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MEETING MINUTES  

Riley-Purgatory-Bluff Creek Watershed District 

April 3, 2019, RPBCWD Public Hearings and Board of Managers Monthly Meeting 

PRESENT:    

Managers: Jill Crafton, Treasurer   
 Larry Koch   
 Dorothy Pedersen, Vice President   
 Dick Ward, President   
 David Ziegler, Secretary   
Staff: Zach Dickhausen, RPBCWD Water Resources Technician  
 Terry Jeffery, Watershed Planning Manager  
 Michelle Jordan, Communication and Project Manager  
 Joshua Maxwell, Water Resources Coordinator  
 Louis Smith, Attorney, Smith Partners  
 Scott Sobiech, Engineer, Barr Engineering Company  
Other attendees: Lawrence Bushnell, Eden Prairie Resident Tim Olson, Bolton & Menk, Inc.  
 Andy Brotzler, City of Chanhassen Rod Rue, City of Eden Prairie  
 Rod Fisher, Eden Prairie Resident Bill Satterness, Eden Prairie Resident  
 Sara Flagstad, City of Chanhassen Diane Spector, Wenck  
 Greg Hawks, Chan. Env. Comm. Laurie Susla, LLCA  
 Elizabeth Henley, Smith Partners Joann Syverson, Chanhassen Resident; LLCA  
 Denny Kopfman, CAC Marc Syverson, Chanhassen Resident; LLCA  
 Mary Krause, City of Eden Prairie Marilynn Torkelson, CAC  
 Sarah Lloyd, Bolton & Menk, Inc. Lori Tritz, Chair, CAC  
 Bryan Maloney, LRIA; Chanhassen Res. Anne Wilkinson, Wenck  
    

1.  Call to Order 

Manager Ward called to order the Wednesday, April 3, 2019, Board of Managers Monthly Meeting at 7:00 p.m. at 1 
the District Office, 18681 Lake Drive East, Chanhassen, MN 55317.   2 

2.  Approval of the Agenda 

Manager Koch requested removing from the Consent Agenda all items except item 11h – Approve Permit #2019-3 
008 for the Construction of a Pavilion at Staring Lake in Eden Prairie, with Engineer Recommendations. As a 4 
matter of order, these items were removed from the Consent Agenda. President Ward added them in the same 5 
sequence to the Agenda’s Action Items. 6 
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Manager Koch commented that in his review of the minutes he didn’t see that the Board ordered any public 7 
hearing except for the Hyland Lake Alum Project. He moved to remove the other three public hearings from the 8 
agenda: Agenda items 4, 5, and 6. The motion failed due to lack of a second.  9 

Manager Koch moved to table Agenda item 12e – Organizational Changes and set a Board workshop to handle 10 
the item or make it part of the Board’s next monthly meeting, so the Administrator could take part in the 11 
discussion. The motion failed due to lack of a second. 12 

Manager Koch moved to add as Agenda item 12k – AIS Funding for Lotus Lake and City of Eden Prairie. 13 
Manager Ziegler seconded the motion. Managers discussed the motion. Manager Koch made a new motion to add 14 
to the next monthly meeting agenda a discussion of AIS funding and to include a discussion of AIS funding for 15 
Lotus Lake and Eden Prairie. Manager Ziegler seconded the motion. Upon a vote, the motion carried 5-0. 16 
Attorney Smith stated that he understands that Manager Koch’s second motion supersedes his first motion and no 17 
other action by the Board is required on Manager Koch’s original motion. 18 

Manager Ziegler moved to approve the agenda as amended. Manager Koch seconded the motion. Upon a vote, the 19 
motion carried 5-0. 20 

3.  Public Hearing: Hyland Lake Alum Project 

President Ward opened the public hearing on the Hyland Lake Alum Project. Ms. Anne Wilkinson of Wenck 21 
presented on the project plan for the Hyland Lake Alum Project, including timeline, cost estimates, and next steps. 22 
She responded to managers’ questions including a question about the rising cost of alum. Manager Koch brought 23 
up the subject of the cost of this project per pound of phosphorous removed. President Ward called for public 24 
comments. Upon hearing none, Manager Pederson moved to close the public hearing on the Hyland Lake Alum 25 
Project. Manager Ziegler seconded the motion. Upon a vote, the motion carried 5-0. 26 

4.  Public Hearing: Chanhassen Cost-Share Vacuum Truck 

Ms. Jordan introduced Ms. Sara Flagstad from the City of Chanhassen’s Public Works and City Engineering 27 
team. Ms. Flagstad explained the reasons the City of Chanhassen would like to purchase a Regenerative Air 28 
Sweeper in 2019. She talked about the benefits of this type of sweeper compared to a traditional sweeper in terms 29 
of water quality benefits. She noted that this new sweeper is just part of the City’s larger effort to improve water 30 
quality. She described the City’s planned use for the sweeper. Ms. Flagstad stated that the City of Chanhassen is 31 
requesting a $30,000 cost-share grant from the District to help fund the purchase of the Regenerative Air 32 
Sweeper. She said that reporting will happen on an annual basis as part of the City’s public works and engineering 33 
annual report and the results and metrics will be shared with the District. Ms. Flagstad added that the City would 34 
include an article in the City’s communication The Chanhassen Connection about the partnership between the 35 
City and the District to purchase the new sweeper. She responded to questions.  36 

Mr. Bill Satterness, Eden Prairie Resident, brought up the Board’s decision-making process about participating in 37 
the cost of the Vacuum Truck. He went through a hypothetical scenario as an example of a cost-benefit analysis 38 
and said he would like the Board to think in this manner going forward for making decisions. 39 

Ms. Jordan talked about the District’s Cost-Share Grant program and the process the District, including the CAC, 40 
recently concluded regarding updating its Cost-Share Program.  41 
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President Ward called for additional public comments. Upon hearing none, Manager Ziegler moved to close the 42 
public hearing on the Chanhassen Cost-Share Vacuum Truck. Manager Pedersen seconded the motion. Upon a 43 
vote, the motion carried 4-0 [Manager Koch abstained from the vote.] 44 

5.  Public Hearing: Duck Lake Partnership Project 

President Ward opened the public hearing on the Duck Lake Partnership Project. Ms. Jordan presented on the 45 
project. She provided background on the Duck Lake Subwatershed and the identification in the District’s 10-Year 46 
Plan of the subwatershed as a candidate for a protection project. Ms. Jordan summarized the District’s Task Order 47 
25, which analyzed what kinds of projects could be done in the subwatershed and identified four types of BMPs 48 
that would be effective. She went into detail about the District’s process to engage residents to participate in the 49 
identified BMPs. Ms. Jordan listed project cost estimates and projected water quality benefits. She responded to 50 
questions. President Ward called for public comments.  51 

Mr. Rod Fisher, Eden Prairie Resident, said he lives on the south side of Duck Lake and reported that this project 52 
has generated a lot of energy with residents about water quality around Duck Lake. 53 

Mr. Bill Satterness, Eden Prairie Resident, commented that rain gardens are nice, but his data shows that they 54 
prevent 13.7 pounds of phosphorous from entering the waterbody at a cost of $200,000. He talked about the kind 55 
of cost-benefit analysis and questions he would like the Board and District to raise and answer. 56 

Manager Koch raised the topic of the project’s cost per pound of phosphorous removed and his concerns on 57 
whether the District is using the public’s money for the greatest good and parity. The managers discussed project 58 
benefits.  59 

President Ward called for additional public comments. Upon hearing none, Manager Ziegler moved to close the 60 
public hearing. Manager Crafton seconded the motion.  Upon a vote, the motion carried 5-0. 61 

6.  Public Hearing: Purchase Properties for Wetland Restoration at Pioneer Trail 

President Ward opened the public hearing. Mr. Jeffery summarized the project and talked about the properties 62 
proposed to be acquired for this project. He displayed a PowerPoint table “Property Acquisition and Site 63 
Preparation Cost Estimate” and went through the estimated project costs, detailed per property. There was brief 64 
discussion about the District’s interest in owning property. President Ward called for public comments. Upon 65 
hearing none, Manager Ziegler moved to close the public hearing. Manager Pedersen seconded the motion. Upon 66 
a vote, the motion carried 5-0. 67 

7.  Adopt Resolution 2019-009 Adopting Policy on Application of Chloride-Management Plan 
Requirements to Residential Subdivisions 

Mr. Jeffery noted that this item was discussed last month, and staff said it would bring the financial assurance 68 
schedule in front of the Board at this meeting. He said that he did not have the opportunity to review the schedule 69 
with Administrator Bleser and so he did not include it as part of the item in front of the Board tonight. He said the 70 
action in front of the Board tonight is adopting a resolution that, in essence, will exempt single family residential 71 
home properties from the District’s chloride management requirements. Manager Ziegler moved to adopt 72 
Resolution 2019-009 Adopting Policy on Application of Chloride-Management Plan Requirements to Residential 73 
Subdivisions. Manager Crafton seconded the motion. Upon a roll call vote, the motion carried 4-1.   74 
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Manager Aye Nay Absent Abstain 

Crafton X    

Koch  X   

Pedersen X    

Ward X    

Ziegler X    

 75 

 76 

8.  Matters of General Public Interest  

President Ward explained the procedure for raising matters of general public interest and opened the floor. 77 

Ms. JoAann Syverson, Chanhassen Resident, raised her concerns about effects of wake surfing on Lotus Lake, its 78 
shoreline, and the effects, broadly, of wake surfing on lakes in the watershed. She provided examples of 79 
ordinances she believes should be set in place and asked for the District’s endorsement of her efforts with the 80 
DNR to encourage the DNR to take action to set wake surfing ordinances. 81 

Mr. Bill Satterness of 8597 Red Oak Drive, Eden Prairie, introduced himself as a member and Director of Friends 82 
of Red Rock Lake. He handed out a document “Aquatic Invasive Species – Recommendations – March 2019” and 83 
went through his recommendations and his request for District action. 84 

Ms. Laurie Susla of 7008 Dakota Avenue, Chanhassen, commented that more AIS funding equals more 85 
inspections, which equals safer lakes. She spoke in favor of the District increase funding for AIS. 86 

Manager Koch stated that he responded in an email to express his own views to Mr. Satterness and handed out a 87 
copy of his April 3, 2019, email to become part of the District record.  88 

9.  Approval of Minutes 

a.   March 1, 2019, RPBCWD Board of Managers Monthly Meeting 89 
Manager Ziegler moved to accept the minutes as presented. Manager Crafton seconded the motion. 90 
Manager Koch commented that he did not see any action by the Board to direct the public hearings on the 91 
Chanhassen Cost-Share Vacuum Truck, Duck Lake Partnership Project, and Purchase Properties for 92 
Wetland Restoration at Pioneer Trail. Upon a vote, the motion carried 4-1 [Manager Koch voted against 93 
the motion.]  94 

10.  Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) 

Ms. Lori Tritz, CAC Chair, reported on the CAC’s most recent meeting and its discussions about Prince’s former 95 
property, the District’s cost-share program, and the status of the CAC’s subcommittees’ charters.  96 
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11.  Consent Agenda  

President Ward noted there is one item on the Consent Agenda: 11h – Approve Permit 2019-008 for the 97 
construction of a pavilion at Staring Lake in Eden Prairie with engineer recommendation.  98 

Manager Koch moved to approve Permit 2019-008 based on staff’s review and comments and asked that the 99 
Engineer’s Memo be part of the record of this meeting. Manager Koch seconded the motion. Upon a vote, the 100 
motion carried 5-0.  101 

12.  Action Items   

a. Accept February Treasurer’s Report 102 
Treasurer Crafton communicated that the report has been reviewed in accordance with the District’s 103 
internal controls and procedures. She moved to accept the Treasurer’s Report. Manager Ziegler seconded 104 
the motion. Manager Koch asked a series of questions about the report. Staff responded. Upon a vote, the 105 
motion carried 5-0. 106 

b. Approve Paying of Bills 107 
Manager Ziegler moved to pay the bills. Manager Crafton seconded the motion. Upon a vote, the motion 108 
carried 5-0. 109 

c. Consider Approval of Variance Requests Associated with Permit Application 2019-004 110 
Duck Lake Road 111 
Engineer Sobiech gave an overview of the project. He continued by giving a detailed review of the six 112 
variances requests from the applicant and the Engineer’s review of the variance requests. Manager Ziegler 113 
asked if the reviews should take into consideration that the DNR may make changes. Attorney Smith 114 
stated he agrees with the District Engineer’s action to review the application based on current conditions. 115 
Attorney Smith noted that if the DNR goes through proceedings and change happens, it would require the 116 
District to change it rules.  117 

Mr. Tim Olson and Ms. Sarah Lloyd of Bolton & Menk, Inc. were present at the meeting and responded 118 
to managers’ questions.  119 

The Board had a lengthy discussion. Manager Koch moved to lay this agenda item and the next agenda 120 
item over until the Board’s next monthly meeting in order for staff to gather more information on 121 
pollution and water quality and wetland impacts. Manager Ziegler seconded the motion. 122 

Ms. Lloyd talked about the timing of the permitting process. Ms. Pedersen asked about the District’s 123 
jurisdiction in terms of permitting for this project. Attorney Smith explained what is within the District’s 124 
jurisdiction and stated that the Board can grant or deny variances and permits based on the District’s 125 
rules. Upon a vote, the motion carried 5-0. 126 

d. Consider Approval of Permit Application 2019-004 for the Reconstruction of Duck Lake 127 
Road in Eden Prairie with Staff Recommendations 128 
[Item held over until the District’s May Monthly Board meeting. See 11c.]  129 

 130 

 131 
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e. Organizational Changes: 132 
Approve Job Description Changes for Community Outreach Coordinator to Communication and 133 
Project Manager and Commensurate Compensation Adjustment; Approve Job Description Change 134 
for Office and Outreach Assistant to Education and Outreach Coordinator; Approve Job 135 
Description Change for Permit and Project Manager to Watershed Planning Manager 136 
Manager Pedersen summarized the process undertaken to review these jobs and job descriptions. There 137 
was discussion about the process and comments about what sources and level of expertise were used in 138 
the process. Manager Koch moved to lay this item over until it can be discussed either in a workshop or at 139 
the Board’s next monthly meeting so Administrator Bleser can be present. He said he did not have enough 140 
information. The motion failed due to the lack of a second.  141 

Manager Pedersen moved to adopt the organizational changes and salary adjustments as laid out in the 142 
Thursday, March 21, 2019, memo included in the meeting packet. Manager Crafton seconded the motion. 143 
Manager Ziegler asked if the AIS issue could be handled separately from this organizational change. He 144 
explained that it seems that District needs someone to help with communications about AIS such as 145 
communicating with lake associations and agencies. The Board indicated this topic could be handled 146 
separately. Manager Pedersen moved to close the debate. Manager Crafton seconded the motion. Upon a 147 
vote, the motion carried 4-1 [Manager Koch voted against the motion. Upon a vote, the original motion 148 
carried 4-1 [Manager Koch voted against the motion].  149 

f. Adopt Resolution 2019-010 to Support Application to Host a Member of Minnesota GreenCorps, a 150 
Program of the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, for the 2019-2020 Program Year  151 
Ms. Jordan described the Minnesota GreenCorps program, the host application process, and projects 152 
within the watershed that could be carried out by Minnesota GreenCorps. 153 

Manager Ziegler moved to adopt Resolution 2019-010 to Support Application to Host a Member of 154 
Minnesota GreenCorps, a Program of the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, for the 2019-2020 155 
Program Year. Manager Pedersen seconded the motion. Manager Koch had questions for Ms. Jordan, and 156 
Ms. Jordan responded. Manager Koch moved to amend the motion in order to direct Legal Counsel to 157 
review the agreement. Manager Ziegler seconded the motion. Upon a vote, the motion to amend carried 158 
5-0. Upon a roll call vote, the amended motion carried 5-0. 159 

     
Manager 

Aye Nay Absent Abstain 

Crafton X    

Koch X    

Pedersen X    

Ward X    

Ziegler X    

 160 

  161 
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g. Adopt Resolution 2019-011 Ordering Hyland Lake Alum Treatment Project 162 
Manager Ziegler moved to adopt Resolution 2019-011 Ordering Hyland Lake Alum Treatment Project. 163 
Manager Pedersen seconded the motion.  Upon a roll call vote, the motion carried 5-0. 164 

     
Manager 

Aye Nay Absent Abstain 

Crafton X    

Koch X    

Pedersen X    

Ward X    

Ziegler X    

 165 

h. Adopt Resolution 2019-012 Approving Chanhassen Cost-Share Grant for Purchase of Regenerative 166 
Air Vacuum Sweeper Truck 167 
Manager Ziegler moved to adopt Resolution 2019-012 Approving Chanhassen Cost-Share Grant for 168 
Purchase of Regenerative Air Vacuum Sweeper Truck. Manager Crafton seconded the motion.  169 

Upon a roll call vote, the motion carried 4-0. [Manager Koch abstained from the vote.] 170 

     
Manager 

Aye Nay Absent Abstain 

Crafton X    

Koch    X 

Pedersen X    

Ward X    

Ziegler X    

Manager Koch reiterated his comment that the Board did not order this public hearing. Attorney Smith 171 
explained that this public hearing and the others on this meeting’s agenda were noticed and such action 172 
meets the requirements of state statute. 173 

i. Adopt Resolution 2019-013 Ordering the Duck Lake Partnership Project 174 
Manager Ziegler moved to adopt Resolution 2019-013 Ordering the Duck Lake Partnership Project. 175 
Manager Pedersen seconded the motion. Manager Koch reiterated his position that the money could be 176 
better spent.  177 

Upon a roll call vote, the motion carried 4-1.   178 
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Manager Aye Nay Absent Abstain 

Crafton X    

Koch  X   

Pedersen X    

Ward X    

Ziegler X    

 179 

j. Adopt Resolution 2019-014 Ordering the Wetland Restoration and Flood Mitigation Project at 101 180 
and the Acquisition of 730 and 750 Pioneer Trail 181 
Manager Ziegler moved to adopt Resolution 2019-014 Ordering the Wetland Restoration and Flood 182 
Mitigation Project at 101 and the Acquisition of 730 and 750 Pioneer Trail. Manager Crafton seconded 183 
the motion. Manager Koch asked for clarification on what this resolution authorizes. Attorney Smith and 184 
Mr. Jeffery responded to his question and noted that the DNR grant program works in terms of appraised 185 
value meaning there is no negotiating with the property owners. 186 

Upon a roll call vote, the motion carried 5-0. 187 

     
Manager 

Aye Nay Absent Abstain 

Crafton X    

Koch X    

Pedersen X    

Ward X    

Ziegler X    

 188 

k. Accept March Staff Report 189 
Manager Koch moved to accept the staff report. Manager Pedersen seconded the motion. Upon a vote, the 190 
motion carried 5-0. 191 

l. Accept March Engineer’s Report (with the attached Inspection Report) 192 
Manager Koch asked questions to Engineer Sobiech about the report. Engineer Sobiech responded. 193 
Manager Ziegler moved to accept the Engineer’s Report. Manager Koch seconded the motion. Upon a 194 
vote, the motion carried 5-0. 195 

 196 
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m. Authorize Administrator to Sign Off on Quote from Freshwater Scientific Services for Vegetation 197 
Surveys 198 
Attorney Smith stated that the services agreement attached to this item in the meeting packet doesn’t meet 199 
all the District legal requirements and he recommends adding a condition to the agreement “with the 200 
advice of Counsel.” Manager Koch introduced the idea of a master services agreement and moved to 201 
approve the drafting of a contract between the District and Freshwater Scientific Services with substantive 202 
terms typically used by the District for a master services agreement for plant management services as set 203 
forth in the March 4th letter to the District from Freshwater Scientific Services. Manager Pedersen 204 
seconded the motion. Upon a vote, the motion carried 5-0. 205 

n. Approve 2018 Annual Report 206 
Manager Ziegler moved to approve the 2018 Annual Report. Manager Pedersen seconded the motion. 207 
Manager Koch offered suggestions for revisions, including making the zebra mussels section more 208 
prominent and making sure data is accurately reflected. Upon a vote, the motion carried 5-0. 209 

o. Approve Permit 2018-074 for the Construction of a Ground Storage Reservoir by the City of Eden 210 
Prairie with Staff Recommendations 211 
Manager Koch moved to adopt the proposed board action set forth on page one of the permit application 212 
review with the exception that instead of March 1, 2019, it read April 3, 2019,  and reads as the following  213 

“Resolved that the application for Permit 2018-074 is approved, subject to the conditions and 214 
stipulations set forth in the Recommendations section of the attached report; 215 
Resolved that on determination by the RPBCWD administrator that the conditions of approval have 216 
been affirmatively resolved, the RPBCWD president or administrator is authorized and directed to sign 217 
and deliver Permit 2018-074 to the applicant on behalf of RPBCWD.” 218 

 Manager Ziegler seconded the motion. Upon a vote, the motion carried 5-0. 219 

p. Approve Permit 2019-003 for the Stable Path Single-Family Residential Development in 220 
Minnetonka with Engineer Recommendations 221 
Manager Koch voiced his concerns about the nomenclature “permit fee.” Attorney Smith spoke to 222 
Manager Koch’s concerns and state statue. Manager Koch moved to adopt the proposed board action set 223 
forth on page 1 of the permit application review 2019-003 and the resolutions be set forth in the minutes 224 
verbatim.  225 

“Resolved that the application for Permit 2019-003 is approved, subject to the conditions and 226 
stipulations set forth in the Recommendations section of the attached report; 227 
Resolved that on determination by the RPBCWD administrator that the conditions of approval 228 
have been affirmatively resolved, the RPBCWD president or administrator is authorized and directed to 229 
sign and deliver Permit 2019-003 to the applicant on behalf of RPBCWD.” 230 

Manager Ziegler seconded the motion. Upon a vote, the motion carried 5-0. 231 

q. Approve Permit 2019-007 for the Beverly Hills Single-Family Residential Development in Eden 232 
Prairie with Engineer Recommendations 233 
Manager Koch moved to adopt the proposed board action set forth on page 1of the permit application 234 
review for permit 2019-007 and the full resolution be set forth verbatim in the minutes.  235 

“Resolved that the application for Permit 2019-007 is approved, subject to the conditions and 236 
stipulations set forth in the Recommendations section of the attached report; 237 
Resolved that on determination by the RPBCWD administrator that the conditions of approval 238 
have been affirmatively resolved, the RPBCWD president or administrator is authorized and 239 
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directed to sign and deliver Permit 2019-007 to the applicant on behalf of RPBCWD.” 240 

Manager Ziegler seconded the motion. Upon a vote, the motion carried 5-0. 241 

13. Discussion Items   

a. Lennar Development Galpin Boulevard Update 242 
Mr. Jeffery noted that nothing has changed since the District Board’s previous meeting. 243 

b. Upcoming Board Meeting 244 
President Ward announced that the Board’s next monthly meeting will be held on May 1. He announced 245 
that the Board will be holding its Governance Retreat on April 23 from 1 p.m.- 4:30 p.m. at the Minnesota 246 
Landscape Arboretum. Manager Koch reminded staff it needs to notice the workshop as a special 247 
meeting. 248 

c. Update on St. Hubert’s Opportunity Project 249 
Mr. Jeffery reported that Ms. Jordan has been working with St. Hubert Catholic School in Chanhassen. 250 
He said the school approached the District asking for input as the church plans to revamp its playground. 251 
Mr. Jeffery explained that Ms. Jordan met with St. Hubert staff on March 25 and talked through a project 252 
concept, and now the District will score that project to see how it fits within the District’s prioritization 253 
schedule. Ms. Jordan highlighted the next steps staff will take to review the project.  254 

d. Update on Internal Efforts to Improve Regulatory Program Watershed Development  255 
Mr. Jeffery said staff hears the concerns voiced by stakeholders, and staff understands the need to 256 
minimize the possibility of having arbitrary or capricious rulings and also maximizing protection. He 257 
described the discussions staff has had and asked if the Board is comfortable with staff proceeding in this 258 
direction. President Ward asked staff to bring it in front of the Board at the next monthly meeting.  259 

14. Upcoming Events 

• First Friday Hike with the Watershed, April 5th, noon-1:00 p.m., Purgatory Creek Recreation Area, Eden 260 
Prairie 261 

• Meet and Greet, April 10, 2019, 4:00 p.m.-6:30 p.m., District Office, 18681 Lake Drive East, Chanhassen 262 

• Smart Salting for Parking Lots and Sidewalks Course, April 11th, 9:00 a.m.-2:00 p.m., District Office, 18681 263 
Lake Drive East, Chanhassen 264 

• Citizen Advisory Committee Meeting, April 15, 6:00 p.m.-8:00 p.m., District Office, 18681 Lake Drive East, 265 
Chanhassen 266 

• Governance Workshop, Tuesday, April 23, 1:00 p.m.-4:30 p.m., University of Minnesota Landscape 267 
Arboretum 268 

• RBCWMD Board of Managers Regular Board Meeting, Wednesday, May 1, 2019, 7:00 p.m., District Office, 269 
18681 Lake Drive East, Chanhassen  270 

  15. Adjourn 

Manager Pedersen moved to adjourn the meeting. Manager Ziegler seconded the motion. Upon a vote, the motion 271 
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carried 5-0. The meeting adjourned at 10:39 p.m. 272 

 273 

 274 

  275 
 Respectfully submitted,  276 

 277 

________________________     278 

David Ziegler, Secretary 279 



 
Minutes:  Monday, April 15, 2019 

RPBCWD Citizen’s Advisory Committee Monthly Meeting 
Location:  RPBCWD offices:  18681 Lake Street, Chanhassen 

CAC Members 

Jim Boettcher    P Peter Iverson A Sharon McCotter P Marilynn Torkelson E 

Scott Bryan P Daryl Kirt A Jan Neville P Lori Tritz P 

Anne Deuring P Denny Kopfmann P Joan Palmquist P   

Barry Hofer P Matt Lindon P Samir Penkar P   

       

Michelle Jordan RPBCWD staff P     

Paul Moline 

Guest Presenter from 
Carver County Water 
Management Organization  P   

  

Dorothy Pedersen Board of Managers P     
 

Summary of key actions/motions for the Board of Managers:     
1. Motion:  None 
 

I. Opening 
A. Call CAC meeting to Order:  President Lori Tritz called the meeting to order at 6:01 p.m.  Welcome  
B. Attendance:  As noted above. 
C. Matters of general public interest:  None  
D. Approval of Agenda:     Jim moved and Jan seconded to approve the agenda.  Motion carried. 
E. Approval of March 18, 2019 CAC Meeting Minutes:   Jan moved and Jim seconded to approve the 

March 18, 2019 CAC minutes.  Motion carried.     
 

