
Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission (BCWMC)	Comment by Jim Herbert: This version includes list of proposed edits since the Jan 2023 modifications. 

Requirements for Improvements 
and Development Proposals	Comment by Jim Herbert: At its 2/16/2023 meeting, the BCWMC approved several edits to the Requirement Document after the new MPCA Construction Stormwater General Permit goes into effect. Per 2/8/2023 memo: Item 4H: Submit Comments on MPCA Construction Stormwater General Permit. The new permit was issued August 1, 2023.
Revised January 2023April 2025

















[image: ]
[image: P:\Mpls\23 MN\27\2327051\WorkFiles\Templates and Forms\BCWMC_RND_logo.jpg]
right click to pick a Barr office


Requirements for Improvements and Development Proposals
Revised January 2023April 2025
Contents
1.0	Introduction	1
2.0	Types of Projects to be Submitted for Review	2
2.1	Floodplains	2
2.2	Rate Control	2
2.3	Water Quality	2
2.4	Erosion and Sediment Control	3
2.5	Lakes, Streams, and Wetlands	3
2.6	Water Resources	3
2.7	Diversion of Surface Water Runoff	3
2.8	Land Use Changes	4
2.9	Regional Best Management Practices	4
2.10	Appropriations	4
2.11	Utility Crossings and Bridges	4
2.12	Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Permit Applications	4
2.13	Modifications or Impacts to the Bassett Creek Tunnels	4
2.14	Projects Not Requiring BCWMC Review	4
3.0	Review Process	6
3.1	Procedure for BCWMC Review	6
3.2	Required Exhibits	7
3.3	Variance Procedure	9
4.0	Floodplain Requirements	10
5.0	Rate Control Requirements	12
6.0	Water Quality Requirements	13
6.1	Performance Goal	13
6.1.1	Non-Linear Development/Redevelopment	13
6.1.2	Linear Projects	14
6.2	Flexible Treatment Options	14
6.3	Approved Techniques	15
6.3.1	Software / Calculators	15
6.3.2	Minnesota Stormwater Manual	15
6.3.3	Stormwater Manufactured Treatment Devices	15
6.4	Maintenance	15
6.4.1	Maintenance Agreement or Other Regulatory Mechanism 	15
6.4.2	Chloride Management Plan 	16
7.0	Erosion and Sediment Control Requirements	17
8.0	Other Requirements	21
8.1	TMDL Studies	21
8.2	Diversion of Surface Water Runoff	21
8.3	Utility Crossings and Bridges	21
8.4	Bassett Creek Tunnels	22
8.5	Regional Best Management Practices	22
9.0	Definitions1	23
B.1	Buffer Width Requirements	2
B.1.1	Wetland Buffer Width Requirements	2
B.1.2	Stream Buffer Width Requirements	3
B.2	Buffer Design Requirements	4
B.3	Buffer Maintenance Requirements	4
B.4	Buffer Exemptions	5



List of Appendices
Appendix A	BCWMC Flexible Treatment Options Flow Chart 
Appendix B	Buffer Requirements
Appendix C	Application for Development Proposals 





	\\msp-projects10\ProjectsMSP\23 MN\27\2327051\WorkFiles\TAC\2025 TAC Meetings\05-02-2025\BCWMC Requirements Document_Revised 24-April-2025_v1_TAC input_Barr.docx

	
	i
	




	

	
	ii
	



[bookmark: _Toc196376593]Introduction
This document was prepared to assist developers and consultants in designing and managing projects that conform to the policies of the Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 2015-2025 Watershed Management Plan (Watershed Management Plan) (September 2015, as amended) and outlines the requirements designed to achieve the BCWMC’s goals. The Watershed Management Plan, as adopted by the Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission (BCWMC), may be reviewed or obtained from the BCWMC website at http://www.bassettcreekwmo.org/. 	Comment by Karen Chandler: Will update when we get closer to plan completion.
This document provides the development requirements adopted by the BCWMC and includes: 
1. Types of projects to be submitted for review
2. Review Process
· The nature of the review process and procedures
· Required submittals/exhibits
· Variance procedures
3. Policies, standards and requirements
Floodplain policies 
Rate control policies
Water quality policies
Erosion and sediment control policies
Other policies
Words and phrases in bold text are defined in Section 9.0.


[bookmark: _Toc196376594]Types of Projects to be Submitted for Review
All persons, citiesmunicipalities, public agencies, or other agencies proposing improvements or developments within the Bassett Creek watershed must submit sufficient information to the BCWMC engineer to determine the effect that their proposed project may have on the water resources of the watershed within the following guidelines. At the request of the member cities, the BCWMC engineer and/or board of commissioners will review plans for improvements or developments that would not otherwise trigger review. Types of projects to be submitted for review and triggers for BCWMC review include: 	Comment by Karen Chandler: Per Commissioner Welch, all “shalls” in the document were changed to either "must" (if item is required) or "should" (if item may not be required).
[bookmark: _Toc196376595]Floodplains
Any proposed project that is located below the 1% (100-year flood) floodplain elevation or floodplain storage sites and would consist of a major alteration of existing structures, erection of new structures, filling, floodway encroachment, activities considered incompatible with acceptable floodplain uses or be subject to damage by the 1% (100–year) flood must be submitted to the BCWMC for review. Floodplain policies apply to structures such as buildings, bridges, footbridges, culverts, and pipe crossings of any nature, including sanitary sewer, water supply, electrical and telephone lines, and other utilities. Temporary and permanent docks or boardwalks, and work limited to minor grading (no filling or measurable change in contours) or maintenance in the floodplain do not require BCWMC review. This requirement only applies to the floodplain of the Bassett Creek trunk system. CitiesMunicipalities are responsible for managing other local floodplains. Floodplain requirementspolicies are included in Section 4.0. 	Comment by Jim Herbert: Delete term "base flood elevation" since it is a FEMA term per Commissioner Harwell	Comment by Eric Eckman: added the word minor	Comment by Karen Chandler: Okay to add	Comment by Karen Chandler: Edit clarifies “grading”
[bookmark: _Toc488239272][bookmark: _Toc488939347][bookmark: _Toc490233016][bookmark: _Toc490480036][bookmark: _Toc488239273][bookmark: _Toc488939348][bookmark: _Toc490233017][bookmark: _Toc490480037][bookmark: _Toc196376596]Rate Control
Proposed new, nonlinear development projects that create one or more acres of new impervious surface or nonlinear redevelopment projects that create one or more acres of new and/or fully reconstructed impervious surface must be submitted to the BCWMC for rate control review. Proposed linear projects that create one or more acres of  new and/or fully reconstructed impervious surface must be submitted to the BCWMC for rate control review. Requirements for rate control are described in Section 5.0.	Comment by Karen Chandler: This is the new trigger for rate control review of linear projects per Dec 2024 TAC review and Jan 2025 PSC review.
[bookmark: _Toc196376597]Water Quality 
Proposed new, nonlinear development projects that create one or more acres of new impervious surface or nonlinear redevelopment projects that create one or more acres of new and/or fully reconstructed impervious surface must be submitted to the BCWMC for water quality review. Proposed linear projects that create one or more acres of new and/or fully reconstructed impervious surface must be submitted to the citymunicipality for water quality review and permitting. Proposed linear projects that create five or more acres of new and/or fully reconstructed impervious surface must be submitted to the BCWMC for water quality review. Requirements for water quality treatment are described in Section 6.0.	Comment by Karen Chandler: This is the new trigger for water quality review of linear projects per Dec 2024 TAC review and Jan 2025 PSC review.	Comment by Karen Chandler: This is the new trigger and process for water quality review of linear projects per Dec 2024 TAC review and Jan 2025 PSC review.
[bookmark: _Toc196376598]Erosion and Sediment Control
Proposed nonlinear projects that will result in 200 cubic yards or more of cut or fill or 10,000 square feet or more of land disturbance must be submitted to the BCWMC for erosion and sediment control review. Proposed linear projects that result in one or more acres of land disturbance must be submitted to the BCWMC for erosion and sediment control review. Individual single family home sites are exempt from erosion and sediment control review. Individual single family home sites that are subdivided to create four or more single family homes are not exempt from erosion and sediment control policies. Erosion and sediment control requirements are included in Section 7.0.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Proposed revised trigger for erosion and sediment control review of linear projects was reviewed by the PSC and will be reviewed by the TAC at their Dec 18 meeting.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Clarifying text.	Comment by Eric Eckman: We could say:
Single-family home developments containing four or more lots that are mass graded in one construction phase are not exempt from...	Comment by Karen Chandler: Edited to say “two or more lots” 	Comment by Eric Eckman: We respectfully disagree with the edit and the approach. It is very common for inner ring suburbs to have “infill” development where one SF lot is split into two or three lots. Typically, the new homes are designed and built one at a time and the lots are custom graded at the time of permitting. Therefore, no issue and still exempt.

If the 2 or 3 lots are mass graded in one construction phase, that’s okay too. Cities are well equipped to review and permit these small projects. However, when the scale reaches 4 lots or more, or when one acre of net new impervious is added, then it seems reasonable for BCWMC to review and approve the plans.

Another thing to consider is that many of these small developments are not formal subdivisions, they are “uncombining” tax parcels where 2-3 legal lots of record already exist. Is the intent to include these?

In addition, there are many instances where a City approves a subdivision of two to three lots, but homes are not built for a year or many years. This creates a bit of a disconnect between the BCWMC review and actual construction. Would the approval expire and have to be reviewed a second time? Again, cities are well equipped to handle these situations.	Comment by Karen Chandler: For TAC discussion	Comment by Laura Jester: Per TAC, changed “two” to “four” single family homes.
[bookmark: _Toc196376599]Lakes, Streams, and Wetlands
Proposed projects that may affect the water surface elevation, outlet storage capability, shoreline or streambank, or be incompatible with existing or proposed land use around the lakes, streams, and wetlands in the Bassett Creek watershed must be submitted to the BCWMC for review. The BCWMC will defer wetland issues in cases where the municipalitycity acts as the local government unit (LGU) for administering the Wetland Conservation Act, unless BCWMC involvement is requested by the municipalitycity. 	Comment by Karen Chandler: Deleted as there are no Lakes, Streams and Wetlands requirements.
The BCWMC will review proposed streambank stabilization projects and streambed degradation control structures to evaluate the need for the work, the adequacy of design, unique or special site conditions, energy dissipation, the potential for adverse effects, contributing factors, preservation of natural processes, and aesthetics.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Moved from Section 8	Comment by Eric Eckman: What is meant by aesthetics here - that the applicant’s stone matches the stone on neighboring properties, or the type/amount of trees and shrubs match, or something else?

