
Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission Meeting Agenda 

June 21, 2012 

1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

 
2. CITIZEN FORUM ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS: Citizens may address the Commission 

about any item not contained on the regular agenda. A maximum of 15 minutes is allowed for the 

Forum. If the full 15 minutes are not needed for the Forum, the Commission will continue with the 

agenda. The Commission will take no official action on items discussed at the Forum, with the 

exception of referral to staff or a Commissions Committee for a recommendation to be brought 

back to the Commission for discussion/action. 
 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA  

 

4. CONSENT AGENDA – Consent Agenda items are considered routine and will be enacted by 

one motion. There is no separate discussion of these items unless a Commissioner or citizen so 

requests, in which event the item will be removed from the Consent Agenda and placed on the 

regular Agenda. 

A. Presentation of May 17, 2012, meeting minutes 

B. Presentation of Financial Statements  

C. Legal Counsel Communications 
 

5. ADMINISTRATION – A roll call vote will be taken on items listed below. 

A. Presentation of Invoices for Payment Approval 
i. Kennedy & Graven – Legal Services through April 30, 2012  

ii. Barr Engineering – Engineering Services through June 1, 2012 

iii. Amy Herbert – May Secretarial Services 

iv. D’amico-ACE Catering – June 2012 Meeting Catering 

v. MMKR Certified Public Accountants- Final Bill - FY2011 Audit Work 

B. BCWMC’s Draft 2013 Budget and Assessment 
 

6. NEW BUSINESS 

A. Minor Plan Amendment, Project NL-2: Four Seasons Mall Water Quality 

Improvement Project 

B. Draft Feasibility Study for Project NL-2: Four Seasons Mall Water 

Quality Improvement Project 

C. Canadian Pacific Railway Bridge Replacement: City of Golden Valley 
 

7. OLD BUSINESS 

A. Update on Administrator Selection Process 

B. Next Generation Watershed Management Plan (see 6/14/2012 Barr 

Engineering memo) 
C. Follow up report on riprap in channel below Medicine Lake outlet (verbal) 

  
8. COMMUNICATIONS  

A. Chair  

B. Commissioners 

C. Committees 

D. Engineer: Update on BWSR Biennial Budget Review 

 

9. ADJOURNMENT 
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Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 

Minutes of the Meeting of May 17, 2012  

 

1.  CALL TO ORDER 

The Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission (BCWMC) was called to order at 11:33 a.m., on 

Thursday, May 17, 2012, at Golden Valley City Hall by Chair Black.  

2.  CITIZEN FORUM ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 

No citizen input was presented. 

3. CONSENT AGENDA 

Chair Black requested the removal from the Consent Agenda item 3C – 2011 Water Quality Monitoring 

Activities – because the Commission Engineer that there are action items on the issue. Chair Black also 

requested the removal from the Consent Agenda the Counsel Communications. Commissioner Hoschka 

requested the removal of Consent Agenda item 3D – Policy Manual revisions – so that there could be 

discussion about it. Chair Black requested the addition to the Consent Agenda the BCWMC / Golden 

Valley 2012 Agreement for Channel Maintenance and the addition of the 2012 Plymouth Street 

Reconstruction Project.  

Commissioner Elder moved to approve the meeting agenda as amended. Commissioner Hoshal seconded 

the motion. The motion carried unanimously with seven votes in favor [Cities of Minneapolis and 

Robbinsdale absent from vote]. Commissioner Millner moved to approve the Consent Agenda as amended. 

Commissioner Hoshal seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously with seven votes in favor 

[Cities of Minneapolis and Robbinsdale absent from vote].  

The following items were approved as part of the Consent Agenda: The BCWMC/ Golden Valley 2012 

Agreement for Channel Maintenance; the 2012 Plymouth Street Reconstruction Project; the April 19, 

2012, meeting minutes; and the May financial report. The general and construction account balances 

reported in the May 2012 Financial Report are as follows:  

Checking Account Balance $755,985.24 

TOTAL GENERAL FUND BALANCE $755,985.24 

TOTAL ON-HAND CONSTRUCTION 

CASH & INVESTMENTS 

$2,481,771.00 

CIP Projects Levied – Budget Remaining ($869.60) 

Closed Projects Remaining Balance $662,591.82 

2012 Anticipated Tax Levy Revenue $998,000.00 

Anticipated Closed Project Balance $335,408.18 
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4. ROLL CALL 

 

ROLL CALL    

Crystal Commissioner Dan Johnson Counsel Charlie LeFevere 

Golden Valley Commissioner Stacy Hoschka, Treasurer Engineer Karen Chandler 

Medicine Lake Commissioner Ted Hoshal, Secretary Recorder Amy Herbert 

Minneapolis Not represented   

Minnetonka Commissioner Jacob Millner   

New Hope Commissioner John Elder   

Plymouth Commissioner Ginny Black, Chair    

Robbinsdale Not represented   

St. Louis Park Commissioner Jim de Lambert, Vice Chair   

 

Also present: Commissioner Michael Welch, Minneapolis, arrived after roll call. 

 Laura Adler, BCWMC Technical Advisory Committee, City of St. Louis Park 

 Derek Asche, BCWMC Technical Advisory Committee, City of Plymouth 

 Christopher Gise, Golden Valley resident 

 Linda Loomis, Golden Valley resident 

 Tom Mathisen, BCWMC Technical Advisory Committee, City of Crystal 

 Richard McCoy, BCWMC Technical Advisory Committee, City of Robbinsdale 

 Jeff Oliver, BCWMC Technical Advisory Committee, City of Golden Valley 

 Liz Stout, BCWMC Technical Advisory Committee, City of Minnetonka 

 

5.  ADMINISTRATION 

5A. Presentation of Invoices for Payment Approval. The Commission discussed its practice of paying 

invoices by roll call and decided that if its Bylaws permit, it would conduct payment of invoices via the 

Consent Agenda starting next month. The Commission agreed to ask its legal counsel to review the 

Commission Bylaws.  

i. Kennedy & Graven – Legal Services through March 31, 2012 – invoice for the amount of $1,132.17. 

ii. Barr Engineering Company – Engineering Services through April 27, 2012 – invoice for the amount 

of $25,762.61. 

iii. Amy Herbert – April Secretarial Services – invoice for the amount of $2,403.48. 
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iv. D’amico - ACE Catering – May BCWMC meeting catering – invoice for the amount of $342.74. 

v. MMKR – Audit Work through March 31, 2012 – invoice for the amount of $3,600. 

[Charlie LeFevere, Legal counsel, arrives.] 

Commissioner de Lambert moved to approve payment of all of the invoices. Commissioner Elder seconded 

the motion. By call of roll the motion carried unanimously with seven votes in favor [Cities of Minneapolis 

and Robbinsdale absent from vote].  

4B. Approval of BCWMC’s Annual Report. Commissioner de Lambert moved to approve the BCWMC’s 

annual report of its 2011 activities. Commissioner Elder seconded the motion. The motion carried 

unanimously with seven votes in favor [Cities of Minneapolis and Robbinsdale absent from vote]. 

4C. Contract with the Metropolitan Council for participating in CAMP 2012. Commissioner Hoschka 

moved approval of the contract. Commissioner Johnson seconded the motion. The motion carried 

unanimously with seven votes in favor [Cities of Minneapolis and Robbinsdale absent from vote]. 

4D. 2011 Water Quality Monitoring Activities [Previously Consent Agenda item 5B]. Ms. Chandler 

indicated that in consideration of the time and in order to keep the meeting moving forward in a timely 

manner, she is just bringing up the issues that that need action now and she reminded the Commission that 

the data on the 2011 water quality monitoring activities is included in the meeting packet.  

She said that the Commission Engineer recommends that the Commission contact the Minnesota 

Department of Natural Resources (MN DNR) to ask that it introduces purple loosestrife-eating beetles at 

Crane Lake and at Westwood Lake.    

Ms. Chandler discussed the chloride concentrations in Crane Lake and presented three actions that the 

Commission could take: 

1. Monitor Crane Lake in 2014 and if the lake shows impairment for chloride then determine 

management measures to reduce chloride levels in Crane Lake; 

2. Submit historical Crane Lake data and the 2011 water quality monitoring report to the Minnesota 

Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) and request that Crane Lake be included in the Twin Cities Metro-

Area Chloride Management Plan to be completed by the MPCA in 2014; or, 

3. Submit historical Crane Lake data and the 2011 water quality monitoring report to the Minnesota 

Pollution Control Agency (MPCA); monitor chloride concentrations in Crane Lake, four times per 

year, or once each season, for 2012 and 2013. If the 2012 and 2013 chloride data indicate that the lake is 

impaired, Crane Lake would be added to the EPA 303d list of impaired waters. Also request that 

Crane Lake be included in the TCMA Chloride Management Plan.  

Chair Black brought up the state’s 10-year chloride plan that will be prepared in February 2013 and 

commented that if the Commission wanted to try to be part of that plan then monitoring would need to be 

conducted now but if the Commission wanted to wait to be part of the state’s next 10-year chloride plan 

then monitoring wouldn’t need to happen now. The Commission discussed the fact that chloride Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) are the same BMPs throughout the metro area. Ms. Stout said that she did 

not see any urgency for the monitoring and said that she thought that it could be done in conjunction with 

the monitoring already scheduled for 2014. The Commission discussed this year’s budget for monitoring 

and the costs of additional monitoring. Ms. Chandler said that the monitoring would cost approximately 

$3,000 per year. She brought up options for paying for additional 2012 monitoring through the surveys and 

studies budget. Chair Black asked the Commission Engineer to get clarification on whether the monitoring 
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would need to be four times a year for one year or for two years.   

Several commissioners spoke in favor of the first option presented by Ms. Chandler, which is monitoring 

Crane Lake in 2014.  Commissioner Millner moved to pursue option number one, monitor Crane Lake in 

2014 and if results show the lake is impaired for chloride then determine management measures to reduce 

chloride levels in Crane Lake. Commissioner de Lambert seconded the motion. The motion carried 

unanimously with seven votes in favor. Commissioner Welch of the City of Minneapolis abstained from the 

vote and stated that his reason was because he was not present for the whole discussion. [City of 

Robbinsdale absent from vote]. 

 

6. NEW BUSINESS 

A. Discussion with Doug Snyder, Executive Director/Administrator of the Mississippi Watershed 

Management Organization. Mr. Snyder called into the Commission meeting via conference phone 

and fielded Commission questions about possible work arrangements between the BCWMC and the 

Mississippi Watershed Management Organization (MWMO) for the provision of administrator 

services to the Commission. Mr. Snyder described the structure of the MWMO staff, offered three 

options for a services arrangement between the MWMO and the BCWMC for administrator duties, 

informed the Commission about what information he would still need to know in order to be able to 

move forward in the development of more specifics in the three options, and answered Commission and 

TAC questions. 

After ending the call with Mr. Snyder, the Commission discussed options to pursue. Commissioner 

Welch said that he thinks it is appropriate for the Administrative Services Committee to facilitate a 

prioritization of services that the Commission is looking for and to define the roles and responsibilities 

of the Administrator role. Mr. LeFevere noted that he had mentioned earlier that he thinks that an 

assistant City Manager would fit the role that the Commission is trying to fill. Mr. LeFevere suggested 

that the Commission take the job description of an Assistant City Manager and provide it to Mr. 

Snyder as an example of the experience and qualifications that the Commission is looking for in its 

Administrative Services search.    

Chair Black said that the Administrative Services Committee will set up a meeting and inform the 

Commission of the meeting time and date so that anyone interested can participate. She said that a 

Survey Monkey survey will be distributed to the Commission to gather feedback on the Commission’s 

priorities for the Administrator responsibilities. Chair Black said that the Administrative Services 

Committee will discuss the survey feedback and the other information communicated by the 

Commission to-date and will come back to the Commission with a proposal at the Commission’s June 

meeting. The Commission agreed to Chair Black’s recommendations.  

B. Policy Manual Revisions. Commissioner Hoschka asked for details on the action that the 

Commission is being asked to take regarding the policy manual revisions. Chair Black said that the 

Commission is being asked to approve and adopt the policy manual revisions recommended by staff. 

Mr. LeFevere noted that the marked up version in the packet is not the latest version of the edits and 

said that the final edits could be brought in front of the Commission next month.  

Mr. Oliver said that part of the Commission’s conversation when it was reviewing the policy manual 

was that a flow chart should be created to show the process of CIP implementation. He reminded the 

Commission that Golden Valley has offered to work to create that flow chart but the topic hasn’t been 
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on a TAC agenda. Chair Black said that she and Derek Asche have been drafting one as well. Mr. 

Oliver said that it would be beneficial for the flow chart of the process to be in alignment with the 

policy manual. Chair Black said that the final revisions should go to the TAC for the discussion about 

the flow chart and that the policy manual should be reviewed to see if there is an implementation 

section in it. Ms. Chandler said that she was concerned that the policy manual has been floating around 

without anyone taking ownership of it and making changes.  

Chair Black directed staff to take the final revisions to the TAC for the development of a flow chart 

and asked staff to make sure that the policy manual doesn’t already have a CIP implementation section 

or if it does, then the TAC should make sure that it aligns with the developed flow chart.  

7.  OLD BUSINESS 

A.  Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) Biennial Budget Review. Ms. Chandler 

said that she attended the information session about the BWSR Biennial Budget Review (BBR). She 

explained that the BBR is both a process and a submittal that the Commission would make. Ms. 

Chandler reported that the process has already started. She likened the BBR to a grant application 

process but said that the BBR has less work involved in the process. Ms. Chandler said that for the 

submittal due at the end of June BWSR would be looking for projects that the Commission will do in 

2014 and 2015. She said that BWSR will be taking the information and using it to make its request to 

the Governor and the Legislature for funding for the Clean Water Legacy grants.  

Commissioner Welch moved that the Commission Engineer, relying on the Commission’s most recent 

CIP, prepare a response to BWSR’s request for Biennial Budget Review information. Commissioner 

Elder seconded the motion. The motion carried with eight votes in favor [City of Robbinsdale absent 

from vote].  

B. Next Generation Watershed Management Plan. Chair Black announced that the Plan Steering 

Committee will meet on Monday, May 21
st
 at 4:30 p.m. in the Council Conference Room at Golden 

Valley City Hall.  

C. Task Cost Estimates for Activities Discussed at the March BCWMC Meeting. Chair Black said 

that the CIP-related tasks listed in the April 11, 2012, memo about the tasks would be better referred to 

the Plan Steering Committee. Mr. Oliver suggested moving forward with the work and getting it done. 

Commissioner Welch asked if there is still budget left in the Next Generation Plan to cover the costs 

estimated for this work. Ms. Chandler said yes, there are still funds in that budget unallocated. 

Commissioner Welch moved to approve the Commission Engineer’s work recommendations as listed in 

item one of the April 11
th

 memo. Commissioner de Lambert seconded the motion. Commissioner Welch 

noted that his friendly motion includes the direction that the cost of the work comes out of the Next 

Generation Plan budget. Chair Black made the friendly amendment that task d, “CIP flow chart” is 

not included in the work because she has already worked with Derek Asche to create one. The motion 

carried with eight votes in favor [City of Robbinsdale absent from vote]. Commissioner Welch agreed 

and said that if some of the work has already been done then it would seem that costs would be saved. 

The Commission took no action on the Commissioner Engineer recommendations about the Budget 

document and Chair Black said that the Commission will move ahead with its current budget 

document. 

[Commissioner Elder departs the meeting.]  

D. Capstone Project. Commissioner Welch recommended that the commissioners read the University of 
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Minnesota students’ capstone project, “The Bassett Creek Stream Restoration Project: is restoration 

necessary?” Mr. Oliver noted that the creators of the project have graduated already from the 

University of Minnesota.   

[Commissioner Millner departs the meeting.] 

E. April 5, 2012, TAC memo, item 2, Member Cities’ Post-Construction Best Management 

Practices Requirements (and Review Triggers) and Potential Changes to Water Quality 

Policies Pertaining to Nutrient Loading Increases and Water Quality Banking/ Trading 

Program. Mr. Asche reported that the issue brought to the TAC was the gap with land alteration 

projects and the trigger for watershed review. He explained the recommended revision proposed by 

Commissioner Welch, which would revise the threshold for watershed review. Mr. Asche said that the 

TAC discussed what the cities are doing regarding project reviews. He stated that a lot of the cities 

have thresholds for review at or below the 50 cubic yards and 5,000 square feet of vegetation proposed 

by Commissioner Welch. Mr. Asche explained that the referenced city triggers are for erosion control 

but not post-construction storm water management, which is where the gap likely lies.  

Mr. Asche said that the TAC thought that the Commission is on the right track with its capital projects 

in regard to Medicine Lake, Sweeney Lake, and Wirth Lake and is on track to meet its goals. He said it 

doesn’t mean that the gap in post-construction storm water management at a smaller level is okay, but 

it does mean that Medicine, Sweeney and Wirth Lake are on pace for good things in terms of the 

TMDL process.  

Mr. Asche continued by discussing the type of projects that would be reviewed under a 50 cubic yards 

and 5,000 square feet of vegetation review trigger. He said that the projects would include single family 

home development, maybe some large remodeling projects with landscaping projects included, and 

some small developments of one to four lots. Mr. Asche wondered how much impact those types of 

projects are having on water quality in relation to how much work it would take to permit and review 

the projects. He added that it would be very difficult to demonstrate that the small projects are meeting 

water quality requirements because they are so small scale. He said the projects wouldn’t really be able 

to be monitored and the data wouldn’t be very reliable because it is small scale.  

Mr. Asche said that the TAC did not think that the Commission regulating at such a small scale would 

be an important step in meeting water quality goals. Mr. Asche said that the TAC discussed the City 

regulations and how they fit in with the watershed’s requirements. He reported that the TAC’s 

recommendation is that the Commission leave its regulations as-is based on progress being made on 

water quality goals for Medicine Lake, Sweeney Lake, and Wirth Lake and with regard to the difficulty 

with regulating at such a small level and the fact that there doesn’t appear to be staff to handle the 

work of regulating at such a small level, and lastly a lot of the cities already take the regulations down 

to a pretty low level as it sits today.  