II. Learning Presentation:  Paul Moline from CCWMO presented on the topic of groundwater.  A Water 
Management Organization is slightly different than Watershed District in that it is under the supervision of the 
County Board.  Carver County adopted a groundwater plan in 2016 and is one of only two groundwater plans in 
the metro area.  The shallowest ground water is found in sand layers and is easiest to access but is not 
predictable in quantity or quality.  These sand layers can recharge in weeks, but are vulnerable to 
contamination.  Top two aquifers are next easiest to access.  The productivity varies and they are vulnerable to 
contamination.  Old wells that have not been sealed properly can be a source of contamination of aquifers.  Mt. 
Simon aquifer is the deepest and is the source for new wells although a permit is required to access it.  Recharge 
is very slow at 10,000 years.  It has very low vulnerability to manmade contamination, but natural arsenic can 
exist.  It contains “vintage water” i.e. water that existed before 1953 that has no traces of tritium from bomb 
testing.   

 

III. Staff Report   
A. Michelle reported that the staff-of-the-month next month will be Josh Maxwell, Water Resources 

Coordinator.   
B. There are lots of volunteer opportunities with the Watershed District:  Ride-alongs, speakers bureau, 

data collection on lakes, shadowing wetland assessment.  
C. Duck Lake:  The board approved ordering the project at their April meeting. Staff are working on next 

steps.  The rain barrel pick-up is on April 27 and we need volunteers.   
D. Water Stewardship grants:  The first residential grant application came in – a shoreline restoration on 

Mitchell Lake.  The committee met and it scored in the range that requires adjustments.  There were 
design issues, non-native plants, etc.   

E. Educator Mini Grants:  There will be an info session in May promoting these grants as well as the 
watershed stewardship grants.  Spread the word to your teacher friends.  This program has been 
steadily growing.  We are looking at possibly creating a water educators support group. 

F. We are looking at the evening of June 11 for a wetland walk.  Should we walk first or have a sit down 
class first?   



 
G. Two turf alternative workshops coming up.   
H. Watershed Explorer Book has been successful.  We brainstormed on educational kits:  microscope 

cameras, explorer backpacks, paint tray squirt bottles.  
 
IV. Commission Discussion 

A. Board Meeting – April 3, 2019:  Lori reported that the Duck Lake build a road project got tabled because 
of dissatisfaction with flood levels and drain amendment mismanagement.   
 
AIS discussion:  There was much discussion on this topic and residents are eager to help.  There was 
discussion about where the regulatory authority for AIS lies, and the costs associated.  Our Lakes and 
Streams Subcommittee will present on this topic at the next meeting.   
 
We will get an annual report distributed to the CAC and we can comment on it at the next meeting. 
 
Is the Stewardship Grant scoring system working?  There was discussion at the Board meeting that the 
Duck Lake Stormwater project was not economically sound.  Street sweeping is an effective way to 
improve water.  The Duck Lake project has additional benefits of groundwater filtration.  Dollars per 
pound of phosphorus is one of many important factors.  It all goes back to goals of 10 year plan, but is 
hard to quantify in dollars.   

B. Metro-Wide Environmental Conservation report and follow up:  Last Saturday 60 participants and 27 
cities met to discuss water, landscaping, organics, energy and transportation.  There are many resources 
out there so no one needs to reinvent the wheel.  Rain garden maintenance was big issue.  MN 
Conservation Corps was mentioned as being a source for labor. 

C. Adopt-a-Drain – Michelle reported the website is finally up.  Adopt-a-Drain is a project of Metro 
Watershed Partners (of which RPBCWD is part) and Hamline University.   We put $3000 a year into the 
partnership.  Michelle demonstrated how we could adopt a drain on the website.  We have up to $7500 
in the budget to cover sending packets to adopters containing a sign identifying the local waterway that 
is being protected.  Michelle is currently working on getting contracts signed, so the earliest adopters 
won’t get a packet yet.  Michelle would like the drains on major roads removed from adoptability for 
safety reasons.  We will begin promoting the program more actively after the contracts are signed.   

 
V. Subcommittee Reports:  Each subcommittee summarized their charter.  See attached. 

A. Education and Outreach 
B. Lakes and Streams 
C. Stormwater 
D. Landscaping for Water 

 
VI Upcoming Events. 

A. RPBCWD Board of Managers meeting May 1, 7:00 pm, 18681 Lake Drive East 
B. RPBCWD CAC meeting May 20 at 6:00 pm, 18681 Lake Drive East 
C. Nature City Chalet 2019, April 26 – May 5.  http://citizenscience.umn.edu/2019-city-nature-challenge 
D. Gathering Partners Master Naturalist Conference. http://gatheringpartners.umn.edu 

 
VII. Adjourn CAC meeting:  Jim moved and Jan seconded to adjourn the meeting.  Motion carried.  Meeting 

adjourned at 8:50.   
 
Items for next month: 

• Staff-of-the-month next month will be Josh Maxwell, Water Resource Manager.   

• Lakes and Streams Subcommittee presentation on AIS 

• Citizen lake monitoring – Sharon 

http://citizenscience.umn.edu/2019-city-nature-challenge
http://gatheringpartners.umn.edu/


Education & Outreach CAC Sub-Committee Charter Draft 2019 

V2.0, April 15, 2019 

Background: 

• Public education and outreach plays an important role in protecting water resources and is a 
major component of RPBCWD 10-year plan   

• Education and outreach provides opportunities for the District to raise awareness of its role in 
managing water resources and increase public involvement and confidence in the District’s  
expertise and ability to effectuate change.   

• District engagement activities have shown there is public interest in i) raising awareness of our 
water resources; ii) engaging the public in district activities; iii) increasing water stewardship; 
and iv) building capacity through volunteer programs and other engagement programs.     

• Due to this strong interest, the Citizen’s Advisory Committee created the Education & Outreach 
(E&O) sub-committee to support work in this area.   

• This E&O committee has a scope beyond the developing Speaker’s Bureau, but it is expected 
that the E&O Sub-Committee will work closely with and be active participant in the activities of 
the Bureau.  

• Finally, it is acknowledged that District Staff and the Board of Managers are the leaders of 
outreach efforts in the community today and into the future.  The purpose of E&O is not to 
replace these efforts, but to complement and supplement in such a way that the overall mission 
of the District is achieved in the most effective manner.   

• The purpose of this document is to identify near and longer-term objectives of the committee. 

 

Committee Goals: 

1. Develop a growing base of engaged citizens by increasing awareness of water issues and how 
our communities are impacted by them.  

2. Educate stakeholders as to the importance of maintaining and improving water quality, and 
what they can do to make a difference going forward.   

3. Support staff efforts in their responsibilities reaching out and educating District stakeholders. 
4. Review this Charter periodically and update as needed.  

 

Committee Framework: 

• Near term:   
o Develop materials to be used in E&O efforts during 2019 
o Develop target list of citizen groups for potential presentations and engagement 

• Longer term:   Support citizen interest in and involvement in water resources in our watershed, 
working with staff to utilize information learned from near-term efforts to expand E&O reach in 
the future. 

 



 

High Level Project Timeline: 

• 2019:   
• Develop a small list of vetted presentation in conjunction with the Speaker’s Bureau and 

Staff.  Draft proposed list includes 
o What Is Water?  Water 101:  Understanding Water and Watersheds  
o Beginners Guide to Sustainability: Water 
o Landscaping for Water Quality 
o Wetlands 

• Working with staff, utilize existing lists and develop new lists of  groups and organizations to 
target for engagement 
o Lake Associations (augmenting staff involvement)  
o Community associations (e.g. Rotary, Chamber, Lion’s) 
o City Environmental Commissions  
o Known groups of concerned or engageable citizens (e.g. senior centers, community 

events, church bazaars) 
o Other like-minded organizations, to be determined  (e.g. garden clubs, etc)   

 
• 2020:   

• Roll out additional presentations (if deemed necessary) and actively pursue opportunities to 
educate and involve the public.   

• Work with staff, utilizing feedback from 2019 efforts to determine next steps for CAC.   
Assess to what extent we should be publishing articles, creating content and leveraging 
social media.   

 



Landscaping CAC Sub-Committee Charter Draft 2019 

V 1.0, March 20, 2019 

Background:  
The District recognizes that landscaping practices impact water quality and infiltration. The 
Disctrict encourages and supports cities and developers to seek opportunities to incorporate 
habitat protection or enhancement into development and redevelopment projects. The 
District’s commitment includes stewardship grant programs to raise citizen awareness and 
help with establishment of BMPs at a residential, HOA, business and city level. 

Goals in the 10-year plan include: 

• 3.2.6.1Water Quality Goals 
• WQual 1.Protect, manage, and restore water quality of District lakes and creeks to 

maintainor achieve designated uses. 

• WQual 2.Preserve and enhance the quantity, as well as the function and value, of District 
wetlands. 

• WQual 3.Preserve and enhance habitat important to fish, waterfowl, and other wildlife 

3.2.6.2Water Quality Strategies 

Erosion 

• WQual S1.The District seeks to minimize the negative impacts of erosion and sedimentation 
through the District’s regulatory, education and outreach, and incentive programs. 

• WQual S2.The District will inventory and address areas within the watershed with existing 
erosion issues and/or areas at high risk for erosion by implementing the District’s capital 
improvement, incentive and regulatory programs. 

• WQual S6.The District will seek opportunities to establish and preserve natural corridors for 
wildlife habitat and migration. 

• WQual S7.The District will promote the use of natural materials and bioengineering for the 
maintenance and restoration of shorelines and streambanks where appropriate. 

• WQual S8.The District will consider opportunities to incorporate habitat protection, 
restoration, or improvement elements in District water quality, flood control, and other 
projects. 

• WQual S11.The District recognizes the multiple benefits of vegetated buffers and promotes 
the use of vegetated buffers around all waterbodies. 

Habitat 



• WQual S3.The District encourages cities and developers to seek opportunities to incorporate 
habitat protection or enhancement into development and redevelopment projects. 

Pollution: 

• WQual S13.The District will continue to minimize pollutant loading to water resources 
through implementation of the District’s capital improvement, regulatory, education and 
outreach, and incentive programs. 

• WQual S14.The District will continue to identify opportunities and actions to protect, 
restore, and enhance District resources 

Subcommittee Additions: 

• Given the importance of pollinators and insects and the benefit that native plants provide 
to these threatened populations, the Landscape Subcommittee advocates the use of native 
plants for landscapes for water quality and conservation, and natural restoration. 

CAC Landscape Subcommittee Mission: 

Support and promote efforts to make landscaping for water quality and infiltration ubiquitous 
and culturally normal, moving away from turf lawns. 

This mission will be accomplished through the following: 

• Review and advise on stewardship grant applications so accepted applications are in 
compliance with the above charter 

• Support and add value to in-process and proposed RPBCWD projects 
• Increase public awareness on the importance of landscaping for water quality by 

contributing to the Speakers Bureau 
• Partner with cities and  community groups such as Master Water Stewards, garden and 

naturalist groups, and service groups 
• Proactively engage and promote landscape projects with a view to creating a template for 

future project deployment and partnership with the district 
•

2019 Projects: 
1. Attend Water Symposium (March) 
2. Attend Metro-Wide Environment Commission conference (April)  
3. Develop a Landscaping for Water Quality presentation for the Speakers Bureau 
4. Add value to the Stewardship Grant project by enabling a cohort of Master Water Stewards 

to speak with applicants in a 1-hour discovery session 
5. Add value to the Stewardship Grant project by offering a series of 2-hour seminars to 

potential applicants and applicants, including Applying for a Grant, Raingarden Design, 
Maintaining your Raingarden 

6. Add value to the Duck Lake project: 
- Collaborate with the Stormwater subcommittee to encourage adopt-a-drain, storm drain 

marking, leaf clean up 
- Help develop rain garden maintenance handbook 



5. Help guide and template Elim Shores Retirement Community shoreline and landscape 
project 



Storm Drain Sub-Committee Charter – April 2019 
Founded: Matt Lindon and Sharon McCotter – May 2017 
Rechartered:  Anne Deuring, Daryl Kirt, and Sharon McCotter – April 2019 
 
Committee Goals (Focus: Residential curbed stormwater drains and ponds) 

1. Grow citizen awareness, involvement, and ownership in stormwater issues 
2. Reduce storm water pollutant loading 
3. Partner with city and other leaders to ensure storm drain work compliments existing 

programs/initiatives (such as Adopt-a-Drain)  
4. Work toward sustainable programs that have ongoing momentum 

 
Strategies and Framework 

1. Create a three year plan; consider short and long term goals 
2. Highlight seasonal needs (focus first on drain clean-ups) 

a. Winter – Reduce salt use 
b. Spring – Storm drain clean-out 
c. Summer – Grass clippings 
d. Fall – Leaf clean out 

3. Utilize “conquer and divide” approach to projects and locations.  
4. Create replicable toolkits/templates focusing on education, prevention and action. 

 
Projects in progress  

1. Chanhassen Community Clean-Up for Water Quality 
- Have orchestrated two prior clean-ups - 2017 (1 site) and 2018 (2 sites)  
- 2018 was in partnership with the Environmental Commission 
- Would like to orchestrate the third annual  

o October 2019 with a raindate – clean-up 
o Two sites again this year if there are two site leaders 
o Add the Adopt-a-Drain component (if expanded to include our cities) 
o Should solicitation for Adopt-a-Drain occur the same day as the clean-up? 

2. Silver Lake Association Storm Drain Stewardship Program 
- Provided input/resources to the Silver Lake Association on how to conduct a storm 

stenciling program 
- In 2018, the association stenciled 30 drains closest to Silver Lake 
- In 2019, hoped to implement the Adopt-a-Drain program (if expanded to include our cities) 

at the same time the remaining 170+ drains were stenciled 
o The association lead on this effort passed away suddenly this winter 
o Manager Dorothy Pederson is a member of this association and can be our primary 

conduit going forward  
3. Creation of a template to use with commercial property owners (or their designee) who are 

oversalting.  The template would make it easier for CAC members, MWS, and engaged citizens 
who want to influence property owners (or their designee) to utilize BMPs when it comes to salt 
use. 
- Discussed the idea with Michelle (Michelle would like to extend this congratulating people 

for doing a good job with salt use) 
- Sent email to SOS (stop over salting) – Louann Waddick – to see what resources already exit 

(in addition to the SOS website) 



4. Study:  Stormwater Pond Study and Education/Awareness signage 
5. Research and development:  Personal Silt Sock 

 
 

Draft plan for Community Clean-up Kit (March 2019)  
 
First 

- Apply for RPBCW Action Grant to create two Community Clean-up Kits 
o Kit would contain written material on how to do a community clean-up including things 

like who to contact in the city, how to determine roles and responsibilities, how to 
determine the scope of the event, how to measure success, incentive (turn in the 
pictures from your clean-up and get a $5 gift card or a cool watershed T-shirt)  

o Kit could also contain gloves, brochures/tip cards – why clean-up, trash grabbers, safety 
vests, portable hand-held measuring tool (?) 

o Kit could be customizable based on size of the event/number of participants 
o Flesh out the opportunity to partner by including information on the following:  

§ Conservation MN – Adopt-a-River (lake, river, pond) 
§ Clean Water MN – Adopt-a-Drain 
§ Silt Sock - Anne 

 
Second 

- Once funds are secured, create the Community Clean-up Kit 
 
Third 

- Pilot kit through the first annual RPBC CAC Spring Clean-Up 
o Round Lake – Spring 2019 with a raindate 
o Meet at 9 – Hard stop at noon 
o Work with Leslie S. for trash pick-up 
o Include education component; T-shirts? Take-ones? 
o Post event - modify community clean-up kits and get ready to launch 

- Advertise kit  
o School groups and scouts – Go to their meetings 
o RPBC website and Master Water Stewards 
o Cities and Environmental commission 

 
Fourth 

- Measure success of the kits – are they being used?  If not, why?  If so, do we need more? 
 
 



 

RPBCWD April staff report 
 
 

Administration  Staff update Partners 
Accounting and 

Audit 
Coordinate with Accountant for the 

development of financial reports. 
Coordinate with the Auditor. 
Continue to work with the Treasurer to 

maximize on fund investments. 

The Audit will be presented to board at the 
May meeting. 

 

Annual Report Water Quality Fact Sheets are 
completed. 

The Annual Report was distributed to MN 
DNR and BWSR and published on the 
website 

 

Internal Policies Work with Governance Manual and 
Personnel Committees to review 
bylaws and manuals as necessary 

The personnel Committee met on April 
23rd - minutes are attached at the end of 
staff report. 

 
The Governance Committee met April 18 
and 25 to review Governance Manual - 
minutes are located at the end. 

 

Advisory 
Committees 

Engage with the Technical Advisory 
Committee on water conservation, 
chloride management and emerging 
topics 

Engage with the Citizen Advisory 
Committee on water conservation, 
annual budget and emerging topics. 

Facilitate recruitment of CAC members 
for 2019. 

The CAC met for their regular monthly 
meeting, April 15. Draft minutes are 
included in the board packet. Paul Moline 
from Carver County gave an educational 
presentation about groundwater. 

The CAC subcommittees have created 
charters describing their interests and 
intent. These are including with the 
minutes. 

 

Membership    
District-Wide    



Regulatory 
Program 

Review regulatory program to maximize 
efficiency. 

Engage Technical Advisory Committee 
and Citizen Advisory Committee on 
possible rule changes. 

Implement regulatory program. 

4 permit applications received. 
1 permits has been issued administratively. 
6 Applications are currently under review. 
Staff Jeffery has met with potential 

applicants on 2 pending projects. 
See table at end of document for more 

details. 
Staff Jeffery and Engineer Sobiech hosted a 

listening session for stakeholders on April 
24, 2019.  It was attended by 13 people. 
A full report will be provided at the June 
board meeting 

 

Aquatic Invasive 
Species 

Review AIS monitoring program 
Develop and implement Rapid Response 

Plan as appropriate 
Coordinate with LGUs and keep 

stakeholders aware of AIS 
management activities. 

Manage and maintain the aeration 
system on Rice Marsh Lake as per the 
Riley Chain of Lakes Carp Management 
Plan. 

Review AIS inspection program. 
Keep abreast in technology and research 

in AIS. 

Please see update in board packet. City of Chanhassen 
City of Eden Prairie 
University of Minnesota 
MN DNR 
Carver County 
 

Cost-Share Review program to determine 
efficiencies and needs. 

Recommend modification as necessary.  
Review applications and recommend 

implementation. 

An info session for the stewardship grants 
has been scheduled for May 14 at the 
District office. 

The review committee met for the second 
time April 15 and reviewed a residential 
grant application for a shoreline planting. 
The application scored 8/14. Per the 
updated procedure guidelines, the 
application was recommended for 

 



funding provided receipt of minor 
adjustments. On receipt of those, it will 
be sent to the District Administrator for 
final review and approval decision. 

Data Collection Continue Data Collection in permanent 
sites. 

Identify monitoring sites to assess future 
project sites. 

Staff completed first creek monitoring 
sampling event of the year.  

Installed lake level sensors (14). 
Assisting Chanhassen with CAMP program 

on Lake Susan. 
Eden Prairie installed carp gate on April 

20th to reduce carp movement. 
Installed auto sampling units on upper Riley 

Creek under Powers and upper Bluff 
Creek under Galpin. Stations will assess 
pollutant loads and evaluate if future 
creek restoration is needed. 

WOMP stations: Continued bi-weekly 
sampling of the station. 

Coordinating bluegill stocking in Lake Lucy, 
Rice Marsh, Staring, and the Rec Area.  

Water quality report was finalized and 
submitted. 

Staff completed work on testing different 
spent lime/sand mixtures to determine 
filtering efficiencies. 

Continued purchasing, assembling, and 
coding ENVIRODIY parts for pond project 
data stations.  

Received carp management permits. 

Metropolitan 
Council  

 
City of Eden Prairie 
 
University of MN 
 
City of Chanhassen 

District Hydrology 
and Hydraulics 

Model 

Coordinate maintenance of Hydrology 
and Hydraulics Model. 

Coordinate model update with LGUs if 
additional information is collected. 

Engineer is working on converting city 
models to our models. 

City of Bloomington 



Partner and implement with the City of 
Bloomington on Flood Evaluation and 
Water Quality Feasibility. 

Education and 
Outreach 

Implement Education & Outreach Plan, 
review at year end. 

Manage partnership activities with other 
organizations. 

Coordinate Public Engagement with 
District projects. 

Staff Jordan and Swope visited Groveland 
Elementary School on April 12, and 
taught lessons on watershed topics for 
147 5th graders. Staff visited Prairie View 
Elementary on April 24 and taught a 
lesson AIS for 20 kindergarteners. Three 
additional school visits are scheduled. 

The District hosted a Smart Salting 
workshop on April 25th for maintenance 
professionals and permittees. 

Staff Jordan tabled at the Animal Open 
House at the Starting Outdoor Center 
April 13. With the help of a volunteer 
they engaged ~200 youth and adults. 

Six educator mini grants have been 
reviewed by staff and approved for 
funding by the administrator. 

Staff were interviewed by the MN 
Greencorp review committee about the 
District’s application to host a 2019-2020 
member. The District will be notified of 
the decision soon. 

Staff are partnering with the Timber Lakes 
Association to develop a continuing 
education training for Master Water 
Stewards and other community members 
on native plant buffer maintenance. 

Adopt a Dock plates are being distributed to 
Volunteers. 

Administrator Bleser presented about the 
district to 25 people at the Southwest 

School visits: 
Groveland 
Elementary, 
Scenic Heights 
Elementary, Three 
Rivers Park 
District, Prairie 
View Elementary 

Smart Salt Parking 
MPCA (funding), 
Fortin Consulting 

 
 
 



Metro Chamber of Commerce Nonprofit 
Luncheon.  

Staff Jeffery met with student from 
Chanhassen High School to discuss 
potential capstone project that would 
involve a filtration swale. 

 
 

Groundwater 
Conservation 

Work with other LGUs to monitor assess 
and identify gaps. 

Engage with the Technical Advisory 
Committee to identify potential 
projects. 

Develop a water conservation program 
(look at Woodbury model) 

No new update. TBD 

Lake Vegetation 
Management 

Work with the University of Minnesota 
or Aquatic Plant Biologist, Cities of 
Chanhassen and Eden Prairie, lake 
association, and residents as well the 
Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources on potential treatment. 

Implement herbicide treatment as 
needed. 

Secure DNR permits and contract with 
herbicide applicator. 

Lakes the District is monitoring for 
treatment include: Lake Susan, Lake 
Riley, Lotus Lake, Mitchell Lake, Red 
Rock Lake and Staring Lake. 

Work with Three Rivers Park District for 
Hyland Lake 

In the next month, surveys will be taken to 
determine the need for curleyleaf 
pondweed treatments. 

City of Eden Prairie 
City of Chanhassen 
University of 

Minnesota 
MNDNR 

Opportunity 
Projects 

Assess potential projects as they are 
presented to the District 

Following the Opportunity Project program 
guidelines in the 10 Year Plan, staff 
scored the St. Hubert Opportunity Project 

St Hubert Catholic 
Community 



utilizing the District’s project 
prioritization metric. This information will 
be presented to the Board at the May 
meeting for direction on whether to 
pursue the opportunity.  

Total Maximum 
Daily Load 

Continue working with Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency on the 
Watershed Restoration And Protection 
Strategies (WRAPS). 

Engage the Technical Advisory 
Committee. 

No Updates MPCA 

Repair and 
Maintenance 

Grant 

Develop and formalize grant program. No Updates  

University of 
Minnesota 

Review and monitor progress on 
University of Minnesota grant. 

Support Dr John Gulliver and Dr Ray 
Newman research and coordinate with 
local partners. 

Keep the manager abreast to progress in 
the research. 

Identify next management steps. 

Lake Vegetation Management Plan reports 
were submitted to DNR​. 

Stormwater ponds 
partners: 
Bloomington, 
Chanhassen, Eden 
Prairie, 
Minnetonka and 
Shorewood 

Plant Management: 
Chanhassen  
Eden Prairie 

Watershed 50 year 
Anniversary 

Come explore with us! 
Finalize anniversary program for 2019. 
Implement anniversary events. 

The Junior Watershed Explorer booklets 
continue to be popular, with an 
additional print run planned. Staff have 
now given out more than 150 workbooks 
at a variety of locations and events 
throughout the district. 

Members of the CAC expressed interest in 
another wetland walk after last year’s 
successful event. Staff have added one to 
the 50th events on June 11. 

 
Let’s Go Fishing 



Registration for the June 22nd boat rides on 
Lake Riley with Let’s Go Fishing is open.  

 
Watershed Plan Review and identify needs for 

amendments. 
No new update.  

Wetland 
Conservation Act 

(WCA) 

Administer WCA within the Cities of 
Shorewood and Deephaven. 

Represent the District on Technical 
Evaluation Panel throughout the 
District 

 
There has been no WCA activity in 

Shorewood or Deephaven in 2019.  Staff 
Jeffery met with Chanhassen for a site 
visit to review potential violation.  No 
violation was observed. 