Reviewing ‘aesthetics’ may not be relevant or appropriate for BCWMC, or may be redundant. Cities already review aesthetics with their zoning and shoreland reviews.	Comment by Karen Chandler: For discussion with TAC.
Agree this is not well-defined. An example of the BCWMC funding an aesthetic improvement was incorporating the “form liner” (rock-like surface) in the Medicine Lake dam/outlet project.	Comment by Laura Jester: Per TAC discussion: leave wording as presented.
The BCWMC does not specifically review buffers for proposed projects but requires that member cities maintain and enforce wetland and streambank buffer requirements at least as stringent as the BCWMC requirements laid out in Appendix B. Specific wetland and stream buffer requirements and submittal information should be coordinated with the member city in which the project is located. BCWMC Buffer Requirements are included in Appendix B. 
[bookmark: _Toc196376600]Water Resources
Proposed projects that would alter water resources in the watershed, involve the discharge of industrial or other waste to any watercourse or storm sewer, require extensive land alteration, are directly tributary to the waterbodies of the watershed, or may otherwise affect the existing water quality must be submitted to the BCWMC for review. In addition, the BCWMC must be informed of the proposed application of chemicals or other treatments to lakes and ponds in the watershed.
[bookmark: _Toc196376601]Diversion of Surface Water Runoff
Proposed projects to provide intra or inter watershed diversion that may affect flood levels, lake levels, or minimum stream flows in the watershed must be submitted to the BCWMC for review. Diversion of Surface Water Runoff requirements are included in Section 8.0.
[bookmark: _Toc196376602]Land Use Changes
Proposed changes in land use and zoning that are not consistent with the Watershed Management Plan and affect stormwater management must be submitted to the BCWMC for review. 
[bookmark: _Toc196376603]Regional Best Management Practices	Comment by Karen Chandler: Added section to address regional best management practices.	Comment by Laura Jester: Per Tac review: fine - leave as presented
Regional best management practices (BMPs) must be submitted to the BCWMC for review if the intent is to use the BMPs to meet the BCWMC’s floodplain, rate control, or water quality requirements. Regional BMP requirements are included in Section 8.0.
[bookmark: _Toc196376604]Appropriations
Ground or surface water appropriations that may temporarily or permanently alter the existing ground and surface water levels in the watershed must be submitted to the BCWMC for review.
[bookmark: _Toc196376605] Utility Crossings and Bridges
The construction of utilities through or paralleling the defined trunk system that require disturbance of the bed or banks of the creek or the diversion of the creek and all bridges across the trunk system must be submitted to the BCWMC for review. Utility Crossings and Bridges requirements are included in Section  8.0.
[bookmark: _Toc196376606] Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Permit Applications
The BCWMC will perform cursory review of permit applications submitted to and provided by the DNR for work in the Bassett Creek watershed involving water appropriations, work in public waters, and other applications involving water resources under jurisdiction of the BCWMC. Although reporting back to the DNR is not required, the BCWMC will provide comments as necessary.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Revisions reflect current BCWMC practice.	Comment by Laura Jester: Ok - no changes from TAC
[bookmark: _Toc20837813][bookmark: _Toc21007565][bookmark: _Toc22218434][bookmark: _Toc20837814][bookmark: _Toc21007566][bookmark: _Toc22218435][bookmark: _Toc20837819][bookmark: _Toc21007571][bookmark: _Toc22218440][bookmark: _Toc20837820][bookmark: _Toc21007572][bookmark: _Toc22218441][bookmark: _Toc20837821][bookmark: _Toc21007573][bookmark: _Toc22218442][bookmark: _Toc20837822][bookmark: _Toc21007574][bookmark: _Toc22218443][bookmark: _Toc20837823][bookmark: _Toc21007575][bookmark: _Toc22218444][bookmark: _Toc20837824][bookmark: _Toc21007576][bookmark: _Toc22218445][bookmark: _Toc196376607] Modifications or Impacts to the Bassett Creek Tunnels
Projects that impact the old or new Bassett Creek tunnels may require coordination with the BCWMC. Information regarding the Bassett Creek tunnel requirements is included in Section 8.0.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Simplified this section and added more detail to Section 8.	Comment by Laura Jester: OK - no changes from TAC
[bookmark: _Toc20837826][bookmark: _Toc21007578][bookmark: _Toc22218447][bookmark: _Toc20837827][bookmark: _Toc21007579][bookmark: _Toc22218448][bookmark: _Toc196376608] Projects Not Requiring BCWMC Review
The following proposed projects do not require BCWMC review:	Comment by Drew Chirpich: Should potentially lead with “outside of the floodplain”	Comment by Karen Chandler: Leave as-is, as some of the items listed below, such as the work in item 2, that are exempt from review could be in the floodplain.
1. Proposed projects that result in less than 200 cubic yards of cut and fill and less than 10,000 square feet of land disturbance. 
2. Maintenance projects, including sealcoating, mill and overlay, pavement reclamation, pavement overlays, and other resurfacing activities, driveway maintenance that does not result in net fill in floodplain, sediment and debris removal from stream crossings, pipe inlets and outlets, and stormwater ponds, etc. that do not trigger land disturbance criteria.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Agree with Eric’s proposed changes in this item; see additional edits.	Comment by Eric Eckman: Depends if this ends up triggering land disturbance, based on our discussion about definitions later on.
3. MunicipalCity storm sewer maintenance projects that do not trigger land disturbance criteria.
4. Single family home sites are exempt from Erosion and Sediment Control review. Single family home sites must comply with the other requirements and be reviewed by the BCWMC if they meet the review triggers. 
5. Proposed linear projects that result in less than 1.0 acre of land disturbance.