Commissioner Welch responded that his suggestion was driven by the fact that recently three projects 

that came into the Commission for review and, in each of the cases, the projects weren’t getting water 

quality improvements because they didn’t trigger the threshold for Commission review. He said that he 

believes that land users who are causing pollution are not being regulated to minimize pollution; 

meanwhile, all watershed taxpayers are paying for projects to try to balance it out. Commissioner 

Welch said that he believes there is an equity issue there. He said that he doesn’t have a specific 

response but he thinks it will come up again in the planning process. Commissioner Welch said that he 

would like to see a counter-proposal that would show how the burden of improving water quality in the 

watershed could be more equitably distributed. He said that he sees no reason not to develop some 
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concepts that would help inform the planning process to achieve some goals. 

Ms. Chandler said that there were two main things that the TAC was addressing. She said that one was 

the idea of going down to the smaller level of triggers and the other was applying the Commission’s 

non-degradation requirement to new development and linear projects instead of just to redevelopment 

projects. Ms. Chandler commented that this is a big issue and may need more discussion in order to 

move forward but noted that there isn’t much time left in today’s meeting.  

Commissioner Welch asked if the Commission wants to take a next step. He said that the Commission 

has a recommendation from the TAC and that he agrees with the last two recommendations but not the 

first. Mr. Asche said that the City of Plymouth works with four different watersheds on these issues 

and the City’s standards have to comply with all four and all four do it differently. He said it is difficult 

to coordinate with the developers and homeowners. Mr. Asche said that as a staff person that deals 

with this every day the best thing that could happen is for a conversation to happen on what makes 

sense. He said that there was conversation at the TAC meeting about lining up regulations like 

matching up wetland rules with BWSR regulations and the Wetland Conservation Act, lining up storm 

water rules with the Minnesota Pollution Conservation Agency, so that the rules are consistent no 

matter what watershed you are in. He said that the conversation has to be between watersheds and not 

just between a watershed and the cities.  

Mr. Oliver commented that what the Commission is doing is working and the watershed is trending 

positive for water quality. He said that there can be ongoing conversation about this but also if 

something isn’t broken then it doesn’t need fixing.  

The Commission discussed options for moving forward on this issue. Chair Black suggested that the 

members of the TAC pull together the regulations of the different watersheds. Commissioner Hoschka 

suggested that someone also pull together anecdotal information on where problems have arisen due to 

the discrepancies in the regulations between watersheds. Commissioner Welch said that he isn’t trying 

to put this responsibility on the TAC and he is willing to work to pull something together.  

[Commissioner Hoschka departs the meeting.] 

Mr. Asche said that he has pulled together onto one sheet the different requirements and also has 

general information out of the city’s surface water management plan. Chair Black asked him to e-mail 

it to Ms. Herbert who could then distribute it to the Commission. Commissioner Welch said that he 

would go back to find the information on those three projects and will take the discussion of the 

projects out of the minutes and compile the information into one document and will send it to Ms. 

Herbert.  

Ms. Chandler asked if the Commission is directing the TAC to meet about the issues discussed today. 

Commissioner Welch said that he doesn’t think that the TAC needs to meet about this issue. The 

Commission decided that the TAC would next meet in September. 

F. Follow-up report on the rip-rap in the channel below the Medicine Lake Outlet. Ms. Chandler 

said that the Commission Engineer has been in contact with the Metropolitan Council. She said that the 

Met Council says they are okay with the pipe being uncovered or barely covered due to the low flow 

going through the pipe. She said that the parties are still coordinating a time to talk together. Chair 

Black directed that an update on the issue be added to the Commission’s June agenda. 

G. Follow-up concerns raised by Ms. Anderson regarding foam in Bassett Creek. Mr. Oliver said 

that Ms. Anderson has not yet contacted him. 
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   8. COMMUNICATIONS 

Chair: None 

Commissioners:  

1. Commissioner Welch said that he has met with the member of the Bryn Mawr Association to update 

him on the Commission projects. 

2. Commissioner Hoshal informed the Commission that it will be represented at this Saturday’s Golden 

Valley Days. 

3. Commissioner Hoshal inquired about the incoming invoices for the watershed education partnerships. 

The Commission let him know that the partners usually send invoices at the end of the fiscal year.  

4. Chair Black announced that the Budget Committee will be meeting tomorrow morning, May 18
th

, at 

8:00 a.m. in the Council Conference room at Golden Valley City Hall. 

5. Chair Black noted that she responded to the Bottineau  Transitway Project that she would be the 

contact for the Commission.  

Committees: None 

Counsel Communications: No Counsel Communications. 

Engineer Communications: No Engineer Communications. 

9. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting adjourned at 2:09 p.m. 

 

 

 

_______________________________     _____ _________________________________________ 

Chair                                 Date Amy Herbert, Recorder                         Date 

 

 

 

___________________________________ 

Secretary                            Date  
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Bassett Creek Recording Administrator

From: Ginny Black [ginny.black@q.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 12, 2012 9:40 PM
To: Bassett Creek Recording Administrator
Subject: Re: Draft Budget Memo

Please forward this to the budget committee. 

  

Thanks. 

g 

From: "Karen Chandler" <KChandler@barr.com> 

To: "Ginny Black" <ginny.black@q.com> 

Cc: "Jim Herbert" <JHerbert@barr.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, June 12, 2012 9:32:53 AM 

Subject: RE: Draft Budget Memo 

Hi Ginny, 
A Barr coworker with many years of experience working with WOMP stations (Chris Bonick), provided me with the 

following cost estimate to operate the Bassett Creek WOMP station: 
  

Bassett Creek WOMP Station - Estimate for Annual Cost 
 

Tasks Cost 
 

 
Administrative (i.e. meetings, communications, 

etc.) 
$                             1,000.00  

 

Station Maintenance/Calibration $                             4,000.00  
 

Storm Sampling (Including Prep and Delivery) $                             8,000.00  
 

Base Flow Sampling (Including Prep and Delivery) $                             6,000.00  
 

Flow Measurements/Rating Curve $                             4,000.00  
 

Data Management $                             2,000.00  
 

TOTAL $                           25,000.00  
 

  
As I noted in an earlier email, the Met Council’s current grant contribution is $4000 per year; this may increase to $5000 

in 2013. With the Met Council grant contribution, the BCWMC costs would be $20,000 - $21,000 per year.    
  
Karen 

    

  
  

From: Ginny Black [mailto:ginny.black@q.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, June 12, 2012 6:54 AM 

To: Karen Chandler 
Subject: Re: Draft Budget Memo 
  

Karen, 

  

Were you able to check on the cost of the WOMP program if Barr did all of the tasks under this item? 
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g 

From: "Karen Chandler" <KChandler@barr.com> 

To: "ginny black" <ginny.black@q.com> 

Sent: Monday, June 11, 2012 9:00:39 AM 

Subject: RE: Draft Budget Memo 

Hi Ginny, 
I thought there was an attachment to your email, which I assumed was the edited budget document, but now I see there 

wasn’t an attachment. Sorry for the confusion (I’ll blame it on my tablet, which shows there’s an attachment, when 

there really isn’t one). 
Karen 
  

    

  
  

From: Karen Chandler  

Sent: Saturday, June 09, 2012 1:51 PM 

To: ginny.black@q.com 
Subject: Re: Draft Budget Memo 
  
I'll look over your edits on Monday! 

 

Sent from my Android phone using TouchDown (www.nitrodesk.com) 

 

-----Original Message-----  

From: Ginny Black [ginny.black@q.com] 

Received: Saturday, 09 Jun 2012, 10:00am 

To: Karen Chandler [KChandler@barr.com] 

CC: Bassett Creek Recording Administrator [bcra@barr.com] 

Subject: Re: Draft Budget Memo 

Karen, 

  

Thanks for your comments. I really appreciate your taking the time to go throught this so throughly. 

  

I accepted most of your comments. Some I changed based on the conversation with the budget committee. 

  

I have also made some comments below. They are in red so you can see them easily. 

  

Again, thanks for the comments. Hope you have a great weekend. 

  

g 

From: "Karen Chandler" <KChandler@barr.com> 

To: "Ginny Black" <ginny.black@q.com> 

Cc: "Bassett Creek Recording Administrator" <bcra@barr.com> 

Sent: Friday, June 8, 2012 6:01:47 PM 

Subject: RE: Draft Budget Memo 
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Hi Ginny, 

Attached are my proposed edits to the budget memo – they are shown in tracked changes, so you can accept them (or 

not) as you see fit.  

I also offer the following comments/questions for your consideration: 

• Under Plat Reviews (line 7), we had originally proposed a $5,000 increase in the budget (to $65,000), based on 

our experience this year that the number of project reviews has increased and our belief that the number of 

project reviews will continue to increase next year. However, I would like to know what the member cities think 

will happen next year – how do things look for Plymouth in 2013? If the member cities think there will be more 

project reviews in 2013, the Commission may want to consider increasing the budget for the plat review item. I 

am leaving this the same as the Budget committee recommended. I will check with Plymouth staff on this issue. 

The economy is such a mixed bag, that it is hard to tell what will happen here.  

• Under Surveys and Studies (line 9), would you please confirm the correct budget amount? The draft memo 

showed a $20,000 budget, but the budget table showed a $10,000 budget. I revised the memo to align with the 

budget table. The $20,000 would be the correct amount I will correct the memo. Thanks for the catch.  

• Under Municipal Plan Reviews (line 15), I could see that your intent was to set up a fund that could be carried 

over every year, so that you could accrue funds to cover the future costs of reviewing a number of revised local 

water management plans. Typically, it’s my understanding that annual budgets do not carry over. This is correct. 

I believe the Commission would need to set up a separate fund (e.g., similar to the flood control project long 

term maintenance fund) to do this (I believe this is correct, the budget committee is recommending that a 

temporary fund be set up. It is a policy recommendation that the full Commission will need to weigh in on.) – 

the Commission would need to confirm this with Sue Virnig (Sue is looking at the proposed budget. I will confirm 

this with her). I revised the memo to reflect what the budget item has covered since the completion and 

approval of the member cities’ local water management plans – review of city plan amendments and adjoining 

WMO plan amendments. (I made modifications to your suggestions based on the budget committees 

recommendations))  

• Under WOMP (line 32), my proposed edits reflect the upcoming termination of the WOMP contract between 

MPRB and the Met Council. However, the costs for continuing the operation of the WOMP station in 2013 

(without MPRB assistance) are not known. My 5/22/2012 email to the Executive Committee identified the 

options that the BCWMC may wish to consider regarding the WOMP station:  

o Discontinue monitoring Bassett Creek through WOMP.  

o Continue monitoring Bassett Creek through WOMP by partnering with another agency (e.g., city staff, 

Three Rivers Park District staff, Hennepin Conservation District staff, Mississippi WMO staff) to perform 

the monitoring  

o Continue monitoring Bassett Creek through WOMP with BCWMC staff performing the monitoring. 

I received a follow-up email from Ted Hoshal, suggesting a fourth option – possibly working with the folks at the 

University of Minnesota St. Anthony Falls Laboratory or Water Resources Center (if they are interested). 

Assuming the Commission is interested in continuing with the WOMP for Bassett Creek, this could have 

ramifications for the BCWMC’s 2013 budget. I wasn't aware of Ted's suggestion. It is very interesting idea. My 

experience with working with the U of MN is that they are more expensive than anyone else. But it may be 

worth checking out anyway. I have also had this conversation with Doug Snyder and the Mississippi WMO may 

be able to this. He is checking with his staff. I will shoot him an e-mail to see if they have determined if their staff 

can perform this function. 

Thanks for asking me to review the document. If you have any questions or comments, please contact me. 

Karen 

  

  
Karen Chandler, PE 
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Senior Water Resources Engineer 
Minneapolis office: 952.832.2813 
kchandler@barr.com 
www.barr.com 
   

  
  

From: Ginny Black [mailto:ginny.black@q.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 06, 2012 6:54 AM 

To: Bassett Creek Recording Administrator; Karen Chandler 

Subject: Draft Budget Memo 
  

Amy and Karen,  

  

Attached is the draft of the Annual Budget Memo. I stress "draft". Your help in editing it would be greatly 

appreciated! 

  

G 



Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
2013 Budget and Levy 

June 2012 
 

The Joint and Cooperative Agreement establishing the Bassett Creek Water Management Commission (BCWMC) sets 

forth the procedure required to adopt the annual budget. Article VIII, Subdivision 3, provides that each member agrees to 

contribute each year to a general fund to be used for administrative purposes and certain operating expenses. Half of the 

annual contribution of each member is based on assessed valuation of property within the watershed and the other half on 

the ratio of area of each member within the watershed to the total area of the Bassett Creek watershed. Subdivision 5 of 

Article VIII further provides: “On or before July 1 of each year, the Board shall adopt a detailed budget for the ensuing 

year and decide upon the total amount necessary for the general fund.” Budget approval requires a two-thirds vote (six 

Commissioners). Further, the Secretary “shall certify the budget on or before July 1 to the clerk of each member 

governmental unit, together with a statement of the proportion of the budget to be provided by each member.” Each of the 

nine members then has until August 1 to file an objection to the budget. 

 

The 2013 budget was prepared by the BCWMO Budget Committee consisting of the four Commissioners of the Executive 

Committee and one watershed resident as appointed by the Commission. 

 

The BCWMC’s most recent Watershed Management Plan was approved by the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil 

Resources on August 25, 2004, and adopted by the BCWMC on September 16, 2004. That plan includes a capital projects 

budget, which is funded by ad valorem taxes and has been amended to include channel restoration and other projects. 

Commission activities have focused on implementation of the Watershed Management Plan. 

 

The proposed 2013 budget was adopted by nine commissioners voting in favor of the budget at the BCWMC meeting on 

June 21, 2012. The proposed 2013 budget is enclosed. Specific items in the budget are discussed below. 

 

• Engineering services are budgeted at $279,250 in 2013. Many of the individual items have remained the same from 

the 2012 budget. The following paragraphs summarize each of the Engineering budget items. 

 

• Technical Services (line 6) - this item covers the day-to-day technical operations, such as preparing for the 

Commission and TAC meetings, performing preliminary site reviews and correspondence, and communications 

with the Commissioners, watershed communities, developers, agencies, and other entities. The proposed 2013 

budget is $120,000, the same as the 2012 budget. 

• Plat Reviews (line 7) – This item covers the cost of reviewing plats submitted to the Commission for review. 

These costs are largely offset by a permit fee instituted by the Commission at its December 15, 2005, meeting, 

and effective January 1, 2006, and reviewed annually and revised as needed. The proposed 2013 budget is 

$60,000, the same as the 2012 budget. 

• Commission and TAC Meetings (line 8) - this item covers the cost for the engineer to attend 12 monthly 

Commission meetings and six bimonthly TAC meetings. The proposed 2013 budget is $14,250, the same as the 

2012 budget. 

• Surveys and Studies (line 9) - the proposed budget for 2013 is $10,000. The intent of this budget item is to cover 

the costs of conducting special studies, and addressing unanticipated issues, questions, etc. that can arise during 

the year. This item is the same as the 2012 budget. 

• Water Quality/Monitoring (line 10) -the proposed 2013 budget is $40,000. This budget item includes detailed lake 

monitoring of the lakes within the watershed, on a four-year monitoring cycle, and biotic index monitoring on 

Bassett Creek on a once-every-three-year monitoring cycle. This item also includes funding to allow the engineer 

to respond to requests from the BCWMC, watershed cities, or other regulatory agencies to review water quality 

information and studies, and to address water quality questions from residents. In 2013 the Commission is 

proposing to monitor Northwood Lake and North and South Rice Lakes.  

• Water Quantity (line 11) - the proposed 2013 budget is $11,000, the same as the 2012 budget. This item covers 

the work associated with the BCWMC’s lake and stream gauging program. The readings have proved valuable to 

member communities for planning future development and as documentation of the response of surface water 



bodies to above normal and below normal precipitation. The program also includes periodic surveys of 

benchmarks to ensure consistency with past readings. 

o The 2013 lake gauging program will consist of measuring water levels on Medicine Lake, Sweeney Lake, 

Parkers Lake, Westwood Lake, Crane Lake (Ridgedale Pond), and Northwood Lake.  The Bassett Creek 

Park Pond and Wirth Park storage areas will also be included for monitoring. Two readings per month 

will be taken during the period April 1, 2013 through September 30, 2013. One reading per month will be 

taken during the period October 1, 2013 through March 31, 2014.  

o The 2013 stream gauging program will consist of periodically reading stages, or gauging the stream, at 

the new tunnel entrance, at the Theodore Wirth Park/T.H. 55 outlet structure, at Highway 100 (main 

stem), at Wisconsin Avenue, at Sweeney Lake, at Medicine Lake outlet, at Winnetka Avenue (north 

branch), at 26th Avenue (Plymouth Creek fish barrier), and at other selected locations during periods of 

high flow. 

• Inspections (line 12) - there are two separate budget items under this task: 

a. Watershed Erosion Control Inspections (line 13) - The proposed 2013 budget is $7,000, the same as the 

2012 budget. This item covers the BCWMC’s construction site erosion control inspection program. The 

inspections have been valuable for correcting erosion and sediment control practices which are not in 

conformance with BCWMC policies. The inspections also verify that sites are developed in accordance 

with approved plans. The program consists of inspecting active construction sites in the watershed once 

every month. Erosion control inspections will begin April 2013 and extend through October 2013. 