City of Shorewood  
City of Deephaven 
City of Chanhassen 
MCWD 
BWSR 
DNR 
ACOE 

Wetland 
Management 

Identify potential 
restoration/rehabilitate wetlands and 
wetland requiring protection. 

 

Biological zero has been reached in the soil 
so staff will begin assessments first week 
of May. 

City of Chanhassen 
MNDNR 

Hennepin County 
Chloride Initiative 

Phase 1: Develop a plan to target 
commercial and association-based 
sources or chloride pollution - 
businesses, malls, HOAs, property 
management companies and the 
private applicators that they hire. We 
will hire a consultant to facilitate focus 
groups with private applicators, as 
well as those that execute contracts 
with private applicators. These focus 
groups will help identify needs and 
barriers for our target audience. The 
consultant will compile information 
into a plan for implementation. 

Karen Galles, Hennepin County and 
Administrator Bleser are working with a 
graduate student from the University of 
Minnesota, Emily Kreiter, who will be 
performing the qualitative research 
(interviews, focus groups) with Fortin 
Consulting serving as technical expert. , 
Administrator Bleser has been sitting on a 
new initiative with the MPCA to develop a 
training for property managers.  Pilot of 
this training will be tested out in June at 
RPBCWD.  At the same time, 
Administrator Bleser has connected with 
Brook Asleson with MPCA to keep her 
apprise of the Hennepin County Chloride 
initiative. 

 



Lower Minnesota 
Chloride 

Cost-Share 
Program 

The Lower Minnesota River Watersheds 
are coming together to offer 
cost-share grants. 

Administrator has met with NMCWD, 
LMRWD and RBWMO to share progress 
on Hennepin County as well MPCA 
Property Manager Trainings, as well as 
time frame in the development of the 
cost-share program.  RBWMO will be 
sending two staff members to the North 
American Snow Conference hosted by 
American Public Works Association and 
will be reporting back to the group. 

 

    
Bluff Creek One 

Water 
   

Chanhassen High 
School Re-use 

Continue to work with all partners. 
Complete site restoration and start 

system. 
Finalize and implement E and O for 

project. 
Monitor Project. 

Start-up, site stabilization and maintenance 
refresher are being scheduled. 

ISD 212 
City of Chanhassen 
Metropolitan 

Council 

Bluff Creek 
Tributary 

Restoration 

Implement and finalize restoration. 
Monitor Project. 

Archeologists will be conducting surveys for 
USACE permit the week of April 29.  Staff 
is keeping contractor up to date on the 
progress of the permit status with USACE 
and change in timeline. 

City of Chanhassen 

Wetland 
Restoration at 101 

Remove 3 properties from flood zone, 
restore a minimum 7 acres and as 
many as 16 acres of wetlands, connect 
public with resource, reduce volume, 
rate, pollution loads to Bluff Creek 

Staff Jeffery spoke with DNR 4/29/19 
regarding grant.  He was informed that 
the grant for 530 Pioneer Trail could be 
expedited to assure purchase this 
summer and that a resolution for 550 
Pioneer Trail should be provided ASAP to 
request additional funding.  Will bring 
resolution to June meeting.  

City of Chanhassen  
MN DNR 

Riley Creek One 
Water 

   



Lake Riley Alum Continue to monitor the waters. No updates  
Lake Susan 

Improvement 
Phase 2 

Complete final site stabilization and 
spring start up. 

Finalize and implement E and O for 
project. 

Monitor Project. 

Start-up, site stabilization and maintenance 
refresher are being scheduled. 

City of Chanhassen 
Clean Water Legacy 

Amendment 

Lower Riley Creek 
Stabilization 

Coordinate agreement and acquire 
easements if needed for the 
restoration of Lower Riley Creek reach 
D3 and E. 

Implement Project. 
Continue Public Engagement for project 

and develop signage of restoration. 

The cooperative agreement was executed 
by the City of Eden Prairie and is included 
in the packet for approval. 

City of Eden Prairie 
Lower Minnesota 

Watershed 
District 

Rice Marsh Lake 
Alum Treatment 

Monitor Project. No updates City of Eden Prairie  
City of Chanhassen 

Rice Marsh Lake 
Watershed Load 

Project 1 

Conduct feasibility. 
      Develop cooperative agreement with 

City of Chanhassen 

Staff Jeffery will meet with new Water 
Resources Coordinator and Parks Director 
for Chanhassen the week of May 5, 2019. 

City of Chanhassen 

Upper Riley Creek Work with City to develop scope of work 
(in addition to stabilizing the creek can 
we mitigate for climate change) 

Conduct feasibility 
Develop cooperative agreement with 

the City of Chanhassen 
Order Project 
Start design 

Staff Jeffery met with new Water Resources 
Coordinator for Chanhassen to discuss 
this and other potential partnerships. 
The WRC was going to inform herself as 
the to City budget and CIP and meet 
subsequently with Staff Jeffery. 

City of Chanhassen 

Purgatory Creek 
One Water 

   

Duck Lake 
Raingarden Project 

Work with the City to implement 
neighborhood BMP. 

Identify neighborhood BMP to help 
improve water resources to Duck Lake. 

Implement neighborhood BMPs. 

Staff have been working with engineering 
and legal on next steps for each type of 
BMP. Community members will be 
picking up their rain barrels from the City 
of Eden Prairie, Saturday April 27. The 

City of Eden Prairie 



task order for phase II will be brought to 
the board at the May 1st meeting. 

Staff are creating a rain garden 
maintenance book as a part of the 
project. The CAC subcommittee on 
landscaping for water quality has 
expressed interest in helping with this 
project and staff are including them in the 
effort.  

Hyland Lake 
Internal Load 

control 

Implement Hyland Lake Alum 
application. 

Wenck has requested quotes from 3 
different entities and is recommending 
awarding project to HAB.  Please see 
board packet for further information. 

Three Rivers Park 
District 

City of Bloomington 

Lotus Lake – 
Internal Load 

Control 

Monitor treatment and plant 
populations. 

No updates.  

Scenic Heights Continue implementing restoration 
effort. 

Work with the City of Minnetonka and 
Minnetonka School District on Public 
Engagement for project as well as 
signage. 

The volunteer planting date has been set 
for Saturday, June 8th. Staff are working 
with the school to plan a related planting 
day for the students. 

Growing season work has begun. The 
contractor has been out raking, seeding, 
and mulching areas that need to be 
worked by hand. 

Minnetonka Public 
School District 

City of Minnetonka 
Hennepin County 

Silver Lake 
Restoration 

Order project 
Design Project 
Work with the City of Chanhassen for 

Design, cooperative agreement and 
implementation 

No Updates. City of Chanhassen 

Professional 
Development 

   

  
First Aid and AED 

Training 
All staff took part in recertification of 

their First Aid and AED certifications. 



Staff presentations Staff Bleser presented at the Southwest 
Chamber of Commerce.. 

Environmental Law 
Institute 

Staff Bleser will be leading two 
communication/engagement 
workshop as part of a two-day training 
from Wednesday, May 29 to midday 
Friday, May 31, 2019 at the National 
Conservation Training Center (NCTC) 
in Shepherdstown, West Virginia. Staff 
from all 50 states, DC, all 5 territories, 
17 tribes, all 10 EPA regions, and EPA 
Headquarters will be participating, 
totaling over 200 people. Travel 
expenses are covered by the 
Environmental Law Institute. 

Science Talk  Staff Swope attended Science Talk  
science communication conference in 

Portland, OR, April 3-5th. Conference 
sessions included Social Strategies for 
Climate Communication, Creating 
Community Through Social Media, 
Building Science Literacy, using 
storytelling to share science, and 
more!  

 
Regulatory Program 

PERMIT # APPLICAN
T 

PROJECT DATE 
SUBMITTED 
ON-LINE| PAPER| 
COMPLETE 

STATUS RULES 

2018-044 United 
Properties 

(r)Smith Village 
mixed use - Eden 

6/8/18|6/29/18 Incomplete- no borings at 
proposed location of 

C-EPSC J-Stormwater 



Prairie BMPs.  Comments 
provided 7/9/18 and 
12/11/18 

2018-066 Presbyterian 
Homes 

(r) Castle Ridge - 
Eden Prairie 

10/18/18| 10/23/18 Application on-hold per 
email correspondence w/ 
engineer 11/9/18 & 
11/28/18 

C-EPSC  D-Buffers J-Stormwater 

2018-071 MNTKA Public 
Schools 

LAX Field 
Construction 

12/6/18| Not 
received 

Conditionally approved. 
Awaiting MA 

C - EPSC  J-Stormwater 

PERMIT # APPLICAN
T 

PROJECT DATE 
SUBMITTED 
ON-LINE| PAPER| 
COMPLETE 

STATUS RULES 

2018-072 Three Rivers 
Park District 

Parking - 
Bloomington 

12/20/18 | 12/28/18 Conditionally approved. 
Awaiting agreement. 

C-EPSC J-Stormwater 

2018-073 Eden Prairie - 
Streets 

Preserve Blvd 
Reconstruction 

12/20/18 |  Approved - conditions met. B-Floodplain C-EPSC D-Buffers 
J-Stormwater 

2018-074 Eden Prairie - 
Utilities 

Ground Storage 
Reservoir 

12/21/18 | 12/26/18 | 
1/28/19 

On the 4/3/19 board 
meeting 

C-EPSC J-Stormwater 

2019-001 Lennar (r) Nelson Property 
- Galpin Ave, 
Chanhassen 

1/11/19 | 1/11/19 Noticed incomplete on 
2/5/19.  Developer working 
with City on PUD/ 

B-Floodplain C-EPSC D-Buffers 
G-Water X-ing J-Stormwater 

2019-002 Shelangoski Single family 
residence 

1/8/19 Administratively approved C-EPSC 

2019-003 Wooddale 
Builders 

(r) Stable Path 1/16/19 | 1/16/19 Conditionally Approved 
4/3/19.  Working with City 
and Developer to resolve 
maintenance agreement 

C-EPSC, J-Stormwater 



Not Assigned City of 
Chanhassen/ 
MNDOT 

T.H. 101 
Reconstruction 

No application 
submitted.  

In design and permit 
application phase. There 
have been 3 stakeholder 
meetings held. 

B-Floodplain C-EPSC D-Buffers G-Water 
X-ing J-Stormwater 

Not Assigned Moments of 
Chanhassen, 
LLC 

(r) Moments Senior 
Living 

No application 
submitted.  

Pre-application meeting 
with city and development 
team held on 12/20/18 

C-EPSC D-Buffers J-Stormwater 

2019-004 Eden Prairie - 
Engineering 

Duck Lake Road 1/16/19 | 1/18/19 Tabled at the request of 
Eden Prairie until further 
notice. 

B-Floodplain C-EPSC D-Buffers G-Water 
X-ing J-Stormwater K-Variances 

PERMIT # APPLICAN
T 

PROJECT DATE 
SUBMITTED 
ON-LINE| PAPER| 
COMPLETE 

STATUS RULES 

2019-005 Eden Prairie - 
Engineering 

Single Tree Ln 
Improvements 

1/17/19 | 1/22/19 Administratively approved 
2/5/19 

C-EPSC 

2019-006 Minnetonka - 
Engineering 

2019 Mill & 
Overlay Project 

1/14/19 | 1/14/19 Administratively approved 
on 1/15/19 

C-EPSC 

2019-007 Great Oaks 2nd, 
LLC 

Beverly Hills 1/25/19 | 2/28/19 | 
3/08/19 

Conditionally approved at 
4/3/19 meeting.  Awaiting 
FA and MD. 

C-EPSC, J-Stormwater 

2019-008 Eden Prairie 
Parks 

Staring Lake 
Pavilion 

2/19/19 | 1/21/19 Conditionally approved 
4/3/19 meeting. Awaiting 
signed MA. 

C-EPSC, J-Stormwater 

2019-009 Marcus Reidel Reidel Home 
Addition 

2/18/19 | 2/6/19 | 
2/19/19 

Administratively approved 
2/22/19 

C-EPSC, J-Stormwater 

2019-010 ISD #112 Chan HS Sanitary 
Service Repair 

2/22/19 | 2/25/19 Administratively approved 
3/1/19 

C-EPSC 



2019-011 Bre Retail 
Residual Owner 
6 

Chase Bank 3/12/19 | 3/14/19 On the 5/1/19 board 
meeting 

C-EPSC, J-Stormwater 

2019-012 Andrew 
Costigan 

Outbuilding 3/21/19 | 3/28/19 | 
3/28/19 

Administratively approved 
4/8/19 

C-EPSC, J-Stormwater 

2019-013  Adam & Kelly 
Cozine 

Pool 3/22/19 | 3/25/19 Awaiting proof of 
recordation as of 4/26/19 

C-EPSC, J-Stormwater 

2019-014 Eden Prairie - 
Engineering 

Hennepin Town Rd 
Turn Lane 

3/7/19 | 3/7/19  Administratively approved 
on 3/22/19 

C-EPSC 

PERMIT # APPLICAN
T 

PROJECT DATE 
SUBMITTED 
ON-LINE| PAPER| 
COMPLETE 

STATUS RULES 

2019-015 Chanhassen - 
Engineering 

Lake Dr. East M & 
O 

3/26/19 | 3/28/19 Administratively approved 
3/28/19 

C-EPSC 

Not Assigned Hennepin 
County Library 

Minnetonka 
Library 
Improvements 

No submittal Pre-submittal meeting w/ 
BKBM on 3/19/19 

C-EPSC, J-Stormwater 

Not Assigned Minnetonka 
Residential 
Project 

Legacy Homes No submittal Pre-submittal meeting w/ 
Wenck on 3/22/19 

C-EPSC, D-Buffers, J-Stormwater 

2019-016 Center Point Minnetonka 
Boulevard 

4/3/19 | 4/10/19 Administratively approved 
on 4/10/19 

C-EPSC 

2019-017 ANE Group 6650 Pawnee Dr NOPV Issued 
4/12/19  | 4/17/19 |  

On 5/1/19 meeting C-EPSC, J-Stormwater 

 































































Barr Engineering Co.   4300 MarketPointe Drive, Suite 200, Minneapolis, MN 55435   952.832.2600  www.barr.com

Memorandum

To: Riley-Purgatory-Bluff Creek Watershed District 
From: Jeff Weiss, P.E. and Scott Sobiech, P.E., Barr Engineering Co. 
Subject: Lower Riley Creek Stabilization Project – Request Board Authorization to Solicit Bids for 

Construction 
Date: April 26, 2019 
Project: 23/27-0053.14 014B
c: Claire Bleser – RPBCWD Administrator 

RPBCWD has documented erosion along Lower Riley Creek within the Riley Creek Conservation Area in 
Eden Prairie. Severe erosion was first identified in the Lake Riley Outlet Improvements and Riley Creek 
Lower Valley Stabilization Feasibility Study in 2007 in which the entire Lower Valley of Riley Creek was 
assessed. The Creek Restoration Action Strategy (CRAS) was a tool developed by RPBCWD to compare 
erosion and potential benefits of doing a project along a given reach. The CRAS score for this reach of 
Riley Creek was tied for the second highest overall score of all reaches within the District. In October 2016, 
the RPBCWD completed a feasibility study to identify cost effective stabilization options and 
recommendations. The feasibility study recommended a set of alternatives to raise the channel bed and 
create a reconnection to the floodplain. At the January 2017, Board meeting the RPBCWD Board of 
Managers authorized final design and preparation of construction documents for the reach based on 
findings in the feasibility study, which included installing check dams to raise the channel bed and to 
install cross vanes to stabilize a tributary ravine to this reach. The city of Eden Prairie and the Lower 
Minnesota River Watershed District are financial partners on this project.  
 
Construction documents including bidding documents, construction drawings, and technical 
specifications, have been prepared for the stabilization reach. The design of the proposed system 
includes, but is not limited to, grading of the channel and stream banks, installation of root wads, cross 
vanes, riprap, toe wood, constructed riffles, vegetated reinforced soil slopes, log/rock step pools, new 
manhole structures, and flared end sections along approximately 5,000 feet of Riley Creek and the 
tributary ravine. The construction drawings also include erosion control, site restoration with native 
plantings, and establishment of a buffer for the creek.  

The timing for construction of this project is critical. Construction will include grading the channel and 
immediate banks to create a floodplain. Because the construction area will be concentrated in the existing 
channel, timing the construction during anticipated low flows will minimize the need to control water and 
reduce the risk of erosion during construction. The best window for completing this work is anticipated to 
be in late fall and early winter when precipitation may be more snow than rain yet frost is still shallow 
enough to complete grading without significant adverse impacts. RPBCWD and Barr have been working 
with the city of Eden Prairie and agencies to complete necessary permitting and agreements. Both Mn 
DNR and US Army Corps of Engineers permits have been received for the project. The City has already 
approved the plans, so the final grading permit is a formality. The city has also executed the cooperative 
agreement. The following table summarizes necessary permits and the approval status: 
  



To: Riley-Purgatory-Bluff Creek Watershed District 
From: Jeff Weiss, P.E. and Scott Sobiech, P.E., Barr Engineering Co.
Subject: Lower Riley Creek Stabilization Project – Request Board Authorization to Solicit Bids for Construction
Date: April 26, 2019 
Page: 2

P:\Mpls\23 MN\27\2327053\WorkFiles\Task Orders\_TO_14_Lower_Riley_Feasibility_Study\TO_14B\Bidding\For RPBCWD Board Meeting 5-1-19\2019-5-1_RileyCreek_BoardRequest.docx 

Table 1 Permitting status 

Permitting Agency Status 
City of Eden Prairie City Council has approved the project; however a formal grading 

permit must still be approved by staff. 
MN DNR Approved 
US Army Corps of Engineers Approved 
RPBCWD Pending 

 
The Engineer’s opinion of probable cost presented in the October 2016 feasibility study and the opinion 
of cost based on the 100% designed stabilization measures are summarized in Table 2. The overall  
opinion of probable construction costs for the 100% design configuration are higher than the feasibility 
study opinion of cost, but within the estimated accuracy range. 
  
Table 2. Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Construction Cost 

Item Feasibility Study
(Oct 2016)1,2

100% Design Configuration
(Apr 2019)2

Base Design3 Additional City
Items3

Total2,3,4

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST $1,193,000 $1,328,100 $106,000 $1,434,100

ESTIMATED ACCURACY RANGE $1,014,100 $1,261,700 $100,700 $1,362,400
$1,491,300 $1,460,900 $116,600 $1,577,500

1Estimated accuracy range for feasibility study was -15% and +25% of the estimated total project cost.  
2Estimate does not include cost long-term coordination with city of Eden Prairie for ongoing monitoring and 
maintenance 
3Estimated accuracy range for 100% design configuration was -5% and +10% of the estimated total project cost. 
4100% design configuration opinion of probable cost includes approximately $106,000 of estimated costs to be borne 
by the city of Eden Prairie for a new walking bridge (alternate bid item), installation of new manhole structures and 
replacement of flared end sections.  

The changes in the opinion of probable costs are attributed to the following items: 
Multiple items have been added to the overall construction project that will be paid for by the city 
of Eden Prairie. These items include a new walking bridge (included as a bid alternate) and 
installation of new manhole structures and replacement of flared end sections where storm 
sewers discharge into the creek. The total amount of these items is approximately $106,000.  
The design was modified from the feasibility study for two reasons: 

o The City has required limiting tree clearing along the project reach because the adjacent 
forest is part of the “Big Woods” with large, old growth, heritage trees. 

o Additional grading of the banks and floodplain was added to more properly manage 
peak flows and velocities. The design modifications included additional grading to create 
a floodplain connection along the entire reach.  
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o These two items complimented each other because the staging plan was able to 
accommodate both items; however the result was an increase in the overall cost due to 
an increase in the grading quantity 

Access routes had to be modified due to restrictions on access through the Big Woods and 
because and access license for a private road could not be obtained. As such, the access route will 
utilize an existing paved trail that will need to be replaced after construction is complete. 
The project timeline was extended to allow additional time for city review/comment of 
construction drawings, cooperative agreement revisions, and corridor enhancement plan 
revisions. 
The 100% cost estimate was developed using most recent bid prices from similar projects that 
have been bid in 2018 and 2019. 

The opinion of probable cost provided is made on the basis of Barr Engineering’s experience and 
qualifications and represents our best judgment as experienced and qualified professionals familiar with 
the project. Because we have no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment or services furnished 
by others, or over the contractor’s methods of determining prices, or over competitive bidding or market 
conditions, Barr Engineering cannot and does not guarantee that proposals, bids, or actual costs will not 
vary from the opinion of probable cost presented.  

It is requested that the RPBCWD Board of Managers authorize Barr Engineering Co. to solicit bids from 
contractors to construct Riley Creek Stabilization Project as designed and shown on the construction 
documents. If the Board of Managers authorizes solicitation of bids to construct the stabilization 
measures, the following tasks would be completed. It is recommended that bids not be solicited until the 
cooperative agreement with the city of Eden Prairie is executed; therefore the tentative schedule below is 
subject to revision. 

May 1, 2019 – Board of Managers authorizes Barr Engineering Co. to solicit bids 
May 2, 2019 – Advertise in construction bulletin  
May 6, 2019 – Advertise in local papers 
May 16, 2019 – Mandatory pre-bid meeting 
May 24, 2019 – Open bids 
June 5, 2019 – Board approval of bid 
November 4, 2019 (or after) – Construction begins.  

Attachments 
Selected sheets from the drawings for the Riley Creek Stabilization Project. 
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c
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h
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c
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p
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R
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 p
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c
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 b
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 c
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 c
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 p
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n
y
 u

p
-g

ra
d
ie

n
t 

la
n
d

-d
is

tu
rb

in
g
 a

c
ti
v
it
ie

s
.

2
.

If
 s

e
d
im

e
n
t 

c
o
n
tr

o
l 
p
ra

c
ti
c
e
s
 m

u
s
t 

b
e
 a

d
ju

s
te

d
 o

r 
re

m
o
v
e
d
 t

o
 a

c
c
o
m

m
o
d
a
te

 s
h
o
rt

-t
e
rm

 a
c
ti
v
it
ie

s
, 

c
o
m

p
le

te
 t

h
e
 a

c
ti
v
it
y
 a

s
 q

u
ic

k
ly

 a
s
 p

o
s
s
ib

le

a
n
d
 r

e
-i
n
s
ta

ll 
im

m
e
d
ia

te
ly

 a
ft
e
r 

th
e
 a

c
ti
v
it
y
 h

a
s
 b

e
e
n
 c

o
m

p
le

te
d
 o

r 
b
e
fo

re
 t

h
e
 n

e
x
t 

p
re

c
ip

it
a
ti
o
n
 e

v
e
n
t 

(e
v
e
n
 i
f 

th
e
 a

c
ti
v
it
y
 i
s
 n

o
t 

y
e

t 
c
o

m
p

le
te

).

3
.

M
a
in

ta
in

 d
o
w

n
-g

ra
d
ie

n
t 

s
e
d
im

e
n
t 

c
o
n
tr

o
l 
p
ra

c
ti
c
e
s
 u

n
ti
l 
fi
n
a
l 
s
ta

b
ili

z
a
ti
o
n
 h

a
s
 b

e
e
n
 a

c
h
ie

v
e
d
 f

o
r 

u
p
-g

ra
d
ie

n
t 

a
re

a
s
.

4
.

P
la

c
e
 s

e
e
d
 a

n
d
 e

ro
s
io

n
 c

o
n
tr

o
l 
b
la

n
k
e
t 

n
o
 l
a
te

r 
th

a
n
 7

 d
a
y
s
 a

ft
e
r 

c
o
n
s
tr

u
c
ti
o
n
 a

c
ti
v
it
y
 i
n
 t

h
a
t 

p
o
rt

io
n
 o

f 
th

e
 s

it
e
 h

a
s
 t

e
m

p
o

ra
ri
ly

 o
r

p
e
rm

a
n
e
n
tl
y
 c

e
a
s
e
d
. 

 A
n
y
 d

o
rm

a
n
t 

s
e
e
d
in

g
 s

h
a
ll 

b
e
 p

la
c
e
d
 a

t 
tw

ic
e
 t

h
e
 n

o
rm

a
l 
ra

te
.

B
M

P
s
:

1
.

M
in

im
iz

e
 s

o
il 

c
o
m

p
a
c
ti
o
n
 w

h
e
re

 f
e
a
s
ib

le
.

2
.

P
re

s
e
rv

e
 t

o
p
s
o
il 

w
h
e
re

 f
e
a
s
ib

le
; 

if
 t

o
p
s
o
il 

m
u
s
t 

b
e
 r

e
m

o
v
e
d
, 

s
to

re
 i
n
 a

 s
e
g
re

g
a
te

d
 s

to
c
k
p
ile

 f
o
r 

re
u
s
e
 i
n
 s

it
e
 r

e
s
to

ra
ti
o
n
.

3
.

S
e
d
im

e
n
t 

c
o
n
tr

o
l 
p
ra

c
ti
c
e
s
 t

o
 b

e
 i
n
s
ta

lle
d
 a

re
 d

e
p
ic

te
d
 o

n
 d

ra
w

in
g
 G

-0
3
 a

n
d
 i
n
c
lu

d
e
: 

s
ilt

 f
e
n
c
e
, 

s
ilt

 c
u
rt

a
in

, 
s
e
d
im

e
n
t 

c
o
n
tr

o
l 
lo

g
s
, 

e
ro

s
io

n

c
o
n
tr

o
l 
b
la

n
k
e
t,
 r

o
c
k
 c

o
n
s
tr

u
c
ti
o
n
 e

n
tr

a
n
c
e
, 

a
n
d
 v

e
g
e
ta

ti
o
n
.

4
.

In
s
ta

ll 
s
ilt

 f
e
n
c
e
 o

r 
s
e
d
im

e
n
t 

c
o
n
tr

o
l 
lo

g
s
 a

ro
u
n
d
 t

h
e
 p

e
ri
m

e
te

r 
o
f 

te
m

p
o
ra

ry
 s

o
il 

s
to

c
k
p
ile

s
.

