomington Watershed Management Commission
Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District
Shingle Creek Watershed Management Commission
West Mississippi Watershed Management Commission
The group elected to make Hennepin County the Collaborative Partnership’s Convener.
The group agreed to dedicate 10% of the County’s Watershed-based Funding ($101,800) to countywide
chloride programming, and distribute the remainder to watershed districts and watershed management
organizations according to a formula that takes into account land area (50% of consideration) and
taxable market value (50% of consideration) as detailed in the table below.
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Allocation
Lower Minnesota WD*

$31,200

Minnehaha Creek WD

$249,151

Nine Mile Creek WD*

$91,890

Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek WD*

$55,901

Bassett Creek WMO

$68,573

Elm Creek WMO

$134,486

Mississippi WMO

$104,893

Pioneer Sarah Creek WMO

$58,317

Richfield-Bloomington WMO*

$18,218

Shingle Creek WMO

$68,129

West Mississippi WMO

$35,442

Watershed Districts and Management Organizations in the Minnesota River Basin (asterisks in table
above) have elected to pool their allocations to invest in a common resource concern, chloride pollution.
Watershed Districts and Management Organizations in other major river basins have elected to dedicate
Watershed-Based Funding allocations to projects already existing and shovel-ready (or nearly shovelready) in their Watershed Management Plans, as detailed in the attached table. Each watershed
intending to complete projects with the Watershed-based Funding Pilot Program grants selected their
own projects.
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Appendix A
Watershed-based Funding Pilot Project
Hennepin County Pre-Convene Meeting 1
January 23, 2018
Location: Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District
Present:
Mississippi WMO – Doug Snyder and Stephanie Johnson
Shingle Creek and West Mississippi Watershed Management Commissions – Diance Spector (Wenck)
Elm Creek and Pioneer-Sarah Creek Water Management Commissions – Amy Jununen (JASS)
Lower Minnesota River Watershed District – Linda Loomis
Minnehaha Creek Watershed District – Becky Christopher
Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District – Claire Bleser
Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission – Laura Jester
Richfield-Bloomington WMO – Jeff Pearson (by phone, kind of)
BWSR – Steve Christopher and Brad Wozney
Hennepin County – Karen Galles

Background:
BWSR is piloting a watershed-based funding program that has allocated $1,018,000 to Hennepin County
for FY18/19. Eligible entities have been tasked with deciding on and describing a collaborative approach
to spend that money by June 30, 2018. If eligible entities cannot agree or choose not to attempt a
collaborative approach, the money will revert to a metro-wide competitive pool of funds. Eligible
entities in Hennepin County include watershed districts, watershed management organizations, and
cities. This “pre-convene” meeting of BWSR, the county’s 11 watershed entities, and the County was
intended to gauge interest among watersheds in pursuing a collaborative approach and to discuss
strategies for engaging the county’s 35 eligible cities.
Presentation:
Karen Galles from Hennepin County presented slides (attached) to provide context to the conversation
and including the basics of 3 strawman ideas for a collaborative approach. Three strawman ideas
included:
1. Running a Hennepin County competitive process
2. Distributing funds based on some formula (e.g. area, taxable market value, combination of those
two)
3. Prioritizing projects based on major river basins (Crow, Mississippi, Minnesota)
Individual Watershed Impressions:
Each watershed organization took a turn updating others on their initial thoughts about attempting a
collaborative approach. In general, all watershed organizations were willing to consider a collaborative
approach – ranging from cautious to cautiously optimistic. There was also general consensus on the
need for keeping it simple and being mindful of time commitment that would be required to decide
upon and define a collaborative approach by June. Some other key points raised about things to
consider if we pursue a collaborative approach included:
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We could consider prioritizing project sponsored by LGU partners in an effort get them to defer
to watersheds in the collaborative process, thereby creating a manageable number of
collaborators
We could consider requiring (internally) a 25% match in order to stretch the money further.
We could identify a specific need or type of resource (e.g. impaired waters) that we will
collaborate to accomplish or target.
We should be aware that needs in different parts of the county are different and it may not
make sense to rank priorities against each other countywide.
Thinking about what we can do better together and/or those things that are priorities for *us*
but haven’t been priorities for BWSR is an exciting thing – a collaborative approach is an
opportunity for us to focus on those things.
Any collaborative approach might be more about timing and predictability of funding – how do
we plan/schedule projects far enough in advance that all partners can know when “their”
project will be coming up for funding and plan for that?