Selected sites may be inspected on two-week intervals to verify that requested erosion control 

modifications have been completed. Critical work such as wetland or creek crossings and work adjacent 

to lakes and sensitive wetlands are inspected as necessary. The new conduit inlet in Minneapolis will also 

be inspected for accumulation of debris. BCWMC staff coordinates the inspections with respective 

contacts from each city. Following each inspection, a letter listing the construction projects and the 

improvements needed for effective erosion control will be sent to the inspection department at each city.  

b. Annual Flood Control Project Inspections (line 14) - this item covers the BCWMC’s annual inspection of 

the flood control project features completed by the Commission between 1974 and 1996. The objective of 

the inspection program is to find and address erosion, settlement, sedimentation, and structural issues. In 

accordance with the Bassett Creek Flood Control Project Operation and Maintenance Manual (except as 

noted), the following project features require annual inspection: 

 

Minneapolis: 

� Conduit (Double Box Culvert) – inspect 

double box culvert every five years (2004, 2009, 

2014, 2019 …) 

� Deep Tunnel – dewater and inspect tunnel 

every 20 years. This inspection was performed 

during 2008; the next inspection will be 2028 

� Old Tunnel (not included in BCWMC 

inspection program) 

� Open Channel 

Golden Valley 

� Highway 55 Control Structure & Ponding 

Area 

� Golden Valley Country Club Embankment 

(Box Culvert, Overflow Weir, and downstream 

channel) 

� Noble Avenue Crossing 

� Regent Avenue Crossing 

� Westbrook Road Crossing 

� Wisconsin Avenue Crossing 

� Minnaqua Drive Bridge Removal 

Crystal 

� Box Culvert and Channel Improvements 

(Markwood Area) 

� Edgewood Embankment with Ponding 

� Highway 100/Bassett Creek Park Pond 

� 32nd Avenue Crossing 

� Brunswick Avenue Crossing 

� 34th Avenue Crossing 

� Douglas Drive Crossing 

� Georgia Avenue Crossing 

� 36th-Hampshire Avenue Crossing 

� Channel Improvements 

Plymouth 

� Medicine Lake Outlet Structure 

� Plymouth Fish Barrier 

 
In addition to inspection of the above projects, the Commission proposes to conduct a sediment survey of 

Bassett Creek Park Pond. The proposed 2013 budget is $15,000, $6,000 more than the 2012 budget. 



• Municipal Plan Review (line 15) – for 2013, the budget for this item is $2000 to review amendments to member 

cities’ local water management plans and amendments to adjacent WMO plans, for conformance with the 

BCWMC Watershed Management Plan. In addition, State Law requires the Commission to update its Water 

Management Plan every 10-years. The Commission has started that process. Once complete member Cities must 

update their plans to be in conformance with the Commission’s Plan. To buffer the increase in funds needed to 

review member cities Watershed Management plans, the Administrative Services Committee recommends that 

the Commission start a fund to be used exclusively for those reviews. 

• Planning 

• Watershed Modeling (lines 18-19) - these tasks will be completed in 2012, so this budget is zero for 2013. 

• Next Generation Plan (line 20)  the budget for this item is $40,000 the same as the 2012 budget. This task is the 

budget required to conduct the 10-year update to the Commissions Water Management Plan. This is generally a 2-3 

year process, so continues in 2013. 

• Administrator (line 22) - In 2010 the Commission, for the first time, contracted for administrative services to 

assist the Commission in developing the budget, agendas, coordinating capital improvement projects, be the first 

point of contact for developers and local, state and federal agencies. The Administrator left the Commission in 

September 2011 for a position that offered health benefits. The Commission’s experience with the Administrator 

reinforced the Commission’s view that an Administrator is needed to perform the services listed above as well as 

other activities such as the development of the Watershed Management Plan. The Commission is actively looking 

at options and believes that the budget for this activity needs to increase from $50,000 in 2012 to $100,000 in 

2013. 

• Legal (line 23) - the proposed 2013 budget is $18,500, the same as the 2012 budget. This item covers routine legal 

services including attending commission meetings, reviewing agendas, and contracts.  

• Financial Management (line 24) - the proposed 2013 budget is $3,045, the same as the 2012 budget. This item 

covers services provided by the BCWMC Deputy Treasurer at the City of Golden Valley.  

• Audit, Insurance, Bond (line 25) - the proposed 2013 budget is $15,224, the same as the 2012 budget. This item 

covers the cost of the annual audit, required by state law, plus liability insurance and bonding.  

• Meeting catering expenses (line 26) - the proposed 2013 budget is $2,750, the same as the 2012 budget. This item 

covers the cost of the monthly meetings.  

• Secretarial Services (line 27) - the proposed 2013 budget is $40,000, the same as the 2012 budget. This item 

covers secretarial services, including scheduling and public noticing meetings of the commission and its 

subcommittees, mailings, copying, travel, attending the monthly commission meetings and taking care of the 

details of the meeting, working with the chair and commission staff to prepare the agenda for the monthly 

meeting.  

• Public Outreach (line 28) - there are two budget items under this task: 

a. Publications/Annual Report (line29) – the proposed 2013 budget is $2,000, the same as the 2012 budget. This 

item covers costs for preparing the BCWMC’s annual report.  

b. Website (line 30) – the proposed 2013 budget is $2,500, the same as the 2012 budget. This item covers costs 

for maintaining, updating, and making improvements to the BCWMC Website. 

• WOMP (line 31) - $10,000 is budgeted for 2013, which is intended to cover the BCWMC’s costs related to the 

Watershed Outlet Monitoring Program (WOMP) station on Bassett Creek. Through WOMP, monitoring of 

Bassett Creek has occurred since 2000. The Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board (MPRB) has been running 

the WOMP station for the last several years, in a cooperative effort with Metropolitan Council Environmental 

Services. In this role, the MPRB has been handling the sample and data collection tasks, while MCES performs 

maintenance, and BCWMC staff provides assistance with the rating curve. Recently, the MPRB notified the 

BCWMO it will be terminating its WOMP station contract with the Metropolitan Council on June 25, 2012. 

Metropolitan Council staff is willing to continue the monitoring through 2012 as a short-term solution. 

In previous years, the BCWMC has budgeted $10,000 annually to operate the WOMP station. This budget 

included reimbursing MPRB approximately $5,000 for operating costs not covered by Met Council funds or staff, 

and approximately $5,000 for BCWMC staff to coordinate with MCES, perform streamflow measurements, and 



revise the rating curve. The Metropolitan Council staff is increasing their contribution to $5,000 for 2013, 

bringing the total budget for this item to $15,000 for 2013. 

However, the Commission will need to contract with another entity to provide the service previously provided by 

the MPRB. An e-mail from Barr Engineering staff has estimated that if they performed the additional services the 

annual cost to the Commission would be $25,000 to $26,000 for 2013.The current budget does not reflect the 

$11,000 cost increase. The chair has requested an estimate from the Mississippi WMO but has not received an 

estimate at this time. 

• Demonstration/Education Grants (line 32) – this item has no budget at this time. This item is the BCWMC grant 

program, which is managed by the Education Committee.  

• Watershed Education Partnerships (line 33) - this budget item includes participation in the Metropolitan Council’s 

Citizen Assisted Monitoring Program (CAMP), the Hennepin Conservation District River Watch Program, Metro 

WaterShed Partners, the Blue Thumb program, and the Metro Blooms Rain Garden program. In response to 

budget constraints, this budget item was decreased by $6,000 for 2012. The 2013 proposed budget increases this 

item by $2,000 to $15,000. 

• Education and Public Outreach (line 34) - this budget item has been increase to $14,775 for 2013. This budget 

item was $4,000 in 2010. It was decreased to $0 in 2011 in response to budget constraints and increased to $5,775 

in 2012. This budget item includes expenses for registration fees for city events; develop maps for city events, 

brochures, fact sheets, native seed packets, and the Joint Education and Public Outreach Committee 

administrative costs. 

• Public Communications (line 35) – this budget item includes public notices for commission and committee 

meetings. The 2013 budget for this item is $3,000, unchanged from the 2012 budget. 

• Erosion/Sediment (Channel Maintenance) (line 36) - these funds are for creek and stream bank erosion repair and 

sediment removal projects that are not funded as a channel restoration project through the BCWMC’s Capital 

Improvement Program. The BCWMC Watershed Management Plan (Section 7.2.2) calls for the BCWMC to use 

the Creek and Streambank Trunk System Maintenance, Repair and Sediment Removal Fund to finance the: 

o Maintenance and repairs needed to restore a creek or streambank area to the designed flow rate. 

o Work needed to restore a creek or streambank area that has either resulted in damage to a structure, or where 

structural damage is imminent, based on an assessment of benefits. 

o Portion of a project that provides BCWMC benefits, including reduced potential for flooding, mitigation of 

water quality impairment, or minimizing the potential for water quality impairment. 

o BCWMC’s share of maintenance projects to be applied for by the cities that have a regional benefit, or to 

partially fund smaller, localized projects that cities wish to undertake. 

The proposed budget for this item has remained at $25,000 for many years. No increase is proposed for 2013. 

• Long-Term Maintenance (Flood Control Project) (line 37) - the proposed 2013 budget is $25,000. These funds are 

used to repair and maintain structures associated with the BCWMC Flood Control Project. The BCWMC 

Watershed Management Plan calls for annual assessments of $25,000 to the fund, and for the fund balance to be 

maintained at (but not exceed) $1 million. The current fund balance is $534,806. 

• TMDLs (line 40) - the proposed 2013 budget for this item is $10,000. The TMDL budget was set up to fund the 

BCWMC’s costs for participating in the Medicine Lake, Sweeney Lake, and Wirth Lake Total Maximum Daily Load 

(TMDL) studies for these lakes have been completed, remaining impaired waters in the watershed include Northwood 

Lake and Bassett Creek (Parkers Lake is also listed as impaired for mercury). The Minnesota Pollution Control 

Agency staff has told the Chair that the Agency will not be back to this watershed for 10 years to complete these 

TMDLS. For 2012, this budget item was $10,000 and included developing the report format for reporting on TMDL 

implementation activities. For 2013, this item includes preparing a progress report for the Medicine Lake, Sweeney 

Lake, and Wirth Lake TMDL implementation plans.  

• Capital Improvement Projects— covers the capital costs of the project identified in the capital improvement 

projects table. These costs are assessed annually by the county based on the request of the Commission. For 2013, the 

capital improvement project funding includes $943,000 for project NL-2 (Dredge Pond NB-07, Northwood Lake 

watershed) and $57,000 for portion of project ML-8 (Lakeview Park Pond). 
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DRAFT 
June 22, 2012  
 
Mr. Brad Wozney 
MN Board of Water and Soil Resources 
520 Lafayette Road N. 
St. Paul, MN 55155 
 
Re: Minor Plan Amendment for the Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission’s 

September 2004 “Watershed Management Plan” 
 
Dear Mr. Wozney: 
 
The Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission (BCWMC) proposes a minor plan 
amendment to the September 2004 BCWMC Watershed Management Plan (BCWMC Plan). The 
proposed minor plan amendment is regarding project NL-2 in Table 12-2 of the BCWMC Plan (as 
modified by previous amendments). Table 12-2 is the BCWMC’s Capital Improvement Program 
(CIP). Table 12-2 shows project NL-2 as “Dredge Pond NB-07 (Option 2 in Northwood Lake Plan),” 
with an estimated project cost $943,000 and scheduled for 2013. The goal of this project is to reduce 
phosphorus loadings to Northwood Lake (an impaired water) by 73 pounds/year. 

The BCWMC Plan requires that the BCWMC go through the minor plan amendment process for any 
project listed in Table 12-2 (CIP table, attached) with a project cost greater than $500,000.  

The BCWMC reviewed the draft feasibility study for the project (Four Seasons Mall Water Quality 
Improvement Feasibility Report (DRAFT)) at their June 21, 2012 Commission meeting. The 
feasibility study included two scenarios; the Commission selected Scenario 1 as their preferred 
alternative. Under Scenario 1, the combination of ponding and stream restoration would reduce 
phosphorus loadings by an estimated 85 – 108 pounds/year. The lower amount of phosphorus 
reduction would be expected if the pond on the Four Seasons Mall property cannot be constructed.  

In accordance with MN Rules 8410.0140, copies of this proposed plan amendment are also being 
sent to the member cities, Hennepin County, the Metropolitan Council and the state review agencies 
for their review and comment. Copies of the minor plan amendment will also be made available on 
the BCWMC’s website (www.bassettcreekwmo.org). Written comments should be sent to the 
Commission at the address shown below. As provided by MN Rules 8410.0140, the BCWMC will 
conclude that this is a minor plan amendment and proceed accordingly, unless the Commission hears 
to the contrary from the MN Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) within 45 days of your 
receipt of this amendment. Assuming you receive this minor plan amendment on June 22, 2012, the 
45-day review period will end on August 6, 2012. Although the BCWMC Plan provides for a 75-day 
review period for Hennepin County, we anticipate receiving Hennepin County Board approval of the 
minor plan amendment at their August 21, 2012 county board meeting.   

After BWSR approval of the minor plan amendment, BCWMC will adopt the amendment, hold a 
public hearing, order the project, and certify a tax levy request to Hennepin County on September 20, 
2012.  

Thank you for your action on this proposed amendment. We look forward to the approval of this 
minor plan amendment by BWSR.  Please call either Charlie LeFevere, Esq., the BCWMC’s legal 



Mr. Brad Wozney 
June 22, 2012 
Page 2 
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representative, at (612) 337-9215, or Karen Chandler, P.E., the BCWMC’s engineer, at (952) 832-
2813 if you have any questions. 

 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Virginia Black 
Chair, Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
 
Enclosures 

CIP Table 12-2 in the BCWMC Plan 
 
c: Hennepin County – Mr. Joel Settles 
 Hennepin Conservation District – Ms. Stacey Lijewski 
 City of Crystal – Ms. Janet Lewis, City Clerk 
 City of Golden Valley – Ms. Sue Virnig, City Clerk 
 City of Medicine Lake – Ms. Nancy Pauly, City Clerk 
 City of Minneapolis – Mr. Steven Ristuben, City Clerk 
 City of Minnetonka – Mr. David Maeda, City Clerk 
 City of New Hope – Ms. Valerie Leone, City Clerk 
 City of Plymouth – Ms. Sandra Engdahl, City Clerk 
 City of Robbinsdale – Mr. Tom Marshall, City Clerk 
 City of St. Louis Park – Ms. Nancy Stroth, City Clerk 
 Minnesota Department of Natural Resources – Mr. Nick Proulx 
 Minnesota Pollution Control Agency – Mr. David L. Johnson 
 Minnesota Department of Health – Mr. Art Persons 
 Minnesota Department of Agriculture – Mr. Rob Sip 
 Metropolitan Council – Ms. Judy Sventek 
 Minnesota Department of Transportation – Mr. Nick Tiedeken 

Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board – Debra Pilger, Director, Environmental, Equipment 
and Volunteer Services 



 

 

Memorandum 
To:  Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 

From:  Barr Engineering Company 

Subject: Item 6A – Minor Plan Amendment, Project NL-2  

BCWMC June 21, 2012 Meeting Agenda 
Date:  June 14, 2012 

Project:  23/27-0051 2010 623 

 

6A. Minor Plan Amendment, Project NL-2 

Recommendations: 

1. Authorize Commission engineer to submit minor plan amendment for review. 

2. Authorize Commission Engineer to provide maximum levy amount to Hennepin County 
Environmental Services staff. 

3. Authorize Commission staff to provide public notice for July 19 public meeting on minor plan 
amendment. 

Background 

The BCWMC’s CIP for 2013 includes $943,000 for project NL-2 in Plymouth (Dredge Pond NB-07, 
Northwood Lake Watershed). The goal of this project is to reduce phosphorus loadings to Northwood 
Lake (an impaired water) by 73 pounds/year. This project was originally identified and recommended in 
the Commission’s 1996 Northwood Lake Watershed and Lake Management Plan. At that time, the 
project was envisioned to be a dredging project to create a water quality treatment pond in the location of 
an existing wetland. Table 12-2 (the capital improvement program) in the BCWMC’s Watershed 
Management Plan (Plan) includes this project.  At their March 15, 2012 meeting, the Commission 
approved a cooperative agreement with the City of Plymouth to complete a feasibility study for this 
project. Because of issues associated with converting the existing wetland to a stormwater pond, and to 
take advantage of possible synergies with future redevelopment at the adjacent Four Seasons Mall site, 
the scope of the feasibility study included looking into alternative stormwater improvement options (see 
agenda item 6B).  

In response to comments from Hennepin County, the BCWMC Plan includes a requirement that the 
BCWMC go through the minor plan amendment process for any project listed in Table 12-2 (CIP 
table, attached) with a project cost greater than $500,000. If not for this requirement in the BCWMC 
Plan, the BCWMC would not be required to obtain a minor plan amendment to proceed with this 
project because it is already included in the BCWMC’s BWSR-approved Table 12-2.  Attached is a  
 



 
 
To: Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
From: Barr Engineering Company 
Subject: Item 6A – Minor Plan Amendment, Project NL-2  
Date: June 14, 2012 
Page: 2 
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draft letter to the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) regarding the proposed 
minor plan amendment.  

Minor Plan Amendment and Project Schedule 
The following proposed schedule is based on 1) the recently revised statute regarding the plan review and 
approval process, and 2) the Commission’s process for ordering CIP projects and certifying the tax levy. 
Steps completed are noted. 

Schedule Task 

June 21, 2012 
Commission 
meeting  

At regular meeting, the BCWMC: 

 Hears presentation of draft feasibility study and provides direction 
regarding preferred scenario for project.   

 Authorizes staff to provide maximum levy amount to Hennepin County 
Environmental Services staff. 

 Directs staff to submit minor plan amendment 
 Directs staff to provide notices for July 19 public meeting on minor plan 

amendment 

June 22, 2012 

 Submit minor plan amendment  
 Provide maximum levy amount to Hennepin County Environmental 

Services staff 

July 19, 2012 
BCWMC 
meeting:  

At regular meeting, the BCWMC:  

 Holds a public meeting regarding the minor plan amendment (two public 
notices required: 14 days and 7 days prior to meeting) 

 Hears presentation of final feasibility study (if there are revisions) 
 Directs staff to provide notice for September 20 public hearing to order 

project. 
 Directs staff to prepare cooperative agreement for project. 