5
.

In
s
ta

ll 
ro

c
k
 c

o
n
s
tr

u
c
ti
o
n
 e

n
tr

a
n
c
e
s
 a

s
 a

 v
e
h
ic

le
 t

ra
c
k
in

g
 B

M
P

 t
o
 m

in
im

iz
e
 t

h
e
 t

ra
c
k
 o

u
t 

o
f 

s
e
d
im

e
n
t 

fr
o
m

 t
h
e
 c

o
n
s
tr

u
c
ti
o
n
 s

it
e
.

6
.

M
o

n
it
o

r 
a

d
ja

c
e

n
t 

p
a

v
e

d
 s

u
rf

a
c
e

s
 f

o
r 

tr
a

c
k
 o

u
t 

o
f 

s
e

d
im

e
n

t 
fr

o
m

 c
o

n
s
tr

u
c
ti
o

n
 s

it
e

 a
n

d
 r

e
m

o
v
e

 s
e

d
im

e
n

t 
v
ia

 s
tr

e
e

t 
s
w

e
e

p
in

g
 i
f 

n
e
c
e
s
s
a
ry

.

7
.

In
s
ta

ll 
a
ll 

B
M

P
s
 i
n
 a

c
c
o
rd

a
n
c
e
 w

it
h
 r

e
le

v
a
n
t 

m
a
n
u
fa

c
tu

re
r 

s
p
e
c
if
ic

a
ti
o
n
s
 a

n
d
 a

c
c
e
p
te

d
 e

n
g
in

e
e
ri
n
g
 p

ra
c
ti
c
e
s
.

B
M

P
 D

E
S

IG
N

 F
A

C
T

O
R

S

1
.

N
a

tu
re

 o
f 

s
to

rm
w

a
te

r 
ru

n
o

ff
 a

n
d

 r
u

n
-o

n
 a

t 
th

e
 s

it
e
, 

in
c
lu

d
in

g
 f

a
c
to

rs
 s

u
c
h
 a

s
 e

x
p
e
c
te

d
 f

lo
w

 f
ro

m
 i
m

p
e
rv

io
u
s
 s

u
rf

a
c
e
s
, 

s
lo

p
e
s
, 

a
n
d
 s

it
e

d
ra

in
a
g
e
 f

e
a
tu

re
s
: 

T
h

e
 s

it
e

 a
c
c
u

m
u

la
te

s
 r

u
n

o
ff

 f
ro

m
 m

a
n

y
 o

ff
 s

it
e

 s
lo

p
e

s
. 

 P
ro

v
id

e
 a

ll 
e
ro

s
io

n
 a

n
d
 s

e
d
im

e
n
ta

ti
o
n
 c

o
n
tr

o
l 
d
e
v
ic

e
s
 t

o
 h

a
n
d
le

th
is

 o
ff

 s
it
e

 r
u

n
o

ff
.

2
.

If
 a

n
y
 s

to
rm

w
a
te

r 
fl
o
w

 w
ill

 b
e
 c

h
a
n
n
e
liz

e
d
 a

t 
th

e
 s

it
e
, 

d
e
s
ig

n
 B

M
P

s
 t

o
 c

o
n
tr

o
l 
b
o
th

 p
e
a
k
 f

lo
w

 r
a
te

s
 a

n
d
 t

o
ta

l 
s
to

rm
w

a
te

r 
v
o
lu

m
e
 t

o
 m

in
im

iz
e

e
ro

s
io

n
 a

t 
o
u
tl
e
ts

 a
n
d
 t

o
 m

in
im

iz
e
 d

o
w

n
s
tr

e
a
m

 c
h
a
n
n
e
l 
a
n
d
 s

tr
e
a
m

b
a
n
k
 e

ro
s
io

n
: 

P
e
a
k
 f

lo
w

 r
a
te

s
 a

n
d
 t

o
ta

l 
s
to

rm
w

a
te

r 
v
o
lu

m
e
 s

h
o
u
ld

 n
o
t 

b
e

in
c
re

a
s
e
d
 d

u
ri
n
g
 t

h
is

 p
ro

je
c
t.
 S

to
rm

w
a
te

r 
c
h
a
n
n
e
liz

a
ti
o
n
 i
s
 a

n
ti
c
ip

a
te

d
. 

C
h
a
n
n
e
liz

e
d
 f

lo
w

 w
ill

 b
e
 r

o
u
te

d
 t

o
 v

e
g
e
ta

te
d
 a

re
a
s
 w

h
e

re

a
p
p
ro

p
ri
a
te

.

3
.

R
a
n
g
e
 o

f 
s
o
il 

p
a
rt

ic
le

 s
iz

e
s
 e

x
p
e
c
te

d
 t

o
 b

e
 p

re
s
e
n
t 

o
n
 t

h
e
 s

it
e
 a

n
d
 s

u
rr

o
u
n
d
in

g
 a

re
a
: 

c
la

y
, 

s
a
n
d
y
 c

la
y
, 

s
a
n
d
y
 s

ilt
, 

s
ilt

y
 s

a
n

d
, 

s
a

n
d

, 
g

ra
v
e

l.

P
E

R
M

A
N

E
N

T
 S

T
O

R
M

W
A

T
E

R
 M

A
N

A
G

E
M

E
N

T
 S

Y
S

T
E

M

T
h
is

 p
ro

je
c
t 

w
ill

 N
O

T
 g

e
n
e
ra

te
 g

re
a
te

r 
th

a
n
 o

n
e
 a

c
re

 o
f 

n
e
w

 i
m

p
e
rv

io
u
s
 s

u
rf

a
c
e
 a

n
d
 w

ill
 N

O
T

 r
e
q
u
ir
e
 a

 s
to

rm
w

a
te

r 
m

a
n
a
g
e
m

e
n
t 

s
y
s
te

m
.

IN
S

P
E

C
T

IO
N

 A
N

D
 M

A
IN

T
E

N
A

N
C

E
 A

C
T

IV
IT

IE
S

In
s
p
e
c
ti
o
n
 R

e
q
u
ir
e
m

e
n
ts

:

1
.

In
s
p
e
c
t 

th
e
 e

n
ti
re

 c
o
n
s
tr

u
c
ti
o
n
 s

it
e
 a

t 
le

a
s
t 

o
n
c
e
 e

v
e
ry

 7
 d

a
y
s
 d

u
ri
n
g
 a

c
ti
v
e
 c

o
n
s
tr

u
c
ti
o
n
 a

n
d
 w

it
h
in

 2
4
 h

o
u
rs

 a
ft
e
r 

a
 r

a
in

fa
ll 

e
v
e
n
t 

g
re

a
te

r

th
a
n
 0

.5
 i
n
c
h
e
s
 i
n
 2

4
 h

o
u
rs

.

2
.

W
h

e
re

 p
a

rt
s
 o

f 
th

e
 s

it
e

 h
a

v
e

 p
e

rm
a

n
e

n
t 

c
o

v
e

r,
 b

u
t 

w
o

rk
 r

e
m

a
in

s
 o

n
 o

th
e

r 
p

a
rt

s
 o

f 
th

e
 s

it
e

, 
in

s
p

e
c
ti
o

n
 f

re
q

u
e

n
c
y
 m

a
y
 b

e
 r

e
d

u
c
e
d
 t

o
 o

n
c
e
 p

e
r

m
o
n
th

 i
n
 a

re
a
s
 w

it
h
 p

e
rm

a
n
e
n
t 

c
o
v
e
r.

3
.

In
s
p
e
c
t 

a
ll 

e
ro

s
io

n
 p

re
v
e
n
ti
o
n
 a

n
d
 s

e
d
im

e
n
t 

c
o
n
tr

o
l 
B

M
P

s
 a

n
d
 p

o
llu

ti
o
n
 p

re
v
e
n
ti
o
n
 m

a
n
a
g
e
m

e
n
t 

m
e
a
s
u
re

s
 f

o
r 

in
te

g
ri
ty

 a
n
d
 e

ff
e
c
ti
v
e
n
e
s
s
.

4
.

In
s
p
e
c
t 

s
u
rf

a
c
e
 w

a
te

rs
 f

o
r 

e
v
id

e
n
c
e
 o

f 
e
ro

s
io

n
 a

n
d
 s

e
d
im

e
n
t 

d
e
p
o
s
it
io

n
.

5
.

In
s
p
e
c
t 

c
o
n
s
tr

u
c
ti
o
n
 s

it
e
 v

e
h
ic

le
 e

x
it
 l
o
c
a
ti
o
n
s
 f

o
r 

e
v
id

e
n
c
e
 o

f 
o
ff

-s
it
e
 s

e
d
im

e
n
t 

tr
a
c
k
in

g
 o

n
to

 p
a
v
e
d
 s

u
rf

a
c
e
s
 a

n
d
 i
n
s
p
e
c
t 

s
tr

e
e
ts

 a
n
d
 o

th
e
r

a
re

a
s
 a

d
ja

c
e

n
t 

to
 t

h
e

 p
ro

je
c
t 

fo
r 

e
v
id

e
n

c
e

 o
f 

o
ff

-s
it
e
 a

c
c
u
m

u
la

ti
o
n
s
 o

f 
s
e
d
im

e
n
t.

6
.

In
s
p
e
c
ti
o
n
s
 m

u
s
t 

b
e
 c

o
n
d
u
c
te

d
 b

y
 a

n
 a

p
p
ro

p
ri
a
te

ly
 t

ra
in

e
d
 i
n
d
iv

id
u
a
l 
in

 a
c
c
o
rd

a
n
c
e
 w

it
h
 t

h
e
 C

S
W

 P
e
rm

it
.

M
a
in

te
n
a
n
c
e
 R

e
q
u
ir
e
m

e
n
ts

:

1
.

R
e
p
a
ir
, 

re
p
la

c
e
, 

o
r 

s
u
p
p
le

m
e
n
t 

a
ll 

n
o
n
fu

n
c
ti
o
n
a
l 
B

M
P

s
 w

it
h
 f

u
n
c
ti
o
n
a
l 
B

M
P

s
 b

y
 t

h
e
 e

n
d
 o

f 
th

e
 n

e
x
t 

b
u
s
in

e
s
s
 d

a
y
 a

ft
e
r 

d
is

c
o
v
e
ry

 o
r 

a
s
 s

o
o

n

a
s
 f

ie
ld

 c
o
n
d
it
io

n
s
 a

llo
w

 a
c
c
e
s
s
.

2
.

R
e
p
a
ir
, 

re
p
la

c
e
 o

r 
s
u
p
p
le

m
e
n
t 

a
ll 

p
e
ri
m

e
te

r 
c
o
n
tr

o
l 
d
e
v
ic

e
s
 w

h
e
n
 t

h
e
y
 b

e
c
o
m

e
 n

o
n
fu

n
c
ti
o
n
a
l 
o
r 

th
e
 s

e
d
im

e
n
t 

re
a
c
h
e
s
 1

/2
 o

f 
th

e
 h

e
ig

h
t 

o
f 

th
e

d
e
v
ic

e
.

3
.

R
e
m

o
v
e
 a

ll 
d
e
lt
a
s
 a

n
d
 s

e
d
im

e
n
t 

d
e
p
o
s
it
e
d
 i
n
 s

u
rf

a
c
e
 w

a
te

rs
 a

n
d
 r

e
s
ta

b
ili

z
e
 t

h
e
 a

re
a
s
 w

h
e
re

 s
e
d
im

e
n
t 

re
m

o
v
a
l 
re

s
u
lt
s
 i
n
 e

x
p
o
s
e

d
 s

o
il 

w
it
h
in

7
 d

a
y
s
 o

f 
d
is

c
o
v
e
ry

.

4
.

R
e
m

o
v
e
 t

ra
c
k
e
d
 s

e
d
im

e
n
t 

fr
o
m

 a
ll 

p
a
v
e
d
 s

u
rf

a
c
e
s
 b

o
th

 o
n
 a

n
d
 o

ff
 s

it
e
 w

it
h
in

 2
4
 h

o
u
rs

 o
f 

d
is

c
o
v
e
ry

.

5
.

R
e

m
o

v
e

 o
ff

-s
it
e

 a
c
c
u

m
u

la
ti
o

n
s
 o

f 
s
e

d
im

e
n

t 
in

 a
 m

a
n

n
e

r 
a

n
d

 a
t 

a
 f

re
q

u
e

n
c
y
 s

u
ff

ic
ie

n
t 

to
 m

in
im

iz
e

 o
ff

-s
it
e

 i
m

p
a

c
ts

.

6
.

M
a
in

ta
in

 a
ll 

B
M

P
s
 i
n
 a

c
c
o
rd

a
n
c
e
 w

it
h
 r

e
le

v
a
n
t 

m
a
n
u
fa

c
tu

re
r 

s
p
e
c
if
ic

a
ti
o
n
s
 a

n
d
 a

c
c
e
p
te

d
 e

n
g
in

e
e
ri
n
g
 p

ra
c
ti
c
e
s
.

R
e
c
o
rd

k
e
e
p
in

g
:

1
.

A
ll 

in
s
p
e
c
ti
o
n
s
 a

n
d
 m

a
in

te
n
a
n
c
e
 m

u
s
t 

b
e
 r

e
c
o
rd

e
d
 w

it
h
in

 2
4
 h

o
u
rs

 i
n
 w

ri
ti
n
g
 a

n
d
 r

e
c
o
rd

s
 m

u
s
t 

b
e
 r

e
ta

in
e
d
 w

it
h
 t

h
e
 S

W
P

P
P

.

2
.

R
e
c
o
rd

s
 o

f 
e
a
c
h
 i
n
s
p
e
c
ti
o
n
 a

n
d
 m

a
in

te
n
a
n
c
e
 a

c
ti
v
it
y
 s

h
a
ll 

in
c
lu

d
e
:

a
.

D
a
te

 a
n
d
 t

im
e
 o

f 
in

s
p
e
c
ti
o
n
s

b
.

N
a
m

e
 o

f 
p
e
rs

o
n
(s

) 
c
o
n
d
u
c
ti
n
g
 i
n
s
p
e
c
ti
o
n
s

c
.

F
in

d
in

g
s
 o

f 
in

s
p
e
c
ti
o
n
s
, 

in
c
lu

d
in

g
 t

h
e
 s

p
e
c
if
ic

 l
o
c
a
ti
o
n
 w

h
e
re

 c
o
rr

e
c
ti
v
e
 a

c
ti
o
n
s
 a

re
 n

e
e
d
e
d

d
.

C
o
rr

e
c
ti
v
e
 a

c
ti
o
n
s
 t

a
k
e
n
 (

in
c
lu

d
in

g
 d

a
te

s
, 

ti
m

e
s
, 

a
n
d
 p

a
rt

y
 c

o
m

p
le

ti
n
g
 m

a
in

te
n
a
n
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c
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c
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ra
in

 g
a
u
g
e
 i
n
s
ta

lle
d
 o

n
s
it
e
, 

a
 w

e
a
th

e
r 

s
ta

ti
o
n
 t

h
a
t 

is
 w

it
h
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p
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c
if
ic

ra
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 d
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 d
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b
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p
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 d
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c
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b
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 b
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 c
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p
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p
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 p
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p
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h
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c
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c
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c
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Wenck Associates, Inc.  |  7500 Olson Memorial Highway  |  Suite 300  |  Golden Valley, MN  55427 

Toll Free  800-472-2232     Main  763-252-6800     Email  wenckmp@wenck.com     Web  wenck.com 
 

April 26, 2019 
 
Claire Bleser 
District Administrator 
Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District 
14500 Martin Drive Suite 1500 
Eden Prairie, MN 55344 
 
RE:  Award Recommendation 

Hyland Lake Buffered Alum Treatment 
 Wenck File #B3057-0011 
 
Dear Dr. Bleser: 
 
Wenck Associates, Inc. (Wenck) has reviewed the response to the request for quotes and 
contractor qualification information provided by the HAB Aquatic Solutions, Inc. quote on the 
Hyland Lake Buffered Alum Treatment.  Our review consisted of checking the total lump sum 
price calculations as well as reviewing the submitted quote for the required technical, 
equipment, experience qualifications outlined in the Request for Quotes and Technical 
Specifications. 
 
Based on the review described above and our past experience with HAB completing alum 
treatments, we recommend award of the project to HAB Aquatic Solutions, Inc. in the amount 
of $114,659. 
 
Please contact me at awilkinson@wenck.com or 763-252-6877 if you need further clarification 
of this recommendation. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Wenck Associates, Inc. 
 

 
 
Anne Wilkinson, PhD  
Water Resource Engineer 
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protect. manage. restore. 
 

18681 Lake Drive East 
Chanhassen, MN 55317 
952-607-6512 
www.rpbcwd.org 

 Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District Permit Application Review 

Permit No: 2019-011  

Considered at Board of Managers Meeting: May 1, 2019  

Received complete: March 28, 2019 

Applicant: Bre Retail Residual Owner 6 
Consultant: Brian Mundstock, Sunde Engineering 
Project: Westwind Plaza: Chase Bank – demolition of a portion of the existing parking lot and 

construction of a new bank building. The site consists of a shopping plaza and parking lot. 
Underground infiltration systems will provide stormwater runoff volume, rate, and water 
quality control. 

Location: 4795 County Rd 101, Minnetonka, MN  
Reviewer: Heather Hlavaty, E.I.T. and Scott Sobiech, P.E., Barr Engineering 

 

Proposed Board Action  

Manager ______________ moved and Manager ____________ seconded adoption of the 
following resolutions based on the permit report that follows and the presentation of the 
matter at the May 1, 2019 meeting of the managers:  

Resolved that the modification to the application for Permit 2019-011 is approved, subject to 
the conditions and stipulations set forth in the Recommendations section of the attached 
report; 

Resolved that on determination by the RPBCWD administrator that the conditions of approval 
have been affirmatively resolved, the RPBCWD president or administrator is authorized and 
directed to sign and deliver Permit 2019-011 to the applicant on behalf of RPBCWD. 

Upon vote, the resolutions were adopted, ______ [VOTE TALLY].   
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Applicable Rule Conformance Summary 

Rule Issue Conforms to 
RBPCWD Rules? 

Comments 

C Erosion Control Plan See comment. See rule-specific permit condition C1. 

J Stormwater 
Management 

Rate Yes.  

Volume See comment. See stipulation 1. 

Water Quality Yes.  

Low Floor 
Elev. 

Yes.  

Maintenance See comment. See rule-specific permit condition J1. 

Chloride 
Management 

See comment. See stipulation 2. 

Wetland 
Protection 

Yes.  

L Permit Fee Yes. $1,500 received March 14, 2019 

M Financial Assurance See comment. The financial assurance is calculated at 
$88,895 

 
Background 

The applicant is demolishing a portion of an existing parking lot and constructing a new bank building 
within the shopping plaza at the intersection of Highway 101 and Highway 7 in Minnetonka, MN. The 
project includes two subsurface infiltration systems with pre-treatment sump manholes before entering 
the systems. The two subsurface infiltration systems are located on the east and west edges of the 
disturbed area beneath the parking lot. The overflow from the systems will discharge into the existing 
stormsewer to the north of the site. The combination of these best management practices provides 
stormwater quantity, volume and quality control. 

There is an onsite wetland and Purgatory Creek located to the north and adjacent to the site. Because 
the creek and wetland are not downgradient from the proposed land disturbing activities, wetland 
buffer requirements do not apply to the proposed project. 

The project site information is summarized below: 

Project Site Information Area (acres) 

Total Site Area 10.2 

Existing Site Impervious  7.6 
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Project Site Information Area (acres) 

Disturbed Site Impervious Area  0.85 (11.2%) 

Change in Site Impervious Area  -0.13 (1.7% decrease) 

Total Disturbed Area  0.87 

 

The following materials were reviewed in support of the permit request: 

1. Signed Application dated March 14, 2019 

2. Civil Construction Plan Sheets (9 sheets) dated February 28, 2019 (Revised on March 27, 2019) 

3. Survey conducted by Sunde Land Surveying, LLC. dated September 20, 2018 

4. Proposed drainage map received on March 25, 2019 

5. Stormwater Management Narrative dated February 28, 2019 (revised March 27, 2019) 

6. Electronic HydroCAD models received on March 12, 2019 (revised March 28, 2019) 

7. Electronic P8 model received on March 28, 2019 

8. P8 and HydroCAD model output dated February 28, 2019 (revised March 27, 2019) 

 

Rule C: Erosion and Sediment Control 

Because the project will involve 0.87 acres of land-disturbing activity, the project must conform to the 
requirements in the RPBCWD Erosion and Sediment Control rule (Rule C, Subsection 2.1). The erosion 
control plan prepared by Sunde Engineering, LLC. includes installation of silt fence, inlet silt sacs to 
protect storm sewer catch basins, biologs, a rock construction entrance, decompaction of areas 
compacted during construction, and retention of native topsoil onsite. To conform to the RPBCWD Rule 
C the following revisions are needed: 

C1. The name and contact information of the general contractor responsible for the site must be 
provided. 

Rule J: Stormwater Management 

Because the project will disturb 0.87 acres of land-surface area, the project must meet the criteria of 
RPBCWD’s Stormwater Management rule (Rule J, Subsection 2.1). The criteria listed in Subsection 3.1 
will apply to only to the disturbed area because the project will disturb less than 50% of the existing 
impervious surface on the parcel (Rule J, Subsection 2.3).  

The developer is proposing construction of two subsurface infiltration systems to provide the rate 
control, volume abstraction and water quality management on the site. Sump manholes with weirs will 
serve as pretreament for runoff into the infiltration basins. 
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Rate Control 

In order to meet the rate control criteria listed in Subsection 3.1.a, the 2-, 10-, and 100-year post 
development peak runoff rates must be equal to or less than the existing discharge rates at all locations 
where stormwater leaves the site. The applicant used a HydroCAD hydrologic model to simulate runoff 
rates for pre- and post-development conditions for the 2-, 10-, and 100-year frequency storm events 
using a nested rainfall distribution, and a 100-year frequency, 10-day snowmelt event. The existing and 
proposed 2-, 10-, and 100-year frequency discharges from the disturbed site area are summarized in the 
table below. The proposed project is in conformance with RPBCWD Rule J, Subsection 3.1.a. 

2-Year Discharge 
(cfs) 

10-Year Discharge 
(cfs) 

100-Year Discharge 
(cfs) 

10-Day Snowmelt 
(cfs) 

Ex Prop Ex Prop Ex Prop Ex Prop 

3.4 0.7 5.2 2.7 8.5 6.8 0.17 0.14 

 

Volume Abstraction 

Subsection 3.1.b of Rule J requires the abstraction onsite of 1.1 inches of runoff from all new or 
disturbed impervious surface of the parcel.  An abstraction volume of 2,874 cubic feet is required from 
the 0.72 acres (31,349 square feet) of disturbed impervious area on the site for volume retention.  

Soil borings performed by Braun Intertec on February 23, 2013 show that soils in the project area are 
primarily silty sand. Groundwater was encountered in the soil borings at a depth of 17 feet. At this 
depth, the subsurface infiltration systems will achieve the required 3-foot separation between the 
groundwater elevation and bottom of the infiltration practice. Based on the design infiltration rate of 
0.2 inches per hour for silty sand, the subsurface basins will drawdown within 48 hours (Rule J, 
subsection 3.1biii). The table below summarizes the volume abstraction for the site. The engineer 
concurs with the modeling, and finds that the proposed project conforms with Rule J, Subsection 3.1.b. 

 Abstraction Depth  
(inches) 

Abstraction Volume                   
(cubic feet) 

Requirement 1.1 2,874 

Provided 1.2 3,088 

 

Water Quality Management 

Subsection 3.1.c of Rule J requires the Applicant provide for at least 60 percent annual removal 
efficiency for total phosphorus (TP), and at least 90 percent annual removal efficiency for total 
suspended solids (TSS) from site runoff, and no net increase in TSS or TP loading leaving the site from 
existing conditions. The Applicant is proposing two subsurface infiltration systems to achieve the 
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required TP and TSS removals and submitted a P8 model to estimate the TP and TSS removals.  The 
results of this modeling are summarized in Tables below showing the annual TSS and TP removal 
requirements are achieved and that there is no net increase in TSS and TP leaving the site. The engineer 
concurs with the modeling, and finds that the proposed project is in conformance with Rule J, 
Subsection 3.1.c.  

Annual TSS and TP removal summary: 

Pollutant of Interest Regulated Site 
Loading (lbs/yr) 

Required Load 
Removal (lbs/yr) 

Provided Load 
Reduction (lbs/yr)  

Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 495.1  445.6 (90%) 472.7 (95%) 

Total Phosphorus (TP) 1.6 1.0 (60%) 1.4 (88%) 

 
Summary of net change in TSS and TP leaving the site 

Pollutant of Interest Existing Site 
Loading (lbs/yr) 

Proposed Site Load after 
Treatment (lbs/yr) 

Change 
(lbs/yr) 

Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 566.6 22.4 -544.2 

Total Phosphorus (TP) 1.9 0.2 -1.7 
 

Low floor Elevation 

No structure may be constructed or reconstructed such that its lowest floor elevation is less than 2 feet 
above the 100-year event flood elevation or less than 1 foot above the emergency overflow according to 
Rule J, Subsection 3.6. The low floor elevation of the homes and the adjacent stormwater management 
feature is summarized below and shows proposed project is in conformance with Rule J, subsection 3.6.  

Location Riparian to 
Stormwater Facility 

Low Floor 
Elevation of 

Building (feet) 

100-year Event Flood 
Elevation of Adjacent 
Stormwater Facility 

(feet) 

Freeboard to 
100-year 

Event (feet) 

Chase Bank Building 890.5 886.7 3.8 

Maintenance 

Subsection 3.7 of Rule J requires the submission of a maintenance plan. All stormwater management 
structures and facilities must be designed for maintenance access and properly maintained in perpetuity 
to assure that they continue to function as designed.  