Discussion & Next Steps:









Going competitive metro-wide was the least favored option.
A lengthy discussion of how eligible Cities could opt out of participating resulted in a great deal
of uncertainty related to the practicality of accomplishing a collaborative approach before June.
Some around the table believe that the cities have a legal right to challenge this process and
unless we seek and achieve City Board action to opt out of participation we will be at risk of
being legally challenged. Steve Christopher was going to provide clarity on this question.
Most around the table felt that if we needed Board action from cities to opt out of the process,
then metro-wide competitive may be the only feasible option.
After we receive clarity on this questions from BWSR these entities will meet again to discuss
next steps.
In general, path forward identified was
o Get clarity on question related to eligible Cities.
o Meet again with a focus on more clearly defining 2-3 Collaborative approaches that
could be presented to the broader group of eligible entities (including Cities)
 Karen will develop a more accurate estimate of a funding formula based on
50% land area and 50% taxable market value.
 We will further discuss what collaboration within major river basins could look
like.
o Meanwhile, watersheds should be communicating with Cities (probably through TAC
meetings) to help them understand the funding program and “marketing” an approach
where cities work through watersheds as their representative.
o Once we have settled on 2-3 options that this group likes, convene a meeting with all
eligible entities and present those options as a limited number of choices to the
broader group and attempt to get buy-in for the approach.
o Based on the outcome of that meeting, document collaborative approach and
governance system, or pursue simpler path
Regardless of our success in pursuing a collaborative approach this time around, the consensus
among the group was that we should continue meeting (every other month?) to work toward
an operating collaborative approach for future funding rounds.
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Watershed-based Funding Pilot Project
Hennepin County Pre-Convene Meeting 2 Minutes
Location: Golden Valley Library
February 27, 2018
Present:
Mississippi WMO – Doug Snyder
Shingle Creek and West Mississippi Watershed Management Commissions – Diane Spector (Wenck)
Elm Creek and Pioneer-Sarah Creek Water Management Commissions – Amy Juntunen (JASS)
Lower Minnesota River Watershed District – Linda Loomis
Minnehaha Creek Watershed District – Becky Christopher
Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District – Claire Bleser
Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission – Laura Jester
Richfield-Bloomington WMO – Bryan Gruidl
BWSR – Steve Christopher and Brad Wozney
Hennepin County – Karen Galles
City of Crystal, Shingle Creek WMC – Burt (Last Name?)
1. Eligible Entities vs. Eligible Activities
 BWSR has released additional guidance on entities that are eligible to receive funds through
the watershed-based funding pilot program. Cities with approved local water management
plans are eligible recipients, however *activities* are only eligible if they appear in the Plan
of a watershed district of watershed management organization. So, in order for a City to
receive funding through this program, they would need to propose an activity that is already
in a watershed’s plan.
 An eligible entity will be considered to be declining to participate in the Watershed-based
Funding Pilot Program if they either 1.) do not attend the convening meeting AND do not
communicate that they wish to participate (even though they cannot attend) OR 2.) by
stating that they decline to participate.
2. Other Counties – Steve C. and Karen G. provided some updates on what other counties are
planning to do. Steve C. is meeting with other field staff and agreed to send around an update
with more complete update of how other metro counties are proceeding.
3. General Conversation
a. Karen updated tables showing how money would be distributed based on formulas and
provided in hard copy.
b. Steve C: is there a value below which a grant is not worth it? Diane: How much effort
are you anticipating? Steve: same level of outcome reporting as other Clean Water Fund
grants, but less detailed workplan
i. MWMO – close to $100,000, need to supply people with enough money to do
projects; should we require a different match? MCWD
4. Collaboration Options, Ideas, Discussion
a. Diane: What about focusing on chloride impaired waters – what about setting aside
some of these funds for collaborative chloride education and outreach, something
higher profile than what has been happening? Eligible: yes (per Steve C.).
i. General agreement around the table that this is a good idea and worth pursuing
ii. Education around this idea is something that we all work on individually, so
collaborating would improve efficiency and bring consistency to the message,
which will have a greater impact.
3