August 6, 
2012 

45-day review period ends for BWSR to act on whether plan amendment is minor 
or not. 

August 21, 
2012 

Hennepin County Board meeting:  

 Anticipated County Board “approval” of minor plan amendment (project 
NL-2) 

 County Board sets maximum levy for project 

September 20, 
2012 
Commission 
meeting  

At regular meeting, the BCWMC:  
 Adopts minor plan amendment 
 Holds public hearing to order project (45–day notice required per JPA) 
 Orders project (resolution) 
 Certifies levy to Hennepin County 
 Approves cooperative agreement for project. 
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1.0        Background and Purpose 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

The City of Plymouth and the Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission (BCWMC) 
commissioned the development of this Feasibility Study to select an approach for water quality 
improvements for the North Branch subwatershed south of County Road 9 and west of 
Northwood Lake. The goal of the project is to evaluate a suite of Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) and/or capital projects to reduce total suspended solids and phosphorus loading with a 
target load reduction of 73 pounds of phosphorus.   
 
Several potential options were identified including: 
 

A. Regional water quality ponding improvements within basin NB07 including wetland 
mitigation 

B. Water quality ponding improvements on the City of New Hope’s outlot east of Highway 
169 

C. Alum treatment, including the possibility of an alum dosing plant, near pond NB07 
D. Wetland restoration and habitat improvement under Minnesota Rule 8420.0420 Subp. 9.   
E. Stream restoration from Lancaster Lane to the west 
F. Flow restriction at the outlet of Pond NB07 to improve the water quality function of the 

pond 
G. A partnership with the Four Seasons Mall Property to develop improvements that the 

BCWMC goals and development requirements of the City as well as identify additional 
areas that may increase pollutant reductions.  

The ultimate goal of the project is to develop a project or a suite of projects to reduce 73 
pounds/year or more of phosphorus loading to Northwood Lake. To that end, Wenck Associates, 
Inc. reviewed these projects to assess their cost and feasibility. Wenck also reviewed the entire 
watershed for additional opportunities that may be collectively implemented to meet the project 
goal of reducing watershed loading by 73 pounds/year.  
 

1.2 PURPOSE  

 
The purpose of this Feasibility Study is to identify the cost and feasibility of a suite of BMPs in 
the North Branch subwatershed in Plymouth, MN that drains to Northwood’s Lake in New Hope, 
MN. The overall goal of the project is to reduce total phosphorus loading from the North Branch 
subwatershed in Plymouth by 73 pounds.   
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2.0        Description of the Study Area 

2.1 PROJECT AREA 

The project area is located in the North Branch Subwatershed south of County Road 9 and west 
of Highway 169 (Figure 2.1). The project area is further bordered by 36th Avenue on the south 
and by Lost Lake on the west including Pilgrim Lane Elementary School and Park and a City 
park located on 40th Avenue and Pilgrim Lane. The North Branch of Bassett Creek flows to the 
east of the mall and eventually discharges to the wetland located to the south of the mall. A 
tributary to the creek flows through the City Park before discharging to the creek before entering 
the wetlands to the south of the mall. 
 
The portion of the subwatershed north of County Road 9 was researched to provide accurate 
drainage to the Four Seasons Mall. However, the area north of County Road 9 was not part of 
this evaluation for possible stormwater improvement locations. 
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Figure 2.1. Site Location Map 
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2.2 SOILS  

The Hennepin County Soil Survey identified the hydric soil groups in the project area as 
predominantly B soils with some B/D and C soils in the southwest (Figure 2.2). Hydric soil 
group B is composed of soil series Angus and Lester, which are classified as well drained soils. 
Infiltration rates associated with soils groups B, D, and C soils According to the Minnesota 

Stormwater Manual (MPCA, 2008) are shown in Table 2.1. The proposed stormwater ponds are 
located in these soils. 
 
The soils associated with the wetlands (Section 2.4) are classified as Houghton, Klossner and 
Glencoe and are considered poorly drained soils. 
 
Table 2.1. Hydrologic Soil Group Infiltration Rates. 

Hydrologic 
Soil Group 

Infiltration 
Rate 

(inches/hour) Soil Textures Corresponding Unified Soil Classification 

B 

0.6 Silt loam SM � Silty sands, silty gravelly sands 

0.3 Loam 
MH – Micaceous silts, diatomaceous silts, 
volcanic ash 

C 0.2 Sandy clay loam  
ML � Silts, very fine sands, silty or clayey fine 
sands 

D <0.2 
Clay loam, silty clay 
loam, sandy clay, silty 
clay or clay 

GC – Clayey gravels, clayey sandy 
gravels 
SC – Clayey sands, clayey gravelly 
sands 
CL – Low plasticity clays, sandy or 
silty clays 
OL – Organic silts and clays of low 
plasticity 
CH – Highly plastic clays and sandy 
clays 
OH – Organic silts and clays of high 
plasticity 

Source: Minnesota Stormwater Manual, MPCA (2008). 
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Figure 2.2. SSURGO Soils Inventory for Hennepin County in the Project Area. 
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2.3 LAND USE 

The Metropolitan Council (METC) 2010 land use in the project area is predominantly residential 
with the remainder commercial, institutional, and parks and recreation (Figure 2.3). The 
residential land use is mostly single family homes to the west of the mall and multifamily homes 
to the south and southwest. The project area is bordered on the east by a major highway (Hwy 
169) and a large commercial area to the north.  A Redevelopment Study of the Four Seasons 
Mall area was completed in 2011 by the City of Plymouth.  
 

2.4 WETLAND DELINEATION  

A wetland delineation report completed by Arrowhead Environmental Consulting (AEC) in 2011 
identified five wetland basins in the project area (Figure 2.4). Wetlands 1 and 4 were also 
identified on the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map. None of the wetlands are identified on 
the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDR) Public Water Inventory (PWI) map. 
 
Refer to the Wetland Delineation Report (AEC, 2011) in Appendix A for additional details 
regarding the wetlands in the project area. 
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Figure 2.3. Land Use Delineation in the Project Area. 
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Figure 2.4. Wetland Delineation within the Project Area.
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3.0        Project Identification 

3.1 INITIAL PROJECT IDENTIFICATION 

An initial list of projects was developed by reviewing watershed open space, land ownership, 
local soils, groundwater elevations, and other site specific conditions to guide the types of 
projects that are feasible for the area. A major constraint in the study area is space availability 
and land ownership. These constraints limited the areas of interest for ponding and filtration 
practices to open area parks located within the subwatershed, and the Four Seasons mall area 
itself. The initial projects identified in the first phase are shown in Figure 3.1 and briefly 
described as follows: 
  

1. Pilgrim Park Neighborhood Stormwater Pond – Construct a stormwater pond with an 
iron enhanced filtration bench in the neighborhood park adjacent to Union Terrace Lane. 
The total treatment area for this project is 23 acres. 
 

2. Pilgrim Lane Elementary Stormwater Pond – Construct a stormwater pond with an iron 
enhanced filtration bench in the green space available at the Pilgrim Elementary School. 
 

3. 40th Avenue Park Stormwater Pond – Construct a stormwater pond with an iron enhanced 
filtration bench in the wooded area behind the park adjacent. The total treatment area for 
this project is targeted as 129 acres. 

 
4. Four Seasons Mall Stormwater Treatment Pond – Construct a stormwater pond with an 

iron enhanced filtration bench in the Parking lot at the Four Seasons Mall. The total 
treatment area for this project is targeted as 23 acres. 
 

5. Channel Restoration – Restore the seasonal stream flowing south�north from 37th Pl 
North and then west east towards Lancaster Lane. 
 

6. Alum Injection Facility at the Four Season Mall Site – Construct an underground storage 
unit that will contain a large percentage of the stormwater from the southern watershed 
and run it through an alum injection and primary clarification process.  
 

7. Four Seasons Mall Wetland Conversion – Convert delineated wetland #1 to function as a 
regional stormwater pond. The total treatment area for this project is targeted as 81 acres. 
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Figure 3.1. Initial Project Identification Inventory. 
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The next step was to perform a site investigation of all of the potential projects. A second 
objective during the site visit was to get a better understanding of the flow patterns between the 
subwatersheds in the project area. A major unknown prior to site investigations was the 
connectivity of subwatersheds north of Rockford Road to the Four Seasons Mall area. This step 
was critical to identify the volume of water moving through the Four Seasons Mall area.  
 
The following sections describe the data that was obtained during the site surveys that were 
completed on 4/20/2012 and 4/24/2012.  
 

3.1.1 Four Seasons Mall and Local Green Space Site Survey 

Topographic and other site specific data was collected in areas considered for ponding/filtration 
projects. All four ponding/filtration project sites identified have reasonable space and existing 
infrastructure to implement ponding/infiltration strategies. The Pilgrim Park area, Pilgrim 
Elementary area, and Four Seasons Mall area have relatively flat terrain and easy access to the 
existing stormwater infrastructure. The open area at the 40th Avenue park location is elevated 
from the street limiting the ponding capability there. However the area behind the park is heavily 
wooded but has plenty of space for a pond to be installed that could intercept flows from 114 
acres of the subwatershed. There is a channel through the wooded area that starts at a stormwater 
pipe outfall and winds behind the 40th Ave. Park eventually discharging to the Four Seasons Mall 
wetland and then to Northwoods Lake. 
 

3.1.2 Flow Path Determination 

It was important to determine the flow paths of all of the sewersheds within the subwatershed in 
order to accurately determine the annual and event volumes that would be experienced at each 
site. One major unknown at the beginning of the project was how the flows from the Northern 
portion of the watershed (north of Rockford Road) were related to the Four Seasons Mall 
Wetland area (delineated wetland No. 1). As built stormsewer information was reviewed and a 
survey was conducted to collect topographic and storm sewer outlet data in and around the 
Roadside ditch just north of Rockford Road to determine the connectivity of the Northern portion 
of the watershed to the southern portion (Figure 3.2). During this survey it was determined that 
there is a connection from north to south through a 24” RCP pipe running north�south under 
Rockford Road (Figure 3.3). This was an important factor when considering a regional pond 
conversion of the wetland at the Four Seasons Mall.  
 
The flow directions within the subwatershed indicating how the sewersheds are interconnected 
based on this overview of information and site survey are shown in Figure 3.4.  
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Figure 3.2. Rockford Road roadside ditch.  

Facing east from storm sewer outlet toward the connecting culvert directing  

flow towards the Four Seasons Mall. 

 

 
Figure 3.3. 24 inch reinforced concrete pipe. 

Pipe leads flow from ditch to Four Seasons Mall delineated wetland area. 
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Figure 3.4. Subwatershed Flow Directions Identified. 
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3.1.3 Channel Degradation Investigation 

A series of channels flow west to east through city�owned wooded land between Pilgrim Lane 
and Lancaster Lane. These channels discharge into the Lancaster Lane wetland (delineated 
wetland number 4) and then into Northwood Lake and the North Branch of Bassett Creek (see 
Figure 3.5). The Right Channel appears to be the primary channel, and conveys runoff from the 
adjacent commercial and residential areas, including runoff discharged from a 12” outfall from 
the Nathan Lane North cul�de�sac. The wooded area is lower than the adjacent development to 
the north and west, and the Center and Left Channels flow along the foot of a slope, conveying 
mainly overland flow. The three channels converge in the vicinity of a 12” outfall from the 
Orleans Lane North cul�de�sac.  
 

 
 
 
We conducted a visual inspection of these channels to evaluate conditions and identify the nature 
and extent of any channel degradation and its probable cause(s). All three channels are 
experiencing erosion and mass wasting. The Right Channel is downcutting and undercutting. The 
channel is slightly meandered, with degradation of the outer banks and exposed and washed out 
tree roots. The other two channels are more stable, with areas of spot erosion. The 12” outfall 
from the Nathan Lane North cul�de�sac is broken, and the drainage swale to the Center Channel 

Figure 3.5. Channel Stabilization Investigation Reaches. 

Right Reach 

Center Reach 

Left Reach 

Delineated 
Wetland 

Number 4 



 

 
 
T:\1756 Plymouth\05\Report\Draft Feasibility Report Final Draft.doc 

 

3�7 

is scoured and unstable. The channel downstream of a 24” culvert under a trail crossing on the 
Center Channel is scoured and downcut.  
 
There is a significant accumulation of sediment in the Lancaster wetland where flow from the 
channel slows down and spreads out into the wetland. The outlet structure is partially buried and 
obstructed by woody debris. There is also a sediment delta at the 30” outfall from Lancaster 
Lane.  
 
A significant factor in this soil loss is likely the heavy canopy, which shades out the growth of 
bank�stabilizing woody and herbaceous vegetation. Flashy stormwater flows erode the unstable, 
exposed banks, resulting in headcutting and undercutting. 
 

3.2 PROJECTS ELIMINATED FROM CONSIDERATION 

As discussed above, several projects were initially identified and explored based on City owned 
open space and location in the watershed. Based on discussions with the City of Plymouth, these 
projects were eliminated because it was determined that implementation was unlikely to occur or 
potentially objectionable to the City. Following is a brief description of those projects and the 
reasons for their elimination.  
 

3.2.1 Pilgrim Lane Elementary School Pond 

Pilgrim Lane Elementary School (Figure 3.1) has a fair amount of open space that could be used 
for ponding to treat stormwater coming from the developed area to the southeast. However, the 
school is currently vacant and the ultimate fate and use of the school and the surrounding land is 
uncertain and it is unlikely that the School Board would be willing to agree to stormwater 
practices with such high uncertainty. Based on this understanding, the Pilgrim Park Elementary 
School pond was eliminated from consideration.  
 

3.2.2 Pilgrim Park Pond 

Another pond location considered in the watershed was Pilgrim Park located off of Union 
Terrace Lake just west of Pilgrim Park Elementary School. Based on discussions with the City of 
Plymouth, this green space was highly utilized by local residents and would be considered a 
considerable loss to the City. Based on this discussion, the Pilgrim Park Pond project was 
eliminated from consideration.  
 

3.2.3 Four Seasons Mall Wetland Conversion  

The wetland at the Four Seasons Mall (delineated wetland number 1) was initially determined as 
a potential stormwater improvement strategy for the watershed. However, due to the amount of 
water currently flowing to this wetland (both north and south portions of the subwatershed) 
mitigation costs associated with wetland conversion (approximately $1.50 to $2.00 per acre of 
wetland disturbed) this project was deemed cost prohibitive. 
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3.2.4 Infiltration 

Based on the soils survey information presented in Section 2.2 and site visits there is assumed 
that possible groundwater influence and less than optimal soil conditions will limit the 
effectiveness of infiltration practices. Therefore, all of the projects (with the exception of the 
alum treatment project) suggested herein will be focused on ponding and filtration practices. 
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4.0        Hydrologic and Water Quality Modeling 

Hydrologic and Water quality models were developed and used to estimate the magnitude of 
event storm volumes, to determine base total phosphorus loading, and to determine the 
effectiveness of the suggested BMPs. HydroCad™ and P8 models were developed for 
sewersheds NB�10, NB�12, NB�13, NB�14, and NB�15 using standard Natural Resources 
Conservation Services (NRCS) hydrology methods. HydroCad was used to estimate event storm 
volumes. P8 was used to estimate annual total phosphorus loading.  
 

4.1 CURVE NUMBER ESTIMATION 

Curve numbers are estimated within each subwatershed based on land uses and soils. Soils and 
land use data described in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 were used in the curve number. A composite 
curve number was estimated for each watershed by using the weighted average (see Table 4.1) 
Time of concentration shown in Table 4.1 is estimated based on the existing land uses 
designations, the sewershed delineation, and stormsewer information. 

 

Table 4.1. Watershed Data for Existing Conditions. 

Subwatershed 
Area 
(acre) 

Composite 
Curve Number 

Time of 
Concentration (min) 

NB�10 23 83 15 

NB�12 87 79 40 

NB�13 54 71 55 

NB�14 52 73 26 

NB�15 23 68 23 

 
 

4.2 IMPERVIOUS FRACTION 

P8 calculates runoff separately for pervious and impervious areas. Therefore, it is necessary to 
determine the impervious fraction of each watershed. The TR�55 (SCS, 1986) provides some 
direction as to appropriate impervious fractions for a given land use and hydrologic soil group. 
For the Four Seasons Mall area model it is assumed that all of the impervious areas are directly 
connected to a storm water conveyance system. A composite impervious fraction that represents 
the each sewershed was estimated. Table 4.2 shows the impervious fraction estimated based on 
each land use type.  
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                                       Table 4.2. Impervious Fraction Estimates for  

                                       Existing Conditions. 

Subwatershed Impervious Fraction 

NB�10 40% 

NB�12 45% 

NB�13 35% 

NB�14 30% 

NB�15 24% 

 

4.3 P8 WATER QUALITY COMPONENT  

As described above the sample water quality component concentrations were derived from the 
National Urban Runoff Program (NURP) studies performed by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) in 1986. The default NURP 50th percentile particle file was used to 
estimate watershed pollutant loading.   
 

4.4 RAINFALL AND TEMPERATURE 

Rainfall frequencies and depths used in the HydroCad modeling are provided in Table 4.3. 
Rainfall depths were obtained from the Hydrology Guide for Minnesota (USDA 1966). 10�year 
24�hour rainfall is estimated to be 4.1 inches using the Hydrology Guide for Minnesota, USDA 

1966.  
 

Table 4.3. Precipitation Depth by Event Frequency. 