J1. Permit applicant must provide a maintenance and inspection declaration.  A maintenance 
declaration template is available on the permits page of the RPBCWD website. 
(http://www.rpbcwd.org/permits/).  A draft declaration must be provided for District review 
prior to recording. 
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Wetland Protection 

Because the applicant has demonstrated, and the engineer concurs, that the proposed flow rate and 
volumes flowing towards the wetland is less than the existing flows, the project meets the Bounce and 
Inundation criterion and is in conformance with Rule J, subsection 3.10a. In addition, the project does 
not propose to use the existing wetland for stormwater treatment, and the proposed subsurface 
infiltration systems treat the runoff from the disturbed areas to 95% TSS removal and 88% TP removal, 
thus conforming to Rule J, subsection 3.10b  

Chloride Management 

Subsection 3.8 of Rule J requires the submission of chloride management plan that designates the 
individual authorized to implement the chloride management plan and the MPCA-certified salt 
applicator engaged in implementing the plan. To close out the permit and release the $5,000 in financial 
assurance held for the purpose, Permit applicant must provide a chloride management plan that 
designates the individual authorized to implement the chloride management plan and the MPCA-
certified salt applicator engaged in implementing the plan at the site.  

Rule L: Permit Fee: 

Fees for the project are: 

Rule C & J  .......................................................................................................................................... $1,500 

Rule M: Financial Assurance: 

Rules C: Silt fence and bio-logs: 897 L.F. x $2.50/L.F. = .................................................................... $2,240 

Inlet protection: 5 x $100 = ..................................................................................................... $500 

Rock Entrance: 1.0 x $900 = .................................................................................................... $900 

Restoration: 0.87 acres x $2,500/acre = .............................................................................. $2,175 

Rules J: Subsurface Infiltration systems: $60,000 x 125% of engineer’s opinion of cost=   ........... $75,000 

Contingency (10%) ............................................................................................................................ $8,080 

Total Financial Assurance ................................................................................................................ $88,895 

 

Applicable General Requirements: 

1. The RPBCWD Administrator and Engineer shall be notified at least three days prior to 
commencement of work. 

2. Construction shall be consistent with the plans and specifications approved by the District as a 
part of the permitting process. The date of the approved plans and specifications is listed on the 
permit.  

3. Return or allowed expiration of any remaining surety and permit close out is dependent on the 
permit holder providing proof that all required documents have been recorded and providing 
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as-built drawings that show that the project was constructed as approved by the Managers and 
in conformance with the RPBCWD rules and regulations. 

Findings 

1. The proposed project includes the information necessary, plan sheets and erosion control plan 
for review. 

2. The proposed project will conform to Rules C and J if the Rule Specific Permit Conditions listed 
above are met. 

Recommendation: 

Approval of the permit issuance contingent upon: 

1. Continued compliance with General Requirements. 
2. Financial Assurance in the amount of $88,895. 
3. The applicant providing the name and contact information of the general contractor responsible 

for the site. 
4. Receipt in recordation a maintenance declaration for the stormwater management facilities. 

Drafts of any and all documents to be recorded must be approved by the District prior to 
recordation.  

By accepting the permit, when issued, the applicant agrees to the following stipulations: 

1. Per Rule J, Subsection 3.1.b.ii measured infiltration capacity of the soils at the bottom of the 
infiltration systems must be provided. The applicant must submit documentation verifying the 
infiltration capacity of the soils and that the volume control capacity is calculated using the 
measured infiltration rate divided by 2. If infiltration capacity is less than needed to conform 
with the volume abstraction requirement in subsection 3.1b, design modifications to achieve 
compliance with RPBCWD requirements will need to be submitted (in the form of an application 
for a permit modification or new permit). 

2. Per Rule J Subsection 4.5, upon completion of the site work, the permittee must submit as-built 
drawings demonstrating that at the time of final stabilization, stormwater facilities conform to 
design specifications as approved by the District. 

3. The work on the Westwind Plaza parcel under the terms of permit 2019-011, if issued, must 
have an impervious surface area and configuration materially consistent with the approved 
plans. Design that differs materially from the approved plans (e.g., in terms of total impervious 
area) will need to be the subject of a request for a permit modification or new permit, which will 
be subject to review for compliance with all applicable regulatory requirements.  
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SHEET NO:

DATE:

DRAWN BY:

CHECKED BY:

SCALE:

APPROVED BY:

PROJECT NO.:

REG. NO.:DATE:

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS PLAN,
SPECIFICATION, OR REPORT WAS PREPARED
BY ME OR UNDER MY DIRECT SUPERVISION
AND THAT I AM A DULY LICENSED
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER UNDER THE LAWS
OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA.

DESCRIPTION:

INFORMATION:

REVISIONDATE

Engineering, PLLC.

CIVIL AND ENVIRONMENTAL
ENGINEERING SERVICES
10830 NESBITT AVENUE SOUTH

BLOOMINGTON, MINNESOTA  55437
(952) 881-3344  TELEPHONE

(952) 881-1913  FAX
www.sundecivil.com

03-12-2019 Watershed District Submittal

03-27-2019 Revisions per Watershed District comment

03-27-2019 23468

C3
3 of 9

 KSD

BHM

02-28-2019

 1" = 20'

 BHM

 16-509

P.E. NAME

GOPHER STATE ONE CALL
WWW.GOPHERSTATEONECALL.ORG

(800) 252-1166 TOLL FREE
(651) 454-0002 LOCAL



 

 

18681 Lake Drive East 
Chanhassen, MN 55317 
952-607-6512 
www.rpbcwd.org 

 
 

protect. manage. restore. 
 

Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District Permit Application Review 

Permit No: 2019-017 
Received complete: April 25, 2019  
Board Meeting: May 1, 2019 
Applicant: ANE Group, Inc  -  Attention Andrei Osinsky 
Consultant: Advanced Survey & Engineering Co. 
Project: 6650 Pawnee Drive – The applicant is constructing a single-family home at this address. 

The applicant proposes a rain garden to comply with rule J. 
Location: 6650 Pawnee Drive, Chanhassen 55317 
Reviewer: Terry Jeffery, Watershed Planning Manager 
 
Rule Conformance Summary 

Rule Issue Conforms to 
RBPCWD Rules? 

Comments 

C Erosion Control Plan See Comment See rule specific permit condition C1 

J Stormwater 
Management 

Rate Yes  

Volume Yes  

Water Quality Yes  

Low Floor Elev. Yes  

Maintenance See Comment See rule specific permit condition J1 

L Permit Fee Yes  

M Financial Assurance See Comment The financial assurance has been 
calculated at $3,820. 

 
Proposed Action 

Manager ______________ moved and Manager ____________ seconded adoption of the following 
actions based on the permit report that follows and the presentation of the matter at the May 1, 2019 
meeting of the managers:  
 
Resolved that the application for Permit 2019-017 is approved, subject to the conditions and stipulations 
set forth in the Recommendations section of the attached report; 
 
Resolved that on determination by the RPBCWD administrator that the conditions of approval of the 
variances and permit have been affirmatively resolved, the RPBCWD president or administrator is 
authorized and directed to sign and deliver to the applicant, Permit 2019-017 on behalf of RPBCWD. 
Upon vote, the resolutions were adopted, ______ [VOTE TALLY].   
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Project Description 

On April 12, 2019, staff Jeffery was contacted by the City of Chanhassen asking if the RPBCWD had been 
inspecting this property as the sediment control measures were inadequate.  Staff Jeffery noted at this 
time that no permit was issued for this property.  A Notice of Probable Violation was sent to the land 
owner at the address found on the Carver County tax records and via email.  On April 12, 2019 the 
builder forwarded plans to Staff Jeffery.  The applicant responded on April 15, 2019 via phone.  A signed 
application and application fee were received on April 17, 2019.  Redlines were provided to the builder 
and the applicant on April 18, 2019.   

The applicant is requesting an after the fact permit for the construction of a single-family home and 
appurtenances.  The applicant is proposing two filtration swales to meet the requirements of Rule J – 
Stormwater Management.   

The project site information is summarized below: 

1. Total Site Area: 0.42 acre (18,138 square feet) 

2. Existing Site Impervious Area: 0 square feet  

3. New in Site Impervious Area: 2,892 square feet  

4. Disturbed Site Impervious Area: 3,189 square feet 

5. Total Disturbed Area: 13,138 square feet 

Submittals: 

1. Permit Application dated April 17, 2019.  

2. Design Plan Sheet prepared by Advanced Survey & Engineering (ASE), dated October 30, 2017 
(revised April 23, 2019) 

3. Notice of Probable Violation dated April 12, 2019 

 

Rule Specific Permit Conditions 

Rule C: Erosion and Sediment Control 

Because the project will alter 13,138 square feet of land-surface area the project must conform to the 
requirements in the RPBCWD Erosion and Sediment Control rule (Rule C, Subsection 2.1).  

The erosion control plan prepared by ASE includes installation of silt fence and inlet protection for storm 
sewer catch basins, the retention of native soils, soil decompaction and placement of six (6) inches of 
topsoil.  To conform to the RPBCWD Rule C requirements the following revisions are needed: 
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C1. The Applicant must provide the name and contact information of the individual responsible for 
erosion and sediment control at the site. RPBCWD must be notified if the responsible party 
changes during the permit term.  

Rule J: Stormwater Management 

Because the project will alter 13,138 square feet of land-surface area, approval under the RPBCWD 
Stormwater Management Rule is required (Rule J, Subsection 2.1). Because it is an existing lot of record, 
he criteria listed in Subsection 3.1 to 3.3 will not apply. (Rule J, Subsection 3.4) The applicant is required 
to provide for the construction, installation, or implementation for a stormwater-management BMP 
consistent with guidance provided by the state of Minnesota. 

The applicant is proposing to install two filtration swales on the site to comply with Rule J, Subsection 
3.4.  Though calculations are not required, the location and grading plan indicate that the BMP will 
capture a reasonable quantity of runoff from the site as to offer water quality benefits.  The provided 
cross section detail is consistent with guidance provided in the MN Stormwater Manual. 

Maintenance 

Subsection 3.7 of Rule J requires the submission of maintenance plan. All stormwater management 
structures and facilities must be designed for maintenance access and properly maintained in perpetuity 
to assure that they continue to function as designed.   

J1. The applicant must provide a maintenance and inspection plan on a form acceptable to the 
RPBCWD.  This plan must, after approval by RPBCWD staff be recorded against the property and 
proof of recordation must be provided to RPBCWD.  
 

Rule L: Permit Fee: 

Fees for the project are: 

Rule C & J  ............................................................................................................................................. $300 

Rule M: Financial Assurance: 

Rules C: Silt fence: 300 L.F. x $2.50/L.F. = ............................................................................................ $750 

                Restoration: 0.3 acres x $2,500/acre = .................................................................................. $675 

Rock Construction Entrance $900/ea = ................................................................................. $900 

Inlet Protection $100/ea = .................................................................................................... $100 

Rules J: Infiltration Basin =   .............................................................................................................. $1,050 

Contingency (10%) ............................................................................................................................... $345 

Total Financial Assurance .................................................................................................................. $3,820 
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Applicable General Requirements: 

1. The RPBCWD Administrator shall be notified at least three days prior to commencement of 
work. 

2. Construction shall be consistent with the plans and specifications approved by the District as a 
part of the permitting process. The date of the approved plans and specifications is listed on the 
permit. 

3. The applicant must provide the name and contact information of general contractor responsible 
for the site. 

4. The applicant must provide a financial assurance in the amount of $3,820.00. 

Findings 

1. The proposed project includes the information necessary, plan sheets, and erosion control plan 
for review. 

2. The proposed project will conform to Rule C if the Rule Specific Permit Conditions listed above 
are met. 

Recommendation: 

Approval, contingent upon: 

1. Continued compliance with General Requirements. 

By accepting the permit, when issued, the applicant agrees to the following stipulations: 

1. Per Rule J Subsection 4.5, upon completion of the site work, the permittee must submit as-built 
drawings demonstrating that at the time of final stabilization, stormwater facilities conform to 
design specifications as approved by the District. 

Board Action 

It was moved by Manager ____________, seconded by Manager _________ to approve permit 
application No. 2019-017 with the conditions recommended by staff. 
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LICENSE NO.

Wayne W. Preuhs

DATE

S1

FEBRUARY 14, 2018

Minnetonka, Minnesota  55345

Phone (952) 474-7964

17917 Highway No. 7

Web: www.advsur.com

CLIENT/JOB ADDRESS
SHEET TITLE SHEET NO.

SHEET 1 OF 1

DRAWING ORIENTATION & SCALE

DRAWING NUMBER

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
Lots 546 - 554, Carver Beach, Carver County, Minnesota.

SCOPE OF WORK & LIMITATIONS:
1. Showing the length and direction of  boundary lines of  the legal description listed above.  The scope of  our services does not include determining what you own, which is a legal matter.  Please check the legal description with your

records or consult with competent legal counsel, if necessary, to make sure that it is correct and that any matters of record, such as easements, that you wish to be included on the survey have been shown.
2. Showing the location of observed existing improvements we deem necessary for the survey.
3. Setting survey markers or verifying existing survey markers to establish the corners of the property.
4. Existing building dimensions and setbacks measured to outside of siding or stucco.
5. Showing and tabulating impervious surface coverage of  the lot for your review and for the review of  such governmental agencies that may have jurisdiction over these requirements to verify they are correctly shown before

proceeding with construction.
6. Showing elevations on the site at selected locations to give some indication of  the topography of  the site. We have also provided a benchmark for your use in determining elevations for construction on this site. The elevations

shown relate only to the benchmark provided on this survey. Use that benchmark and check at least one other feature shown on the survey when determining other elevations for use on this site or before beginning construction.
Datum per Alliant Engineering survey provided to us, dated December 12, 2016.

7. This survey has been completed without the benefit of  a current title commitment.  There may be existing easements or other encumbrances that would be revealed by a current title commitment.  Therefore, this survey does not
purport to show any easements or encumbrances other than the ones shown hereon.

8. The utilities shown are based on source information from the provided Alliant Engineering survey, dated December 12, 2016 and combined with observed evidence to develop a view of  those underground utilities.  However,
lacking excavation, the exact location of  underground features cannot be accurately, completely and reliably depicted.  Where additional or more detailed information is required, the client is advised that excavation may be
necessary.  State law requires underground utilities to be located 48 hours prior to any excavation.

9. While we show a proposed location for this home or addition, we are not as familiar with your proposed plans as you, your architect, or the builder are.  Review our proposed location of  the improvements and proposed yard
grades carefully to verify that they match your plans before construction begins.  Also, we are not as familiar with local codes and minimum requirements as the local building and zoning officials in this community are.  Be sure
to show this survey to said officials, or any other officials that may have jurisdiction over the proposed improvements and obtain their approvals before beginning construction or planning improvements to the property.

10. While we show the building setback lines per the City of  Chanhassen web site, we suggest you show this survey to the appropriate city officials to be sure that the setback lines are shown correctly. Do this BEFORE you use this
survey to design anything for this site.

STANDARD SYMBOLS & CONVENTIONS:
"●" Denotes iron survey marker, found, unless otherwise noted.

SHEET SIZE: 22 X 34

40'20'0

EXISTING HARDCOVER

HOUSE                      1,354 SQ. FT.
GARAGE                       853 SQ. FT.
SHED                         194 SQ. FT.
WALK/STEPS                   236 SQ. FT.
GRAVEL DRIVEWAY              468 SQ. FT.
RETAINING WALLS               84 SQ. FT.

TOTAL EXISTING HARDCOVER   3,189 SQ. FT.

AREA OF LOT               18,152 SQ. FT.

LOT COVERAGE            17.6%

GRADING & EROSION CONTROL NOTES:

BEFORE DEMOLITION AND GRADING BEGIN
• Install silt fence/bio roll around the perimeter of the construction area.

• Sediment control measures must remain in place until final stabilization has been established and then shall be
removed.  Sediment controls may be removed to accommodate short term construction activity but must be
replaced before the next rain.

• A temporary rock construction entrance shall be established at each access point to the site and a 6 inch layer of 1 to
2 inch rock extending at least 50 feet from the street into the site and shall be underlain with permeable geotextile
fabric.  The entrance shall be maintained during construction by top dressing or washing to prevent tracking or flow
of sediments onto public streets, walks or alleys.  Potential entrances that are not so protected shall be closed by
fencing to prevent unprotected exit from the site.

• Contractor shall install inlet protection on all existing storm sewer inlets in accordance with the city standard
details.  Inlet protection shall also be provided on all proposed storm sewer inlets immediately following
construction of the inlet. Inlet protection must be installed in a manner that will not impound water for extended
periods of time or in a manner that presents a hazard to vehicular or pedestrian traffic.

DURING CONSTRUCTION:
• When dirt stockpiles have been created, a double row of silt fence shall be placed to prevent escape of sediment

laden runoff and if the piles or other disturbed areas are to remain in place for more than 14 days, they shall be
seeded with Minnesota Department of Transportation Seed Mixture 22-111 at 100 lb/acre followed by covering
with spray mulch.

• A dumpster shall be placed on the site for prompt disposal of construction debris.  These dumpsters shall be
serviced regularly to prevent overflowing and blowing onto adjacent properties.  Disposal of solid wastes from the
site shall in accordance with Minnesota Pollution Control Agency requirements.

• A separate container shall be placed for disposal of hazardous waste.  Hazardous wastes shall be disposed of in
accordance with MPCA requirements.

• Concrete truck washout shall be in the plastic lined ditch and dispose of washings as solid waste.

• Sediment control devices shall be regularly inspected and after major rainfall events and shall be cleaned and
repaired as necessary to provide downstream protection.

• Streets and other public ways shall be inspected daily and if litter or soils has been deposited it shall promptly be
removed.

• If necessary, vehicles, that have mud on their wheels, shall be cleaned before exiting the site in the rock entrance
areas

• Moisture shall be applied to disturbed areas to control dust as needed.

• Portable toilet facilities shall be placed on site for use by workers and shall be properly maintained.

• If it becomes necessary to pump the excavation during construction, pump discharge shall be into the stockpile
areas so that the double silt fence around these areas can filter the water before it leaves the site.

• Temporary erosion control shall be installed no later than 14 days after the site is first disturbed and shall consist of
broadcast seeding with Minnesota Department of Transportation Seed Mixture 22-111 at 100 lb/acre followed by
covering with spray mulch.

• Erosion control measures shown on the erosion control plan are the absolute minimum. The contractor shall install
temporary earth dikes, sediment traps or basins and additional silt fencing as deemed necessary to control erosion.

SITE WORK COMPLETION:
• When final grading has been completed but before placement of sod an “as built” survey shall be done per  City of

Chanhassen requirements to insure that grading was properly done.

• Install sod for final stabilization of site disturbed areas.

• When any remedial grading has been completed, sod shall be completed including any erosion control blankets for
steep areas and swales.

• When turf is established, silt fence and inlet protection and other erosion control devices shall be disposed of and
adjacent streets, alleys and walks shall be cleaned as needed to deliver a site that is erosion resistant and clean.

• Contractor shall maintain positive drainage of a minimum 2% slope away from proposed building.

DATE DRAFTED:

OCTOBER 30, 2017

JUNE 23, 2017
DATE SURVEYED:

SURVEYED BY

ADVANCED SURVEYING. & ENG., CO.

PROPOSED HARDCOVER

HOUSE                      2,090 SQ. FT.
WALK/STEPS/PORCH             136 SQ. FT.
DRIVEWAY                     882 SQ. FT.
RETAINING WALLS                8 SQ. FT.
PATIO                        100 SQ. FT.
AC PAD                         9 SQ. FT.

TOTAL PROPOSED HARDCOVER   3,225 SQ. FT.

AREA OF LOT               18,152 SQ. FT.

LOT COVERAGE            17.8%

HOUSE STAKING AND OFFSETS

IN TYPICAL FASHION, STAKING THE HOUSE IS
DEFERRED UNTIL AFTER PERMITS HAVE BEEN

OBTAINED AND THE SITE IS READY FOR
EXCAVATION.  WHILE WE HAVE SHOWN THE PROPOSED
LOCATION OF THE FRONT AND REAR BUILDING LINE

OFFSETS, UNTIL THE DWELLING IS ACTUALLY
STAKED WE DO NOT KNOW THOSE LOCATIONS.  AN

UPDATED PROPOSED SURVEY WILL BE ISSUED AFTER
THE DWELLING HAS BEEN STAKED.  AT THAT TIME,
WE WILL SET A BENCHMARK WITHIN 20 FT OF THE

PROPOSED DWELLING.

1. Natural topography and soil conditions must be protected, including retention onsite of
native topsoil to the greatest extent possible.

2. Additional measures, such as hydraulic mulching and other practices as specified by the
District must be used on slopes of 3:1 (H:V) or steeper to provide adequate stabilization.

3. Final site stabilization measures must specify that at least six inches of topsoil or organic
matter be spread and incorporated into the underlying soil during final site treatment
wherever topsoil has been removed.

4. Construction site waste such as discarded building materials, concrete truck washout,
chemicals, litter and sanitary waste must be properly managed.

5. All temporary erosion and sediment control BMPs must be maintained until completion
of construction and vegetation is established sufficiently to ensure stability of the site, as
determined by the District.

6. All temporary erosion and sediment control BMPs must be removed upon final
stabilization.

7. Soil surfaces compacted during construction and remaining pervious upon completion of
construction must be decompacted through soil amendment and/or ripping to a depth of
18 inches (8 inches for single-family home properties) while taking care to avoid utilities,
tree roots and other existing vegetation prior to final revegetation or other stabilization.

8. All disturbed areas must be stabilized within 7 calendar days after land-disturbing work
has temporarily or permanently ceased on a property that drains to an impaired water,
within 14 days elsewhere.

9. The permittee must, at a minimum, inspect, maintain and repair all disturbed surfaces and
all erosion and sediment control facilities and soil stabilization measures every day work
is performed on the site and at least weekly until land-disturbing activity has ceased.
Thereafter, the permittee must perform these responsibilities at least weekly until
vegetative cover is established. The permittee will maintain a log of activities under this
section for inspection by the District on request.

2
'



April 25, 2019 

Claire Bleser 
District Administrator 
Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District 
18681 Lake Drive E. 
Chanhassen, Minnesota 55317 

Dear Claire: 

Enclosed please find the checks and Treasurer's Report for Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek 
Watershed District for the one month and three months ending March 31, 2019. 

Please examine these statements and if you have any questions or need additional copies, 
please call me. 

Sincerely, 

REDPATH AND COMPANY, LTD. 

Mark C. Gibbs, CPA 
Enclosure 

4810 White Bear Parkway, St. Paul, fVlN 55110 651.426.7000 www.redpathcpas.com 

9227.1 



To The Board of Managers 
Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District 
Chanhassen, Minnesota 

Accountant's Opinion 

The Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District is responsible for the accompanying March 
31, 2019 Treasurer's Report in the prescribed form. We have performed a compilation 
engagement in accordance with the Statements on Standards for Accounting and Review 
promulgated by the Accounting and Review Services Committee of AICPA. We did not audit or 
review the Treasurer's Report nor were we required to perform any procedures to verify the 
accuracy or completeness of the information provided by the Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek 
Watershed District. Accordingly, we do not express an opinion, a conclusion, nor provide any 
form of assurance on the Treasurer's Report. 

Reporting Process 

The Treasurer's Report is presented in a prescribed form mandated by the Board of Managers 
and is not intended to be a presentation in accordance with accounting principles generally 
accepted in the United States of America. The reason the Board of Managers mandates a 
prescribed form instead ofGAAP (Generally Accepted Accounting Principles) is this format 
gives the Board of Managers the financial information they need to make informed decisions as 
to the finances of the watershed. 

GAAP basis reports would require certain reporting formats, adjustments to accrual basis and 
supplementary schedules to give the Board of Managers information they need, making GAAP 
reporting on a monthly basis extremely cost prohibitive. An independent auditing firm is 
retained each year to perform a full audit and issue an audited GAAP basis report. This annual 
report is submitted to the Minnesota State Auditor, as required by Statute, and to the Board of 
Water and Soil Resources. 

The Treasurer's Report is presented on a modified accrual basis of accounting. Expenditures are 
accounted for when incurred. For example, payments listed on the Cash Disbursements report 
are included as expenses in the Treasurer's Report even though the actual payment is made 
subsequently. Revenues are accounted for on a cash basis and only reflected in the month 
received. 

4810 White Bear Parkway, St. Paul, MN 55110 651.426.7000 www.redpathcpas.com 

REDPATH AND COMPANY, LTD. 
st. Paul, Minnesota 
April 25, 2019 
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RILEY PURGATORY BLUFF CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT
Cash Disbursements

March 31, 2019

Accounts Payable:  

Check # Payee Amount

4776 CenturyLink 277.37
4777 City of Chanhassen 16.13
4778 Coverall of the Twin Cities 159.99
4779 ECM Publishers, Inc. 1,380.40
4780 Amy Herbert, LLC 1,021.00
4781 Houston Engineering, Inc. 1,480.75
4782 Iron Mountain 89.95
4783 Limnotech 2,800.00
4784 Lincoln National Life Insurance 448.21
4785 Metro Sales, Inc. 561.37
4786 Redpath & Company 3,975.31
4787 RMB Environmental Laboratories 2,260.00            
4788 Smith Partners 12,295.00
4789 Southwest News Media 2,133.24
4790 Southwest Metro Chamber of Commerce 40.00

 4791 SRF 1,899.47
4792 Xcel Energy 621.50
4793 Barr Engineering 35,645.54
4794 HealthPartners 4,686.56
4795 CSM Financial, LLC 7,508.96
4796 HDR Engineering, Inc. 723.50
4797 University of Minnesota 8,295.85

   
 
 Total Accounts Payable: $88,320.10

Payroll Disbursements:

Payroll Processing Fee 196.50
Employee Salaries 32,795.18
Employer Payroll Taxes 2,131.25
Employer Benefits (H.S.A. Match) 525.00
Employee Benefit Deductions (396.26)
Staff Expense Reimbursements 1,003.44
PERA Match 2,459.62

Total Payroll Disbursements: $38,714.73

Void Check #4770 (1,679.93)
Void Check #4741 (135.95)

 Klein Bank-VISA 5,245.13

TOTAL DISBURSEMENTS: $130,464.08

Memos
 

The 2019 mileage rate is .58 per mile.  The 2018 rate was .54.5
Klein Bank VISA will be paid on-line.