Item 11a

iii. Some things that we could consider including in a countywide collaborative
chloride effort:
1. Permeable paver research
2. Retrofitting pick-up trucks for liquid de-icers, sweepers
3. Trainings and especially updated materials
4. Cost share grants for chloride improvements to anyone that owns or
operates in the County (Steve C. says it would be OK to provide cost
share to a business that has contracts in Hennepin County even if the
business address is outside of the county).
iv. Becky: how is this going to be more coordinated? There’s no reason that we
couldn’t currently be collaborating, but we’re not. Diane: this could fund staff
that could perform the outreach necessary to get folks there and trained. We
could hire someone to do marketing/outreach that works countywide.
v. A sub-group should get together and scope this and propose some budget
options corresponding to a small, medium, and large effort – Diane, Claire,
Bryan, Randy (9 Mile) all volunteered to work on this. Doug S. offered to pass
along information about the chloride training they sponsor and their
programming on this issue.
vi. We would need to work on what outcome metrics look like
b. Other Collaborative Ideas
i. Outreach to specific communities, e.g. Hmong community (Doug S.)
ii. Groundwater conservation? Interest, but would need the County to adopt a
groundwater plan first.
iii. Wetland restorations? For this funding cycle this would be tough because the
projects would need to be shovel-ready, but a way to collaborate on making
some progress on that could be to invest in outreach staff that works across
watershed boundaries only on project like this.
5. Formula based option: general consensus around the 50/50 Simple option (see attached).
6. Basin-level groups worked in small groups to talk about what they would do together with a
basin-level allocation
a. Mississippi
i. Shared high level needs: nutrient reductions, addressing impaired waters
ii. General optimism that if each watershed organization brought one or two
projects to the group to consider that they could come to consensus about
which projects to put forward
iii. Demonstration potential could give a project a bonus point in scoring/ranking
criteria
b. Minnesota – would work together to use Basin-level allocation to address chloride
concerns, even if we choose to set aside some money off the top to do countywide
chloride collaboration
c. Crow – general sense that the barrier to project implementation right now is staff to do
direct to landowner outreach – will consider using Basin-level allocation to add capacity
for that scope of work.
7. Next Steps:
a. Sub-groups will meet separately of large group (as needed) to further scope
collaboration alternatives. (Chloride and Mississippi for sure. Pioneer-Sarah and HC will
talk offline as well.
4

Item 11a

b. Doodle polls for next meeting of all watersheds and for the official Convene meeting.
c. All watersheds should talk to City reps on TACs about our general direction, to create
some understanding about eligible entities vs. eligible activities.
d. Karen will send an invitation to all eligible entities when we have a date/time/place for
the Convening meeting; will let watershed know when that invitation will be sent out, so
that they can make sure to communicate with city representatives before that time.
Funding By Basin (Approximate):
Basin

Each Year

Minnesota

$219,048.63

Mississippi*

$734,167.61

Crow*

$64,783.76
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By proxy formula allocation option (“50/50 Simple”)(Approximate):
Simple Allocation (50/50)
Lower Minnesota WD