 

 

Rainfall and temperature data used in the P8 model were obtained for the period of January 1, 
1999 to December 24, 2010 from the Minneapolis/St. Paul International Airport observation 
location. The resolution of the data obtained from this site is accumulated daily precipitation 
(inches) and average daily maximum and minimum temperature (degrees Fahrenheit). The 
temperature data requirements for P8 are satisfied with daily resolution; however, P8 requires 
that the precipitation to have hourly resolution. Hourly data was estimated for the daily 
precipitation obtained from the airport site by using a SCS 24�hour type 2 distribution as 
described in Mays, 2005.  

Frequency 

Precipitation  

Depth (inches) 

2�year (50% annual chance) 2.7 

10�year (10%) 4.1 

100�year (1%) 5.9 
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5.0        Concept Design and Engineering Cost 

Estimates 

 

5.1 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT 

Once the initial project screening was completed, the final list of projects to evaluate was broken 
into two scenarios. These projects were selected based on input from the City of Plymouth and 
the City of New Hope and were considered the most feasible projects in the watershed for 
reaching the goal of 73 ponds removal of phosphorus. The projects were also presented to 
regulators for an initial review.   
 
The first scenario includes more passive stormwater treatment including ponds with iron 
enhanced sand filter outlets and stream stabilization. The second scenario includes active 
treatment of stormwater using aluminum sulfate (alum) injection and a clarifier connected to the 
sanitary sewer. Following is a detailed description of each component of the two scenarios along 
with preliminary design and engineering cost estimates.  
 

5.2 WATERSHED PONDING AND STREAM RESTORATION (SCENARIO 1) 

Scenario 1 includes two ponds located at strategic points in the watershed. These ponds were 
selected based on location in the watershed and land ownership. Both ponds will incorporate iron 
enhanced filter benches in order to capture more of the dissolved fraction of total phosphorus. A 
typical cross section depicting the general layout of a pond with an iron enhanced filter bench is 
shown in Figure 5.1.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

Geofabric Liner 

Drain Tile 

Volume 
Treated 

Normal Water 
Elevation Infiltration 

Bench 

Sand with 
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Overflow 
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Control Weir 
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Figure 5.1. Schematic of a Stormwater Pond with an Iron Enhanced Filter Bench. 
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A second component of Scenario 1 is stream restoration and stabilization of the channel east of 
Pilgrim Lane. Channel stabilization activities include but are not limited to installing brush 
bundles, boulder toe protection, riprap plunge pool and riffle structures, cross vanes, tree 
removal and seeding.  
 

5.2.1 40
th

 Ave. Pond with Iron Enhanced Sand Filtration 

This project consists of replacing the existing pipe leading into the channel running behind the 
park with a 42 inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) to intercept runoff from storm sewersheds 
NB�15 (22.92 acres), NB�14 (52 acres), and the NB�13 south of 39th Avenue (effective area 
shown in Figure 5.2). The runoff from the pipe will enter into the existing channel and then into 
a newly constructed pond fitted with a 10 foot wide iron enhanced sand filter bench at elevation 
920. The outlet of the pond will be controlled by a weir at elevation 921 embedded into a 108 
inch diameter overflow structure with a crest elevation of 922.5 foot. A 48 inch RCP will serve 
as the mechanism for the normal water level to be controlled by the weir. Additionally a 48 inch 
RCP will discharge from the overflow structure back in to the existing stream. The stream 
immediately downstream of the pond will be protected by a riprap lined plunge pool. Figure 5.3 
shows the work plan/conceptual design of the 40th avenue pond project.  
 
The estimated cut volume for this design is 8,109 cubic yards of material of which 200 cubic 
yards could be reused as fill to construct the berm at the outlet assuming that the soils are 
conducive to this type of fill. This area is very dense with tree cover, so tree removal is a large 
component of the constructing this pond. Once construction activities are completed the 
perimeter of the affected area will be seeded and mulched and trees will be planted to assist in 
the aesthetics of the park. Additionally a new foot trail will be constructed around the pond to 
enable residents to access the city trail along the main creek system.   
 

5.2.2 Four Seasons Mall Pond with Iron Enhanced Sand Filtration 

This project consists of installing a catch basin, flow splitter in line with the existing stormwater 
at the intersection of Pilgrim Lane and Lancaster Lane. The splitter will direct flows coming 
from the north along Lancaster Lane (12 acres of residential area from sewershed NB�10) into a 
proposed pond located on the Four Seasons Mall Property. The existing parking lot drainage 
system is assumed to flow from the northwest side of the parking area towards the wetland 
(delineated wetland number 1, see Figure 2.4). As part of this project it is assumed that all of the 
impervious area from the Four Seasons Mall Property will be directed to the pond. The effective 
drainage area of 23 acres is shown in Figure 5.2. 
 
An iron enhanced filter bench will be integrated with the pond outlet system at elevation 889 
feet. The normal water level in the pond will be controlled by a concrete weir installed in a 108 
inch overflow structure. The weir elevation is proposed to be at elevation 890 feet. The overflow 
crest is proposed to be set at 891 feet. The total cut volume for this design is 4,194 cubic yards. 
Figure 5.4 shows the work plan/conceptual design for this project. 
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Figure 5.2. Effective Areas for Scenario 1 BMPs. 
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5.2.3 Stream Channel Restoration and Stabilization 

Stabilization of streambanks would reduce the transport of sediment�attached phosphorus from 
these channels to Northwood Lake. In addition, there are numerous locations along the Center 
Channel where residents are dumping leaves and grass clippings on the streambanks. These 
property owners should be educated about the impacts of those actions and encouraged to 
discontinue those practices. 
 
One of the primary causes of channel degradation is the heavy tree canopy that shades the banks 
and prevents the growth of stabilizing long�rooted herbaceous and woody vegetation. Trees in 
the channel corridors should be thinned to open the canopy, and a 30 foot wide buffer established 
on each side of the channel.  
 
There are approximately 2,375 linear feet of channel that would benefit from some type of 
improvement (Figure 5.5). Just less than 1,000 feet of channel is in relatively good condition and 
would benefit from simple tree and brush thinning, minor regrading, and planting a 30 foot wide 
buffer with mulched seed and native woody vegetation. An additional 500 feet of bank could be 
seeded and protected until vegetation establishment with an erosion control blanket on the slopes 
and mulch and woody vegetation in the buffer. About 325 linear feet has experienced some 
erosion and mass wasting which may continue if not stabilized. A treatment of tree thinning, 
brush bundles stacked on the streambanks, and native vegetation in a 30 foot buffer would be 
sufficient to stabilize the banks and filter overland runoff. Finally, about 570 linear feet appears 
to be actively eroding, and a boulder toe should be considered to provide stability, along with a 
native buffer. This includes areas downstream of culverts and outfalls as well as the streambank 
downstream of the proposed 47th Avenue Pond outlet. 
 
Some segments of these channels are sloped at 0.05 or greater, and are headcutting. Each of the 
channels would benefit from installation of rock vane grade controls, at least one for every 2�3 
feet of elevation change. Where there are steeper slopes and more headcutting, grade controls at 
every one foot elevation change should be considered. 
 
Some of the recommended work would be suitable for city forces (tree thinning and brush 
removal) or completion by Tree Trust or Minnesota Conservation Corps crews. Many of these 
crew leaders have experience felling trees and using the removed limbs and branches to form and 
install brush bundles. The Minnesota Conservation Corps has received funding in the last few 
years from the Minnesota Clean Water, Land and Legacy Amendment, and awards grants to 
public partners in the form of crew days. A cost�effective way of accomplishing the stream 
Restoration work would be to complete work such as grading, boulder toes and grade control 
structures by public contract, and the less equipment�intense work by Tree Trust or MCC crews 
guided by knowledgeable engineers and crew leaders. 
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Figure 5.5. Conceptual work plan for the stream restoration project. 

 
 

5.2.4 Removal Efficiency and Estimated Cost 

The estimated cost and total phosphorus removal efficiency associated with the projects 
described in this section are shown in Table 5.1. A more detailed breakdown of the individual 
project costs are shown in Appendix B, Tables B1 to B3. 30 year life cycle costs are estimated 
based on an annual inflation rate of 2.3% and an annual discount rate of 3.5%. Assumed life 
cycle costs for each project are shown in Appendix B, Table B5. 
 
Table 5.1. Project Estimated Cost and Phosphorus Removal Efficiency. 

Project  

Treatment Area 

(acres) 

Annual Load  

(lbs�TP/year) 

Removal  

Efficiency 

Total 30 year 

Life Cycle Cost 

40th Street Pond 114 80 74% $421,104 

Four Seasons Mall Pond 23 31 74% $326,997 

Stream Restoration 15 26 100% $320,566 

Total 152 137 79% $1,068,667 
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5.3 STORMWATER COLLECTION AND ALUM INJECTION (SCENARIO 2) 

Scenario 2 includes collection of stormwater into an underground storage vault at the Four 
Seasons Mall site and then active treatment using alum. Stormwater from the 1 inch runoff event 
will be collected into underground storage chambers and then pumped to a clarifier. A one inch 
runoff event corresponds to 90% of the storms that occur in the metro area. Stormwater will be 
injected with alum prior to entering the clarifier. Alum floc will be settled to the bottom of the 
clarifier which is connected to the sanitary sewer. The treatment of stormwater with alum can 
achieve up to an 80% removal of total phosphorus and has the added advantage of removing 
dissolved phosphorus. Stormwater ponds typically only address particulate phosphorus, however 
the addition of iron enhance sand filtration at the pond outlet adds dissolved phosphorus 
removal.  
 
Alum injection facilities require a considerable amount of annual maintenance including annual 
chemical and electrical costs, metering adjustments, and pump maintenance.  
 
Figure 5.6 shows the effective treatment area for this scenario. Figure 5.7 shows the work 
plan/conceptual design for this scenario. 
 

5.3.1 Underground Stormwater Storage 

Because stormwater is episodic in nature, it must be stored prior to treatment with alum. The 1 
inch runoff volume from sewersheds NB�10, NB�12, NB�13, NB�14, NB�15, and all of the 
impervious area at the Four Seasons Mall site is estimated to be 0.84 acre�ft. This can be stored 
using five 96 inch corrugated metal pipe culverts as storage units. The work involved with these 
units requires removal of pavement, sidewalk and curb both in the parking lot and in the street. 
Another component of the work involved with this scenario would be the installation of a new 
catch basin that will be retrofit with a SAFL Baffle and used as pretreatment for large solids into 
the storage vaults.  
 

5.3.2 Chemical Treatment System 

In general the chemical treatment train for the alum injection stormwater treatment system is 
described by the process flow diagram shown below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Rainwater 
Storage 

Volume 

Influent 

pump 
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Solids 

Separation 
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Clean Water 
Discharged to 
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Water will be pumped from the stormwater storage chambers to the clarifier through an influent 
pump station. The influent lift station consists of a precast concrete, 8�foot�diameter, 15�foot�
deep structure, located near the stormwater storage system. The pump requirements include two 
pumps, operated in Lead/Lag (2 cfs or900 gpm) and operated by level float switches. The 
forcemain to the clarifier would be 10 inch PVC pipe.  
 
Before reaching the Clarifier Alum will be injected to the influent. The injections system 
includes a storage tank and a feed pump that has a start/stop mechanism based on run status of 
the influent lift station pumps. The estimated alum dosing rate is 10 ppm (but this needs to be 
verified by jar testing at project startup). The monthly chemical usage is to be determined with 
initial tests but is assumed to cost around $5,000 per year including delivery to the site. The 
storage tank size necessary for the site is a 300 gal (this can be modified as needed based on jar 
testing results).  
 
The solids from the clarifier are handled in a dry pit, precast concrete structure. Flocculated 
material effluent is pumped from the system to the MCES sanitary sewer located south and west 
on Lancaster Road.  
 

5.3.3 Removal Efficiency and Estimated Cost 

The estimated cost and total phosphorus removal efficiency associated with the projects 
described in this section are provided shown in Table 5.1. A more detailed breakdown of the 
individual project costs are shown in Appendix B, Tables B1 to B3. Thirty�year life cycle costs 
are shown in Table 5.2. These are estimated based on an annual inflation rate of 2.3% and an 
annual discount rate of 3.5%. Assumed life cycle costs for each project are shown in Appendix 
B, Table B5. 
 
Table 5.2. Thirty�year Life Cycle Costs 

Project  

Treatment Area 

(acres) 

Annual Load  

(lbs�TP/year) 

Removal  

Efficiency 

Total 30 year 

Life Cycle Cost 

Alum Injection System 204 199 72%* $1,853,345 

Total 204 199 72% $1,853,345 
*Removal efficiency is less than stated 80% for Alum treatment since we are only targeting the 1 inch volume storm events 
assuming that 90% of the annual storm events are less than 1 inches. 
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Figure 5.6. Effective areas for scenario 2 BMPs.

Effective Area for the Alum 
Treatment System 

 
Total Area = 204 acres 
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6.0        Regulatory Requirements 

6.1 WATERSHED PONDING AND STREAM RESTORATION (SCENARIO 1) 

Scenario 1 represents more passive treatment in the watershed and includes two ponds located at 
strategic points in the watershed. These ponds were selected based on location in the watershed 
and land ownership. A second component of this scenario is stream restoration and stabilization 
of the channel east of Pilgrim Lane.  
 
The proposed project is located in the Bassett Creek Watershed Management Organization 
(BCWMO). The BCWMO requires all construction projects that with greater than 10,000 square 
feet or more than 200 cubic yards of cut or fill to apply for a permit.   
 
 

6.2 STORMWATER COLLECTION AND ALUM INJECTION (SCENARIO 2) 

Scenario 2 includes collection stormwater into underground storage at the Four Seasons Mall site 
and then active treatment using alum. Stormwater from the 1 inch runoff event will be collected 
into underground storage chamber and then pumped to a clarifier. Stormwater will be injected 
with alum prior to entering the clarifier. Alum floc will be settled to the bottom of the clarifier 
which is connected to the sanitary sewer.   
 
The proposed project is located in the Bassett Creek Watershed Management Organization 
(BCWMO). The BCWMO requires all construction projects that with greater than 10,000 square 
feet or more than 200 cubic yards of cut or fill to apply for a permit.   
 
The proposed project includes discharge to the sanitary sewer system. A Sanitary Sewer 
Extension Permit is required by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) to connect to 
the sanitary sewer. Before the MPCA approves of the sewer connection, the permit must first be 
approved by the Metropolitan Council Environmental Services (MCES).   
 
Since the Alum Injection is considered a stormwater BMP, the requirements are set forth in the 
MS4 and a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System/Surface Water Discharger 
(NPDES/SDS) permit would not be required. If the City of Plymouth does not wish to 
incorporate the Alum Injection BMP into the MS4, an individual NPDES/SDS permit is 
required. 
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7.0        Conclusion 

Seven projects were initially chosen as potential candidates for reaching a goal of 73 lb/year 
removal of phosphorus from the North Branch subwatershed in Plymouth, MN. This list was 
refined into two scenarios through field investigations and coordination between the City of 
Plymouth and the agencies. The scenarios presented in this Feasibility study are watershed 
ponding and stream restoration (scenario 1) and stormwater collection and alum injection 
(scenario 2).  
 
Both scenarios are effective at reaching the 73 lb/year removal goal. Scenario 1 removes a total 
of 108 lbs of phosphorus per year and has a total present day value construction cost estimate of 
$939,831. The 30�year lifecycle cost for scenario 1 is $1,068,667. Scenario 2 removes a total of 
143 pounds of phosphorus per year and has a present day value cost estimate of $1,205,826. The 
30�year lifecycle cost of scenario 2 is estimated to be $1,853,345. Lifecycle costs are based on a 
2.3% inflation rate and a 3.5% discount rate. The costs are associated with things like general 
maintenance to outlet structures, replacement of equipment, site inspections, and other general 
operations and maintenance. Table 7.1 summarizes the performance and cost information for 
both scenarios. Table B5 in Appendix B itemizes the various lifecycle costs and their frequency 
of occurrence over the 30 year span for each project. 
 