[bookmark: _Toc196376609]Review Process
As outlined in Section 2.0, all persons, citiesmunicipalities, public agencies, or other agencies proposing improvements or developments within the Bassett Creek watershed must submit sufficient information to the BCWMC to determine the effect that their proposed project may have on the water resources of the watershed. The BCWMC Engineer will review all applications for compliance with the BCWMC policies. Some applications will require board approval at a BCWMC meeting, as outlined in Section 3.1.3. All other applications may be processed through administrative review by the BCWMC Engineer. The process the BCWMC will follow in reviewing projects submitted for review and the information that must be submitted by applicants is summarized below.
[bookmark: _Toc196376610]Procedure for BCWMC Review
1. The BCWMC will review the applicant’s submittal only after the project has received preliminary review by the municipalitycity indicating general compliance with existing local watershed management plans prepared pursuant to 103B.235. Questions about the BCWMC requirements must first be directed to the municipalitycity in which the project is located. The municipalitycity may choose to direct the applicant to contact the BCWMC administrator or engineer. 
2. The BCWMC engineer has 15 days to determine if an application is complete from the date that the signed application and proposed project documentation is received by the BCWMC engineer. The BCWMC engineer has 60 days to determine if an application is approved or send a letter with comments to the municipalitycity and to the applicant.  
3. Some proposed projects require board approval at a BCWMC meeting. Except as noted, all submittals impacting floodplains (as defined in Section 2.1), lakes, streams, or wetlands, or involving the Bassett Creek trunk system, variances, linear construction or reconstruction projects with  5 acres or more of new and/or fully reconstructed impervious surfaces, or alternative BMPs not included in the most current version of the Minnesota Stormwater Manual require board approval at a BCWMC meeting. 	Comment by Karen Chandler: This is the new trigger for linear projects per Dec 2024 TAC review and Jan 2025 PSC review.
a. [bookmark: _Hlk176354354]Work limited to individual single-family home shoreline restoration and/or individual single-family home streambank stabilization projects do not require board approval at a BCWMC meeting but do require administrative approval by the BCWMC engineer.
b. Work limited to installation of a storm sewer outlet, including flared end sections and associated riprap or other approved erosion protection features, does not require add-on fees or board approval at a BCWMC meeting, but does require administrative approval by the BCWMC engineer. Applicant must demonstrate no net loss in floodplain storage.	Comment by Jim Herbert: Paragraph clarifies that this relatively minor work does not require an add-on fee or review at a BCWMC meeting.	Comment by Laura Jester: OK - no changes from TAC
4. The BCWMC board meetings are generally held the third Thursday of each month. For a proposed project to be included on the BCWMC board meeting agenda, application materials must be submitted to the BCWMC engineer by the last Friday of the month prior to the meeting date. Complex projects may require additional review time. However, not all proposed projects are presented at the BCWMC meeting for review and board approval, as outlined in Section 3.1.3. 
5. Upon receipt of a submittal, the BCWMC engineer will review the submittal and prepare recommendations to the BCWMC board or municipalitycity. 
a. For projects requiring board approval at a BCWMC meeting, a memorandum describing each proposed project and the engineer’s recommendations will be sent to the BCWMC board of commissioners approximately one week before the meeting. 
b. For projects not requiring board approval at a BCWMC meeting, the BCWMC engineer will send a letter with comments directly to the municipalitycity and to the applicant.
6. If requiring board approval at a BCWMC meeting, the board of commissioners will approve, conditionally approve, table, or reject the submittal. The BCWMC engineer will then send a letter with comments, including a list of deficiencies or required modifications, to the municipalitycity and to the applicant. 
7. The applicant must provide a revised submittal addressing each deficiency, required modification, or comment. The BCWMC engineer will send a letter of approval to the municipalitycity and to the applicant after comments have been satisfactorily addressed. 
8. Application approvals expire two years from the date of approval. Approved proposed projects that do not begin construction within two years will require a new application and approval. Active applications expire two years from the date of the most recent BCWMC comments letter. If a response to BCWMC comments or final approval is not received for a proposed project within two years, a new application and final approval will be required. 
9. Emergency work performed or approved by cities (utility repair, emergency traffic issues, health and safety issues, etc.) is exempt from initial BCWMC review. Cities must inform the BCWMC regarding emergency work, as soon as practical, in cases that would have required an application under non-emergency conditions. To document the work, the appropriate application materials and fee must be provided to the BCWMC after construction and return to non-emergency conditions. 
[bookmark: _Toc488239290][bookmark: _Toc488939365][bookmark: _Toc490233034][bookmark: _Toc490480054][bookmark: _Toc196376611]Required Exhibits	Comment by Karen Chandler: BCWMC currently does not review or request copies of maintenance agreements or chloride management plans. If the Commission decides to require submittal of these, this document will need revision. 
The applicant must submit an application form and required exhibits. The application form must be signed by Ccity staff. The required exhibits are listed on the application form and further discussed as follows:
1. Completed Application for Development Proposals signed by applicant and City staff.
2. Project review fee: submit project review fee in accordance with the fee schedule. 
3. Project plans: submit one full size (paper), one 11 x 17-inch (paper) and an electronic (PDF), including at least:
a. A scale drawing of the site showing property lines and delineation of lands under ownership of the applicant.
b. Proposed and existing stormwater management facilities location, alignment, and elevation.
c. Existing and proposed site contour elevations related to NGVD 29 datum, NAVD 88 datum, or other datum used by the  municipalitycity. (Note: NAVD 88 datum = NGVD 29 datum + 0.18 feet)	Comment by Karen Chandler: Added for information purposes.	Comment by Eric Eckman: My understanding is that this can vary by hundreths depending on where you are in the watershed. That said, we are okay with how it is written here and will let applicants know when GV has a slightly different conversion number.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Leave as-is, typically rounded to 0.2 ft
d. Construction plans and specifications of all proposed stormwater management facilities.
4. Stormwater management plan and computations (if applicable): submit plan signed by a registered professional engineer, and meeting the minimum requirements described in these standards. A stormwater management plan must include the following items, as appropriate:	Comment by Jim Herbert: Change "shall" to "should" instead of “must” because some of these items may not be required	Comment by Drew Chirpich: Maybe say “must” with a provision about waiving some requirements as determined by BCWMC engineer.	Comment by Karen Chandler: See suggested change
a. Delineation of the subwatersheds contributing runoff from offsite, and existing and proposed subwatersheds onsite.
b. Delineation of existing onsite lakes, streams, wetlands, and/or floodplain areas.	Comment by Eric Eckman: I believe this is a type of wetland. Should we delete?  Should we add lakes, streams here?	Comment by Karen Chandler: Concur - see suggested change
c. Existing and proposed post-development normal, 2-year, 10-year, and 100‑year water levels for the site.
d. Stormwater runoff volume and rate analyses for existing and proposed conditions for 2‑year, 10-year, and 100-year storm events.
e. All hydrologic, hydraulic, and other models and computations necessary to design the proposed stormwater management facilities.	Comment by Laura Jester: Per TAC input
f. Existing soil borings or other supporting soil characterization documentation.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Additional information requested, if available, to support BMP design.
g. Cut and fill calculations and supporting documentation including figure showing location of cut/fill, tables documenting cut/fill, and any other necessary information for work in the Bassett Creek 100-year floodplain.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Additional information required for cut and fill in the floodplain.
5. Erosion and sediment control plan (if applicable): submit plan meeting the requirements of these standards.
6. MIDS calculator files (in Excel), P8 model, WINSLAMM model, or other BCWMC approved equal (if applicable), demonstrating the project meets the water quality requirements of these standards.
7. BMP checklist: Submit checklist provided as part of the application form demonstrating that, to the maximum extent practical, the plan has incorporated the structural and non-structural BMPs, as described in the referenced documents.
8. Electronic copy of the final approved submittal. 
9. Other items required to support the proposed project.
[bookmark: _Toc196376612]Variance Procedure
The BCWMC has established the following variance procedures:
1. Applications for variances must be filed with the Ccity in which the property is being developed, redeveloped, or retrofitted and must state the exceptional conditions of the property and the peculiar and practical difficulties claimed as a basis for a variance. The applicant must state on the application the reasons for requesting the variance, in accordance with all of the requirements set forth below.
2. The cCity is required to forwardmust refer all applications seekingfor variances from the BCWMC requirements to the BCWMC engineer., and such These applications must then be reviewed by the BCWMC board of commissioners. In reviewing the application, the BCWMC will take into consideration the criteria, standards, and goals for maintaining and improving the quality of the watershed’s water resources.	Comment by Jim Herbert: Clarifying verbiage
To address the applicant’s hardship or special situation, the BCWMC may grant the variance, contingent upon conditions specified. Alternatively, the BCWMC may deny the request and state reasons for the denial in writing.
3. In granting variances, the BCWMC must make a finding showing that all of the following conditions exist:
a. There are special circumstances or conditions affecting the property such that the strict application of the provisions of these standards and criteria would deprive the applicant of the reasonable use of the applicant’s land.
b. The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right of the applicant.
c. The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the other property in the territory in which the property is situated.
d. In applications relating to a use in the 1% (100-year flood) floodplain set forth in Table 2-9 of the Watershed Management Plan, the variance must not allow a lower degree of flood protection than the current flood protection.
e. The granting of the variance will not be contrary to the intent of taking all reasonable and practical steps to improve water quality within the watershed.

[bookmark: _Toc196376613]Floodplain Requirements
The floodplain of the Bassett Creek trunk system is that area lying below the 1% ( 100–year) flood elevations as shown in the most recent version of Table 2-9 of the Watershed Management Plan, or as subsequently revised due to channel improvement, storage site development, revisions to reflect the current BCWMC-adopted floodplain elevations, or requirements established by appropriate state or federal governmental agencies. The BCWMC adopted the following policies regarding floodplain regulation within the Bassett Creek watershed (see policies in the most recent version Section 4.2.2 of the Watershed Management Plan): 	Comment by Karen Chandler: Added text to reflect that Table 2-9 can change.
1. [bookmark: _Hlk183992473][bookmark: _Hlk120611948][bookmark: _Hlk183992556]Minimum building elevations (lowest floor) of new and redeveloped structures, including parking garages/ramps that are underground or otherwise connected to the building, must be at least 2.0 feet above the 100-year flood level. (per Policy 29).Disconnected parking garages/ramps and accessory structure must be at or above the 100-year flood level.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Proposed revision per Feb TAC review.	Comment by Eric Eckman: FEMA definition, just for reference, as cities and watersheds can define low floor how they like:

Lowest floor: Lowest floor of the lowest enclosed area of a building, including basement. An unfinished or flood-resistant enclosure that is used solely for parking of vehicles, building access, or storage in an area other than a basement area is not considered a building’s lowest floor, provided the enclosure is built in compliance with applicable requirements (44 CFR § 59.1). 	Comment by Karen Chandler: For TAC discussion regarding whether the FEMA definition should be included in the Requirements document. Does the BCWMC want to accept flood-proofed existing structures, or structures that predate the BCWMC, as meeting low floor requirements? Would not recommend for new construction.
2. The BCWMC encourages property owners to implement best management practices to reduce the volume of stormwater runoff beyond the minimum requirements imposed by the city’s MS4 permit, NPDES construction stormwater permit and MIDS performance goal adopted by the BCWMC. Examples of stormwater runoff volume reduction methods include:
a. Reducing the amount of planned impervious surface (as areas develop).
b. Reducing the amount of impervious surface (during redevelopment).
c. Increasing infiltration and/or evapotranspiration.
d. Addition of permeable pavement.
e. Stormwater reuse. (Policy 30)
3. The BCWMC will allow only those land uses in the BCWMC-established floodplain that will not be damaged by floodwaters and will not increase flooding. (Policy 34)
4. Allowable types of land use that are consistent with the floodplain include recreation areas, playgrounds, surface parking lots, open picnic shelters, temporary excavation and storage areas, public utility lines, agriculture, and other open spaces (Policy 34. The BCWMC does not endorse projects that include long-term parking in the floodplain where floodwaters would rise to an elevation resulting in expected vehicle and other property damage. By constructing such a project, a developer assumes all risk of vehicle and other property flood damage that may result.	Comment by Karen Chandler: This change is in response to the Currie Commons development (2020-28), which included surface parking 5 to 6 feet below the 100-year floodplain with a portion of the parking lot below the 2-year flood level. Although the proposal met BCWMC floodplain standards, the BCWMC approved the project with the added verbiage (added to approval letter) to clarify that the risk is on the developer and not the BCWMC, and to note that the BCWMC doesn’t endorse the placement of parking lots within the 2-year flood zone. 
This change reflects the above, but is more generalized and not specific to the 2-year event.  	Comment by Eric Eckman: City code states:
Uses permitted by right -
Nonresidential parking areas, provided the following provision is met:
Any facility that will be used by employees or the general public must be designed with a flood warning system that provides adequate time for evacuation if the area is inundated to a depth and velocity such that the depth (in feet) multiplied by the velocity (in feet per second) would exceed a product of four upon occurrence of the regional one percent chance flood.

For subdivisions- road access both to the subdivision and to the individual building sites no lower than two feet below the RFPE	Comment by Karen Chandler: Comment noted - no revision needed.
5. The BCWMC prohibits the construction of basements in the floodplain; construction of all other infrastructure within the floodplain is subject to BCWMC review and approval. (Policy 35) 
6. The BCWMC prohibits permanent storage piles, fences and other obstructions in the floodplain that would collect debris or restrict flood flows. (Policy 36)
7. Where streets, utilities, and structures currently exist below the 100-year floodplain, the BCWMC encourages the member cities to remove these features from the floodplain as development or redevelopment allows. (Policy 37)
8. The BCWMC requires that projects within the floodplain maintain no net loss in floodplain storage and no increase in flood level at any point along the trunk system. (Policy 38) No increase in flood level will be managed to at least a precision of 0.00 feet. 
9. The BCWMC prohibits expansion of existing non-conforming land uses/structures within the floodplain unless they are fully flood-proofed in accordance with codes and regulations. (Policy 38)	Comment by Drew Chirpich: Or structures	Comment by Karen Chandler: See suggested edit
10. See Section 8.0 for Utility Crossings and Bridges and other requirements.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Moved requirements to Section 8
11. Accessory structures such as sheds, gazebos, fences, etc. must adhere to local regulations. These structures will not be reviewed by the BCWMC unless they impact creek flows or flood elevations.