$34,638

Minnehaha Creek WD

$276,923

Nine Mile Creek WD

$102,104

Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek WD

$62,098

Bassett Creek WMO

$76,185

Elm Creek WMO

$149,456

Mississippi WMO

$116,559

Pioneer Sarah Creek WMO

$64,784

Richfield-Bloomington WMO

$20,208

Shingle Creek WMO

$75,690

West Mississippi WMO

$39,355
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Watershed-based Funding Pilot Program
Pre-Convene Meeting 3
March 30, 2018
Present:
Amy Juntunen: Elm Creek, Pioneer-Sarah Creek, Shingle Creek, and West Mississippi Watersheds
Commissions
Doug Snyder: Mississippi Watershed Management Organization
Linda Loomis: Lower Minnesota Watershed District
Karen Chandler: Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission
Steve Christopher: Board of Water and Soil Resources
Bryan Gruidl: Richfield-Bloomington Watershed Management Organization
Diane Spector: Shingle Creek and West Mississippi Watershed Management Commsisions
Becky Christopher: Minnehaha Creek Watershed District
Claire Bleser: Riley-Purgatory-Bluff Creek Watershed District
Karen Galles: Hennepin County
1. Review BWSR Process and Workplan Guidance – questions for Steve?
No questions.
2. Report out from chloride sub-group & Discussion
Diane Spector provided notes from a meeting of the Chloride sub-group, see below.
The general framework of the plan was to set-aside a percentage of the county allocation to go
toward countywide chloride programming – the first year would largely be developing a strategic
plan and beginning implementation actions, so could be a smaller amount of money. The second
year would be full implementation of the strategic plan.
Discussion:
 Group preference to set-aside a specific sum estimated to be the amount required to
accomplish specific objectives, instead of a percentage. \
o Action Item: Chloride sub-group will meet again (or otherwise collaborate) to lay
out some work tasks and attach them to some estimated budget figures.
 Can these funds be used to employ (or contract) an individual to do the legwork required to
implement a plan? Steve Christopher: Yes.
 Since we last met at least two other counties (Anoka and Scott) have indicated that they
may also use some of this funding to do some chloride-related programming – we should
talk to them (and other metro counties) about coordinating efforts to do work that spans
counties. Could also look into pooling funds to make the budget required from any one
county smaller.
o Action Item: Karen will discuss this with other metro area conveners at MACD
meeting on April 4
7

Item 11a

o






Action Item: Diane will check with Brooke Asleson about coordinated efforts coming
out of her office, and opportunities for collaboration and to add value.
Desire to not duplicate or replicate things that already exists, but there’s no inventory of
what already exists. One of the first tasks needs to be a thorough and intentional inventory
of on-going efforts and existing materials related to this topic. One good forum for this could
be Watershed Partners
o Action Item: Amy will reach out to Watershed Partners to request an agenda item
at an upcoming meeting where all partners bring everything they know about
chloride efforts.
Part of this effort needs to be an intentional effort to identify who the critical audience(s)
are, WHY those are the critical audiences, and make every effort to create
programming/messages/materials that are specifically relevant to those audiences.
Funds available for equipment purchase could be used as an incentive to attend trainings,
get some sort of certification – an entity may not be eligible to receive funds for equipment
purchase unless they have attained some sort of certification, e.g.

Notes from the Chloride sub-group meeting:
Watershed-Based Funding – Chloride Subcommittee
March 23, 2018 meeting notes - dfs
Questions:
Set aside a percentage of the county-wide allocation – 10%?
Determine the coordinating agency or group – Hennepin County?
Can funds be used for a contract specialist to do the legwork?
First Year:
1.