Table 7.1. Scenario removal and cost summary  

Scenario 
Total TP Removed 

(lbs/year) 

Present Value 
Construction Cost 

Estimate 
30�year lifecycle 

cost estimate 

1 � Watershed 
ponding and stream 
restoration 

108 $939,831 $1,068,667 

2 � Stormwater 
collection and alum 
injection 

143 $1,205,826 $1,853,345 
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Table B1: Estimated Fees for the 40
th

 Ave. pond project 

Item Unit Quantity Unit Cost Total Cost 

Mobilization LS 1 $10,500.00 $10,500.00 

Clearing and Grubbing Acre 2.0 $5,000.00 $10,000.00 

Erosion Control LS 1 $15,000.00 $15,000.00 
Common Excavation On site (assumes reuse of onsite 
matl.) CY 200 $6.00 $1,200.00 

Common Excavation Off site CY 7,909 $20.00 $158,180.00 

Class II Riprap CY 200 $125.00 $25,000.00 

48" RCP LF 40 $120.00 $4,800.00 

42" RCP LF 40 $120.00 $4,800.00 

84" DIA Outlet Control Structure EA 1 $7,500.00 $7,500.00 

48" RCP FES w/TG EA 1 $2,000 $2,000.00 

42" RCP FES w/TG EA 1 $2,000 $2,000.00 

Connection to Storm Sewer MH EA 1 $800.00 $800.00 

Removal of old Pipe LF 40 $5.00 $200.00 

Geotextile Fabric SY 1,400.0 $3.00 $4,200.00 

Clean Sand CY 60.0 $35.00 $2,100.00 

Coarse filter material CY 40 $45.00 $1,800.00 

Iron Fillings T 1.5 $800.00 $1,200.00 

Drain tile LF 150.0 $8.00 $1,200.00 

Remove Sidewalk SF 150.0 $2.00 $300.00 

Replace Sidewalk SF 150.0 $7.00 $1,050.00 

Upland perimeter seeding and mulching Acre 1.0 $2,000.00 $2,000.00 

Trees EA 5.0 $500.00 $2,500.00 

Traffic Control LS 1.0 $1,500.00 $1,500.00 

Aggregate Base Class V TON 30.0 $20.00 $600.00 

Salvage existing Topsoil LS 1.0 $2,500.00 $2,500.00 

Site Cleanup LS 1.0 $2,500.00 $2,500.00 

Construction Cost Estimate       $265,430.00 

Contingency (20 %Construction Cost)       $53,086.00 

Total Construction Cost       $318,516.00 

Construction Management Services (5%)       $15,925.80 

Design Fee (15 %)        $47,777.40 

Preliminary Cost Estimate        $382,219.20 

 



 

T:\1756 Plymouth\05\Report\Draft Feasibility Report Final Draft.doc 

 

 
Table B2: Estimated Fees for the Four Seasons Mall pond project 

Item Unit Quantity Unit Cost Total Cost 

Mobilization LS 1 $10,000.00 $10,000.00 

Excavation CY 4,194 $15.00 $62,910.00 

24" RCP LF 100.0 $120.00 $12,000.00 

24" RCP LF 200.0 $120.00 $24,000.00 

24" RCP LF 122.0 $120.00 $14,640.00 

Class II Riprap CY 13 $90.00 $1,170.00 

Pond Outlet Structure EA 1 $1,800.00 $1,800.00 

Manhole/Flow Splitter Installation LS 1 $15,000.00 $15,000.00 

Connect Existing SS Lines to MH EA 3 $800.00 $2,400.00 

Connect New SS Lines to MHs EA 3 $800.00 $2,400.00 

Pavement Removal  SY 3,572.0 $3.00 $10,716.00 

Pavement Replacement  SY 500.0 $25.00 $12,500.00 

Sidewalk Removal   SF 300.0 $2.00 $600.00 

Sidewalk Replacement  SF 300.0 $7.00 $2,100.00 

Curb Removal   LF 60.0 $5.00 $300.00 

Curb Replacement  LF 60.0 $20.00 $1,200.00 

Traffic Control LS 1.0 $2,000.00 $2,000.00 

Traffic Detour LS 1.0 $3,500.00 $3,500.00 

Geotextile Fabric SY 64.0 $3.00 $192.00 

Clean Sand CY 20.0 $35.00 $700.00 

Iron Fillings TON 1.5 $800.00 $1,200.00 

Coarse filter material CY 10 $45.00 $450.00 

Drain tile LF 100.0 $8.00 $800.00 

Erosion Control LS 1 $15,000.00 $15,000.00 

Site Cleanup LS 1.0 $2,500.00 $2,500.00 

Construction Cost Estimate       $200,078.00 

Contingency (20 %Construction Cost)       $40,015.60 

Total Construction Cost       $240,093.60 

Construction Management Services (5%)       $12,004.68 

Design Fee (15 %)        $36,014.04 

Preliminary Cost Estimate        $288,112.32 
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Table B3: Center channel portion of the channel restoration project cost estimate 

Item Unit Quantity Unit Cost Total Cost 

Mobilization/Demobilization, ESC, misc. removals EA 1 $10,000.00 $10,000.00 

Clear and grub brush & small trees LF 3,700 $5.00 $18,500.00 

Tree removal >20" EA 90.0 $200.00 $18,000.00 

Reslope and minor grading LF 3,700.0 $2.00 $7,400.00 

Brush bundles (100 LF) LF 200.0 $17.00 $3,400.00 

Seed & ECB (500 LF) SY 1,110 $5.00 $5,550.00 

Native seed and mulch Acre 3 $4,000.00 $10,000.00 

Toe protection (370 LF) TON 186 $100.00 $18,630.00 

Cross vane 10' (10) CY 49 $300.00 $14,700.00 

12" FES EA 1 $1,000.00 $1,000.00 

Plunge pool 12" riprap CY 8.0 $100.00 $800.00 

Plunge pool 12" geotextile SY 6.0 $2.50 $15.00 

24" FES EA 1.0 $1,200.00 $1,200.00 

Plunge pool 24" riprap CY 12.0 $100.00 $1,200.00 

Plunge pool 24" geotextile SY 7.0 $2.50 $17.50 

Shrubs EA 150.0 $35.00 $5,250.00 

Construction Cost Estimate       $115,662.50 

Contingency (20 %Construction Cost)       $23,132.50 

Total Construction Cost       $138,795.00 

Construction Management Services (5%)       $6,939.75 

Design Fee (15 %)        $20,819.25 

Total Cost Estimate        $166,554.00 
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Table B3 (Continued): Right channel portion of the channel restoration project cost estimate 

Item Unit Quantity Unit Cost Total Cost 

Mobilization/Demobilization, ESC EA 1 $10,000.00 $10,000.00 

Clear and grub brush & small trees LF 1,050 $5.00 $5,250.00 

Tree removal >20" EA 30.0 $200.00 $6,000.00 

Reslope and minor grading LF 1,050.0 $5.00 $5,250.00 

Brush bundles (225 LF) LF 450.0 $17.00 $7,650.00 

Native seed and mulch Acre 1 $4,000.00 $2,400.00 

Toe protection (200 LF) TON 138 $100.00 $13,800.00 

Cross vane 10' (12) CY 59 $300.00 $17,640.00 

Shrubs EA 100 $35.00 $3,500.00 

Construction Cost Estimate       $71,490.00 

Contingency (20 %Construction Cost)       $14,298.00 

Total Construction Cost       $85,788.00 

Construction Management Services (5%)       $4,289.40 

Design Fee (15 %)        $12,868.20 

Engineer's Cost Estimate        $102,945.60 
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Table B4: Estimated Fees for the Alum Injection System 

Item Unit Quantity Unit Cost Total Cost 

Mobilization LS 1 $12,000 $12,000 

Pond Excavation CY 9,852.0 $15 $147,780 

Clarifier Excavation and Backfill CY 1,000 $15 $15,000 

Controlled Fill CY 6,169 $5 $30,845 

Pavement Removal SY 2,958 $3 $8,874 

Erosion Control LS 1 $15,000 $15,000 

Install New Manhole LS 1 $2,600 $2,600 

SAFL Baffle EA 1 $3,500 $3,500 

24" RCP LF 124 $120 $14,880 

Connection to Storm Sewer MH EA 1 $800 $800 

Connection to Sanitary Sewer  EA 2 $1,000 $2,000 

Install Sanitary Manhole EA 1 $3,000 $3,000 

CMP Storage Units LF 950 $150 $142,500 

Removal of Pavement SY 250 $3 $750 

New Pavement SY 250 $25 $6,250 

Remove Sidewalk SF 150 $2 $300 

Replace Sidewalk SF 150 $7 $1,050 

Remove Curb LF 30 $5 $150 

Replace Curb LF 30 $20 $600 

Clarifier Concrete CY 213 $600 $128,000 

Clarifier Internals FTDDIA 52 $2,000 $105,000 

4" PVC Sludge Pipe LF 460 $40 $18,000 

10" PVC Influent Pipe LF 410 $65 $27,000 

14" PVC Effluent Pipe LF 25 $75 $2,000 

Influent Pump EA 2 $20,000 $40,000 

Influent Lift Station LS 1 $10,000 $10,000 

Sludge Pump LS 2 $5,000 $10,000 

Sludge Pump Structure LS 1 $30,000 $30,000 

Alum Treatment Building SF 120 $75 $9,000 

Chemical Feed System LS 1 $10,000 $10,000 

Electric and Controls LS 1 $30,000 $30,000 

Traffic Control LS 1 $2,000 $2,000 
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Table B4 (continued): Estimated Fees for the Alum Injection System 

Item Unit Quantity Unit Cost Total Cost 

Traffic Detour LS 1 $3,500 $3,500 

Site Restoration LS 1 $5,000 $5,000 

Construction Cost Estimate       $837,379.00 

Contingency (20 %Construction Cost)       $167,475.80 

Total Construction Cost       $1,004,854.80 

Construction Management Services (5%)       $50,242.74 

Design Fee (15 %)        $150,728.22 

Preliminary Cost Estimate        $1,205,825.76 

 
 

Table B5: Items considered for 30 year life cycle costs 

      Associated 

      Present Value 

Project Item/action Frequency Cost 

40th Ave. Pond 

General O&M/Site Visits Annually  $500  

Repair/retrofit Outlet Structure Once every 10 years  $6,000  

Remove Sediment from Pond Once every 30 years  $17,000  

Four Seasons Mall Pond 

General O&M/Site Visits Annually  $500  

Repair/retrofit Outlet Structure Once every 10 years  $6,000  

Remove Sediment from Pond Once every 30 years  $17,000  

Channel Restoration 

General O&M/Site Visits Annually  $900  

Repair/retrofit Outlet Structure Once every 10 years  $6,000  

Maintain fallen debris and obstructions Once every 30 years $20,000 

Alum System 

Apply Chemicals Annually  $5,000  

General Clarifier Maintenance Annually  $25,000  

Electricity for Pumps Annually  $2,000  

Strength Charge for Discharge to Sanitary Annually  $10,000  

Replace Influent and Sludge Pumps Once every 10 years  $40,000  

Replace Clarifier Internals Once every 20 years  $105,000  

Replace Chemical Feed System Once every 20 years  $10,000  

Repairs to Storage Structure and SAFL Baffle Once every 10 years  $10,000  

Remove Sediment from Storage Area Once every 30 years  $17,000  

 



 

 

Memorandum 
To: Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 

From: Barr Engineering Company 

Subject: Item 6C – Canadian Pacific Railway Bridge Replacement – Golden Valley 
BCWMC June 21, 2012 Meeting Agenda 

Date: June 13, 2012 

Project: 23270051 2012 239 

 

6C. Canadian Pacific Railway Bridge Replacement: 
Golden Valley 

Summary  
Proposed Work: Bridge Replacement 
Basis for Review at Commission Meeting: Work in floodplain 
Change in Impervious Surface: None  
Recommendation: Conditional approval 

General Background & Comments 
Canadian Pacific Railway must replace the bridge crossing Bassett Creek, located between North 
Plymouth Avenue and Highway 55 in the Theodore Wirth Golf Course.  The proposed work includes 
demolishing the existing bridge and replacing it with a new bridge in the same location as the existing 
bridge.  Construction activities will also require construction of a temporary platform in the creek to place 
a construction crane.  The bridge is in the Bassett Creek Main Stem watershed. The project includes 
approximately 0.14 acres of clearing and grading, and results in no change of impervious area. The 
earliest anticipated start of construction is the end of July. 

Floodplain 
The 100-year flood elevation is 826 at the bridge.  The floodplain will not be filled as part of this project. 
The applicant states that the low chord of the proposed bridge will be one foot lower than the low chord 
elevation of the existing bridge (elevation to be confirmed).  The applicant also states the temporary 
platform located in the floodplain will be constructed in such a way that it can be removed during high 
flow conditions.  

Wetlands 
There are no wetlands located within the project area.  The City of Golden Valley is the Local 
Government Unit (LGU) responsible for review of the project for conformance to the MN Wetland 
Conservation Act.   
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Stormwater Management 
The site is in the Bassett Creek Main Stem watershed.  There will be no change in the stormwater 
management of the site as a result of this project.   

Water Quality Management 
There is currently no water quality treatment for site runoff.  Since there is no increase in impervious 
surface as a result of this project, incorporation of water quality treatment BMPs is not required for this 
site. 

Erosion and Sediment Control 
Temporary erosion control features include silt fence surrounding the area to be graded.   The applicant 
states that the piling will be directly driven into the bed of Bassett Creek, and since the piers are pre-cast, 
there is expected to be minimal sediment released to Bassett Creek. 

Recommendation 
Conditional approval based on following comments:  

1. Applicant must show that the low chord of the bridge provides one foot of freeboard above the 
floodplain elevation, if possible, or that the lowering of the bridge low chord will not affect 
Bassett Creek flood elevations. 

2. A note should be added to the plans stating the existing wood timbers should be demolished by 
means and methods to prevent the release of creosote, or other wood preservative, to the creek. 

3. Silt fence wooden post spacing should be no greater than 4 feet (Section 5.2, page 35, CP Rail 
Standard Practice Circular) 

4. The following notes should be added to the erosion control comments: 

 Soils tracked from the site must be cleaned daily (or more frequently, as necessary) from 
paved roadway surfaces throughout the duration of construction. 

 Temporary or permanent mulch must be uniformly applied by mechanical or hydraulic 
means and stabilized by disc-anchoring or use of hydraulic soil stabilizers. 

 Provide a temporary vegetation cover consisting of a suitable, fast-growing, dense grass-
seed mix spread at 1.5 times the usual rate per acre.  If temporary cover is to remain in 
place beyond the present growing season, two-thirds of the seed mix shall be composed 
of perennial grasses. 
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Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 

 

POSITION DESCRIPTION 

 

Position Title: Administrator  

 

Reports to: Bassett Creek Board of Commissioners  

 

Classification: Exempt 

 

Date: June 2012 

 

PRIMARY OBJECTIVE: 

 

The Administrator serves as principal administrator for the Bassett Creek Watershed 

Management Commission to ensure implementation of the watershed policies, standards, 

projects, programs and regulations as set forth by the BCWMC Board of Commissioners in the 

watershed management plan, joint and cooperative agreement, bylaws, and MN State Statutes 

and Rules.  

 

MAJOR AREAS OF ACCOUNTABILITY/ESSENTIAL JOB FUNCTIONS: 

 

Administers, interprets, and explains policies, rules, regulations, and laws to organizations and 

individuals under authority of the commission or applicable legislation. Reviews and analyzes 

legislation, laws, and public policy and recommends changes to promote and support interests of 

the watershed. 

� Monitors regulated activities, interprets, clarifies and ensures compliance with laws  

� Periodically testifies before control or review board, local units of government, or at 

legislature as needed to represent the organization 

 

Directs and coordinates organization's financial and budget activities to fund operations, 

maximize investments, and increase efficiency.  Directs and monitors expenditures of program 

and project funds. Establishes and monitors internal control procedures. Prepares, reviews, and 

submits reports concerning activities, expenses, budget, government statutes and rulings, and 

other items affecting business or program services.  

� Evaluates findings of investigations, surveys, and studies to formulate policies and 

techniques and recommend improvements for personnel actions, programs, or business 

services in order to operate efficiently  

� Directs and coordinates activities of business involved with buying and selling investment 

products and financial services 

� Develops, plans, organizes, and administers policies and procedures for the organization to 

ensure administrative and operational objectives are met. 

� Confers with board members, organization officials, and staff members to establish policies 

and formulate plans for the organization. 

� Analyzes operations to evaluate performance of organization and staff and to determine areas 

of cost reduction and program improvement.  
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Consults with staff and others in government, business, and private organizations to discuss 

issues, coordinate activities, and resolve problems. Implements corrective action plans to solve 

problems. Conducts or directs investigations or hearings to resolve complaints and violations of 

laws.  

 

Plans, promotes, organizes, coordinates and maintains cooperative working relationships among 

public, staff, and agency participants  

 

Promotes the objectives of organization before the public, associations, government agencies, or 

community groups. Delivers speeches, writes articles, and presents information for organization 

at meetings or conventions to promote services, exchange ideas, and accomplish objectives.  

 

Directs studies and research, and prepares reports and other publications relating to operational 

trends and program objectives and accomplishments. Prepares reports as required by watershed 

law and the BCWMC Board of Commissioners. 

 

Negotiates contracts and/or and agreements with federal, state agencies and other organizations 

and prepares budget for funding and implementation of programs. Negotiates contracts with 

suppliers, distributors, and service providers to ensure that services are obtained in a cost 

effective manner. 

 

Keeps informed of current issues that other agencies, LGUs and special interest groups are 

dealing with related to organization’s program areas. Keeps staff informed of updated 

information on policies, research, and trends through written and verbal communication to 

ensure that the organization’s programs are efficiently coordinated.    

 

Ensures that expertise in water and natural resources planning, and facilitation, mediation and 

communication skills are developed and maintained by conducting research, continuing 

education, and attending training programs as approved within budgetary guidelines. 

 

Performs special projects and other responsibilities as apparent or assigned.   

 

ACCOUNTABILITIES FOR SUPERVISION 

 

Participates in decisions related to the selection of personnel. 

 

Orients new employees to organizational policies and procedures. Clearly communicates job 

duties and responsibilities, so that individuals may proceed with certainty in the performance of 

their duties. 

 

Personally conducts or oversees training for new employees to ensure established procedures are 

clearly understood and followed. 

 

Monitors the work performance of assigned personnel on a continual basis, conducts effective 

performance appraisals, and takes corrective action whenever necessary. 
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Creates a working climate in which assigned personnel are motivated to develop their skills and 

abilities and demonstrates by personal example the desired standards of conduct and work 

performance. 

 

Administers organization policies in a fair and equitable manner with regard to discipline, 

tardiness, absenteeism or insubordination and fully documents all incidents and actions taken. 

 

Responsibility for Supervision: 

� Office Administrator/Staff 

 

KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS AND AB ILITIES: 

 

Experience: 

Minimum of seven (7) years of related experience including research, public education, 

management, negotiations, construction site supervision, budget development and management, 

watershed-based planning, urban environmental planning, development of storm water 

management systems, preservation/restoration of urban ecosystems, grant writing and other 

funding strategies. 

 

Education: 

Master’s Degree in Public Administration, Landscape Architecture, Natural Resource 

Management, Urban Planning, Business Administration or a related field and coursework with 

an ecological or environmental focus. An equivalent combination of relevant education and 

experience/professional licenses may be considered. 

 

Additional Skills Required:  

� Able to display excellent verbal, written, organizational, and interpersonal communication 

skills. 

� Knowledge of public process in government, urban resource management and environmental 

issues, storm water management practices, program management techniques, public 

education/public information, design and graphics, dispute resolution, and group dynamics 

and interactions. 

� Able to negotiate, identify and resolve conflicts, analyze technical reports, and to 

develop/coordinate/facilitate work teams and individuals. 