See Accountants Compilation Report Page 1 of 5



RILEY PURGATORY BLUFF CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT

Fund Performance Analysis ‐ Table 1

March 31, 2019

 

Revised     Year‐to Date

2019 Budget Fund Transfers 2019 Budget Current Month Year‐to‐Date Percent of Budget

REVENUES

Plan Implementation Levy $3,602,500.00 ‐                      $3,602,500.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

Permit 50,000.00 ‐                      50,000.00 ‐                        6,550.00             13.10%

Grant Income 708,079.00 ‐                      708,079.00 ‐                        205,440.00         29.01%

Investment Income 35,000.00           ‐                      35,000.00         5,500.08             31,884.92           91.10%

Past Levies 2,511,789.00 ‐                      2,511,789.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

Partner Funds 432,000.00 ‐                      432,000.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

TOTAL REVENUE $7,339,368.00 $0.00 $7,339,368.00 $5,500.08 $243,874.92 3.32%

EXPENDITURES

Administration

Accounting and Audit 42,000.00 ‐                      42,000.00 4,171.81 9,726.02             23.16%

Advisory Committees 5,000.00 ‐                      5,000.00 229.40                229.40                4.59%

Insurance and bonds 20,000.00 ‐                      20,000.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

Engineering Services 106,000.00 ‐                      106,000.00 7,908.00 24,572.50           23.18%

Legal Services 78,000.00 ‐                      78,000.00 4,665.22 24,615.72           31.56%

Manager Per Diem/Expense 20,000.00 ‐                      20,000.00 428.58                1,931.53             9.66%

Dues and Publications 12,000.00 ‐                      12,000.00 (1,179.93)            11,319.50           94.33%

Office Cost 144,000.00 ‐                      144,000.00 9,528.40 39,061.15           27.13%

Permit Review and Inspection 135,000.00 (25,000.00)        110,000.00 17,772.96 53,441.48           48.58%

Permit and Grant Database ‐                        39,900.00         39,900.00 1,480.75             1,480.75             3.71%

Recording Services 10,000.00 ‐                      10,000.00 1,021.00             3,865.57             38.66%

Staff Cost 550,000.00 ‐                      550,000.00 44,937.57 137,356.32         24.97%

Subtotal $1,122,000.00 $14,900.00 $1,136,900.00 $90,963.76 $307,599.94 27.06%

  Programs and Projects

District Wide

10‐year Management Plan 5,000.00 ‐                      5,000.00 ‐                        1,825.40             36.51%

AIS Inspection and early response 75,000.00 ‐                      75,000.00 (135.95)               324.78                0.43%

Cost‐share 267,193.00 (14,900.00)        252,293.00 1,117.19             1,117.19             0.44%

Creek Restoration Action Strategies Phase  ‐                        ‐                      ‐                      ‐                        ‐                        ‐‐‐

Data Collection and Monitoring 186,000.00 ‐                      186,000.00 9,167.60 27,231.32           14.64%

District Wide Floodplain Evaluation ‐ Atlas 14/SMM model 30,000.00 18,000.00         48,000.00 1,193.00             1,193.00             2.49%

Education and Outreach 119,000.00 ‐                      119,000.00 2,911.66 11,711.06           9.84%

Plant Restoration ‐ U of M 42,000.00 ‐                      42,000.00 8,295.85             8,295.85             19.75%

Repair and Maintenance Fund * 177,005.00 ‐                      177,005.00 4,086.50             4,086.50             2.31%

Wetland Management* 145,272.00 ‐                      145,272.00 51.54                    51.54                    0.04%

District Groundwater Assessment ‐                        ‐                      ‐                      ‐                        ‐                        ‐‐‐

Groundwater Conservation* 130,000.00 ‐                      130,000.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

Lake Vegetation Implementation 75,000.00 ‐                      75,000.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

Opportunity Project* 200,000.00 ‐                      200,000.00 1,899.47             8,522.42             4.26%

TMDL ‐ MPCA 10,000.00 ‐                      10,000.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

Stormwater Ponds ‐ U of M 86,092.00 ‐                      86,092.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

Hennepin County Chloride Initiative 120,800.00 ‐                      120,800.00 40.95                    1,040.95             0.86%

Lower Minnesota Chloride Cost‐Share 217,209.00         ‐                      217,209.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

Subtotal $1,885,571.00 $3,100.00 $1,888,671.00 $28,627.81 $65,400.01 3.46%

Bluff Creek

Bluff Creek Tributary* 291,091.00 ‐                      291,091.00 473.00 869.50                0.30%

Chanhassen High School * 41,905.00 ‐                      41,905.00 ‐                        26.00                    0.06%

Wetland Restoration at Pioneer 561,870.00 ‐                      561,870.00 2,343.52             2,343.52             0.42%

Subtotal $894,866.00 $0.00 $894,866.00 $2,816.52 $3,239.02 0.36%

Riley Creek

Lake Riley ‐ Alum Treatment* 5,000.00 ‐                      5,000.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

Lake Susan Water Quality Improvement Phase 2 * 13,420.00 ‐                      13,420.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

Rice Marsh Lake in‐lake phosphorus load 73,983.00 ‐                      73,983.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

Rice Marsh Lake Water Quality Improvement Phase 1 150,000.00 ‐                      150,000.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

Riley Creek Restoration (Reach E and D3) 1,680,562.00 ‐                      1,680,562.00 450.00                1,247.34             0.07%

Lake Riley & Rice Marsh Lake Subwatershed Assessment 72,500.00 ‐                      72,500.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

Upper Riley Creek Stabilization 425,000.00 ‐                      425,000.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

Subtotal $2,420,465.00 $0.00 $2,420,465.00 $450.00 $1,247.34 0.05%

Purgatory Creek

Purgatory Creek Rec Area‐ Berm/retention area ‐ feasibility/design 50,000.00 ‐                      50,000.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

Lotus Lake in‐lake phosphorus load control 105,772.00 ‐                      105,772.00 ‐                        90.30                    0.09%

Silver Lake  Restoration ‐ Feasibility Phase 1 168,013.00 ‐                      168,013.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

Scenic Heights 111,226.00 ‐                      111,226.00 72.00                    72.00                    0.06%

Hyland Lake in‐lake phosphorus load control 120,000.00 ‐                      120,000.00 1,708.03             1,708.03             1.42%

Mitchell Lake Subwatershed Assessment 87,500.00 ‐                      87,500.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%

Duck Lake watershed load 213,955.00 ‐                      213,955.00 5,825.96             9,572.96             4.47%

Subtotal $856,466.00 $0.00 $856,466.00 $7,605.99 $11,443.29 1.34%

Reserve $160,000.00 ($18,000.00) 142,000.00 ‐                        ‐                        0.00%
TOTAL EXPENDITURE $7,339,368.00 $0.00 $7,339,368.00 $130,464.08 $388,929.60 5.30%

EXCESS REVENUES OVER (UNDER) EXPENDITURES $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 ($124,964.00) ($145,054.68)

*Denotes Multi‐Year Project ‐ See Table 2 for details

See Accountants Compilation Report
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RILEY PURGATORY BLUFF CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT

Muti‐Year Project Performance Analysis ‐ Table 2

March 31, 2019

FUNDING SOURCE Month Ended Year   Lifetime   

Total Project District funds Partner Fund Grants 03/31/19 To‐Date Costs Remaining

  Programs and Projects

District Wide

District Wide Floodplain Evaluation ‐ Atlas 14/SMM model 48,000.00 48,000.00 ‐                ‐                   1,193.00        1,193.00          1,193.00          46,807.00

Repair and Maintenance Fund  202,005.00 177,005.00 ‐                ‐                   4,086.50        4,086.50          29,086.50 172,918.50

Wetland Management 150,000.00 150,000.00 ‐                ‐                   51.54             51.54               29,779.85       120,220.15

Groundwater Conservation 130,000.00 130,000.00 ‐                ‐                   ‐                  ‐                    ‐                   130,000.00

Opportunity Project* 200,000.00 200,000.00 ‐                ‐                   1,899.47        8,522.42          8,522.42          191,477.58

Hennepin County Chloride Initiative 120,800.00 19,000.00 ‐                101,800.00      40.95             1,040.95          1,040.95          119,759.05

Lower Minnesota Chloride Cost‐Share 217,209.00 20,000.00 ‐                197,209.00      ‐                  ‐                    ‐                   217,209.00

Stormwater Ponds ‐ U of M 86,092.00 44,092.00 42,000.00    ‐                   ‐                  ‐                    ‐                   86,092.00

Subtotal $1,154,106.00 $788,097.00 $42,000.00 $299,009.00 $7,271.46 $14,894.41 $69,622.72 1,084,483.28

Bluff Creek

Bluff Creek Tributary* 292,362.00 242,362.00 50,000.00 ‐                   473.00 869.50             96,529.04 195,832.96

Chanhassen High School * 508,000.00 208,000.00 100,000.00 200,000.00      ‐                  26.00               451,121.10 56,878.90

Wetland Restoration at Pioneer 561,870.00 450,000.00 0.00 111,870.00 2,343.52        2,343.52          2,343.52          559,526.48

Subtotal $1,362,232.00 $900,362.00 $150,000.00 $311,870.00 $2,816.52 $3,239.02 $549,993.66 $812,238.34

Riley Creek

Lake Riley ‐ Alum Treatment 1st dose * 260,000.00 260,000.00 ‐                ‐                   ‐                  ‐                    254,999.83 5,000.17

Lake Susan Water Quality Improvement Phase 2 * 662,491.00 330,000.00 99,091.00 233,400.00 ‐                  ‐                    649,070.80 13,420.20

Rice Marsh Lake in‐lake phosphorus load 150,000.00 150,000.00 ‐                ‐                   ‐                  ‐                    76,017.94       73,982.06

Riley Creek Restoration (Reach E and D3) * 1,565,000.00 1,265,000.00 300,000.00 ‐                   450.00           1,247.34          181,742.49 1,383,257.51

Lake Riley & Rice Marsh Lake Subwatershed Assessment 72,500.00 12,500.00 5,000.00      55,000.00         ‐                    ‐                   72,500.00

Upper Riley Creek Stabilization 450,000.00 450,000.00 0.00 ‐                   ‐                  ‐                    ‐                   450,000.00

Subtotal $3,159,991.00 $2,467,500.00 $404,091.00 $288,400.00 $450.00 $1,247.34 $1,161,831.06 $1,998,159.94

Purgatory Creek

Purgatory Creek Rec Area‐ Berm/retention area ‐ feasibility/design 50,000.00 50,000.00 ‐                ‐                   ‐                  ‐                    ‐                   50,000.00

Lotus Lake in‐lake phosphorus load control 345,000.00 345,000.00 ‐                ‐                   ‐                  90.30               239,317.34     105,682.66

Scenic Heights 260,000.00 165,000.00 45,000.00 50,000.00 72.00             72.00               148,845.76 111,154.24

Mitchell Lake Subwatershed Assessment 87,500.00 12,500.00 5,000.00 70,000.00 ‐                  ‐                    ‐                   87,500.00

Duck Lake watershed load 220,000.00 220,000.00 ‐                ‐                   5,825.96        9,572.96          15,617.46       204,382.54

Subtotal $962,500.00 $792,500.00 $50,000.00 $120,000.00 $5,897.96 $9,735.26 $403,780.56 $558,719.44

Total Multi‐Year Project Costs $6,638,829.00 $4,948,459.00 $646,091.00 $1,019,279.00 $16,435.94 $29,116.03 $2,185,228.00 $4,453,601.00

See Accountants Compilation Report Page 3 of 5



Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District
Balance Sheet

As of March 31, 2019

ASSETS

Current Assets

   General Checking-Klein $656,078.31
   Checking-Klein/BMW 1,021,302.69
   Investments-Standing Cash 8,275.27
   Investments-Wells Fargo 4,115,525.86
   Accrued Investment Interest 8,670.64
   Due From Other Governments 130,547.73
   Taxes Receivable-Delinquent 20,556.16
   Pre-Paid Expense 27,361.36
   Security Deposits 7,244.00

Total Current Assets: $5,995,562.02

LIABILITIES AND CAPITAL

Current Liabilities

   Accounts Payable $175,414.18
   Retainage Payable 13,469.38
   Salaries Payable 17,878.75
   Permits & Sureties Payable 761,416.00
   Deferred Revenue 20,556.16
   Unavailable Revenue 6,666.16

Total Current Liabilities: $995,400.63

Capital

   Fund Balance-General $4,183,185.70
   Fund Balance $816,975.69

Total Capital $5,000,161.39

Total Liabilities & Capital $5,995,562.02

See Accountants Compilation Report Page 4 of 5



RILEY PURGTORY BLUFF CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT
Klein Bank VISA Activity

March 31, 2019

DATE PURCHASED FROM AMOUNT DESCRIPTION ACCOUNT # RECEIPT

03/18/19 Kowalski's 62.02 CAC Committee Meeting 10-00-4800 Y
03/19/19 Randy's Sanitation 66.50 Trash Collection 10-00-4215 Y
03/22/19 Target 49.30 Office Supplies 10-00-4260 Y
03/23/19 Verizon 350.49 Telecommunications 10-00-4240 Y
04/02/19 Chanhassen Villager 40.00 Office Supplies 10-00-4260 Y
04/04/19 Adobe 16.10 Office Software 10-00-4203 Y
04/12/19 Minnesota Landscape Arboretum 151.18 Board/Staff Workshop 10-00-4010 Y
04/12/19 USPS PO 8.10 Postage 10-00-4280 Y
04/15/19 Detello's 59.61 First Aid & AED Training 10-00-4265 Y

  
$803.30 General Administration Total

03/15/19 Amazon 266.70 Pond Study 40-07-4201 Y
03/15/19 Amazon 213.30 Pond Study 50-09-4201 Y
03/15/19 Adafruit (179.55) Data Collection Equipment 20-05-4635 Y
03/18/19 Adafruit 158.60 Pond Study 40-07-4201 Y
03/18/19 Adafruit 126.88 Pond Study 50-09-4201 Y
03/20/19 Amazon 42.05 Pond Study 40-07-4201 Y
03/20/19 Amazon 33.64 Pond Study 50-09-4201 Y
03/21/19 MAVA 25.00 Volunteer Training 20-08-4265 Y
03/21/19 AWRA (50.00) Conference Fee 20-08-4265 Y
03/22/19 Amazon 15.98 Data Collection Equipment 20-05-4260 N
03/22/19 Cub 59.35 Parking Lot & Sidewalk Workshop 20-08-4345 Y
03/22/19 USPS PO 417.20 Postage 20-08-4280 Y
03/22/19 Digi-Key 4.50 Pond Study 40-07-4201 Y
03/22/19 Digi-Key 3.60 Pond Study 50-09-4201 Y
03/22/19 Buca Catering 622.34 Parking Lot & Sidewalk Workshop 20-08-4345 Y
03/25/19 Road Runner Express 63.25 Parking Lot & Sidewalk Workshop 20-08-4345 Y
03/25/19 Bruegger's Bagel 51.47 Parking Lot & Sidewalk Workshop 20-08-4345 Y
03/25/19 Speedway 9.98 Ice for Data Collection 20-05-4260 Y
03/25/19 Embassy Suites 257.60 Conference    20-08-4265 Y
03/25/19 Yard House 29.70 DC Conference 20-05-4265 Y
03/26/19 Russell's 19.60 DC Conference 20-05-4265 Y
03/26/19 Russell's 19.60 DC Conference 20-05-4265 Y
03/26/19 Sheraton 14.58 DC Conference 20-05-4265 Y
03/27/19 Facebook 25.00 Event Promotion 20-08-4260 Y
03/27/19 Einstein Bros. Bagels 17.57 DC Conference 20-05-4265 Y
03/27/19 Hard Rock 50.04 DC Conference 20-05-4265 Y
03/28/19 Domo 55.00 DC Conference 20-05-4265 Y
03/28/19 Detectable Egg 33.50 DC Conference 20-05-4265 Y
03/29/19 Quizno's 14.61 DC Conference 20-05-4265 Y
03/29/19 Sheraton 838.04 DC Conference 20-05-4265 Y
03/29/19 Sheraton 838.04 DC Conference 20-05-4265 Y
04/02/19 Amazon 43.61 Data Collection Equipment 20-05-4260 Y
04/02/19 Amazon 13.41 Data Collection Equipment 20-05-4260 Y
04/02/19 Amazon 8.65 Data Collection Equipment 20-05-4260 Y
04/03/19 Ace Hardware 49.56 Data Collection Equipment 20-05-4635 Y
04/05/19 Cub 19.36 Anniversary Walk 20-08-4345 Y
04/07/19 Kowalski's 326.55 Meet & Greet 20-08-4345 Y
04/07/19 Amazon 111.34 Office Supplies 20-05-4635 y
04/10/19 Teledyne Isco 1,146.85 Data Collection Equipment 20-05-4635 Y

 
  

$5,816.50 District-Wide Total

 $6,619.80 GRAND TOTAL
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18681 Lake Drive East 
Chanhassen, MN 55317 
952-607-6512 
www.rpbcwd.org 

 
 

protect. manage. restore. 
 

Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District Permit Application Review 

Permit No: 2019-018 
Received complete: April 25, 2019  
Board Meeting: May 1, 2019 
Applicant: ANE Group, Inc  -  Attention Andrei Osinsky 
Consultant: Advanced Survey & Engineering Co. 
Project: 6657 Deerwood Drive – The applicant is constructing a single-family home at this address. 

The applicant proposes a rain garden to comply with rule J. 
Location: 6657 Deerwood Drive, Chanhassen 55317 
Reviewer: Terry Jeffery, Watershed Planning Manager 
 
Rule Conformance Summary 

Rule Issue Conforms to 
RBPCWD Rules? 

Comments 

C Erosion Control Plan See Comment See rule specific permit condition C1 

J Stormwater 
Management 

Rate Yes  

Volume Yes  

Water Quality Yes  

Low Floor Elev. Yes  

Maintenance See Comment See rule specific permit condition J1 

L Permit Fee Yes  

M Financial Assurance NA Governmental Agency 

 
Proposed Action 

Manager ______________ moved and Manager ____________ seconded adoption of the following 
actions based on the permit report that follows and the presentation of the matter at the May 1, 2019 
meeting of the managers:  
 
Resolved that the application for Permit 2019-018 is approved, subject to the conditions and stipulations 
set forth in the Recommendations section of the attached report; 
 
Resolved that on determination by the RPBCWD administrator that the conditions of approval of the 
variances and permit have been affirmatively resolved, the RPBCWD president or administrator is 
authorized and directed to sign and deliver to the applicant, Permit 2019-018 on behalf of RPBCWD. 
Upon vote, the resolutions were adopted, ______ [VOTE TALLY].   
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Project Description 

On April 12, 2019, staff Jeffery was contacted by the City of Chanhassen asking if the RPBCWD had been 
inspecting this property as the sediment control measures were inadequate.  Staff Jeffery noted at this 
time that no permit was issued for this property.  A Notice of Probable Violation was sent to the land 
owner at the address found on the Carver County tax records and via email.  On April 12, 2019 the 
builder forwarded plans to Staff Jeffery.  The applicant responded on April 15, 2019 via phone.  A signed 
application and application fee were received on April 17, 2019.  Redlines were provided to the builder 
and the applicant on April 18, 2019.   

The applicant is requesting an after the fact permit for the demolition of an existing single-family home 
and out buildings and the construction of a single-family home and appurtenances.  The applicant is 
proposing a rain garden to meet the requirements of Rule J – Stormwater Management.   

The project site information is summarized below: 

1. Total Site Area: 0.42 acre (18,152 square feet) 

2. Existing Site Impervious Area: 3,189 square feet  

3. New (Increase) in Site Impervious Area: 3,225 square feet (±1.1% increase)  

4. Disturbed Site Impervious Area: 3,189 square feet 

5. Total Disturbed Area: 14,850 square feet 

Submittals: 

1. Permit Application dated April 17, 2019.  

2. Design Plan Sheet prepared by Advanced Survey & Engineering (ASE), dated October 30, 2017 
(revised April 23, 2019) 

3. Notice of Probable Violation dated April 12, 2019 

 

Rule Specific Permit Conditions 

Rule C: Erosion and Sediment Control 

Because the project will alter 14,850 square feet of land-surface area the project must conform to the 
requirements in the RPBCWD Erosion and Sediment Control rule (Rule C, Subsection 2.1).  

The erosion control plan prepared by ASE includes installation of silt fence and inlet protection for storm 
sewer catch basins, the retention of native soils, soil decompaction and placement of six (6) inches of 
topsoil.  To conform to the RPBCWD Rule C requirements the following revisions are needed: 
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C1. The Applicant must provide the name and contact information of the individual responsible for 
erosion and sediment control at the site. RPBCWD must be notified if the responsible party 
changes during the permit term.  

Rule J: Stormwater Management 

Because the project will alter 14,850 square feet of land-surface area, approval under the RPBCWD 
Stormwater Management Rule is required (Rule J, Subsection 2.1). Because it is an existing lot of record, 
he criteria listed in Subsection 3.1 to 3.3 will not apply. (Rule J, Subsection 3.4) The applicant is required 
to provide for the construction, installation, or implementation for a stormwater-management BMP 
consistent with guidance provided by the state of Minnesota. 

The applicant is proposing to install a rainwater garden on the site to comply with Rule J, Subsection 3.4.  
Though calculations are not required, the location and grading plan indicate that the BMP will capture a 
reasonable quantity of runoff from the site as to offer water quality benefits.  The provided cross section 
detail is consistent with guidance provided in the MN Stormwater Manual. 

Maintenance 

Subsection 3.7 of Rule J requires the submission of maintenance plan. All stormwater management 
structures and facilities must be designed for maintenance access and properly maintained in perpetuity 
to assure that they continue to function as designed.   

J1. The applicant must provide a maintenance and inspection plan on a form acceptable to the 
RPBCWD.  This plan must, after approval by RPBCWD staff be recorded against the property and 
proof of recordation must be provided to RPBCWD.  

Rule L: Permit Fee: 

Fees for the project are: 

Rule C & J  ............................................................................................................................................. $300 

Rule M: Financial Assurance: 

Rules C: Silt fence: 270 L.F. x $2.50/L.F. = ............................................................................................ $675 

                Restoration: 0.34 acres x $2,500/acre = ................................................................................ $850 

Rock Construction Entrance $900/ea = ................................................................................. $900 

Inlet Protection $100/ea = .................................................................................................... $100 

Rules J: Filtration Swale =   ................................................................................................................... $750 

Contingency (10%) ............................................................................................................................... $325 

Total Financial Assurance .................................................................................................................. $3,600 
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Applicable General Requirements: 

1. The RPBCWD Administrator shall be notified at least three days prior to commencement of 
work. 

2. Construction shall be consistent with the plans and specifications approved by the District as a 
part of the permitting process. The date of the approved plans and specifications is listed on the 
permit. 

3. The applicant must provide the name and contact information of general contractor responsible 
for the site. 

Findings 

1. The proposed project includes the information necessary, plan sheets, and erosion control plan 
for review. 

2. The proposed project will conform to Rule C if the Rule Specific Permit Conditions listed above 
are met. 

Recommendation: 

Approval, contingent upon: 

1. Continued compliance with General Requirements. 

By accepting the permit, when issued, the applicant agrees to the following stipulations: 

1. Per Rule J Subsection 4.5, upon completion of the site work, the permittee must submit as-built 
drawings demonstrating that at the time of final stabilization, stormwater facilities conform to 
design specifications as approved by the District. 

Board Action 

It was moved by Manager ____________, seconded by Manager _________ to approve permit 
application No. 2019-018 with the conditions recommended by staff. 
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LICENSE NO.

Wayne W. Preuhs

DATE

S1

FEBRUARY 14, 2018

Minnetonka, Minnesota  55345

Phone (952) 474-7964

17917 Highway No. 7

Web: www.advsur.com

CLIENT/JOB ADDRESS
SHEET TITLE SHEET NO.

SHEET 1 OF 1

DRAWING ORIENTATION & SCALE

DRAWING NUMBER

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
Lots 523 - 531, Carver Beach, Carver County, Minnesota.

SCOPE OF WORK & LIMITATIONS:
1. Showing the length and direction of  boundary lines of  the legal description listed above.  The scope of  our services does not include determining what you own, which is a legal matter.  Please check the legal description with

your records or consult with competent legal counsel, if necessary, to make sure that it is correct and that any matters of record, such as easements, that you wish to be included on the survey have been shown.
2. Showing the location of observed existing improvements we deem necessary for the survey.
3. Setting survey markers or verifying existing survey markers to establish the corners of the property.
4. Building dimensions and setbacks measured to outside of siding or stucco.
5. Showing and tabulating impervious surface coverage of  the lot for your review and for the review of  such governmental agencies that may have jurisdiction over these requirements to verify they are correctly shown before

proceeding with construction.
6. Showing elevations on the site at selected locations to give some indication of  the topography of  the site. We have also provided a benchmark for your use in determining elevations for construction on this site. The elevations

shown relate only to the benchmark provided on this survey. Use that benchmark and check at least one other feature shown on the survey when determining other elevations for use on this site or before beginning
construction.  Datum per Alliant Engineering survey provided to us, dated December 12, 2016.