Develop strategic plan
Define stakeholders and audiences
Identify education and outreach and other needs
Identify materials/curriculum to be developed
Develop strategies to address needs, including communication plan
Develop Implementation Plan

2. Implement strategic plan
Second Year:



Review and revise strategic plan as necessary
Implement strategic plan

Potential implementation strategies:





Workshops for applicators
Outreach to property managers
Promote contracting by application rather than tonnage applied
Build strategic partnerships (e.g., MNLA, BOMA)
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Sponsor preconference certification workshop at MNLA conference
Press releases, newsletter, website – advertising?
Curriculum development (update current, add refresher course)
Hands-on training
Provide opportunities for story telling and info sharing between road authorities
Small grants for equipment upgrades, other

3. Report out from major basin sub-groups
 Mississippi (Becky)
o The group met and discussed the idea of putting some of their basin
allocation directly toward work related to chloride (in addition to the
Countywide funding being discussed) and generally felt that they may do
that in the future when there’s more certainty and more planning behind
what the needs are.
o Discussed criteria for selecting project within the basin
 Eligibility: Targeting an impaired or near-impaired waters;
demonstrated project readiness (land rights, cost-benefit analysis,
capacity), partner support, and willingness to provide a 25% match
 Rank projects based on: water quality benefits (tied to impairment),
secondary benefits (e.g. community, demonstration value,
ecological), cost-effectiveness, and opportunity cost (e.g. timing
with partners)
o The group has developed and populated a spreadsheet with potential
projects
o There’s a general feeling that they could come to some agreement across
the group.
 Crow (Amy)
o There is a suite of 5 projects (Ardmore Avenue projects) that are shovelready that could use up to two years of funding from the watershed-based
funding program.
o Also interested in using some of these funds to provide cost-share to
landowners for project identified in subwatershed assessments (e.g.) and to
add capacity for outreach staff.
o Discussion: would the group be OK with using these funds to help fund
landowner projects where the landowner pays less than 25% of the cost
(because other funding sources are pooled)? Yes – as long as there’s at least
25% match to THESE funds through a variety of sources, everyone would be
fine with that.
 Minnesota – no report – still thinking that they would devote all of their basin funds
to chloride work within the scope of what was described above
4. Finalize the structure of Collaboration Options
 Collaboration Option 1: formula using area and property tax base
 Collaboration Option 2: Take $XXX for countywide chloride programming, and distribute
remainder of funds via formula in Option 1
 Collaboration Option 3: Take $XXX for countywide chloride programming, and distribute
remainder of funds to major river basins to use as described in Item 3.
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Action Item: Karen will provide charts with exact dollar amounts once she receive
an estimated budget for the chloride collaboration
Action Item: Diane (chloride sub-group) will circulate work tasks and estimated
budget for feedback ASAP, so that we can get to specific dollar amounts for each of
these options ASAP.
Discussion: do we have a preference?
o Yes – everyone who expressed a preference, expressed a preference for
Option 3.

5. Determine next steps and responsibilities prior to Convening Meeting
 Convening Meeting is scheduled for May 16 and the Plymouth library.
 Action Item: All – if you haven’t already added contact information for City staff
contacts/PW directors that you work with to Karen’s google spreadsheet, do so
ASAP. Most have, but if you haven’t, please check the name that has been provided
and add additional contacts if you have them.
 Karen will send an invitation via email to list provided + administrators. Karen will
send a DRAFT of that email around to this group by 4/6.
 Karen will also send an outline of what we will present by 4/6
 BWSR will plan to provide 15 minute presentation similar to what they’ve provided
at other convening meetings.
 Discussion: Should we present all three Collaboration Options? Or just Option 3
(which we prefer) – different opinions on this around the table. The draft outline
will include minimal slide on non-preferred options and more detail on the Option 3
– we can always delete these slides on other options as the meeting gets closer.
 Discussion: Objectives of the Convening Meeting
i. Suggestions for making this better?
ii. Can we move forward with our preferred collaboration options?
iii. What projects do you (Cities) have that you would like us to have in our
plans for consideration for the next funding cycle?
 Discussion: Do we advocate for our preferred option?
i. In general, yes. If we have a perspective that favors collaborating then we
need to make a case for doing that. It will be in the self-interest of some
watershed organizations (e.g. Elm Creek) so say that they just want their
share (Option 1) and we need to be prepared to make a case for why we
want to take a more collaborative approach.
ii. Action Item: All – some of this “making the case” work should be done with
city contacts before the convening meeting.
iii. Action Item: Karen will work with HC Communications to develop a quick
fact sheet (2-pager) about the program and our preferred approach.
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Appendix B
Hennepin County Mississippi Basin Projects Submitted for Consideration
4/18/2018
Benefits Scored 1 (Low) to 5 (High)
Est Total Project
WQ
Ancillary Community
Total
Cost
Benefit
Benefit
Benefit
Weighted
60%
30%
10%
Points
5
4
4
4.6
$4,899,698 total;
approximately
$2,162,000 in
stormwater
management costs