[bookmark: _Toc196376614]Rate Control Requirements
[bookmark: _Toc488239295][bookmark: _Toc488939370][bookmark: _Toc490233039][bookmark: _Toc490480059][bookmark: _Toc488239297][bookmark: _Toc488939372][bookmark: _Toc490233041][bookmark: _Toc490480061][bookmark: _Toc488239298][bookmark: _Toc488939373][bookmark: _Toc490233042][bookmark: _Toc490480062][bookmark: _Toc488239299][bookmark: _Toc488939374][bookmark: _Toc490233043][bookmark: _Toc490480063][bookmark: _Toc488239300][bookmark: _Toc488939375][bookmark: _Toc490233044][bookmark: _Toc490480064][bookmark: _Toc488239301][bookmark: _Toc488939376][bookmark: _Toc490233045][bookmark: _Toc490480065][bookmark: _Toc488239302][bookmark: _Toc488939377][bookmark: _Toc490233046][bookmark: _Toc490480066]Proposed, nonlinear projects creating one or more acres of new and/or fully reconstructed impervious surfaces must manage stormwater runoff such that peak flow rates leaving the site are equal to or less than the existing rate leaving the site for the 2-, 10-, and 100‑year events based on Atlas 14, or NOAA’s  most current published precipitation frequency estimates (defined as precipitation depths in inches at a particular location) amounts and using the MSE-3 a nested 24-hour rainfall distribution. Documentation of existing and proposed discharge rates for the 2-, 10-, and 100‑year events must be provided to the BCWMC for review. 	Comment by Laura Jester: Update per TAC comment to reference nested 24-hour rainfall distribution. Not sure how to incorporate that.	Comment by Jim Herbert: Revised to include MSE-3 rainfall distribution
Proposed linear projects containing one or more acres of new and/or fully reconstructed impervious surfaces must manage stormwater runoff such that peak flow rates leaving the site are equal to or less than the existing rate leaving the site for the 2-, 10-, and 100-year events based on Atlas 14,  or NOAA’s  most current published precipitation frequency estimates (defined as precipitation depths in inches at a particular location)amounts and using the MSE-3a nested 24-hour rainfall distribution. Documentation of existing and proposed discharge rates for the 2-, 10-, and 100‑year events must be provided to the BCWMC for review.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Proposed revised trigger for rate control review of linear projects was reviewed by the PSC and will be reviewed by the TAC at their Dec 18 meeting. Standard likely to stay the same.	Comment by Karen Chandler: This is the new trigger for linear projects per Dec 2024 TAC review and Jan 2025 PSC review.
Recognizing that linear projects can present challenges to meeting rate control requirements at the project scale, if rate control cannot be achieved at this scale, project proposers can follow an alternative rate control standard where they must show that proposed rate increases do not: 	Comment by Karen Chandler: This is a new alternative rate control standard for linear projects per Dec 2024 TAC review and Jan 2025 PSC review.
· exceed the capacity of downstream conveyance systems
· contribute to downstream local flooding
· increase flooding in the downstream BCWMC trunk system (i.e., meet “no rise” requirement) if the trunk system is the first downstream conveyance or water body
· negatively impact downstream local water resource values (e.g., wetland functions and values).
Disconnected trails, disconnected sidewalks, and miscellaneous disconnected impervious surfaces (concrete/bituminous pads, etc.) are exempt from BCWMC rate control policies.	Comment by Jim Herbert: Per 2/8/2023 memo: Item 4H: Submit Comments on MPCA Construction Stormwater General Permit
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[bookmark: _Toc20837834][bookmark: _Toc21007587][bookmark: _Toc22218456][bookmark: _Toc20837835][bookmark: _Toc21007588][bookmark: _Toc22218457][bookmark: _Toc20837838][bookmark: _Toc21007591][bookmark: _Toc22218460][bookmark: _Toc20837839][bookmark: _Toc21007592][bookmark: _Toc22218461][bookmark: _Toc20837840][bookmark: _Toc21007593][bookmark: _Toc22218462][bookmark: _Toc20837841][bookmark: _Toc21007594][bookmark: _Toc22218463][bookmark: _Toc20837842][bookmark: _Toc21007595][bookmark: _Toc22218464][bookmark: _Toc20837844][bookmark: _Toc21007597][bookmark: _Toc22218466][bookmark: _Toc488939383][bookmark: _Toc490233052][bookmark: _Toc490480072][bookmark: _Toc415135997][bookmark: _Toc415143543][bookmark: _Toc415143620][bookmark: _Toc415146337][bookmark: _Toc415135998][bookmark: _Toc415143544][bookmark: _Toc415143621][bookmark: _Toc415146338][bookmark: _Toc415135999][bookmark: _Toc415143545][bookmark: _Toc415143622][bookmark: _Toc415146339][bookmark: _Toc415136000][bookmark: _Toc415143546][bookmark: _Toc415143623][bookmark: _Toc415146340][bookmark: _Toc415136001][bookmark: _Toc415143547][bookmark: _Toc415143624][bookmark: _Toc415146341][bookmark: _Toc415136002][bookmark: _Toc415143548][bookmark: _Toc415143625][bookmark: _Toc415146342][bookmark: _Toc20837846][bookmark: _Toc21007599][bookmark: _Toc22218468][bookmark: _Toc20837848][bookmark: _Toc21007601][bookmark: _Toc22218470][bookmark: _Toc21007609][bookmark: _Toc22218478][bookmark: _Toc21007610][bookmark: _Toc22218479][bookmark: _Toc21007611][bookmark: _Toc22218480][bookmark: _Toc21007612][bookmark: _Toc22218481][bookmark: _Toc21007613][bookmark: _Toc22218482][bookmark: _Toc21007614][bookmark: _Toc22218483][bookmark: _Toc21007615][bookmark: _Toc22218484][bookmark: _Toc21007616][bookmark: _Toc22218485][bookmark: _Toc21007617][bookmark: _Toc22218486][bookmark: _Toc21007618][bookmark: _Toc22218487][bookmark: _Toc21007619][bookmark: _Toc22218488][bookmark: _Toc21007620][bookmark: _Toc22218489][bookmark: _Toc21007621][bookmark: _Toc22218490][bookmark: _Toc21007622][bookmark: _Toc22218491][bookmark: _Toc21007623][bookmark: _Toc22218492][bookmark: _Toc21007624][bookmark: _Toc22218493][bookmark: _Toc21007625][bookmark: _Toc22218494][bookmark: _Toc21007626][bookmark: _Toc22218495][bookmark: _Toc21007627][bookmark: _Toc22218496][bookmark: _Toc21007628][bookmark: _Toc22218497][bookmark: _Toc21007629][bookmark: _Toc22218498][bookmark: _Toc21007630][bookmark: _Toc22218499][bookmark: _Toc21007631][bookmark: _Toc22218500][bookmark: _Toc21007632][bookmark: _Toc22218501][bookmark: _Toc21007633][bookmark: _Toc22218502][bookmark: _Toc21007634][bookmark: _Toc22218503][bookmark: _Toc21007635][bookmark: _Toc22218504][bookmark: _Toc196376615]Water Quality Requirements
The BCWMC requires all stormwater to be treated in accordance with the BCWMC performance goals for new development, redevelopment, and linear projects. A performance goal specifies what level of stormwater treatment must be achieved on a site. If the performance goal is not feasible and/or is not allowed for a proposed project, then the project proposer must implement the BCWMC flexible treatment options, as shown in the BCWMC Design Sequence Flow Chart (Appendix A). Site restrictions include those factors listed in the BCWMC flexible treatment options, which include, but are not limited to: shallow depth to bedrock, contaminated soils, shallow groundwater, tight clay soils, existing site constraints, or zoning requirements). Section 6.1 of this document outlines the BCWMC performance goals. Section 6.2 of this document outlines the flexible treatment options approach.
The BCWMC will review projects and developments to evaluate compliance with the BCWMC performance goals if the proposed projects are located in member cities that have not adopted the MIDS performance goals, triggers, and flexible treatment options or equivalent requirements, or at the request of the member city. For proposed projects located in member cities that have adopted the MIDS performance goals, triggers, and flexible treatment options or equivalent requirements, the member cities should review projects for conformance with MIDS water quality treatment standards, unless Commission review is requested by the member cities. 
[bookmark: _Hlk183535743]The following surfaces are among those that will be analyzed as impervious building roofs and structures, decks, bituminous and concrete surfaces, swimming pools, synthetic/artificially turfed fields (unless demonstrated to be pervious surface), and compacted ground surfaces such as gravel driveways and parking lots,. The following surfaces are among those that will be analyzed as pervious (if they are designed in accordance with the Minnesota Stormwater Manual): green roofs and permeable pavement/pavers. Solar panels will be analyzed based on the surface located beneath the panels. Sealcoat, mill and overlay, pavement reclamation, pavement overlays and other resurfacing activities are not considered fully reconstructed impervious surfaces. Disconnected trails, disconnected sidewalks, and miscellaneous disconnected impervious surfaces (concrete/bituminous pads, etc.) are exempt from BCWMC water quality performance standards. Buffers should be provided for trails and sidewalks where possible. 	Comment by Laura Jester: TAC input: decks should be considered impervious. Consistent with most city code and MPCA definitions.	Comment by Jim Herbert: Moved to next line for consistency with definitions	Comment by Eric Eckman: added text here	Comment by Karen Chandler: Okay with change.	Comment by Eric Eckman: we should discuss whether we would allow an exception and consider the turf pervious if product details, profiles, and sufficient soils data were provided.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Concur we should discuss. The turf would need to include water quality treatment and the details noted by Eric to be considered for an exception.  An underdrain system alone is not sufficient.	Comment by Eric Eckman: ...water quality treatment?  Or simply show that it is at least as pervious/porous as the native soils? 	Comment by Karen Chandler: For TAC discussion	Comment by Eric Eckman: added text here	Comment by Karen Chandler: Concur with change	Comment by Drew Chirpich: With appropriate maintenance agreements to ensure continued function. 	Comment by Eric Eckman: and with sufficient soils data	Comment by Karen Chandler: Concur, the paver system would need to  to infiltrate or be appropriately designed as a filtration system with an underdrain to be considered pervious.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Concur with Eric’s edits, see additional edits.
For projects not requiring the retention of on-site runoff in accordance with the BCWMC performance goals, the BCWMC encourages the use of infiltration, filtration, water reuse approaches, or other abstraction of runoff from impervious areas for all development and redevelopment projects as a best practice to reduce stormwater runoff. (Policy 32)
[bookmark: _Toc196376616]Performance Goal
[bookmark: _Toc488239316][bookmark: _Toc488939392][bookmark: _Toc490233061][bookmark: _Toc490480081][bookmark: _Toc488239317][bookmark: _Toc488939393][bookmark: _Toc490233062][bookmark: _Toc490480082][bookmark: _Toc196376617]Non-Linear Development/Redevelopment
Proposed nonlinear development/redevelopment projects that create one or more acres of new and/or fully reconstructed impervious surfaces must capture and retain onsite 1.1 inches of runoff from the new and/or fully reconstructed impervious surfaces. If the performance goal is not feasible and/or is not allowed for a proposed project, then the project proposer must implement the flexible treatment options, as shown in the BCWMC Design Sequence Flow Chart in Appendix A. 
Redevelopment project locations and the amount of new and/or fully reconstructed impervious surface will be tracked by the BCWMC. If a property has several redevelopment projects over time that individually do not trigger the BCWMC performance goal, but would when combined, the applicant will be required to provide treatment in accordance with the BCWMC performance goal for all redevelopment. 	Comment by Eric Eckman: over how many years, or does it not matter?	Comment by Karen Chandler: Difficult to put an exact time on this, but suggest two years.
The intent is to prevent the submittal of several projects below the threshold. I have not seen this abused but it has caught some applicants by surprise when multiple consultants are involved.	Comment by Eric Eckman: We have at least two situations where this has been abused and resulted in non-compliance. We suspect there are more in GV and elsewhere. We recommend not assigning a number of years and leaving language as is, but we should also consider including projects too small to be tracked by BCWMC if the member cities have sufficient evidence to include them in the calculations that trigger improvements.	Comment by Laura Jester: TAC input: leave “over time” rather than incorporating specific number of years.
[bookmark: _Toc20837860][bookmark: _Toc21007639][bookmark: _Toc22218508][bookmark: _Toc196376618]Linear Projects	Comment by Karen Chandler: This entire section was revised to include the new trigger and revised treatment standards  for linear projects per Dec 2024 TAC review and Jan 2025 PSC review.
Linear projects on sites without restrictions that create one or more acres of  new and/or fully reconstructed impervious surfaces must capture and retain onsite the larger of: 1.0 inches of runoff from the  net increase in impervious surface – or 0.5 inches of runoff from the new and/or fully reconstructed impervious surfaces. 
If the performance goal is not feasible and/or is not allowed for a proposed project, then the project proposer must implement the flexible treatment options, as shown in the BCWMC Design Sequence Flow Chart in Appendix A. New and/or fully reconstructed impervious surface calculations will be based on the street surface from back of curb to back of curb; disconnected trails/sidewalks (as noted in Section 6.0) and driveways are not included in the  new and/or fully reconstructed impervious surface calculations.
For linear projects that create one (1) or more acres, but less than five (5) acres of new and/or fully reconstructed impervious surfaces, the municipalitycity must complete the BCWMC linear project review checklist [to be developed] or other documentation and include in annual reporting back to the BCWMC at the end of each year or provide to the BCWMC at the time of project permitting/design. For linear projects that create five (5) or more acres of new and/or fully reconstructed impervious surfaces, the applicant must complete the BCWMC linear project review checklist [to be developed] or other documentation and include with BCWMC application submittal.	Comment by Jim Herbert: TAC indicated reporting should be consistent with what needs to be prepared for  MS4 reporting
[bookmark: _Toc20837862][bookmark: _Toc21007641][bookmark: _Toc22218510][bookmark: _Toc196376619]Flexible Treatment Options
If an applicant is unable to achieve the performance goals due to site restrictions, flexible treatment options must be implemented following the BCWMC design sequence flow chart (see Appendix A). The presence of low-infiltrating soils, shallow bedrock, and karst topography are examples of locations that are not conducive to infiltration as a stormwater management approach. Other restrictions include but are not limited to sites that have contaminated soil or shallow groundwater, existing building or utility conflicts, or other site constraints such as zoning requirements that create difficulties in providing volume reduction. 	Comment by Karen Chandler: Added reference to Appendix A
Using the flow chart, project proposers are taken through a step-by-step approach to document site restrictions and how they have attempted to meet the 1.0-inch or 0.5-inch performance goal. If the performance goal is shown to be infeasible, a 0.5-inch performance and a 75 percent annual total phosphorus removal goal is explored, followed by a maximum extent practicable volume reduction and a 60 percent annual total phosphorus removal goal, and then a final option to meet the 1.10-inch volume reduction goal at an off-site location. 	Comment by Karen Chandler: Performance standards updated per Dec 2024 TAC review and Jan PSC review.
[bookmark: _Toc196376620]Approved Techniques
In order to receive credit toward meeting the BCWMC performance goals, BMPs must be designed in accordance with the Minnesota Stormwater Manual or as otherwise approved by the BCWMC. 
[bookmark: _Toc196376621]Software / Calculators
The MIDS calculator, P8, WINSLAMM, or other BCWMC approved approaches may be used to demonstrate volume reduction and total phosphorus removals to demonstrate compliance with the performance goals. 
The MIDS calculator may be downloaded from the Minnesota Stormwater Manual. The applicant must submit the MIDS calculator Excel file for review by the BCWMC, along with the output summaries generated by the program. If using P8, WINSLAMM, or alternative modeling programs, either the model file or adequate summaries of input and output information must be provided for review by the BCWMC.
[bookmark: _Toc196376622]Minnesota Stormwater Manual	Comment by Laura Jester: TAC input: remove list of BMPs and just reference SW manual.
A list of approved BMPs and corresponding design guidance can be found in the Minnesota Stormwater Manual. The Minnesota Stormwater Manual should be used to determine the currently approved BMPs and design guidance. Some BMPs may require pretreatment or other design specification.
[bookmark: _Toc184042109][bookmark: _Toc184139384][bookmark: _Toc196376623]Stormwater Manufactured Treatment Devices
Stormwater manufactured treatment devices (MTDs) may be used toward meeting BCWMC flexible treatment options. The project proposer may apply 50% TP and 80% TSS removals for stormwater MTDs identified in the Minnesota Stormwater Manual, providing the stormwater MTDs are designed in accordance with the manufacturers and Minnesota Stormwater Manual recommendations and guidelines. A project proposer may seek acceptance of a higher pollutant removal efficiency by following guidance from the Minnesota Stormwater Manual. The Minnesota Stormwater Manual has guidance regarding removal efficiencies by device and treatment tiers. If the project proposer pursues a treatment tier higher than Tier 1 (50% TP and 80% TSS), documentation must be submitted to demonstrate that Tier 2 or Tier 3 is met.  The Minnesota Stormwater Manual guidance for MTDs is located at the following link: Manufactured treatment devices - Minnesota Stormwater Manual (state.mn.us)
[bookmark: _Toc184042111][bookmark: _Toc184042112][bookmark: _Toc196376624]Maintenance	Comment by Jim Herbert: New section added to address maintenance agreements and recommended Chloride management. 
[bookmark: _Toc196376625]Maintenance Agreement or Other Regulatory Mechanism 	Comment by Drew Chirpich: Do we intend these for all BMPs or just ones that were required by the development or are directly connected to an MS4?	Comment by Eric Eckman: I think the watershed just requires them for projects they review. We will follow our code and guidance for others beyond that.	Comment by Karen Chandler: This applies only to the BMPs required by the Commission.
[bookmark: _Hlk183539031][bookmark: _Hlk184145669]Proper maintenance is critical to the successful operation of stormwater BMPs. A maintenance agreement or other regulatory mechanism must be established between the property owner and the municipalitycity for the stormwater management BMPs. Example maintenance agreements are provided in the Minnesota Stormwater Manual. Post-construction considerations, operation & maintenance checklists, and example maintenance agreements are provided in the Minnesota Stormwater Manual. Maintenance agreements do not require BCWMC review.	Comment by Laura Jester: TAC input to align with MPLS language. I also have a note to “add Jim’s new language re: no commission review of maintenance agreements.” Please add appropriate text. 
[bookmark: _Toc196376626]Chloride Management Plan 	Comment by Karen Chandler: Section revised per Jan 2025 PSC review and subsequent staff revision.
For sites that require a stormwater maintenance agreement with the municipalitycity, the applicant must prepare and implement a chloride management plan addressing the use of chloride on the site. Chloride management plans must be submitted to the city and do not require BCWMC review. These plans, at a minimum, must include: 
· Contact information for responsible party for overseeing winter maintenance activities at the site; 
· Site address;
· Nearest downstream receiving waterbody (lake or stream);
· List of personnel responsible for conducting winter maintenance activities and their certification and certification expiration date(s);
· Types of deicers to be used and expected rates of application; and 
· A map and narrative indicating snow storage and deicer storage locations, and sensitive areas to avoid application. 
The chloride management plan will be annually reviewed by the property owner and the city, and updated as necessary.
In all other situations, the BCWMC encourages property owners to develop and implement a winter maintenance plan addressing the proper storage and use of chloride and other deicers to reduce environmental, structural, and landscaping degradation caused by the overuse of salt. 
More information is available at https://www.bassettcreekwmo.org/developer/winter-maintenance. 