� Able to work successfully with considerable independence. 

� Able to make immediate decisions and responses. 

 

License: 

By date of hire, must possess and maintain a valid Drivers License. 

 

The above is intended to describe the general content of and requirements for the performance of 

this job. It is not to be construed as an exhaustive statement of duties, responsibilities or 

requirements and does not imply a contract. 
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Not necessary, but you may want some of this in the posting. 

 
Nature and Scope of Position: 

This position reports to the Board of Commissioners. The Executive Committee of the Board provides 

general guidance, adjusts priorities, work plan and changes to the position description.  

 

Communication is maintained by frequent informal communications with the Board, scheduled Board 

meetings, written reporting, periodic review of work plans, annual performance review, or by request of 

the Board of Commissioners. The incumbent is responsible to keep the Board informed of 

implementation decisions through frequent oral reports or, as needed, with written reports. 

 

Normal office setting with some fieldwork (e.g. construction sites, wetlands, or habitat restoration sites) 

is required for this position. The incumbent must be available to work some evenings and weekends. The 

incumbent may adjust work schedules to accomplish the organization’s needs. 

 

The incumbent has freedom to act within the framework of existing BCWMC policies, rules, and 

procedures.  

 

Key problem solving areas of this position related to the need to evaluate, plan, and coordinate processes 

of local, regional, state, and federal units of government and apply them to the policy-making of the 

BCWMC. Because of the diversity of federal, state, regional, and local agencies dealing with water and 

related land management in the BCWMC, it is likely the program or policy directions taken in support of 

a given action will impact upon programs and policies of several of the other agencies. Strong 

communication links with all groups are critical. The incumbent must use knowledge of existing 

management programs to tailor solutions to existing resources problems and work with all affected 

LGUs, agencies, Not-for-Profits, and individuals to achieve a solution. Where problems are unique or 

require a change of BCWMC policy, the incumbent will request direction from the Board. 

 



 

 

 

Memorandum 
To: Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 

From: Barr Engineering Co. 

Subject: Item 7B – Next Generation Watershed Management Plan 

BCWMC June 21, 2012 Meeting Agenda 

Date: June 14, 2012 

Project: 23270051 2012 403 

 

7B. Next Generation Watershed Management Plan 

Recommendations: 

a. Discuss and suggest revisions to proposed plan steps and schedule (attached); consider approving 

plan steps and schedule.  

b. Discuss whether and when (i.e., July 19 Commission meeting) to complete a self-assessment and 

direct staff and/or others to perform the work (see discussion below). 

c. Authorize engineer to distribute letter to plan reviewers notifying them that the planning process 

is starting and requesting information from them (see attached draft letter). 

d. Authorize Amy Herbert to coordinate the arrangements for the future Plan Steering Committee 

meetings at 4:30 p.m. on the Monday following the Commission meeting; this includes securing 

the meeting room, notifying the committee members and Commission, and providing public 

notice of the meetings. 

Background 

The Next Generation Plan Steering Committee—Ginny Black, Wayne Sicora, Jim de Lambert, and Karen 

Chandler— plus Linda Loomis, met on May 21, 2012. Items discussed by the Steering Committee and its 

recommendations included: 

• Public input process – the committee discussed the process used by Shingle Creek Watershed 

Management Commission (SCWMC) for their plan update and the process used by the City of 

Golden Valley for their Envision Golden Valley project. SCWMC commissioners presented 

information about the WMO and the SCWMC plan to city commissions; city commissions were 

considered part of the planning stakeholder group. SCWMC held “train-the-trainer” sessions for 

the commissioners before they were to present to the city commissions. It was noted that some of  
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the SCWMC commissioners were not as comfortable as others with giving the presentations, 

even with the training. The Envision project was a very grass-roots 18-month effort that involved 

residents giving input and being trained as volunteer facilitators for different parts of the process.  

Suggestions for the BCWMC planning process included: 

o “Front-end load” the public input process early in the planning process. 

o Create a dedicated “next generation plan” site on the BCWMC website and update it 

frequently.  

o Decide what the BCWMC needs to do versus what it wants to do for a great public 

input/outreach process 

The Plan Steering Committee set aside further discussion of the public input process so they 

could devote more time to discussing the overall planning process and schedule (see below).  

When the BCWMC decides the public input process it wishes to use, the BCWMC will need to 

obtain BWSR approval of the process and then send a letter to all of the stakeholders informing 

them about the process. 

• Proposed plan steps and schedule – the committee discussed the plan steps and schedule 

documents prepared by Wayne Sicora, which were based on his experience with the SCWMC 

planning process. The committee noted some revisions to the proposed plan steps and schedule, 

and directed Karen Chandler to make the revisions and provide them to the Commission for 

discussion at the June 21, 2012 meeting (see attached). 

• Specific plan steps – the committee discussed completing two of the early plan steps: 

o Self-assessment – the committee recommended that Commission and TAC participate in 

the self-assessment, and that it be in the form of a facilitated discussion at the July 19 

Commission meeting. The discussion would focus around the following: 

� What the current BCWMC Plan said the BCWMC would do 

� What the BCWMC did/accomplished  

� What the BCWMC wished they had accomplished 

� What the BCWMC wants to accomplish  

� Where has the BCWMC been, where is it going, and where does it want to go? 

Linda Loomis suggested that she and Karen Chandler facilitate the self-assessment 

discussion. The committee noted that some materials would need to be prepared and 

provided for the self-assessment discussion. 

o Notification letter – the Committee directed Karen Chandler to talk to BWSR staff 

regarding the appropriateness of sending the notification letter to the plan reviewers now 
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rather than later. Assuming BWSR staff felt it appropriate, the committee directed Karen 

Chandler to prepare the draft letter to plan reviewers notifying them that the planning 

process is starting and requesting information from them, and to include this draft letter 

in the June 21 Commission meeting packet (see attached draft letter). 

• Future Plan Steering Committee meetings – the committee recommended that they meet every 

month, at 4:30 PM on the Monday following the Commission meeting. The next three meetings 

would then be: 

o June 25 

o July 23 

o August 20 

Public notice must be provided for every Plan Steering Committee meeting. 
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Next Generation Watershed Management Plan – Proposed Plan Steps and Schedule 

The plan steps and Commission actions listed below are also shown on the attached proposed schedule. 

Plan Steps and Commission Actions 
 

1  Self‐assessment 

 Exercise at commission meeting,  “Five things you want to accomplish” 

 Summary of Responses to TAC Next Generation Issue Questionnaire 2010.11.03 
 

2  Visioning 

 Review BCWMC’s achievements, prepare gaps analysis, review WMO/members roles and 
responsibilities, create/refine vision – this is one of the “taking stock” and preliminary work 
steps.  Although not required in either the current or new/proposed 8410, the 
new/proposed 8410 rules state “the success of implementing the previous plan…must be 
summarized and considered in identifying priority issues” which points to at least a self‐
assessment.  This step is similar to the “big picture” tasks in the Shingle Creek process.  

 

3  Notify plan stakeholders  

 Notify plan stakeholders of plan initiation and request information – New and current 8410 
requirement.  Current 8410 rules require that the WMO request information from the plan 
review authorities (local, regional and state).  The proposed 8410 rules would require that 
the WMO request this information at a particular time in the planning process (before 
initial planning meeting), and that the WMO allow 60 days for the stakeholders to 
respond.   
 

4  Kickoff 

 Officially kick off development of the Next Generation Plan.  At the meeting, review a work 
plan and schedule; and review information submitted to the Commission as part of the 60‐
day notice period from review agencies and the member cities and begin identifying water‐
resource issues and goals to be addressed in the Next Generation Plan.  This information 
will assist in the development of a Gaps Analysis and help in the Assessment of Issues. 

 Plan Development Simplified: 
i. How have we done? 
ii. What do we have? 
iii. What do we want (to achieve)? 
iv. How will we achieve it? 

 

5  Gaps Analysis 

 Perform gaps analysis, review WMO/member city roles and responsibilities, create/refine 
vision.   

 Cover issues relating to funding and financial stability, regulatory rules and standards, data 
availability, progress evaluation for TMDL implementation plans, load reduction and other 
BMPs, and maintaining the existing 100‐year flood profile.  How “non‐bricks and mortar” 
CIP projects can be funded and implemented.   Joel Settles, Hennepin County 
Environmental Services, should be invited to participate in discussions on this topic. 

  
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Plan Steps and Commission Actions 
 

6  Assess and prioritize issues  

 This information will be used later at the Citizens Advisory Committee and Policy Makers 
Meetings (see Other Meetings & Topics table below). 

 Initial Planning Meeting to identify and prioritize issues.  This meeting includes all plan 
stakeholders. The proposed 8410 rules would require that the BCWMC hold an initial 
planning meeting, after notification of plan stakeholders (see Step 3). According to the 
proposed 8410 rules, the purpose of this meeting is to receive, review and discuss input, 
and the WMO must provide two weeks’ notice of the meeting. This implies that you would 
need to allow enough time to review and summarize the information received in Step 3 so 
you can present it at the meeting.  

 

7  Establish goals 
1. The Commission and the TAC have spent some meetings undertaking a self‐assessment, 

some visioning, and some identification of gaps and issues.  The next step is to take this 
“big picture” analysis and to start identifying possible goals and actions for 2014‐2023.  
These initial goal statements will then be presented to the general public for review and 
comment during the subsequent next month or two. 

2. Review goals from the previous watershed management plans: 
a. Maintain the existing 100‐year flood profile throughout the watershed; 
b. Protect and improve water quality based on practical use; 
c. Strive to provide water quality that supports recreation, fish and wildlife based on 

practical use; 
d. Establish an education and public outreach program; 
e. Protect and improve groundwater quality and promote groundwater recharge; 
f. Protect and improve wetlands; 
g. Reduce erosion and sedimentation. 

3. Identify prioritization principles: 
a. Control flooding; 
b. Improve public information and education;  
c. Protect wetlands; 
d. Improve water quality in lakes, streams, and rivers; 
e. Improve fish and wildlife habitat; 
f. Restore wetlands; 
g. Research and encourage development strategies that minimize impervious surface 

and encourage infiltration; 
h. Research and encourage innovative and sustainable maintenance and 

improvement practices. 
4. Identify possible water management goals for 2014‐2023; 

a. Water Quantity 
i. Maintain the existing 100‐year flood profile throughout the watershed; 
ii. Determine ecological low flows for Bassett Creek; 
iii. Develop a sustainable water budget for the watershed and an action plan 

for management activities necessary for its achievement; 
b. Water Quality 

i. Implement load reduction actions sufficient to achieve de‐listing of water 
bodies currently listed on the MPCA’s impaired waters (303d) list. 
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Plan Steps and Commission Actions 
 

ii. Improve water clarity in the balance of the lakes by 10% over the average 
of the previous ten years; 

iii. Improve at least 30% of Bassett Creek to meet a possible future corridor 
study standards and/or future TMDL requirements; 

iv. Maintain nondegradation of all waterbodies compared to 2010 conditions; 
v. Conduct an intensive BMP assessment for at least 25% of that part of the 

watershed that developed prior to Commission rules in 1994, and achieve 
25% of the recommended load reduction within 10 years of the analysis. 

c. Groundwater 
i. Work with the appropriate state agencies to incorporate groundwater 

assessment into the sustainable water budget analysis for the watershed. 
d. Wetlands 

i. Maintain the existing functions and values of wetlands identified as high‐
priority; 

ii. Improve functions and values of wetlands as feasible based on the 
sustainable water budget study; 

e. Commission Operations and Programming 
i. Identify and operate within a sustainable funding level that is affordable to 

member cities; 
ii. Review funding of capital improvement and other implementation projects 

(e.g., tax levy, cost share, flood control project funds); 
iii. Operate a public education and outreach program that meets the NPDES 

Phase II education requirements for the member cities; 
iv. Operate a monitoring program sufficient to characterize water quantity, 

water quality, and biotic integrity in the watersheds and to evaluate 
progress toward meeting TMDL goals; 

v. Maintain updated hydrologic and hydraulic models for the watershed; 
vi. Maintain updated water quality models for the watershed 
vii. Maintain rules and standards for development and redevelopment that are 

consistent with local and regional TMDLs, federal guidelines, source water 
and wellhead protection requirements, sustainable water yields, 
nondegradation, and ecosystem management goals; 

viii. Serve as a technical resource for member cities. 
ix. Research projects on innovative and cost‐effective stormwater 

management practices and technologies; 
x. Coordinate water resources management between the Commission and 

the member cities. 
 

8  Review water quality monitoring data & water quality modeling results 
 

9  Develop monitoring plan 

 Reference MN Rules 8410.0100 Implementation Program Subp. 5. Data collection 
programs 
 

10  Review Rules and Standards 
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Plan Steps and Commission Actions 
 

 

11  Develop education & outreach plan 

 Education Committee to develop a draft Education and Outreach Plan. The plan will 
continue to be refined and the final draft will be forwarded to the cities and the citizens’ 
advisory representatives for their review and input. 
 

12  Develop implementation plan 

 Upon Commission final review of rules, begin developing implementation plan 
 

13  Establish self‐evaluation process 
 

14  Discuss plan organization & look 
 

15  Complete draft plan 
 

16  Approve final draft Sept. 17, 2013 

 Commission review of final draft plan; authorize 60‐day review period; 
 

17  60‐day review period  

 First formal review of draft Plan; 

 60 day city and agency review period, collate and respond to comments; 
 

18  Public hearing February 20, 2014  

 Public hearing on draft Plan – to be held no sooner than 14 days after the 60‐day review 
period and at least 10 days after distribution of the response to comments. 

 

19  Revise Plan per response to comments & submit Plan for final review/approval 

20  BWSR Plan approval by August 25, 2014 

 Second/final formal review of Plan & BWSR approval – 3 steps: 
v. Submit plan for second/final review & BWSR approval; 
vi. Attend/present at BWSR subcommittee meeting – 1 – 2 months after 

submittal; 
vii. BWSR Board approval of plan – within 90 days after submittal; 

 The first key date is the plan expiration date, which is 10 years from the date BWSR 
approved the current BCWMC Plan: August 25, 2014. 

 

21  Adopt plan after BWSR Board approval September 18, 2014 
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The TAC meetings and topics listed below are also shown on the attached proposed schedule.  

TAC Meetings & Topics 
 

1  Assess and Prioritize Issues 

2  Review Commission Goals 

3  Review Water Quality & Modeling 

 List the types of monitoring data the TMDLs identified as necessary in the long‐term to best 
understand lake water quality, improvement strategies and progress toward water quality 
goals. 

 The TAC will meet to review water quality monitoring results, the various TMDL 
Implementation Plans, and guidance from the MPCA regarding evaluating progress towards 
meeting TMDL requirements and return with recommendations regarding monitoring and 
other activities to consider for the coming 10 years. 
 

4  Review Rules & Standards 

 Start the discussion on the rules and standards review. 
o Size of Projects and Applicability to Redevelopment Projects: 

 Linear Projects; 
o Consistency with Other Standards: 

 Lake and Stream TMDLs; 
 Draft NPDES Minnesota General Permit; 
 MPCA’s Minimal Impact Design Standards (MIDS); 
 Infiltration in Drinking Water Supply Management Areas (DWSMAs); 
 Soil Management; 
 Inspection of Infiltration/Filtration Facilities; 
 Abstraction Requirements; 

o Development of a long‐term maintenance plan 
 

5  Implementation Plan 

 TAC to discuss principles of a ten year monitoring plan.  Review potential new standards, 
emerging contaminants, TMDL progress monitoring, and potential requirements relating to 
regional TMDLs and NPDES permitting.  Recommend BCWMC Staff prepare a monitoring 
plan that details the specific purpose of each type of monitoring, the frequency, and cost of 
such monitoring, which will tie the monitoring to specific next generation plan goals. This 
monitoring policy data will be used to generate a table of recommended specific 
monitoring actions by year.  It is expected that the table will be revisited in future years to 
take into account changing requirements. 

 Consider creating an additional spreadsheet of monitoring activities done by others to 
reduce redundancy and to identify the sites where monitoring occurs. 
 

6  Education & Outreach Plan 

 Education Committee to develop a draft Education and Outreach Plan. The plan will 
continue to be refined and the final draft will be forwarded to the cities and the citizens’ 
advisory representatives for their review and input. 

 Identified goals, strategies, and priority areas for education and outreach. 
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TAC Meetings & Topics 
 

7  Review Comments & Responses 

8  Review Final Plan Revisions 
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The other meetings and topics listed below are also shown on the attached proposed schedule. 

Other Meetings & Topics 
 

1  City Councils ‐ initial input 

2  Citizen Advisory Committee – initial input optional 
 
Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) – Public input process 
Comprised of…. 
Prepare presentation and background materials to share with the CAC and ask each city to 
schedule a date at which this information can be presented.  Topics of the presentation could be: 

1. What is a watershed, and what does the Commission do? 
2. What is a watershed management plan and how does it relate to city planning and 

projects? 
3. What activities has the watershed been undertaking and what are the accomplishments of 

the past 10 years? 
4. What are the preliminary problems and issues identified by the Commission and TAC?  

What other problems and issues does the CAC see? 
5. What are the preliminary goals identified by the Commission and TAC?  What other goals 

does the CAC see? 
6. What issues, goals, and activities does the CAC see as most important? 

There is a lot of background to cover to bring the CAC up to speed on the watershed so they can 
make informed input into the plan. 
 