CWF request

Watershed

Project Brief Description

Minnehaha
Creek

325 Blake Road – redevelopment of 17-acre industrial parcel on
Minnehaha Creek in Hopkins, providing regional stormwater
treatment and restoration/expansion of riparian corridor
http://www.minnehahacreek.org/project/325-blake-roadredevelopment

Mississippi
WMO

Part of a larger effort to increase flood resiliency, improve water
quality and improve ecological function in a 2,000-acre watershed in
NE Mpls. This first phase of construction includes the expansion of an
existing pond and installation of two new ponds, an underground
storage gallery and new trunk storm sewer in Columbia Golf Course
and Columbia Park. Water quality benefits are realized from the two
new and one expanded pond. The one expanded and two new ponds
will treat water from 250-acres of previously untreated area; they are
estimated to remove over 100 lbs of TP per year

5

4

4

4.6

Minnehaha
Creek

Arden Park – stream restoration, stormwater management, and park
improvements in Edina
http://www.minnehahacreek.org/project/arden-park-restoration

4

5

4

4.3

Elm Creek

Elm Creek Stream Restoration Phase IV & Lowell Pond
Raingarden/BMPs. Restore streambank 5,000 linear feet ½ mile
upstream of Mill Pond/Mississippi River. Install Raingarden and other
BMPs for areas tributary to Mill Pond/Elm Creek (directly
upstream/adjacent to Mill Pond)

4

4

3

3.9

$1,000,000

$250,000500,000

Shingle Creek

Becker Park Infiltration Project. This project will construct an
underground storage and treatment system in Becker Park in the City
of Crystal to infiltrate runoff from a 147 acre, 51% impervious
subwatershed to the west and south. The project will also help
alleviate occasional street flooding on Bass Lake Road (County Road
10).

5

2

1

3.7

$2.5 million

$250,000

Elm Creek

Hickory Drive Stormwater Improvements. Install stormwater pond for
8.3 acre drainage area (50% impervious). Stabilize approximately 300
linear feet of gully erosion. Install approximately 700 feet of curb and
600 feet of storm sewer to capture and direct stormwater to
improvements.

4

1

1

2.8

$225,000

Mississippi
WMO

MWMO is partnering to layer stormwater management into greening
efforts in Downtown Minneapolis. This project will capture and treat
the first 1-inch of runoff from 2 city blocks along 8th St S in Downtown
Minneapolis; roadway, sidewalk and (in some cases) alley runoff will
be directed into the BMPs. Large, stormwater planters will be
installed and vegetated with trees and drought tolerant vegetation.
Estimated annual pollutant removals: 1 lb TP and 240 lb TSS. MWMO
staff will monitor the performance of the installations, to observe
impacts of salt and other pollution originating in the transportation
ROW.