[bookmark: _Toc196376627]Erosion and Sediment Control Requirements
1. For proposed nonlinear projects that will result in 200 cubic yards or more of cut or fill, or 10,000 square feet or more of land disturbance, and proposed linear projects that result in one or more acres of land disturbance, an erosion and sediment control plan shallmust be prepared that meets the requirements listed below. It is recommended that applicants follow the standards given in the NPDES Permit for Construction Activity (MPCA) and Minnesota Stormwater Manual. Individual Ssingle family home sites are exempt from this requirement. For maintenance dredging projects, the cut/fill and land disturbance trigger calculations do not include work below the normal water level of the water body to be dredged.	Comment by Jim Herbert: Edits clarify linear project requirements and maintenance dredging
2. Erosion and sediment control plans submitted for BCWMC review shallmust show the proposed methods of retaining waterborne sediments onsite during the period of construction, and shallmust specify methods and schedules to determine how the site will be restored, covered, or revegetated after construction.
3. In addition, the project proposer shallmust: 
a. Provide specific measures to control erosion based on the grade and length of the slopes on the site, as follows:
i. Silt fences shallshould be placed along the toe of the slopes that have a grade of less than 3 percent and are less than 400 feet long from top to toe. The silt fences shallshould be supported by sturdy metal or wooden posts at intervals of 6 feet or less.
ii. Flow lengths up-slope from each silt fence shallshould not exceed 400 feet for slopes that have a grade of less than 3 percent.
iii. Silt fences or other sediment control features shallshould be placed along the toe of the slopes that have a grade of 3 to 10 percent and are less than 200‑ feet long from top to toe. These fences shallshould be supported by sturdy metal or wooden posts at intervals of 6 feet or less.
iv. Flow lengths up-slope from each silt fence shallshould not exceed 200 feet for slopes that have a grade of 3 to 10 percent.
v. Diversion channels or dikes and temporary slope drains shallshould be provided to intercept all drainage at the top of slopes that have a grade of more than 10 percent and are less than 100 feet long from top to toe. Silt fence shallshould be placed along the toe of said slopes, and shallshould be supported by sturdy metal or wooden posts at intervals of 6 feet or less.
vi. Diversion channels or dikes and temporary slope drains shallshould be provided to intercept all drainage at the top of slopes that have grades of more than 10 percent. Also, diversion channels or diked terraces and temporary slope drains shallshould be provided across said slopes if needed to ensure that the maximum flow length does not exceed 100 feet. Silt fence shallshould be placed along the toe of said slopes, and shallshould be supported by sturdy metal or wooden posts at intervals of 6 feet or less.
vii. Sediment control logs shallmust be installed in accordance with the manufacturer’s recommendations for effective construction site sediment control. 
viii. Other erosion control practices such as compost blankets, compost filter berms, and other practices should also be considered for construction site erosion control.
b. Require that silt fences, silt socks, or approved inlet protection devices be installed at or around each catch basin inlet on the site and that this barrier remain in place until pavement surfaces have been installed and/or final turf establishment has been achieved.
c. Ensure that flows from diversion channels or pipes are routed to sedimentation basins or appropriate energy dissipaters in order to prevent transport of sediment to outflow conveyors and to prevent erosion and sedimentation when runoff flows into the conveyors.
d. Require that site-access roads be graded or otherwise protected with silt fences, diversion channels, or dikes and temporary slope drains to prevent sediment from leaving the site via the access roads. Vehicle tracking of sediment from the construction site (or onto streets within the site) must be minimized by installing rock construction entrances, rumble strips (mud mats), wood chips, wash racks, or equivalent systems at each site access. Rock construction entrances must have a minimum height of 6 inches above the adjacent roadway and a wash-off berm with a minimum height of 2 feet above the adjacent roadway and with maximum side slopes of 4:1. An allowable alternative to the wash-off berm is to install mud mats across the entire width of the rock construction entrance, over at least 50% of the length of the rock construction entrance, and centrally placed within the total length of the rock construction entrance. 
e. Require that soils tracked from the site be removed from all paved surfaces within 24 hours of discovery throughout the duration of construction.
f. Assure that silt fences and diversion channels or dikes and temporary slope drains be deployed and maintained for the duration of site construction. If construction operations interfere with these control measures, the silt fences, diversion channels or dikes and temporary slope drains may be removed or altered as needed but shallmust be restored to serve their intended function at the end of each day.
g. Require that all exposed soil areas must be stabilized as soon as possible, but in no case later than 14 days after the construction activity has temporarily or permanently ceased or within 7 days if the project is within 1 mile of a special or impaired water. A schedule of significant land disturbance work will be required as part of the erosion and sedimentation control plan.
h. Require that temporary or permanent mulch be uniformly applied by mechanical or hydraulic means and stabilized by disc-anchoring or use of hydraulic soil stabilizers.
i. Require a temporary vegetative cover consisting of a suitable, fast-growing, dense grass-seed mix spread at a minimum at the MnDOT-specified rate per acre. If temporary cover is to remain in place beyond the present growing season, two-thirds of the seed mix shallmust be composed of perennial grasses.
j. Require a permanent vegetation cover consisting of sod, a suitable grass-seed mixture, or a combination thereof. On slopes greater than or equal to 3 feet horizontal: 1 foot vertical, seeded areas shallshould be either mulched or covered by fibrous blankets to protect seeds and limit erosion.
k. Provide temporary on-site sedimentation basins when 10 or more acres of land disturbance drains to a common location. Install temporary sediment basins where appropriate in areas with steep slopes or highly erodible soils drain to one area. On-site detention basins shallmust be designed and maintained to achieve pollutant removal efficiencies equal to or greater than those obtained by implementing the criteria set forth by the NPDES Permit for Construction Activity (MPCA, latest version) and the Minnesota Stormwater Manual.	Comment by Jim Herbert: Per 2/8/2023 memo: Item 4H: Submit Comments on MPCA Construction Stormwater General Permit
l. Include effective energy dissipation devices or stilling basins to prevent erosion at all stormwater outfalls. Specifically:
1. Under full-pipe-flow-conditions, outfalls with outlet velocities of less than 4 feet per second (fps) that discharge at or below the normal water level (NWL) of the receiving water body, generally should not require riprap or energy dissipators.
1. Under full-pipe-flow-conditions, outfalls with outlet velocities of no more than 8 fps shall require riprap or other forms of energy dissipation.
1. Under full-pipe-flow-conditions, outfalls with outlet velocities that exceed 8 fps must include energy dissipators (such as stilling basins, outlet structure with baffle blocks, etc.) and modeling to demonstrate the outlet velocity from the energy dissipator is decreased to no more than 6 fps. 
1. Outfalls that discharge to the creek must project flows downstream in a direction of 30 degrees or less from the normal flow direction.
iv. Outfalls with outlet velocities of less than 4 fps that project flows downstream in a direction of 30 degrees or less from the normal flow direction generally shall not require energy dissipaters or stilling basins.	Comment by Drew Chirpich: During full pipe flow conditions?	Comment by Jim Herbert: Edited to address Drew’s comment and for clarity 
v. Energy dissipaters shall be sized to provide an average outlet velocity of no more than 6 fps. If riprap is also used, the average outlet velocity may be increased to 8 fps.
m. Specify riprap consisting of natural angular stone suitably graded by weight for the anticipated velocities.
n. Provide riprap to an adequate depth below the ordinary high normal water level and to a height above the outfall or channel bottom to ensure that the riprap will not be undermined by scour or rendered ineffective by displacement.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Changed from ordinary high water level (MDNR designation that does not apply here) to normal water level.
o. Specify that riprap be placed over a suitably graded filter material or filter fabric to ensure that soil particles do not migrate through the riprap and reduce its stability.
p. Specify that outlet pipes should be extended such that its invert elevation discharges at or below the normal water level (NWL) of the receiving water body to provide energy dissipation. As an alternative, adequate armoring must be provided to prevent erosion and channelization between the outfall and receiving water body.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Added to address needed energy dissipation at outlet pipes.
q. Streambank erosion and streambed degradation control measures must be employed whenever the net sediment transport for a reach of stream is greater than zero or whenever the stream’s natural tendency to form meanders directly threatens damage to structures, utilities, or natural amenities in public areas.
r. Require that implementation of stormwater management practices is phased and incorporated as the construction progresses. 	Comment by Jim Herbert: Per 2/8/2023 memo: Item 4H: Submit Comments on MPCA Construction Stormwater General Permit
s. Require that if erosion control netting is used as part of site stabilization, products must be used to minimize the impacts on wildlife. Netting practices that are considered “wildlife friendly,” include those that use natural fiber or 100 percent biodegradable materials and that use a loose weave with a non-welded, movable jointed netting. Products that are not wildlife friendly include square plastic netting, netting made of polypropylene, nylon, polyethylene, or polyester. Synthetic netting and other synthetic BMPs are not allowed for final stabilization. 
t. Require that silt fence or other sediment controls must be installed at the base of stockpiles on the downgradient perimeter prior to the initiation of stockpiling. 
u. Include installation details for all BMPs on the drawings.