3  City Managers/staff review 
 
Policymaker’s Meeting 
City Managers and Commission TAC representatives meet early to learn about the Next Generation 
Watershed Management Plan and to discuss various policy issues.  The group reviews the division 
of responsibilities between the Commission and the member cities; and receives an overview of 
the Commission’s activities and accomplishments in the past ten years.  The group reviews the 
Gaps Analysis of preliminary problems and issues and the preliminary Next Generation Goals 
identified by the Commission and the TAC.  Discuss the Joint Powers Agreement (JPA)—does the 
JPA need revision as part of the Next Generation Plan?  If so, when should this occur (later in 
2013)?  Discuss communication between the Council and Commission; are there improvements to 
be made? 
Draft Agenda 

1. Refresher on watershed roles and responsibilities; 
2. Overview of activities and accomplishments in the past 10 years; 
3. Preliminary problems and issues identified by Commission and TAC; 
4. Preliminary goals identified by Commission and TAC; 
5. Policy issues; 

a. Roles and responsibilities of watershed vs. city 
b. Financial policies 
c. Operational budget funding 
d. Capital project cost policy 
e. Citizens Advisory Committee 
f. Joint Powers Agreement 
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Other Meetings & Topics 
 

4  Citizen Advisory – education & outreach, implementation 

 CAC meetings to gather input on draft CIP and implementation plan, and education and 
outreach plan. 
 

5  Lake Association/Other – Education &outreach, implementation 

 Establish a Lake Association Summit 
 

6  City Councils – draft plan 
 

7  Citizen Advisory  Committee – draft plan 

 Final, joint CAC meeting to provide public input on draft Plan. 

 CAC meeting would be a joint meeting of one or two CAC representatives from each city. 
The meeting will be an opportunity for the representatives to discuss each city’s input and 
as a group prioritize implementation activities.  The meeting, which would be held in late 
April 2014, would be led by the Commission’s consultant who is writing the Plan. 
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Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission Next Generation Watershed Management Plan‐‐Proposed Schedule

Plan Steps and Commission Actions Notes

J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D

1 Self‐assessment X

2 Visioning X

3 Notify plan stakeholders 60d response

4 Kickoff X

5 Gap analysis X

6 Assess and prioritize issues X

7 Establish goals X

8 Review water quality & modeling X

9 Develop monitoring plan X

10 Review Rules and Standards X

11 Develop education & outreach plan X

12 Develop implementation plans X

13 Establish self‐evaluation process X

14 Discuss plan organization & look X

15 Complete draft plan X

16 Approve final draft Sept. 17, 2013 X

17 60‐day review period

18 Public hearing  February 20, 2014  + 14d from 60d X

19 Revise Plan and submit for final review X

22 BWSR Plan approval August 25, 2014 90d X

23 Adopt plan  September 18, 2014 X

TAC Meetings & Topics

J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D

1 Assess and Prioritize Issues X

2 Review Commission Goals X

3 Review Water Quality & Modeling X

4 Review Rules & Standards X

5 Implementation Plan X X

6 Education & Outreach Plan X

7 Review Comments & Responses X

8 Review Final Plan Revisions X

Other Meetings & Topics

J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D

1 City Councils ‐ initial input

2 Citizen Advisory Comm – initial input

3 City Managers/staff review

4 Citizen Advisory‐educ & outreach, impl

5 Lake Assn/Other ‐ E&O, impl

6 City Councils‐draft plan

7 Citizen Advisory‐draft plan

Indicates an ongoing activity. X Indicates action to be taken.

2012 2013 2014

2012 2013 2014

2012 2013 2014
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DRAFT 
 
June XX, 2012 
 
 
Member Cities 
Hennepin County Environmental Services 
Hennepin Conservation District 
Metropolitan Council 
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources 
State Review Agencies 
Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board 
 
 
Re: Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission’s 2014 Watershed Management 

Plan 
 
Dear Future Watershed Management Plan Reviewers: 

The Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission (BCWMC or Commission) is in the early 
stages of updating its watershed management plan. State law requires that watershed management 
plans be updated every 10 years; the BCWMC’s current plan expires in August 2014. The BCWMC’s 
goal is to complete the draft plan by fall of 2013, and then to submit the draft plan for review to the 
member cities, review agencies and the public.  

The watershed management plan sets the goals, policies and strategies for managing the lakes, 
streams and wetlands in the Bassett Creek watershed. State law and rule govern the watershed 
planning process. The Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources’ (BWSR) authority includes 
approving the plan and overseeing the planning process.  

With this letter, the Commission requests the following information from you: 

 Priority issues and your expectations for BCWMC involvement in these issues  

 Summaries of relevant water management goals 

 Pertinent water resource information 

 Official controls and programs (as applicable) 

The Commission respectfully requests that you provide this information within 60 days of receipt of 
this letter (August XX, 2012). The information you provide will help the Commission identify the 
issues and goals that should be addressed in the updated plan. The Commission will hold a plan 
kickoff meeting after they have received and reviewed the requested information. You will receive a 
separate notification inviting you to this future kickoff meeting.  



Member Cities 
Hennepin County Environmental Services 
Hennepin Conservation District 
Metropolitan Council 
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources 
State Review Agencies 
Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board 
June XX, 2012 
Page 2 
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Thank you for your time and assistance in providing this requested information. If you have any 
questions, please contact Karen Chandler, the BCWMC’s engineer, at kchandler@barr.com or 952-
832-2813. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Virginia K. Black 
Chair, Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
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Attachment – Distribution List 

Member Cities: 

City of Crystal – Ms. Janet Lewis, City Clerk 

City of Golden Valley – Ms. Sue Virnig, City Clerk 

City of Medicine Lake – Ms. Nancy Pauly, City Clerk 

City of Minneapolis – Mr. Steven Ristuben, City Clerk 

City of Minnetonka – Mr. David Maeda, City Clerk 

City of New Hope – Ms. Valerie Leone, City Clerk 

City of Plymouth – Ms. Sandra Engdahl, City Clerk 

City of Robbinsdale – Mr. Tom Marshall, City Clerk 

City of St. Louis Park – Ms. Nancy Stroth, City Clerk  

Hennepin County: 

Hennepin County – Mr. Joel Settles 

Hennepin Conservation District – Ms. Stacey Lijewski 

Metropolitan Council: 

Metropolitan Council – Ms. Judy Sventek 

Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources: 

Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources – Mr. Brad Wozney 

State Review Agencies: 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources – Mr. Nick Proulx 

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency – Mr. David L. Johnson 

Minnesota Department of Health – Mr. Art Persons 

Minnesota Department of Agriculture – Mr. Rob Sip 

Minnesota Department of Transportation: 

Minnesota Department of Transportation – Mr. Nick Tiedeken 

Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board: 

Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board – Debra Pilger, Director, Environmental, Equipment and 
Volunteer Services 

 
 



          6/14/2012 

Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 2012 Administrative Calendar 
 

January 2012 February 2012 March 2012 April 2012 
MEETING – JANUARY 19 

• January 5 – TAC meeting, 1:30 p.m. 

• January 31 - End of Fiscal Year 

• Direct auditor to prepare audit report 

• Terms end for Crystal, Golden Valley, and 
Medicine Lake  

• Resolution to appoint official depositories;  

• Discuss CIP projects’ admin expenses 
reimbursement 

 

MEETING – FEBRUARY 16 

• February 14 – Admin Cmttee meeting; 8:00 
a.m. 

• BCWMC Organizational meeting – elect officers; 
Discuss BCWMC mission and goals; Discuss 
2011 Commission – TAC liaisons 

• Assessment payments from member-cities due 
February 1 

 

MEETING – MARCH 15 

• March 7 –TAC mtg, 1:30 p.m. 

• March 22 – Plymouth Env. Quality Fair 

• March 29 – BCWMC Special Mtg – Next 
Generation Plan 

 

MEETING – APRIL 19 

• April 5 – TAC mtg, 1:30 p.m. 

• April 13-14 – Plymouth Yard/Garden Expo 

• Audit Report to State Auditor 
 
 

 

May 2012 June 2012 July 2012 August 2012 
MEETING – MAY 17 

• Review Draft Budget; Final Annual Report 
presented for approval and submitted to 
BWSR and member cities  

 

MEETING – JUNE 21  

• Budget must be approved by Commission by 
July 1 to meet 30-day city review; Budget must 
be received by member cities by July 1 for 30-
day review  

 

MEETING – JULY 19 

• LMCIT annual invoice; Receive first half 
of ad valorem tax (early July); 

 

 

MEETING – AUGUST 16 
 
 

 

September 2012 October 2012 November 2012 December 2012 
MEETING / PUBLIC MEETING–SEPTEMBER 20  

• September 6 – TAC meeting, 1:30 p.m. 

• Public Meeting on NL-2:Four Seasons Mall 
Water Quality Project 

• Submit maximum levy ad valorem tax request 
to Hennepin County 

 

MEETING – OCTOBER 18 

• Prepare letters re: deadline to receive 
applications for the Channel Maintenance 
Fund during next year’s construction season 

 
 

MEETING– WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 15  

 
MEETING – DECEMBER 20 

• Prepare resolution to transfer 2012 funds 
from admin acct. to TMDL, Long-term 
maint., and channel erosion accounts. 
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Monthly Meeting 

Meetings are held at 11:30 am, every third Thursday of the month (except the November meeting is on Wednesday, Nov. 15) at 
the City of Golden Valley City Hall, Council Conference Room (2

nd
 floor), 7800 Golden Valley Road, Golden Valley, MN  55427 

Commissioner Alternate Commissioner Technical Advisory Committee Member 

Crystal – 2015 
 Daniel Johnson Vacant Tom Mathisen  
5801 29th Ave. N., Crystal  55422  4141 Douglas Dr. North, Crystal  55422 

763-541-9006    763-531-1160 763-531-1188 (fax) 
danjohnson57@hotmail.com  tmathisen@ci.crystal.mn.us 

Golden Valley – 2015 
Stacy Hoschka, Treasurer David Hanson Jeannine Clancy  
6400 Golden Valley Road 1030 Angelo Dr., Golden Valley  55422 Director of Public Works 
Golden Valley, MN 55427 763-588-1478  City of Golden Valley 
763-529-4723  davewhanson@gmail.com 7800 Golden Valley Road, GV 55427 
Harwell.hoschka@gmail.com  763-593-8035 763-593-3988 (fax) 
  jclancy@goldenvalleymn.gov 
  Jeff Oliver (alternate)  
  City Engineer, City of GV 
  763-593-8034 763-593-3988 (fax) 
  joliver@goldenvalleymn.gov 
  Eric Eckman (alternate)  
  Public Works Specialist, City of GV 
    763-593-8084 763-593-3988 (fax) 
  eeckman@goldenvalleymn.gov 

Medicine Lake – 2015 
Ted Hoshal, Secretary  John O’Toole   
6960 Madison Ave. W., Ste 2 181 Peninsula Road  
Minneapolis, MN 55427-3627 Medicine Lake, MN 55441-4113  
763-541-1140 763-541-0223 (fax)     
dthoshal@luma-gard.com   

Minneapolis – 2013 
Michael Welch  Lisa Goddard  Lois Eberhart 
212 Thomas Avenue S. 214 Logan Avenue North Water Resources Administrator 
Minneapolis, MN 55405 Minneapolis, MN  55405 Room 300 City of Lakes Building 
612-385-6885 612-374-2481 (home) 309 Second Ave. S. 
mjewelch@gmail.com  763-475-0010 763-475-2429 (fax) Minneapolis, MN 55401-2268 
 lgoddard@srfconsulting.com 612-673-3260 612-673-2048 (fax) 
  Lois.eberhart@ci.minneapolis.mn.us 

Minnetonka – 2013 
Jacob Millner Tony Wagner Lee Gustafson, 14600 Minnetonka Blvd. 
2300 Nottingham Court 1804 Traymore Road Minnetonka, MN  55345 
Minnetonka, MN 55305 Minnetonka, MN 55305 952-939-8239 952-939-8244 (fax) 
jbmillner@gmail.com twagner@eminnetonka.com lgustafson@eminnetonka.com 
   
  Liz Stout, 14600 Minnetonka Blvd. 
  Minnetonka, MN  55345 
  952-939-8233 952-939-8244 (fax) 
  lstout@eminnetonka.com 

New Hope – 2013 
John Elder Vacant Guy Johnson  
City of New Hope, 4401 Xylon Ave. N.  Dir. Of Public Works, City of New Hope 
New Hope, MN 55428  5500 Intl. Pkwy., New Hope 55428  
763-531-5100    763-592-6766 763-533-7650 (fax) 
jelder@ci.new-hope.mn.us  gjohnson@ci.new-hope.mn.us 
   
  Chris Long, Bonestroo 
  Chris.long@bonestroo.com 

Plymouth – 2014 
Ginny Black, Chair  Judy Johnson  Derek Asche   
Plymouth City Hall Plymouth City Hall 3400 Plymouth Blvd.,  
3400 Plymouth Blvd., Plymouth 55447 3400 Plymouth Blvd., Plymouth, MN  55447 Plymouth, MN 55447  
763-509-5004  763-509-5001  763-509-5526  
Ginny.black@q.com jjohnson@plymouthmn.gov dasche@ci.plymouth.mn.us 
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Commissioner Alternate Commissioner Technical Advisory Committee Member 

Robbinsdale – 2014 
Wayne Sicora Vacant Richard McCoy * 
3706 Abbott Ave. North  City of Robbinsdale 
Robbinsdale, MN 55422  4100 Lakeview Ave. N. 
  Robbinsdale, MN 55422  
763-522-8165    763-531-1260 763-531-7344 (fax) 
Wayne.sicora@gmail.com  rmccoy@ci.robbinsdale.mn.us 

St. Louis Park – 2014 
Jim de Lambert, Vice Chair Justin Riss  Laura Adler, Engrg. Program Coor. * 
9257 West 22

nd
 Lane 3732 Pennsylvania Avenue South City of St. Louis Park 

St. Louis Park, MN 55426 St. Louis Park, MN 55426 5005 Minnetonka Boulevard 
763-489-3150  612-242-6611 St. Louis Park, MN  55416 
jimd@liesch.com justinriss@yahoo.com 952-924-2690 952-924-2663 (fax) 
  ladler@stlouispark.org 
  Jim Vaughan, Envl. Coor. * (alternate) 
  City of St. Louis Park 
  5005 Minnetonka Boulevard 
  St. Louis Park, MN  55416 
  952-924-2699 952-924-2663 (fax) 
   

 
Deputy Treasurer: Susan Virnig, * Financial Director, 7800 Golden Valley Road, Golden Valley 55427; 763-593-8010 (Fax: 763-593-
3969). E-mail: SVirnig@goldenvalleymn.gov 
Counsel: Charlie LeFevere, * Kennedy & Graven, 470 U.S. Bank Plaza, 200 South Sixth Street, Minneapolis, 55402; 612-337-9215 
(Fax: 612-337-9310); general firm number: 612-338-1177. E-mail: clefevere@kennedy-graven.com 
Engineer: Karen Chandler, 952-832-2813, E-mail: kchandler@barr.com; Len Kremer, 952-832-2781, E-mail: lkremer@barr.com;  
Jim Herbert, 952-832-2784, E-mail: jherbert@barr.com, * Barr Engineering Company, 4700 West 77

th
 Street, Minneapolis 55435-4803; 

(Fax: 952-832-2601). 
Recorder: Amy Herbert, * Barr Engineering Company, 4700 W 77th Street, Minneapolis 55435-4803; 952-832-2652 (Fax: 952-832-
2601). E-mail: bcra@barr.com 

Administrative Personnel (Municipalities) 

Crystal Minnetonka 
Tom Mathisen, City Engineer Lee Gustafson, Director of Engineering   952-939-8239 
Anne Norris, City Manager  John Gunyou, City Manager  
Chrissy Serres, City Clerk David Maeda, City Clerk (dmaeda@eminnetonka.com) 
    4141 North Douglas Drive 763-531-1000 (general)     14600 Minnetonka Blvd 952-939-8200 (general) 
    Crystal  55422 763-531-1188 (fax)     Minnetonka 55345 952-939-8244 (fax) 
Golden Valley New Hope 
Jeannine Clancy  763-593-8035 Guy Johnson, Director of Public Works  
    Director of Public Works 763-593-3988 (engrg. fax)     5500 International Prkwy 763-592-6766 
Tom Burt, City Manager ** 763-593-8002 Kirk McDonald, Interim City Mgr ** 763-531-5119 
Jeff Oliver, City Engineer 763-593-8034 Valerie Leone, City Clerk (vleone@ci.new-hope.mn.us) 
Sue Virnig, City Clerk 763-593-8010     4401 Xylon Avenue North 763-531-5100 (general) 
    7800 Golden Valley Road 763-593-8109 (admin. fax)     New Hope 55428 763-531-5136 (fax) 
    Golden Valley   55427 763-593-8000 (general)   
Medicine Lake Plymouth 
Mary Anne Young, Mayor  Doran Cote, Director of Public Works  
     145 Peninsula Rd.  55441 763-544-3285 Laurie Ahrens, City Manager  
Nancy Pauly, City Clerk (nancy.pauly@gmail.com) Sandra Engdahl, City Clerk 
    10609 South Shore Drive     3400 Plymouth Boulevard 763-509-5000 (general) 
    Medicine Lake  55441 763-542-9701     Plymouth  55447 763-509-5060 (fax) 
Minneapolis Robbinsdale 
Steven Kotke, Director of Public Works and City Engineer  Marcia Glick, City Manager  
350 South 5

th
 Street, Room 

203 
612-673-2443 Richard McCoy, City Engineer 

Casey J. Carl, City Clerk 612-673-2216 Tom Marshall, City Clerk  763-531-1252 
    350 S 5

th
 St, Room 304 612-673-3812 (fax)     4100 Lakeview Avenue N. 763-537-4534 (general) 

    (All Minneapolis 55415) 612-673-3000 (general)     Robbinsdale  55422 763-537-7344 (fax) 
St. Louis Park  
Mike Rardin 
Director of Public Works 

952-924-2551 
952-924-2663 (fax) 

 

Tom Harmening, City Manager **  
Scott Brink, City Engineer   
Nancy Stroth, City Clerk   
    5005 Minnetonka Blvd 952-924-2500 (general)  
    St. Louis Park 55416 952-924-2170 (fax)  
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