7. This survey has been completed without the benefit of  a current title commitment.   There may be existing easements or other encumbrances that would be revealed by a current title commitment.  Therefore, this survey does
not purport to show any easements or encumbrances other than the ones shown hereon.

8. The utilities shown are based on source information from the provided Alliant Engineering survey, dated December 12, 2016 and combined with observed evidence to develop a view of  those underground utilities.  However,
lacking excavation, the exact location of  underground features cannot be accurately, completely and reliably depicted.  Where additional or more detailed information is required, the client is advised that excavation may be
necessary.  State law requires underground utilities to be located 48 hours prior to any excavation.

9. While we show a proposed location for this home or addition, we are not as familiar with your proposed plans as you, your architect, or the builder are.  Review our proposed location of  the improvements and proposed yard
grades carefully to verify that they match your plans before construction begins.  Also, we are not as familiar with local codes and minimum requirements as the local building and zoning officials in this community are.  Be
sure to show this survey to said officials, or any other officials that may have jurisdiction over the proposed improvements and obtain their approvals before beginning construction or planning improvements to the property.

10. While we show the building setback lines per the City of  Chanhassen web site, we suggest you show this survey to the appropriate city officials to be sure that the setback lines are shown correctly. Do this BEFORE you use
this survey to design anything for this site.

STANDARD SYMBOLS & CONVENTIONS:
"●" Denotes iron survey marker, found, unless otherwise noted.

SHEET SIZE: 22 X 34

40'20'0

PROPOSED HARDCOVER

HOUSE                      1,933 SQ. FT.
WALK/STEPS/PORCH             152 SQ. FT.
DRIVEWAY                     660 SQ. FT.
RETAINING WALLS              138 SQ. FT.
AC PAD                         9 SQ. FT.

TOTAL PROPOSED HARDCOVER   2,892 SQ. FT.

AREA OF LOT               18,138 SQ. FT.

LOT COVERAGE            15.9%

NOTE: EXISTING HARDCOVER WAS 0% (VACANT LOT)

DATE DRAFTED:

OCTOBER 30, 2017

JUNE 23, 2017
DATE SURVEYED:

SURVEYED BY

ADVANCED SURVEYING. & ENG., CO.

HOUSE STAKING AND OFFSETS

IN TYPICAL FASHION, STAKING THE HOUSE IS
DEFERRED UNTIL AFTER PERMITS HAVE BEEN

OBTAINED AND THE SITE IS READY FOR
EXCAVATION.  WHILE WE HAVE SHOWN THE PROPOSED
LOCATION OF THE FRONT AND REAR BUILDING LINE

OFFSETS, UNTIL THE DWELLING IS ACTUALLY
STAKED WE DO NOT KNOW THOSE LOCATIONS.  AN

UPDATED PROPOSED SURVEY WILL BE ISSUED AFTER
THE DWELLING HAS BEEN STAKED.  AT THAT TIME,
WE WILL SET A BENCHMARK WITHIN 20 FT OF THE

PROPOSED DWELLING.

GRADING & EROSION CONTROL NOTES:

BEFORE DEMOLITION AND GRADING BEGIN
• Install silt fence/bio roll around the perimeter of the construction area.

• Sediment control measures must remain in place until final stabilization has been established and then shall be
removed.  Sediment controls may be removed to accommodate short term construction activity but must be
replaced before the next rain.

• A temporary rock construction entrance shall be established at each access point to the site and a 6 inch layer of 1 to
2 inch rock extending at least 50 feet from the street into the site and shall be underlain with permeable geotextile
fabric.  The entrance shall be maintained during construction by top dressing or washing to prevent tracking or flow
of sediments onto public streets, walks or alleys.  Potential entrances that are not so protected shall be closed by
fencing to prevent unprotected exit from the site.

• Contractor shall install inlet protection on all existing storm sewer inlets in accordance with the city standard
details.  Inlet protection shall also be provided on all proposed storm sewer inlets immediately following
construction of the inlet. Inlet protection must be installed in a manner that will not impound water for extended
periods of time or in a manner that presents a hazard to vehicular or pedestrian traffic.

DURING CONSTRUCTION:
• When dirt stockpiles have been created, a double row of silt fence shall be placed to prevent escape of sediment

laden runoff and if the piles or other disturbed areas are to remain in place for more than 14 days, they shall be
seeded with Minnesota Department of Transportation Seed Mixture 22-111 at 100 lb/acre followed by covering
with spray mulch.

• A dumpster shall be placed on the site for prompt disposal of construction debris.  These dumpsters shall be
serviced regularly to prevent overflowing and blowing onto adjacent properties.  Disposal of solid wastes from the
site shall in accordance with Minnesota Pollution Control Agency requirements.

• A separate container shall be placed for disposal of hazardous waste.  Hazardous wastes shall be disposed of in
accordance with MPCA requirements.

• Concrete truck washout shall be in the plastic lined ditch and dispose of washings as solid waste.

• Sediment control devices shall be regularly inspected and after major rainfall events and shall be cleaned and
repaired as necessary to provide downstream protection.

• Streets and other public ways shall be inspected daily and if litter or soils has been deposited it shall promptly be
removed.

• If necessary, vehicles, that have mud on their wheels, shall be cleaned before exiting the site in the rock entrance
areas

• Moisture shall be applied to disturbed areas to control dust as needed.

• Portable toilet facilities shall be placed on site for use by workers and shall be properly maintained.

• If it becomes necessary to pump the excavation during construction, pump discharge shall be into the stockpile
areas so that the double silt fence around these areas can filter the water before it leaves the site.

• Temporary erosion control shall be installed no later than 14 days after the site is first disturbed and shall consist of
broadcast seeding with Minnesota Department of Transportation Seed Mixture 22-111 at 100 lb/acre followed by
covering with spray mulch.

• Erosion control measures shown on the erosion control plan are the absolute minimum. The contractor shall install
temporary earth dikes, sediment traps or basins and additional silt fencing as deemed necessary to control erosion.

SITE WORK COMPLETION:
• When final grading has been completed but before placement of sod an “as built” survey shall be done per  City of

Chanhassen requirements to insure that grading was properly done.

• Install sod for final stabilization of site disturbed areas.

• When any remedial grading has been completed, sod shall be completed including any erosion control blankets for
steep areas and identified swales.

• When turf is established, silt fence and inlet protection and other erosion control devices shall be disposed of and
adjacent streets, alleys and walks shall be cleaned as needed to deliver a site that is erosion resistant and clean.

• Contractor shall maintain positive drainage of a minimum 2% slope away from proposed building.

1. Natural topography and soil conditions must be protected, including retention onsite of
native topsoil to the greatest extent possible.

2. Additional measures, such as hydraulic mulching and other practices as specified by the
District must be used on slopes of 3:1 (H:V) or steeper to provide adequate stabilization.

3. Final site stabilization measures must specify that at least six inches of topsoil or organic
matter be spread and incorporated into the underlying soil during final site treatment
wherever topsoil has been removed.

4. Construction site waste such as discarded building materials, concrete truck washout,
chemicals, litter and sanitary waste must be properly managed.

5. All temporary erosion and sediment control BMPs must be maintained until completion
of construction and vegetation is established sufficiently to ensure stability of the site, as
determined by the District.

6. All temporary erosion and sediment control BMPs must be removed upon final
stabilization.

7. Soil surfaces compacted during construction and remaining pervious upon completion of
construction must be decompacted through soil amendment and/or ripping to a depth of
18 inches (8 inches for single-family home properties) while taking care to avoid utilities,
tree roots and other existing vegetation prior to final revegetation or other stabilization.

8. All disturbed areas must be stabilized within 7 calendar days after land-disturbing work
has temporarily or permanently ceased on a property that drains to an impaired water,
within 14 days elsewhere.

9. The permittee must, at a minimum, inspect, maintain and repair all disturbed surfaces and
all erosion and sediment control facilities and soil stabilization measures every day work
is performed on the site and at least weekly until land-disturbing activity has ceased.
Thereafter, the permittee must perform these responsibilities at least weekly until
vegetative cover is established. The permittee will maintain a log of activities under this
section for inspection by the District on request.

STANDARD EROSION CONTROL NOTES FOR RILEY PURGATORY BLUFF CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT: 
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INDEPENDENT AUDITOR'S REPORT 

 

To the Honorable Managers of the 
Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District 
Chanhassen, Minnesota 

We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the governmental activities and each 
major fund of Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District, as of and for the year ended 
December 31, 2018, and the related notes to the financial statements, which collectively 
comprise Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District’s basic financial statements as listed in 
the table of contents. 

Management’s Responsibility for the Financial Statements 

Management is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of these financial statements 
in accordance with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America; 
this includes the design, implementation, and maintenance of internal control relevant to the 
preparation and fair presentation of financial statements that are free from material misstatement, 
whether due to fraud or error. 

Auditor’s Responsibility 

Our responsibility is to express opinions on these financial statements based on our audit. We 
conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United 
States of America.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements are free from material misstatement. 

An audit involves performing procedures to obtain audit evidence about the amounts and 
disclosures in the financial statements.  The procedures selected depend on the auditor’s 
judgment, including the assessment of the risks of material misstatement of the financial 
statements, whether due to fraud or error.  In making those risk assessments, the auditor 
considers internal control relevant to the entity’s preparation and fair presentation of the 
financial statements in order to design audit procedures that are appropriate in the circumstances, 
but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the entity’s internal 
control.  Accordingly, we express no such opinion.  An audit also includes evaluating the 
appropriateness of accounting policies used and the reasonableness of significant accounting 
estimates made by management, as well as evaluating the overall presentation of the financial 
statements. 

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

In our opinion, the financial statements referred to in the first paragraph present fairly, in all 
material respects, the respective financial position of the governmental activities and each major 
fund of Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District, as of December 31, 2018, and the 
respective changes in financial position for the year then ended in accordance with accounting 
principles generally accepted in the United States of America. 

Report on Summarized Comparative Information 

We have previously audited Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District’s 2017 financial 
statements, and we expressed an unmodified audit opinion on the respective financial statements 
of the governmental activities and each major fund in our report dated March 14, 2018.  In our 
opinion, the summarized comparative information presented herein as of and for the year ended 
December 31, 2017 is consistent, in all material respects, with the audited financial statements 
from which it has been derived. 

Other Matters 

Required Supplementary Information 

Management has omitted the management’s discussion and analysis that accounting principles 
generally accepted in the United States of America require to be presented to supplement the 
basic financial statements.  Such missing information, although not a part of the basic financial 
statements, is required by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board, who considers it to be 
an essential part of financial reporting for placing the basic financial statements in an appropriate 
operational, economic, or historical context.  Our opinion on the basic financial statements is not 
affected by this missing information.   

Accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America require that the 
budgetary comparison information and pension information on pages 36 through 39 be presented 
to supplement the basic financial statements.  Such information, although not a part of the basic 
financial statements, is required by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board, who 
considers it to be an essential part of financial reporting for placing the basic financial statements 
in an appropriate operational, economic, or historical context.  We have applied certain limited 
procedures to the required supplementary information in accordance with auditing standards 
generally accepted in the United States of America, which consisted of inquiries of management 
about the methods of preparing the information and comparing the information for consistency 
with management’s responses to our inquiries, the basic financial statements, and other 
knowledge we obtained during our audit of the basic financial statements.  We do not express an 
opinion or provide any assurance on the information because the limited procedures do not 
provide us with sufficient evidence to express an opinion or provide any assurance. 
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Other Information 

Our audit was conducted for the purpose of forming opinions on the financial statements that 
collectively comprise Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District’s basic financial 
statements.  The introductory and other information sections are presented for purposes of 
additional analysis and are not a required part of the basic financial statements.   
 
The introductory and other information sections have not been subjected to the auditing 
procedures applied in the audit of the basic financial statements and, accordingly, we do not 
express an opinion or provide any assurance on them. 
 
 
 
REDPATH AND COMPANY, LTD. 
St. Paul, Minnesota 
 
___________, 2019 
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RILEY PURGATORY BLUFF CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT
STATEMENT OF NET POSITION Statement 1
December 31, 2018
With Comparative Totals For December 31, 2017

2018 2017
Assets:

Cash and cash equivalents $5,870,296 $5,013,661
Accounts receivable 337        -       
Due from other governments 455,813 154,436
Accrued interest receivable 22,487 8,671
Property taxes receivable:

Delinquent 29,411 20,556
Due from county 21,693 26,218

Security deposit 7,244 7,244
Prepaid expenses 27,361 17,509
Capital assets - net:

Nondepreciable 78,034 78,034
Depreciable 138,811 169,603

                Total assets 6,651,487 5,495,932

Deferred outflows of resources:
Related to pensions 120,039 90,554

Liabilities:
Accounts payable 189,569 269,851
Contracts payable 23,657 13,469
Due to other governments 30,324 32,650
Deposits payable 976,826 704,352
Accrued payroll 18,168 17,564
Unearned revenue        -       6,666
Compensated absences payable:

Due within one year 18,946 11,895
Due in more than one year 21,555 20,346

Net pension liability:
Due in more than one year 260,737 217,054

                Total liabilities 1,539,782 1,293,847

Deferred inflows of resources:
Related to pensions 60,215 35,985

Net position:
Investment in capital assets 216,845 247,637
Unrestricted 4,954,684 4,009,017

                Total net position $5,171,529 $4,256,654

Primary Government
Governmental Activities

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements. 
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RILEY PURGATORY BLUFF CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT
STATEMENT OF ACTIVITIES Statement 2
For The Year Ended December 31, 2018
With Comparative Totals For The Year Ended December 31, 2017

Operating Capital
Charges For Grants and Grants and

Functions/Programs Expenses Services Contributions Contributions 2018 2017

Primary government:
Governmental activities:
General government $1,036,721 $57,002 $2,013 $       -       ($977,706) ($967,763)

Programs 515,921        -       4,500        -       (511,421) (856,944)

Projects 1,622,775        -       532,218        -       (1,090,557)        -       

Total governmental activities $3,175,417 $57,002 $538,731 $0 (2,579,684) (1,824,707)

General revenues:
Property taxes 3,417,668 2,841,853
Unrestricted investment earnings 46,180 15,240
Other income 30,711 29,450

Total general revenues 3,494,559 2,886,543

Change in net position 914,875 1,061,836

Net position - January 1 4,256,654 3,194,818

Net position - December 31 $5,171,529 $4,256,654

Program Revenues
Net (Expense) Revenue and

Changes in Net Position
Primary Government

Totals

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements. 
13
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RILEY PURGATORY BLUFF CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT
BALANCE SHEET Statement 3
GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS
December 31, 2018
With Comparative Totals For December 31, 2017

Assets 2018 2017

Cash and cash equivalents $5,870,296 $5,013,661
Accounts receivable 337        -       
Due from other governments 455,813 154,436
Accrued interest receivable 22,487 8,671
Taxes receivable:

Delinquent 29,411 20,556
Due from county 21,693 26,218

Security deposit 7,244 7,244
Prepaid expense 27,361 17,509

Total assets $6,434,642 $5,248,295

Liabilities, deferred inflow of resources, and fund balance

Liabilities:
Accounts payable $189,569 $269,851
Contracts payable 23,657 13,469
Due to other governments 30,324 32,650
Deposits payable 976,826 704,352
Accrued payroll 18,168 17,564
Unearned revenue        -       6,666

Total liabilities 1,238,544 1,044,552

Deferred inflow of resources:
Unavailable revenues 29,411 20,556

Fund balance:
Nonspendable 34,605 24,753
Committed 5,052,901 4,115,581
Assigned 79,181 42,853

Total fund balance 5,166,687 4,183,187

Total liabilities, deferred inflow
of resources, and fund balance $6,434,642 $5,248,295

Fund balance reported above $5,166,687 $4,183,187
Amounts reported for governmental activities in the statement of net position are 

different because:
Capital assets used in governmental activities are not financial resources and, therefore, 

are not reported in the funds. 216,845 247,637
Deferred outflow of resources-pension related are not current financial resources and, 

therefore, are not reported in the funds. 120,039 90,554
Deferred inflow of resources-pension related are associated with long-term liabilities that are

 not due and payable in the current period and, therefore, are not reported in the funds. (60,215) (35,985)
Long-term liabilities, including compensated absences payable, are not due and

payable in the current period and, therefore, are not reported in the funds.
Compensated absences payable (40,501) (32,241)
Net pension liability (260,737) (217,054)

Other long-term assets are not available to pay for current period expenditures
and, therefore, are reported as unavailable revenue in the funds. 29,411 20,556

Net position of governmental activities $5,171,529 $4,256,654

509 Plan Implementation

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements. 
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RILEY PURGATORY BLUFF CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT
STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND Statement 4
CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE
GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS
For The Year Ended December 31, 2018
With Comparative Totals For The Year Ended December 31, 2017

2018 2017
Revenues:

General property taxes $3,408,813 $2,842,119
Permit income 57,002 47,400
Intergovernmental 536,778 257,695
Investment income 46,180 15,240
Other income 30,651 29,450

Total revenues 4,079,424 3,191,904 

Expenditures:
Current:

General government 980,469 968,455
Programs 453,603 610,097
Projects:

Bluff Creek 383,611 154,062
Riley Creek 763,435 192,048
Purgatory Creek 475,729 141,870

 Capital outlay:
General government        -       20,470
Programs 39,077 8,569

Total expenditures 3,095,924 2,095,571

Revenues over expenditures 983,500 1,096,333 

Fund balance - January 1 4,183,187 3,086,854

Fund balance - December 31 $5,166,687 $4,183,187

509 Plan Implementation

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements. 
15

DRAFT 4/
26

/19



RILEY PURGATORY BLUFF CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT
RECONCILIATION OF THE STATEMENT OF REVENUES, Statement 5
EXPENDITURES AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE OF
GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS
For The Year Ended December 31, 2018
With Comparative Totals For The Year Ended December 31, 2017

2018 2017
Amounts reported for governmental activities in the 

statement of activities (Statement 2) are different because:

Net changes in fund balance - total governmental funds (Statement 4) $983,500 $1,096,333

Governmental funds report capital outlays as expenditures. However, in the 
Statement of Net Position the costs of those assets is allocated over their
estimated useful lives and reported as depreciation expense. This is the
amount by which capital outlays exceeded depreciation in the curent period.

Capital outlay 39,077 29,039
Depreciation (24,804) (22,748)

In the Statement of Activities, the gain or loss on the disposal of capital assets is 
reported.  However, in the governmental funds, only the proceeds of a sale increase 
financial resources.  Thus, the change in net position differs from the change in
fund balance by the book value of the disposed capital assets. (45,065)        -       

Some expenses reported in the Statement of Activities do not require the use of
current financial resources and, therefore, are not reported as expenditures in
governmental funds:

Compensated absences (8,260) (12,491)

Governmental funds report pension contributions as expenditures, however,
pension expense is reported in the Statement of Activities.  This is the amount
by which pension expense differs from pension contributions:

Pension contributions $23,959
Pension expense (62,387) (38,428) (28,031)

Revenues in the statement of activities that do not provide current financial
resources are not reported as revenues in the funds:

Unavailable general property taxes revenue 8,855 (266)

Change in net position of governmental activities (Statement 2) $914,875 $1,061,836

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements. 
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Note 1 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES 
 

The accounting policies of Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District (the District) conform to generally 
accepted accounting principles applicable to governmental units.  The following is a summary of significant 
accounting policies. 
 

A. FINANCIAL REPORTING ENTITY 
 

The District was created under the provisions of Minnesota Statutes.  The District is operated by a five 
member Board of Managers appointed by the Hennepin and Carver County Boards of Commissioners for 
three year terms.   
 

The District’s policy is to include in the financial statements all funds, account groups, departments, 
agencies, boards, commissions, and other component units for which the District is considered to be 
financially accountable. 
 

Component units are legally separate entities for which the District (primary government) is financially 
accountable, or for which the exclusion of the component unit would render the financial statements of the 
primary government misleading.  The criteria used to determine if the primary government is financially 
accountable for a component unit include whether or not the primary government appoints the voting 
majority of the potential component unit’s governing body, is able to impose its will on the potential 
component unit, is in a relationship of financial benefit or burden with the potential component unit, or is 
fiscally dependent upon by the potential component unit. 
 

Based on these criteria, there are no organizations considered to be component units of the District. 
 
 

B. GOVERNMENT-WIDE AND FUND FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 
 

The government-wide financial statements (i.e., the statement of net position and the statement of 
activities) report information on all of the nonfiduciary activities of the primary government.  For the most 
part, the effect of interfund activity has been removed from these statements.  Governmental activities, 
which normally are supported by taxes and intergovernmental revenues, are reported separately from 
business-type activities.  There are no business-type activities, which rely to a significant extent on fees and 
charges for support. 

 

The statement of activities demonstrates the degree to which the direct expenses of a given function are 
offset by program revenues.  Direct expenses are those that are clearly identifiable with a specific function.  
Program revenues include: 1) charges to customers or applicants who purchase, use, or directly benefit 
from goods, services, or privileges provided by a given function; and, 2) grants and contributions that are 
restricted to meeting the operational or capital requirements of a particular function.  Taxes and other items 
not included among program revenues are reported instead as general revenues. 
 

Separate financial statements are provided for governmental funds.  Major individual governmental funds 
are reported as separate columns in the fund financial statements. 
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C. MEASUREMENT FOCUS, BASIS OF ACCOUNTING AND FINANCIAL STATEMENT 
PRESENTATION 
 

The government-wide financial statements are reported using the economic resources measurement focus 
and the accrual basis of accounting.  Revenues are recorded when earned and expenses are recorded when 
a liability is incurred, regardless of the timing of related cash flows.  Property taxes are recognized as 
revenues in the year for which they are levied.  Grants and similar items are recognized as revenue as soon 
as all eligibility requirements imposed by the provider have been met. 
 

Governmental fund financial statements are reported using the current financial resources measurement 
focus and the modified accrual basis of accounting.  Revenues are recognized as soon as they are both 
measurable and available.  Revenues are considered to be available when they are collectible within the 
current period or soon enough thereafter to pay liabilities of the current period.  For this purpose, the 
District considers all revenues, except reimbursement grants, to be available if they are collected within 60 
days of the end of the current fiscal period.  Reimbursement grants are considered available if they are 
collected within one year of the end of the current fiscal period.  Expenditures generally are recorded when 
a liability is incurred, as under accrual accounting.  However, debt service expenditures are recorded only 
when payment is due. 
 

Property taxes, intergovernmental revenues and interest associated with the current fiscal period are all 
considered to be susceptible to accrual and have been recognized as revenues of the current fiscal period.  
All other revenue items are considered to be measurable and available only when cash is received by the 
District. 
 

The District reports the following major governmental fund: 
 

509 Plan Implementation (special revenue fund) – Notwithstanding chapter 103D, a local government 
unit or watershed management organization may levy a tax to pay the increased costs of preparing a 
plan under sections 103B.231 and 103B.235 or for projects identified in an approved and adopted plan 
necessary to implement the purposes of section 103B.201.  The proceeds of any tax levied under this 
section shall be deposited in a separate fund and expended only for the purposes authorized by this 
section.  Watershed management organizations and local government units may accumulate the 
proceeds of levies as an alternative to issuing bonds to finance improvements. 

 
 

D. BUDGETARY DATA 
 

The Board of Managers adopts an annual budget for the 509 Plan Implementation Special Revenue Fund.  
During the budget year, supplemental appropriations and deletions are or may be authorized by the Board.  
The modified accrual basis of accounting is used by the District for budgeting data.  All appropriations end 
with the fiscal year for which they were made. 
 

The Board of Managers annually adopts a tax levy for collection during the calendar year.  The District’s 
records are maintained on a calendar year ending December 31. 
 

The District monitors budget performance on the fund basis.  All amounts over budget have been approved 
by the Board through the disbursement approval process. 
 

The District prepares a revenue and expenditure budget for the 509 Plan Implementation Special Revenue 
Fund.  Encumbrance accounting, under which purchase orders, contracts, and other commitments of 
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monies are recorded in order to reserve that portion of the applicable appropriation, is not employed by the 
District. 
 
 

E. CASH AND INVESTMENTS 
 

Investments are stated at fair value, based upon quoted market prices. Investment income is accrued at the 
balance sheet date. 
 

 

F. PROPERTY TAX REVENUE RECOGNITION 
 

The Board of Managers annually adopts a tax levy and certifies it to the Counties on September 15 
(levy/assessment date) of each year for collection in the following year.  The Counties are responsible for 
billing and collecting all property taxes for itself, the District, the local School District and other taxing 
authorities.  Such taxes become a lien on January 1 and are recorded as receivables by the District at that 
date.  Real property taxes are payable (by property owners) on May 15 and October 15 of each calendar 
year.  Personal property taxes are payable by taxpayers on February 28 and June 30 of each year.  These 
taxes are collected by the Counties and remitted to the District on or before July 7 and December 2 of the 
same year.  Delinquent collections for November and December are received the following January.  The 
District has no ability to enforce payment of property taxes by property owners.  The Counties possess this 
authority. 

 

 GOVERNMENT-WIDE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 
 The District recognizes property tax revenue in the period for which the taxes were levied.  Uncollectible 

property taxes are not material and have not been reported. 
 

GOVERNMENTAL FUND FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 
 The District recognizes property tax revenue when it becomes both measurable and available to finance 

expenditures of the current period.  In practice, current and delinquent taxes and State credits received by 
the District in July, December and January are recognized as revenue for the current year.  Taxes collected 
by the Counties by December 31 (remitted to the District the following January) and taxes and credits not 
received at year end are classified as delinquent and due from County taxes receivable.  The portion of 
delinquent taxes not collected by the District in January is fully offset by deferred inflow of resources 
because they are not available to finance current expenditures. 