2

4

2

2.6

Westwood Lake Improvement Project - Part of larger reconstruction
project of Westwood Hills Nature Center (WHNC), a 160-acre park
located in St. Louis Park. Additional water quality improvements to
treat stormwater runoff that would otherwise flow untreated to
Westwood Lake will be installed and will go “above and beyond” WQ
requirements. Current options include pervious pavers in parking lot,
expansion of filtration basins, or diverting roof and patio runoff into a
linear water feature/creek bed.
http://www.bassettcreekwmo.org/projects/all-projects/westwoodlake-water-quality-improvement-project
Mississippi Crossings Infiltration Vault. The Mississippi Crossings
redevelopment area in the vicinity of TH 169 and West River Road
provides for a potential expansion of the Mississippi River Trail
through the redevelopment area. The proposed infiltration vault
would provide treatment for trail and parking facilities. The area
currently discharges untreated into the Mississippi River.

1

2

4

1.6

$300,000 $420,000

2

1

1

1.6

$200,000

Bassett Creek

West Miss
WMO

$7.9 million total
construction cost;
$950,000 for the
ponds and
associated
ecological
restoration
(buffers/plantings
around the
ponding areas)
$1,827,000 total;
approximately
$940,000 in
stormwater
management costs

$400,000
construction cost

Partnership
Entities

Opportunities &
Readiness

Resource Impact (TMDL, impaired
water, protection

Project Goals (WQ, quantity, habitat,
education, demo, groundwater)
Will treat stormwater from over 270 acres,
removing an estimated 181 lbs of
phosphorus, as well as other pollutants (TSS,
E. coli, etc.). Will decrease stormwater
volume to the creek by approximately 12 acre
feet and decrease rates/flashiness.
Environmental remediation of contaminated
site. Approximately 4 acres of restored
riparian corridor. Will connect to existing
Minnehaha Greenway trail/park system.
Water quality
Flood reduction
Habitat improvements
Demonstration (pilot project)

$1,250,000
City of Hopkins
(excludes 25%
match and
$370,000 in CWF
received in 2017)

District-owned
property.
Construction is
planned for 20192020.

Minnehaha Creek flows into Lake
Hiawatha which is impaired for
nutrients. Minnehaha Creek is impaired
for E. coli , chlorides, DO, fish IBI, and
macroinvertebrate IBI. There is an
approved TMDL for the nutrient and E.
coli impairments.

$450,000

2019?

This stretch (and downstream
stretches) of the Mississippi River
impaired for nutrients

City-owned
property. Project is
in design with
construction
planned for 2019.

Minnehaha Creek flows into Lake
Hiawatha which is impaired for
nutrients. Minnehaha Creek is impaired
for E. coli , chlorides, DO, fish IBI, and
macroinvertebrate IBI. There is an
approved TMDL for the nutrient and E.
coli impairments.

Will treat stormwater from approximately
107 acres, removing an estimated 29 lbs of
phosphorus, as well as other pollutants (TSS,
E. coli, etc.). Restoration of approximately
2000 feet of stream, including removal of a
dam and improvement of in-stream and
riparian habitat. Will improve public safety,
creek access, and park amenities through
partnership with City.

Elm Creek
WMO, City of
Champlin.

2019

Elm Creek TMDL

City of Crystal,
Hennepin
County

Phase 1 and 2 ESA
TMDL Impaired Water (Upper Twin
completed, 60%
Lake)
plans completed,
final plans being
developed, expected
to bid in late 2018
for construction in
2019
2019
Elm Creek TMDL, Elm Creek is adjacent
to the project area. Drainage to Elm
Creek is currently not treated. Elm
Creek is impaired for nutrients, bacteria
and DO. Project will reduce nutrients
and runoff rate.