[bookmark: _Toc196376628]Other Requirements
[bookmark: _Toc196376629]TMDL StudiesLakes, Streams, and Wetlands	Comment by Karen Chandler: Changed to TMDL Studies as the section does not discuss/address lakes, streams, and wetlands.
Multiple waterbodies within the Bassett Creek watershed are on the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s current impaired waters 303(d) list and tTotal Mmaximum dDaily lLoad (TMDL) studies have been completed for the waterbodies. The TMDL studies may have water quality requirements that differ from those outlined in this document. The pollutant waste load allocations specified in MPCA-approved TMDL implementation plans are incorporated into MS4 permits and must be met by citiesmunicipalities within the waterbodies’ watersheds. It is recommended that BMPs used to meet TMDL requirements be designed and maintained in accordance with the recommendations in the respective TMDL documents. At the member city’s request, the BCWMC may review development or redevelopment plans that include BMPs that are not otherwise required by BCWMC but address TMDL load reduction requirements. 
[bookmark: _Toc184139390]The BCWMC will review proposed streambank stabilization projects and streambed degradation control structures to evaluate the need for the work, the adequacy of design, unique or special site conditions, energy dissipation, the potential for adverse effects, contributing factors, preservation of natural processes, and aesthetics.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Moved to Section 2.5
[bookmark: _Toc196376630]Diversion of Surface Water Runoff
The BCWMC will review diversion plans to determine the effect of the proposal on the Bassett Creek watershed and such plans will be subject to BCWMC approval. With respect to diversions, the BCWMC:
1. Prohibits any diversions of surface water within, into, or out of the watershed that may have a substantial adverse effect on stream flow or water levels at any point within the watershed.
2. Requires that plans for intra- or inter-watershed diversions must include an analysis of the effects of the diversion on flooding, water quality, and aesthetic quality along the creek.
3. Requires that efforts be made to ensure that there is no fish migration of  fish or other aquatic species from one watershed to another. (Policy 42)	Comment by Drew Chirpich: Or aquatic or terrestrial Invasive Species	Comment by Karen Chandler: See suggested edit.
[bookmark: _Toc196376631]Utility Crossings and Bridges
1. Utility crossings installed using directional boring drilling, pressurized water lines and forcemain crossings shallmust be at least 54.0 feet below the natural channel invert.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Increased from 4 to 5 feet to better align with other standards, including Indiana DOT standard, which requires 5 feet.	Comment by Eric Eckman: added text here	Comment by Karen Chandler: Okay	Comment by Drew Chirpich: Currently reads 54 instead of 5	Comment by Karen Chandler: “5” is correct. The “4” is stricken, but you can’t see it in this underline/strikeout format.
2. For gravity storm and sanitary sewer crossings, the top of the pipe shall be at least 3.0 feet below the natural channel invert and at sufficient depth below the natural channel invert to protect the sewer line.	Comment by Karen Chandler: New requirement for gravity sewer pipe crossings.
3. New or reconstructed bridges should be constructed so the cross-sectional area of the channel is not reduced due to the project. Bridge abutments and approaches shallmust be installed above the 100-year flood elevation and the lowest member of the all bridge crossings shallmust be at least 1 foot above the 100-year flood elevation to prevent debris accumulation, unless approved otherwise by the BCWMC., as set forth in Section 4.0. If encroachments in the floodplain or channel cross section are proposed, thanthen no-rise to at least a precision of 0.00 feet would need to be demonstrated by modeling the structure and modifying the BCWMC’s XPSWMM  model (or its most current hydrologic and hydraulic model).	Comment by Karen Chandler: Revised for clarity.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Requirements are all in Section 8, no longer in Section 4.
[bookmark: _Toc196376632]Modifications to the Bassett Creek Tunnels
The City of Minneapolis owns, maintains and operates the old Bassett Creek tunnel. The cCity’s responsibility includes maintaining a 50 cubic feet per second capacity in the old Bassett Creek tunnel during the 100-year storm event to accommodate the overflow of stormwater that cannot be accommodated in the new tunnel. Because this affects the function of the BCWMC Flood Control Project, the BCWMC has a vested interest in ensuring that the 50 cubic feet per second capacity in the old Bassett Creek tunnel is maintained, which includes ensuring that proposed projects do not jeopardize the structural integrity of the old Bassett Creek tunnel. The City of Minneapolis takes the lead on reviewing projects that affect the old Bassett Creek tunnel and the City coordinates with BCWMC as needed. The City may require capacity greater than 50 cubic feet per second to accommodate its local runoff.
The City of Minneapolis owns the new Bassett Creek tunnel and jointly maintains and operates the new Bassett Creek tunnel with the BCWMC and MNDOT. Proposed projects located within the jurisdiction of the BCWMC or the Mississippi Watershed Management Organization must be submitted for BCWMC review and approval if the proposed project will increase the area tributary to the new Bassett Creek tunnel, add connections or outlets to the new Bassett Creek tunnel, change the rate of runoff in the new Bassett Creek tunnel for the 10-year, 50-year, or 100-year event, or threaten the structural integrity of the new Bassett Creek tunnel.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Most of this information was moved here from Section 2.12, with additional text regarding work that requires BCWMC review.
[bookmark: _Toc196376633]Regional Best Management Practices	Comment by Karen Chandler: Added requirements for regional best management practices.	Comment by Laura Jester: Ben wants more specificity in outcomes. He suggests going back to what was previously approved (such as with recent Plymouth project). Consider language such as “Regional treatment approvals will include documentation of quantifiable pollutant removals. Cities are required to track and report future used of treatment.”	Comment by Jim Herbert: See edit
As noted in Section 2.9, regional best management practices (BMPs) must be submitted to the BCWMC for review if the intent is to use the BMPs to meet the BCWMC’s floodplain, rate control, or water quality requirements. One objective of providing regional BMPs may be to create floodplain, rate control and/or water quality credits that can be used by future developers, a city or others. 	Comment by Eric Eckman: I believe there may be other objectives, like retrofits, that do not propose to use credits for future projects.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Okay
The BCWMC will review  proposed regional BMPs and  submitted materials (per Sections 4, 5, and/or 6, and Section 7, as applicable) to determine the total amount of credits created by the regional BMP. Regional treatment approvals will include documentation of quantifiable pollutant removals associated with the project. 
[bookmark: _Hlk196378042]The project proposer (likely the city) of regional BMPs is responsible for tracking and determining how the approved credits will be distributed to future projects. For future projects that are required to meet the BCWMC stormwater requirements, credits must be applied consistent with the Design Sequence Flow Chart, shown in Appendix A. A separate application will be required for all future projects where the regional treatment credits are to be applied. These applications must include reporting on the stormwater credits used to date and the available remaining credits within the regional facility. 


[bookmark: _Toc196376634]Definitions1
BCWMC: Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission
Best management practices (BMPs): the structural, non-structural, and institutional controls used to improve the quality of stormwater runoff. 
Commercial, industrial, institutional, or public development/redevelopment projects: typically result in larger areas of impervious surface, typically in the range of 60 to 80 percent imperviousness. Examples of these developments include shopping malls, stores, schools, hospitals, and warehouses.
Complex projects: include projects that are 40 acres or more, controversial, involve more than one property owner, require detailed hydrologic or hydraulic modeling, require vast changes to infrastructure (such as stormwater systems), include many wetland impacts, require extensive environmental review, or involve many different land uses within the same development project
Construction sequencing: a specified work schedule that coordinates the timing of land-disturbing activities and the installation of erosion-protection and sedimentation-control measures
Disconnected Impervious Surface: Impervious area from which stormwater runoff generally sheet flows first to a pervious surface before flowing into a storm drainage system, receiving waterbody, or wetland. 	Comment by Karen Chandler: Added definition	Comment by Jim Herbert: Per TAC - the MnSWM does not include a definition for Disconnected Impervious Surface	Comment by Drew Chirpich: May require additional definition if intended to exclude sidewalk with boulevard areas. Maybe include a lateral offset distance like, 3 feet or more of pervious area between impervious	Comment by Eric Eckman: I think it's good as written.  And no minimum distance is needed.	Comment by Karen Chandler: No change needed.	Comment by Laura Jester: TAC input: okay as written but check SW manual to ensure consistency.	Comment by Jim Herbert: SW manual does not provide definition
Erosion control: any efforts to prevent the wearing or washing away of the soil or land surface
Floodplain: lands adjacent to a lakes, streams or wetlandswater body, which is are inundated when by the discharge exceeds the conveyance capacity of the normal channel. Often described in the regulatory sense as the extent of the 1% (base flood elevation, 100‑year) flood. 
[bookmark: _Hlk193709727]Fully Reconstructed Impervious Surface: areas where impervious surfaces and engineered subgrade have been removed, and underlying soils have been altered. Activities such as structure renovation, mill and overlay projects, and other pavement rehabilitation projects that may remove engineered subgrade, but do not alter the underlying soil material beneath the structure, pavement or activity are not considered fully reconstructed impervious surface. In addition, other maintenance activities such as catch basin and pipe repair/replacement, lighting, and pedestrian ramp improvements will not be considered fully reconstructed impervious surfaces. Reusing existing building foundations and re-roofing existing buildings are not considered fully reconstructed impervious surfaces.
[bookmark: _Hlk193709923]Impervious surface: a surface in the landscape that impedes the infiltration of rainfall and results in an increased volume of surface runoff. Impervious surface includes but is not limited to building roofs and structures, decks, bituminous and concrete surfaces, swimming pools, synthetic/artificially turfed fields (unless demonstrated to be pervious surface), and compacted ground surfaces such as gravel driveways and parking lots. 	Comment by Eric Eckman: also added this in an earlier section, so now it matches	Comment by Karen Chandler: Delete per earlier comment.	Comment by Eric Eckman: Let’s discuss before finalizing	Comment by Jim Herbert: Decks included per TAC
Land disturbance: any alteration of the ground surface that could result, through the action of wind and/or water in soil erosion, substantial compaction, or the movement of sediment into waters, wetlands, storm sewers, or adjacent property. Land disturbing activity includes but is not limited to soil stripping, clearing, grubbing, grading, excavating, filling, stockpiling soil or earth materials, and the complete removal of an impervious surface and engineered subgrade that alters the underlying soils. . Typical, routine maintenance or farming operations (e.g., plowing, harvesting), mill and overlay projects, and resurfacing projects that do not disturb the underlying soils are not considered to be land disturbing activities for the purpose of these requirements. 	Comment by Eric Eckman: we consider this 'fully reconstructed' when exposing the underlying soils and working below the engineered subgrade. When working within the engineered subgrade and above the underlying soils, we consider this 'land disturbance'. 	Comment by Karen Chandler: Suggest deleting edits, as we do not consider land disturbance to include removal of the pavement and exposing the subgrade.
Making the suggested edits would be a big change to what is considered land disturbance.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Deleted per earlier comment.
Linear project: Construction or reconstruction of a road, rail, trail, or other transportation route, or the construction, repair, or reconstruction of a utility that is not a component of a larger development or redevelopment project. Examples include road and road widening projects, trails, ditch work, road or rail replacement, and utility installation.
Manufactured Treatment Device (MTD): A manufactured treatment device (mtd)MTD) is a pre-fabricated stormwater treatment structure utilizing settling (sedimentation), filtration, absorptive/adsorptive materials, vortex separation, vegetative components, and/or other appropriate technology to remove pollutants from stormwater runoff (New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection). MTDs are typically proprietary devices.
MIDS: Minimal Impact Design Standards developed by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) to minimize stormwater runoff and pollution and preserve natural resources. MIDS includes specific performance goals, flexible treatment options, and the MIDS calculator. 
Minimum building elevation: the lowest floor of a structure, including the basement.
Nonlinear project: Development, redevelopment and other types of projects that do not meet the definition of a linear project.
Priority stream: Main Stem of Bassett Creek, North Branch of Bassett Creek, Sweeney Branch of Bassett Creek, and Plymouth Creek. A map of the priority streams can be found in Figure 2‑8 of the Watershed Management Plan.
Rate control: controlling the rate that stormwater is released from localized holding areas into larger conveyance systems
Residential development/redevelopment projects:  typically result in smaller areas of impervious surface, typically in the range of 25 to 60 percent imperviousness. Examples of these projects include single family home construction, townhome construction, and apartment building construction.
Restriction: as described in the MIDS flexible treatment options, one or more of the following factors that prevent full compliance with the MIDS volume reduction performance goal: 
i. Karst geology
ii. Shallow bedrock
iii. High groundwater
iv. Hotspots or contaminated soils
v. Drinking Water Source Management Areas or within 200 feet of drinking water wells
vi. Zoning, setbacks or other land use requirements
vii. Excessive cost
viii. Poor soils (infiltration rates that are too low or too high, problematic urban soils) 
Retention: the permanent or temporary storage of stormwater to prevent it from leaving the development site
Retrofit: the introduction of a new or improved stormwater management element where it either never existed or did not operate effectively
Runoff or stormwater runoff: under Minnesota Rule 7077.0105, subpart 41b, stormwater “means precipitation runoff, stormwater runoff, snow melt runoff, and any other surface runoff and drainage.” (According to the Federal Code of Regulations under 40 CFR 122.26 [b][13], “stormwater means stormwater runoff, snow melt runoff and surface runoff and drainage.”). Stormwater does not include construction site dewatering. 
Sediment control: The methods employed to prevent sediment from leaving the development site. Sediment control practices include silt fences, sediment traps, earth dikes, drainage swales, check dams, subsurface drains, pipe slope drains, storm drain inlet protection, other appropriate measures, and temporary or permanent sedimentation basins.
Stormwater management facilities: include storm sewer pipes, ditches, ponds, infiltration basins, etc.
Structure: Any impervious building or other object that is constructed or placed on the ground and that is, or is intended, to remain in place for longer than a temporary period. .	Comment by Karen Chandler: Reverted back to original definition, per Feb 2025 TAC review.	Comment by Karen Chandler: Added to definition regarding what is not considered a structure for these requirements.	Comment by Eric Eckman: Please leave the structure definition as it was previously written. Cities like ours rely on this to complement our definitions and strengthen our requirements in shoreland and floodplain areas.