Restore streambanks to provide bank habitat
structure, reduce TSS, Total P, and increase
DO. Install varied substrate to enhance
aquatic species habitat such as Blandings
Turtle. Project will be included in Elm Creek
Mill Pond Educational Program coordinated
with Champlin Environmental Resources
Commission & area schools
Water quality, flood control, groundwater
recharge; estimated 118 lbs/yr removal

City of
Minneapolis;
MWMO has the
Minneapolis
additional
Park and
$500,000 to fund Recreation
the pond
Board
construction and
associated
ecological
restoration work
(buffers/plantings City of Edina
$705,000
(excludes 25%
match)

$56,250-160,000 Elm Creek
WMO, City of
Medina

$200,000

Potential allocation options (assuming total = $641,611)
Option 3 - 4 tiers, Option 4 - $50K base funding + option Option 5 - $30K base funding + option
no cutoff
2
2
Additional Total
Additional Total
Base
Tier Funding Base

Option 6 50/50
Formula

3 $ 128,322

3 $ 192,483

4 $ 106,935

$

50,000

$ 102,483

$ 152,483

$

30,000

$ 138,483

$ 168,483

$ 249,111

3 $ 128,322

3 $ 192,483

4 $ 106,935

$

50,000

$ 102,483

$ 152,483

$

30,000

$ 138,483

$ 168,483

$ 104,853

3 $ 128,322

2 $ 128,322

4 $ 106,935

$

68,322

$

68,322

$

92,322

$

92,322

2 $

85,548

1 $

64,161

3 $

80,201

$

50,000

$

34,161

$

84,161

$

30,000

$

46,161

$

76,161

$ 134,446

2 $

85,548

1 $

64,161

3 $

80,201

$

50,000

$

34,161

$

84,161

$

30,000

$

46,161

$

76,161

$

68,089

1 $

42,774

0 $

-

2 $

53,468

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

1 $

42,774

0 $

-

2 $

53,468

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

0 $

-

0 $

-

1 $

26,734

$

-

$

50,000

$

-

$

30,000

$

68,533

$ 30,000
$ 641,611
$ 260,806
$ 168,483
$ 76,161
$ 76,161
$ 30,000
$ 30,000

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

35,402
660,434
249,111
104,853
134,446
68,089
68,533
35,402

Estimated the phosphorus removal would be
approximately 26.6 lbs/year. This removal is
estimated to consist of an estimated 16
lbs/year for the pond plus 10.6 lbs/year
phosphorus reduction for the gully/erosion
improvements

Minneapolis
Downtown
Improvement
District; City of
Minneapolis

Starting in 2019

This stretch (and downstream
stretches) of the Mississippi River
impaired for nutrients

Demonstration
Water quality
Education

$150,000

City of St. Louis
Park (city
owns/operates
nature center)

Feasibility study to
be final May 2018.
Design starts late
2018. Construction
2019

Westwood Lake, St. Louis Park
Good water quality
No impairments
Chlorides on the rise

WQ protection.
Decrease in chlorides (if pervious pavers
chosen)
Education (much potential for education as
it's a nature center with primary mission of
environmental education)
Improved habitat (natives planted in filtration
basins and linear water features)

$100,000

City of Champlin 2019

TMDL Impaired water (South Metro
Turbidity)

Water quality

MWMO has
$200,000 set
aside to support
this effort

Option 1 - 3 tiers,
Option 2 - 3
2.5 cutoff
tiers, 3.5 cutoff
Tier
Funding Tier Funding

Total
MCWD Total
MWMO Total
Elm Total
Shingle Total
Bassett Total
West Miss Total

0 $
15 $ 641,611
$ 256,644
$ 171,096
$ 128,322
$ 85,548
$
$
-

0 $
10 $ 641,611
$ 320,806
$ 192,483
$ 64,161
$ 64,161
$
$
-

1 $ 26,734
24 $ 641,611
$ 213,870
$ 160,403
$ 133,669
$ 80,201
$ 26,734
$ 26,734

$

50,000

$ 50,000
$ 300,000

$
$ 341,611

$ 50,000
$ 641,611
$ 220,806
$ 152,483
$ 84,161
$ 84,161
$ 50,000
$ 50,000

$

30,000

$ 30,000
$ 180,000

$
$ 461,611