If you want to exempt some of these smaller structures from certain requirements, or make rules specific to them in other sections of this document, that is okay. Thanks
February 28, 2025 at 3:54 PM	Comment by Karen Chandler: Concur, we reverted back in our later revision, so we agree with this deletion (see suggested edit that is also provided separately in the agenda).  
Temporary protection (measure): short-term methods employed to prevent erosion. Examples of such protection include straw, mulch, erosion control blankets, wood chips, and erosion netting. 
Trunk system: The trunk creek system is the responsibility of the BCWMC and includes the Main Stem of Bassett Creek from Medicine Lake to the box culvert/tunnel; the North Branch from upstream of Co. Rd P to its junction with the Main Stem; the Sweeney Lake Branch from its source in Section 5, T117N, R21W to its junction with the Main Stem downstream of Sweeney Lake; and Plymouth Creek from the point where it intersects with Highway 55 in Section 17, T118N, R33W, to Medicine Lake.
Wetland: defined in Minn. R. 7050.0130, subp. F and includes those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface water or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. 
Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas. Constructed wetlands designed for wastewater treatment are not waters of the state; to be a wetland the area must meet wetland criteria for soils, vegetation, and hydrology as outlined in the 1987 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual.
___________________
1 Some definitions taken directory from the Minnesota Stormwater Manual
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Appendix A
BCWMC Flexible Treatment Options Flow Chart


Appendix B
Buffer Requirements	Comment by Karen Chandler: New triggers and standards for stream and wetland buffers per Dec 2024 TAC review and Jan 2025 PSC review.
The BCWMC requires that cities maintain and enforce:
· Wetland buffer requirements for proposed projects that will result in 200 cubic yards or more of cut or fill, or 10,000 square feet or more of land disturbance. For individual single family home lots, the wetland buffer trigger only applies if the proposed activity is immediately adjacent to a wetland. 
· Priority stream buffer requirements for proposed projects that will result in 200 cubic yards or more of cut or fill, or 10,000 square feet or more of land disturbance. Priority streams in the Bassett Creek watershed include the Main Stem of Bassett Creek, the North Branch of Bassett Creek, the Sweeney Lake Branch of Bassett Creek, and Plymouth Creek. A map of the priority streams can be found in Figure 2-8 of the Plan. 
Buffer requirements will vary depending on the type of water body and classification of the water body. Buffers are areas of vegetative cover that are upland of the delineated wetland edge or the ordinary high water level of the stream (determined as the average top of bank elevation consistent with MDNR guidance [MDNR, 1993]), and that occur in a natural condition or through restoration. Buffer areas consist of shrubbery and trees, and native grasses or forbs or both that are typically not mowed, fertilized or manicured in any manner. These strips of land surrounding water bodies protect their shorelines from erosion, while serving to filter sediment, chemicals and other nutrients before stormwater discharges into the water body. Buffer strips are also beneficial in providing habitat for wildlife. 
As noted, the BCWMC does not specifically review buffers for proposed projects. The following sections include the minimum buffer requirements that must be included in each member city’s local controls. Member cCity buffer requirements may be more stringent than the minimum requirements specified herein.
[bookmark: _Toc196376635]B.1	Buffer Width Requirements
[bookmark: _Toc196376636]B.1.1	Wetland Buffer Width Requirements
Cities’ local controls must require average minimum buffer widths according to the Minnesota Rapid Assessment Method (MnRAM) classification (or similar classification system approved by the municipalitycity): 
· An average of 75 feet and a minimum of 50 feet from the delineated edge of wetlands classified as Preserve. 
· An average of 50 feet and a minimum of 30 feet from the delineated edge of wetlands classified as Manage 1. 
· An average of 25 feet and a minimum of 15 feet from the delineated edge of wetlands classified as Manage 2 or Manage 3 (Policy 68). 
A plan showing the delineated boundary of the wetland, proposed buffer area, and MnRAM classification for the wetland must be submitted for city review. Maintenance of the buffer area must be included in the maintenance agreement developed between the city and the applicant.
[bookmark: _Toc196376637]B.1.2	Stream Buffer Width Requirements
Cities’ local controls must require the following buffer widths adjacent to priority streams:
· For individual single family homes, the buffer width must be at least 10 feet or 25 percent of the distance between the ordinary high water level (measured from ordinary high water level, determined as the average top of bank elevation consistent with MDNR guidance [MDNR, 1993]) and the nearest existing structure, whichever is less. 
· For all other proposed projects, the buffer width must be an average of 30 feet and a minimum of 20 feet (measured from ordinary high water level, determined as the average top of bank elevation consistent with MDNR guidance [MDNR, 1993])
A plan showing the ordinary high water level of the stream (measured from ordinary high water level, determined as the average top of bank elevation consistent with MDNR guidance [MDNR, 1993]), nearest adjacent structure, and proposed buffer area must be submitted for city review. Maintenance of the buffer area must be included in the maintenance agreement developed between the city and the applicant.
Alternative Buffer Width Requirements
Cities may accept narrower buffer strips in certain situations, on a case-by-case basis, due to the unique physical characteristics of a specific project site. Narrower buffer strips would be allowed (minimum required width of 10 feet) based on an assessment of individual site conditions, such as: parcel size, roads/utilities, or undue hardship that would occur if the buffer standards were applied.
· Parcel size.
· Existing roads and utilities on the parcel.
· Percentage of the parcel covered by streams.
· The configuration of the streams on the parcel.
· Any undue hardship that would arise from not allowing the alternative buffer strip.
Cities must provide reporting/documentation to BCWMC at the end of each year or at time of project permitting/design, regarding occurrences and reasons for when alternative buffer width standards are applied.
[bookmark: _Toc196376638]B.2	Buffer Design Requirements
· Buffer required for all proposed projects shall be limited to property owned or managed by the applicant (i.e. to the extent of a drainage and utility easement owned by a city on a city stormwater project or to the property boundary on a commercial, institutional, or residential project).
· Buffer areas must be left native if not disturbed as part of the project and where acceptable natural vegetation exists. A buffer has acceptable natural vegetation if it:
· Has a continuous, dense layer of perennial grasses that have been uncultivated or unbroken for at least five consecutive years, or
· Has an overstory of trees or shrubs with at least 80 percent canopy closure that have been uncultivated or unbroken for at least five consecutive years, or
· Contains a mixture of the plant communities described above that have been uncultivated or unbroken for at least five consecutive years. 
· Buffer areas must be planted with native plants if disturbed as part of the project (plantings must be comprised of at least 75% native species).
· Soil in the buffer areas disturbed as part of the project shall be amended, as necessary, to ensure that the soil has an organic content of not less than 10 percent and not more than 35 percent. 
· Buffers must be kept free of all structures and features, including fences and play equipment. 
· Buffers shall not be used for storage of household and personal items, lawn equipment, furniture, firewood, parts, yard waste, and the like. 
· A conservation easement or equivalent to the city for the buffer area is recommended to ensure appropriate maintenance of the buffer. 
· Buffer vegetation must not be cultivated, cropped, pastured, mowed, fertilized, subject to the placement of mulch or yard waste, or otherwise disturbed, except for periodic cutting or burning that promotes the health of the buffer, actions to address disease or invasive species, mowing for purposes of public safety, temporary disturbance for placement or repair of buried utilities, or other actions to maintain or improve buffer quality and performance. 
· The edge of the buffer must be indicated by permanent, free-standing markers at the buffer’s upland edge. A marker will be placed along each lot line, with additional markers at an interval of no more than 200 feet or where needed to indicate the contour of the buffer area.  
[bookmark: _Toc196376639]B.3	Buffer Maintenance Requirements
The affected property owner or homeowner association that is responsible for the maintenance must:
· Maintain and repair damage to buffer areas from such activities as mowing, cutting, grading or other prohibited activities, unless mowing is approved by city staff as a buffer management strategy. Permission must be obtained from the city before implementing buffer management strategies, which may include mowing, burning, and the use of herbicides. 
· Be responsible for maintaining only the permitted vegetation in the buffer area and must remove all noxious weeds and invasive, non-native species such as European buckthorn.
· Ensure that all soil surfaces in the buffer area are planted with the permitted vegetation and that there is no open soil surface that may result in erosion. 
[bookmark: _Toc196376640]B.4	Buffer Exemptions
Exemption areas must be properly designed, maintained, and constructed to prevent erodible conditions. The BCWMC will allow the following exemptions from the buffer requirements to be included in member citiesy local controls, at the discretion of the member city:
· Public recreational facilities adjacent to the feature (e.g. trails, stairways, and docks) up to 20 feet in width will be allowed, with that width being added to the required buffer width. 
· Minimally improved areas within the buffer for private access to the feature will be allowed (e.g. wood chip trails, stairways, and docks).
A perpendicular access to the feature is allowed up to 20 feet in width or 20 percent of the lot width, whichever is more restrictive. 


Appendix C
Application for Development Proposals Forms

C1  Application for Development Proposals

C2  Pre-Application for Stormwater Manufactured Treatment Device (MTD)
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