 
 

G. INVENTORIES 
 

 The original cost of materials and supplies has been recorded as expenditures at the time of purchase.  The 
District does not maintain material amounts of inventories of goods and supplies. 
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H. PREPAIDS 
 

 Certain payments to vendors reflect costs applicable to future accounting periods and are recorded as 
prepaid items in both government-wide and fund financial statements.  Prepaid items are reported using the 
consumption method and recorded as expenditures/expenses at the time of consumption. 

 
 

I. CAPITAL ASSETS 
 

 Capital assets, which include property, plant, equipment, intangibles, and infrastructure assets (e.g., storm 
sewers, manholes, control structures and similar items), are reported in the governmental activities columns 
in the government-wide financial statements.  Capital assets (including intangible assets) are defined by the 
District as assets with an initial, individual cost of more than $5,000 (amount not rounded) and an 
estimated useful life in excess of one year.  Such assets are recorded at historical cost or estimated 
historical cost if purchased or constructed.  Donated capital assets are recorded at acquisition value at the 
date of donation. 

 

 The costs of normal maintenance and repairs that do not add to the value of the asset or materially extend 
asset lives are not capitalized. 

 

 GASB Statement No. 34 required the District to report and depreciate new infrastructure assets effective in 
2004.  Infrastructure assets include lake improvements, dams and drainage systems.  Neither their historical 
cost nor related depreciation has historically been reported in the financial statements.  For governmental 
entities with total annual revenues of less than $10 million for the fiscal year ended December 31, 1999, 
the retroactive reporting of infrastructure is not required under the provisions of GASB Statement No. 34.  
The District has elected to implement the general provisions of GASB Statement No. 34 in the current year 
and has elected not to report infrastructure assets acquired in years prior to 2004.  The District did not 
acquire any infrastructure assets from 2004 through 2018. 
 

The District implemented GASB Statement No. 51, Accounting and Financial Reporting for Intangible 
Assets effective January 1, 2010.  GASB Statement No. 51 required the District to capitalize and amortize 
intangible assets.  Intangible assets include easements and computer software.  For governmental entities 
with total annual revenues of less than $10 million for the fiscal year ended December 31, 1999, the 
retroactive reporting of intangible assets in not required under the provision of GASB Statement No. 51.  
The District has elected not to report intangible assets acquired in years prior to 2010.   
 

Property, plant and equipment of the District, is depreciated using the straight-line method over the 
following estimated useful lives: 

 
Building 30 years
Equipment, boats and vehicles 7-10 years
Intangibles 10 years  

 
 

J. COMPENSATED ABSENCES 
 

It is the District’s policy to permit employees to accumulate earned but unused vacation and personal leave 
benefits. All vacation pay and personal leave that is payable at termination is accrued when incurred in the 
government-wide financial statements.  A liability for these amounts is reported in governmental funds only if 
they have matured, for example, as a result of employee resignations and retirements.  In accordance with the 
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provisions of Statement of Government Accounting Standards No. 16, Accounting for Compensated Absences, 
no liability is recorded for nonvesting accumulating rights to receive sick pay benefits.   
 
 

K. FUND EQUITY 
 

In the fund financial statements, governmental funds report fund balance in classifications that disclose 
constraints for which amounts in those funds can be spent.  These classifications are as follows: 

 

Nonspendable - consists of amounts that are not in spendable form, such as prepaid items.   
 

Restricted - consists of amounts related to externally imposed constraints established by creditors, 
grantors or contributors; or constraints imposed by state statutory provisions. 
 

Committed - consists of internally imposed constraints.  These constraints are established by 
Resolution of the District’s Board. 
 

Assigned - consists of internally imposed constraints.  These constraints reflect the specific purpose for 
which it is the District’s intended use.  These constraints are established by the District’s Board and/or 
management.   
 

Unassigned – consists of negative residual amounts in the fund. 
 

When both restricted and unrestricted resources are available for use, it is the District’s policy to first use 
restricted resources, then use unrestricted resources as they are needed. 
 

When committed, assigned or unassigned resources are available for use, it is the District’s policy to use 
resources in the following order; 1) assigned 2) committed, and 3) unassigned. 
 

 

L. USE OF ESTIMATES 
 

The preparation of financial statements in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles 
(GAAP) requires management to make estimates that affect amounts reported in the financial statements 
during the reporting period.  Actual results could differ from such estimates. 
 

 

M. COMPARATIVE TOTALS 
 

The basic financial statements and individual fund financial statements include certain prior-year 
summarized comparative information in total but not at the level of detail required for a presentation in 
conformity with GAAP.  Accordingly, such information should be read in conjunction with the District’s 
financial statements for the year ended December 31, 2017, from which the summarized information was 
derived.   
 
 

N. RECLASSIFICATIONS 
 

Certain reclassifications were made to prior year amounts to conform to current year presentation. 
 
 

21

DRAFT 4/
26

/19



RILEY PURGATORY BLUFF CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS   
December 31, 2018 

 
 

 

 

O. DEFERRED OUTFLOWS/INFLOWS OF RESOURCES 
 

In addition to assets, the statement of financial position will sometimes report a separate section for 
deferred outflows of resources.  This separate financial statement element, deferred outflows of resources, 
represents a consumption of net position that applies to a future period(s) and so will not be recognized as 
an outflow of resources (expense/expenditure) until then.  The government has one item that qualifies for 
reporting in this category.  It is the pension related deferred outflows reported in the government-wide 
Statement of Net Position. 
 

In addition to liabilities, the statement of financial position will sometimes report a separate section for 
deferred inflows of resources.  This separate financial statement element, deferred inflows of resources, 
represents an acquisition of net position that applies to a future period(s) and so will not be recognized as 
an inflow of resources (revenue) until that time.  The government has pension related deferred inflows of 
related deferred inflows of sources reported in the government-wide Statement of Net Position.  The 
government also has an item, which arises only under a modified accrual basis of accounting, that qualifies 
for reporting in this category.  Accordingly, the item, unavailable revenue, is reported only in the 
governmental fund balance sheet.  The governmental funds report unavailable revenues from property 
taxes. 
 
 

P. DEFINED BENEFIT PENSION PLANS 
 

Pensions.  For purposes of measuring the net pension liability, deferred outflows/inflows of resources, and 
pension expense, information about the fiduciary net position of the Public Employees Retirement 
Association (PERA) and additions to/deductions from PERA’s fiduciary net position have been determined 
on the same basis as they are reported by PERA except that PERA’s fiscal year end is June 30.  For this 
purpose, plan contributions are recognized as of employer payroll paid dates and benefit payments and 
refunds are recognized when due and payable in accordance with the benefit terms.  Investments are 
reported at fair value. 
 
 

Note 2 DEPOSITS AND INVESTMENTS 
 

A. DEPOSITS 
 

 In accordance with Minnesota Statutes, the District maintains deposits at those depository banks authorized 
by the District Board, all of which are members of the Federal Reserve System. 

 

 Minnesota Statutes require that all District deposits be protected by insurance, surety bond, or collateral.  
The market value of collateral pledged must equal 110% of the deposits not covered by insurance or bonds.   

  
Minnesota Statutes require that securities pledged as collateral be held in safekeeping by the District 
Treasurer or in a financial institution other than that furnishing the collateral.  Authorized collateral 
includes the following: 

 

a) United States government treasury bills, treasury notes and treasury bonds; 
 

b) Issues of United States government agencies and instrumentalities as quoted by a recognized industry 
quotation service available to the government entity; 
 

c) General obligation securities of any state or local government with taxing powers which is rated “A” 
or better by a national bond rating service, or revenue obligation securities of any state or local 
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government with taxing powers which is rated “AA” or better by a national bond rating service; 
 

d) General obligation securities of a local government with taxing powers may be pledged as collateral 
against funds deposited by that same local government entity; 
 

e) Irrevocable standby letters of credit issued by Federal Home Loan Banks to a municipality 
accompanied by written evidence that the bank’s public debt is rated “AA” or better by Moody’s 
Investors Service, Inc. or Standard & Poor’s Corporation; and 
 

f) Time deposits that are fully insured by any federal agency. 
 

Custodial Credit Risk - Deposits.  Custodial credit risk is the risk that in the event of a bank failure, the 
District’s deposits may not be returned to it.  State Statutes require that insurance, surety bonds or collateral 
protect all District deposits.  The market value of collateral pledged must equal 110% of deposits not 
covered by insurance or bonds. 
 

At December 31, 2018 the carrying amount of the District’s deposits were $2,458,379 and the bank 
balance was $2,459,652.  The entire bank balance was covered by federal depository insurance or 
perfected collateral provided by the financial institution and held in the District’s name.   

 
 

B. INVESTMENTS 
 

Minnesota Statutes authorize the District to invest in the following: 
 

a) Direct obligations or obligations guaranteed by the United States or its agencies, its instrumentalities 
or organizations created by an act of congress, excluding mortgage-backed securities defined as high 
risk. 

 

b) Shares of investment companies registered under the Federal Investment Company Act of 1940 and 
whose only investments are in securities described in (a) above, general obligation tax-exempt 
securities, or repurchase or reverse repurchase agreements. 

 

c) Obligations of the State of Minnesota or any of its municipalities as follows: 
1) any security which is a general obligation of any state or local government with taxing powers 

which is rated “A” or better by a national bond rating service; 
2) any security which is a revenue obligation of any state or local government with taxing powers 

which is rated “AA” or better by a national bond rating service; and 
3) a general obligation of the Minnesota Housing Finance Agency which is a moral obligation of the 

State of Minnesota and is rated “A” or better by a national bond rating agency. 
 

d) Bankers acceptances of United States banks. 
 

e) Commercial paper issued by United States corporations or their Canadian subsidiaries, of the highest 
quality, and maturing in 270 days or less. 

 

f) Repurchase or reverse repurchase agreements with banks that are members of the Federal Reserve 
System with capitalization exceeding $10,000,000; a primary reporting dealer in U.S. government 
securities to the Federal Reserve Bank of New York; certain Minnesota securities broker-dealers; or, a 
bank qualified as a depositor. 
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g) General obligation temporary bonds of the same governmental entity issued under section 429.091, 
subdivision 7; 469.178, subdivision 5; or 475.61, subdivision 6. 

 

As of December 31, 2018, the District had the following investments and maturities: 
 

Investment Type Rating Fair Value Less Than 1 Year 1 - 5 Years
Brokered certificate of deposits NR $3,390,184 $1,952,925 $1,437,259
Money market funds NR 21,266 21,266        -       

Total investments 3,411,450 $1,974,191 $1,437,259

Deposits 2,458,379
Cash with broker-dealer 467

Total cash and investments $5,870,296

NR- Not Rated

Investment Maturities

 
The District categorizes its fair value measurements within the fair value hierarchy established by generally 
accepted accounting principles. The hierarchy is based on the valuation inputs used to measure the fair 
value of the asset. The hierarchy has three levels. Level 1 investments are valued using inputs that are 
based on quoted prices in active markets for identical assets; Level 2 investments are valued using inputs 
that are based on quoted prices for similar assets or inputs that are observable, either directly or indirectly; 
level 3 investments are valued using inputs that are unobservable. 
 

The District has the following recurring fair value measurements as of December 31, 2018: 
 

12/31/2018 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3
Investments at fair value:

Brokered Certificates of Deposit $3,390,184 $       -       $3,390,184 $       -       

Investments not categorized:
Money market fund 21,266

     Total $3,411,450

Fair Value Measurement Using
Investment Type

 
Custodial Credit Risk – Investments.  For investments in securities, custodial credit risk is the risk that in 
the event of failure of the counterparty, the District will not be able to recover the value of its investment 
securities that are in the possession of an outside party.  Investments in securities that are held by the 
District’s broker-dealer include $500,000 that is insured through the securities investor protection 
corporation (SIPC). The broker-dealer has provided additional protection by providing additional 
insurance. This insurance is subject to aggregate limits to all of the broker-dealer’s accounts.  
 

Credit Risk.  Credit risk is the risk that an issuer or other counterparty to an investment will be unable to 
fulfill its obligation to the holder of the investment.  The District follows State Statutes in regards to credit 
risk of investments.  The District does not have an investment policy which further limits its investment 
choices. 
 

Interest Rate Risk.  Interest rate risk is the risk that changes in the interest rates of debt investments could 
adversely affect the fair value of an investment.  The District does not have an investment policy which 
limits investment maturities as a means of managing its exposure to fair value losses arising from 
increasing interest rates.   
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Concentration of Credit Risk.  Concentration of credit risk is the risk of loss that may be attributed to the 
magnitude of the District’s investment in a single issuer.  The District does not have an investment policy 
which addresses the concentration of credit risk. 

 
 

Note 3 UNAVAILABLE REVENUES 
 

Governmental funds report deferred inflows of resources in connection with receivables for revenues that are not 
considered to be available to liquidate liabilities of the current period.  At the end of the current fiscal year, the 
various components of unavailable revenue reported in the governmental funds were as follows: 

 

Major Fund Property Taxes

509 Plan Implementation Fund $29,411

 
 
 

25

DRAFT 4/
26

/19



RILEY PURGATORY BLUFF CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS   
December 31, 2018 

 
 

 

 

Note 4 CAPITAL ASSETS 
 

Capital asset activity for the year ended December 31, 2018 was as follows: 
 

Beginning Ending
Balance Increases Decreases Balance

Governmental activities:
Capital assets, not being depreciated:

Land $78,034 $       -       $       -       $78,034

Capital assets, being depreciated:
Building 50,856        -       50,856        -       
Equipment, boats and vehicles 139,163 39,077        -       178,240
Intangibles 34,571        -              -       34,571

Total capital assets, being depreciated 224,590 39,077 50,856 212,811

Less accumulated depreciation for:
Building 5,791        -       5,791        -       
Equipment, boats and vehicles 44,010 21,347        -       65,357
Intangibles 5,186 3,457        -       8,643

Total accumulated depreciation 54,987 24,804 5,791 74,000

Total capital assets being depreciated - net 169,603 14,273 45,065 138,811

Governmental activities capital assets - net $247,637 $14,273 $45,065 $216,845

 
Depreciation expense was charged to function/programs of the District as follows: 
 

Governmental activities:
General government $7,551
Programs 17,253            

$24,804
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Note 5 COMMITMENTS AND CONTINGENCIES 
 

The District had $107,021 of committed contracts at December 31, 2018. 
 

The District’s management has indicated that there are no existing or pending lawsuits or other actions in which the 
District is a defendant. 
 
 

Note 6 LONG-TERM DEBT 
 

Changes in general long-term liabilities for the year ended December 31, 2018 is as follows:  
 

Balance Balance Due Within
12/31/17 Additions Deletions 12/31/18 One Year

Governmental activities:
Compensated payable $32,241 $33,083 ($24,823) $40,501 $18,946

 
It is not practicable to determine specific year of payment of long-term accrued compensated absences.   
 
 

Note 7 FUND BALANCE 
 

At December 31, 2018, the District had the following fund balance: 
 

509 Plan
Implementation

Nonspendable $34,605

Committed to:
509 plan implementation 5,052,901

Assigned to:
509 plan implementation 79,181

Total $5,166,687
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Note 8 RISK MANAGEMENT 
 

The District is exposed to various risks of loss related to torts; theft of, damage to, and destruction of assets; errors and 
omissions; and natural disasters.  Property and casualty liabilities are insured.  The District retains risk for the deductible 
portions of the insurance.  The amounts of these deductibles are considered immaterial to the financial statements. 
 

There were no significant reductions in insurance from the previous year or settlements in excess of insurance coverage 
for any of the past three fiscal years. 
 
 

Note 9 DEFINED BENEFIT PENSION PLANS 
 

A. PLAN DESCRIPTION 
 

The District participates in the following cost-sharing multiple-employer defined benefit pension plans 
administered by the Public Employees Retirement Association of Minnesota (PERA).  PERA’s defined benefit 
pension plans are established and administered in accordance with Minnesota Statutes, Chapters 353 and 356.  
PERA’s defined benefit pension plans are tax qualified plans under Section 401 (a) of the Internal Revenue 
Code. 

 

General Employees Retirement Fund  
 

All full-time and certain part-time employees of the District are covered by the General Employees 
Retirement Fund (GERF).  GERF members belong to the Coordinated Plan.  Coordinated Plan members 
are covered by Social Security. 

 
 

B. BENEFITS PROVIDED 
 

PERA provides retirement, disability, and death benefits.  Benefit provisions are established by state statute and 
can only be modified by the state legislature.  Vested terminated employees who are entitled to benefits, but are 
not receiving them yet, are bound by the provisions in effect at the time they last terminated their public 
service. 

 
  GERF Benefits 
 

Benefits are based on a member’s highest average salary for any five successive years of allowable service, 
age, and years of credit at termination of service. Two methods are used to compute benefits for PERA's 
Coordinated Plan members.  Members hired prior to July 1, 1989, receive the higher of Method 1 or 
Method 2 formulas. Only Method 2 is used for members hired after June 30, 1989. Under Method 1, the 
accrual rate for Coordinated Plan members is 1.2 percent for each of the first ten years of service and 1.7% 
for each additional year. Under Method 2, the accrual rate for Coordinated Plan members is 1.7% for all 
years of service.  The accural rates for former Minneapolis Employees Retirement Fund (MERF) members 
is 2.0% for each of the first 10 years of service and 2.5% for each additional year.  For members hired prior 
to July 1, 1989 a full annuity is available when age plus years of service equal 90 and normal retirement 
age is 65.  For members hired on or after July 1, 1989 normal retirement age is the age for unreduced 
Social Security benefits capped at 66. 

 
Beginning January 1, 2019, benefit recipients will receive a future annual increase equal to 50 percent of 
the Social Security Cost of Living Adjustment, not less than 1.0 percent and not more than 1.5 percent.  
For retirements on or after January 1, 2024, the first benefit increase is delayed until the retiree reaches 
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Normal Retirement Age (not applicable to Rule of 90 retirees, disability benefit recipients, or survivors).  A 
benefit recipient who has been receiving a benefit for at least 12 full months as of June 30 will receive a 
full increase.  Members receiving benefits for at least one month but less than 12 full months as of June 30 
will receive a pro rata increase. 

 
 

C. CONTRIBUTIONS 
 

 Minnesota Statutes Chapter 353 sets the rates for employer and employee contributions.  Contribution rates can 
only be modified by the state legislature.   

 

 GERF Contributions 
 

 Coordinated Plan members were required to contribute 6.50% of their annual covered salary in fiscal year 
2018; the District was required to contribute 7.50% for Coordinated Plan members.  The District’s 
contributions to the GERF for the year ended December 31, 2018, were $23,959.  The District’s 
contributions were equal to the required contributions as set by state statute. 

 
 

D. PENSION COSTS 
 

GERF Pension Costs 
 

 At December 31, 2018, the District reported a liability of $260,737 for its proportionate share of the 
GERF’s net pension liability.  The District’s net pension liability reflected a reduction due to the State of 
Minnesota’s contribution of $16 million to the fund in 2018.  The State of Minnesota is considered a non-
employer contributing entity and the state’s contribution meets the definition of a special funding situation.  
The State of Minnesota’s proportionate share of the net pension liability associated with the District totaled 
$8,633.  The net pension liability was measured as of June 30, 2018, and the total pension liability used to 
calculate the net pension liability was determined by an actuarial valuation as of that date.  The District’s 
proportion of the net pension liability was based on the District’s contributions received by PERA during 
the measurement period for employer payroll paid dates from July 1, 2017, through June 30, 2018, relative 
to the total employer contributions received from all of PERA’s participating employers.  At June 30, 2018, 
the District’s proportion was .0047% which was an increase of .0013% from its proportion measured as of 
June 30, 2017.   

 
Post-retirement benefit increases were changed from 1.0% per year with a provision to increase to 2.5% 
upon attainment of 90% funding ratio to 50% of the Social Security Cost of Living Adjustment, not less 
than 1.0% and not more than 1.5%, beginning January 1, 2019. 

 

 For the year ended December 31, 2018, the District recognized pension expense of $62,387 for its 
proportionate share of the GERF’s pension expense.  In addition, the District recognized an additional 
$2,013 as pension expense (and grant revenue) for its proportionate share of the State of Minnesota’s 
contribution of $16 million to the General Employees Fund.   
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At December 31, 2018, the District reported its proportionate share of the GERF’s deferred outflows of 
resources and deferred inflows of resources related to pensions from the following sources: 

 

Deferred Outflows Deferred Inflows
of Resources of Resources

Differences between expected and 
  actual economic experience $6,902 $8,657
Changes in actuarial assumptions 28,353 29,298
Difference between projected and
  actual investment earnings        -       22,260
Changes in proportion 72,839        -       
Contributions paid to PERA
  subsequent to the measurement date 11,945        -       

Total $120,039 $60,215

 
$11,945 reported as deferred outflows of resources related to pensions resulting from District contributions 
subsequent to the measurement date will be recognized as a reduction of the net pension liability in the 
year ended December 31, 2019.  Other amounts reported as deferred outflows and inflows of resources 
related to pensions will be recognized in pension expense as follows: 

 

Pension 
Year Ended Expense

December 31, Amount
2019 $37,081
2020 11,729
2021 4,511
2022 (5,442)

2023        -       
Thereafter        -        

 
 

E. ACTUARIAL ASSUMPTIONS  
 

 The total pension liability in the June 30, 2018, actuarial valuation was determined using the following 
actuarial assumptions: 

 

Inflation     2.50% per year 
Salary Growth    3.25% per year after 26 years of service 
Investment Rate of Return   7.50%  

 

The total pension liability for each of the defined benefit cost-sharing plans was determined by an actuarial 
valuation as of June 30, 2018, using the entry age normal actuarial cost method.  Inflation is assumed to be 
2.50 percent for the General Employees Plan.  Salary growth assumptions in the General Employees Plan 
decrease in annual increments from 11.25 percent after one year of service, to 3.25 percent after 26 years 
of service. 

 
Mortality rates for all plans are based on RP-2014 mortality tables.  The tables are adjusted slightly to fit 
PERA’s experience.  Actuarial assumptions for the General Employees Plan are reviewed every four to six 
years.  The most recent six-year experience study for the General Employees Plan was completed in 2015. 
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 The following changes in actuarial assumptions occurred in 2018: 
 
 General Employees Fund 

• The mortality projection scale was changed from MP-2015 to MP-2017. 
• The assumed benefit increase was changed from 1.0 percent per year through 2044 and 2.50 percent 

per year thereafter to 1.25 percent per year. 
 
 The State Board of Investment, which manages the investments of PERA, prepares an analysis of the 

reasonableness of the long-term expected rate of return on a regular basis using a building-block method in 
which best-estimate ranges of expected future rates of return are developed for each major asset class.  
These ranges are combined to produce an expected long-term rate of return by weighting the expected 
future rates of return by the target asset allocation percentages.  The target allocation and best estimates of 
geometric real rates of return for each major asset class are summarized in the following table: 
 

Target Long-Term Expected 
Asset Class Allocation Real Rate of Return

Domestic Stocks 36% 5.10%
International Stocks 17% 5.30%
Bonds (Fixed Income) 20% 0.75%
Alternative Assets (Private Markets) 25% 5.90%
Cash 2% 0.00%

Total 100%  
 
 

F. DISCOUNT RATE 
 

 The discount rate used to measure the total pension liability in 2018 was 7.5%.  The projection of cash 
flows used to determine the discount rate assumed that contributions from the plan members and employers 
will be made at rates set in Minnesota Statutes.  Based on that assumption, the plan’s fiduciary net position 
was projected to be available to make all projected future benefit payments of current plan members.  
Therefore, the long-term expected rate of return on pension plan investments was applied to all periods of 
projected benefit payments to determine the total pension liability.   

 
 

G. PENSION LIABILITY SENSITIVITY 
 

 The following presents the District’s proportionate share of the net pension liability for all plans it 
participates in, calculated using the discount rate disclosed in the preceding paragraph, as well as what the 
District’s proportionate share of the net pension liability would be if it were calculated using a discount 
rate 1 percentage point lower or 1 percentage point higher than the current discount rate: 
 

1% Decrease in 1% Increase in
Discount Rate (6.5%) Discount Rate (7.5%) Discount Rate (8.5%)

District's proportionate share of the 
  GERF net pension liability $423,731 $260,737 $126,190
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H. PENSION PLAN FIDUCIARY NET POSITION 
 

Detailed information about each pension plan’s fiduciary net position is available in a separately-issued 
PERA financial report that includes financial statements and required supplementary information.  That 
report may be obtained on the Internet at www.mnpera.org. 

 
 

Note 10 OPERATING LEASE 
 

On January 10, 2017, the District entered into an operating lease agreement for building space.  The agreement has an 
initial term of 122 calendar months beginning March 1, 2017.  The lease has required base monthly payments that vary 
from year to year. Total rent expense for this lease for the year ended December 31, 2018 was $58,185.     
 

Future minimum lease payments are as follows: 
 

Payment
2019 $59,333
2020 60,533
2021 61,744
2022 62,955
2023 64,219

2024-2027 223,489
Total $532,273

 
The District will have the option to extend the lease an additional 5 years when the current lease expires on April 
30, 2027. 
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Note 11 RECENTLY ISSUED ACCOUNTING STANDARDS 
 

The Governmental Accounting Standards Boards (GASB) recently approved the following statements which were 
not implemented for these financial statements: 

 
Statement No. 83 Certain Asset Retirement Obligations. The provisions of this Statement are effective for 
reporting periods beginning after June 15, 2018.   
 
Statement No. 84 Fiduciary Activities. The provisions of this Statement are effective for reporting periods 
beginning after December 15, 2018.  
 
Statement No. 87 Leases. The provisions of this Statement are effective for reporting periods beginning after 
December 15, 2019. 
 
Statement No. 88 Certain Disclosures Related to Debt, including Direct Borrowings and Direct Placements. 
The provisions of this Statement are effective for reporting periods beginning after June 15, 2018.  
  
Statement No. 89 Accounting for Interest Cost Incurred before the End of a Construction PeriodN. The 
provisions of this Statement are effective for reporting periods beginning after December 15, 2019.   
 
Statement No. 90 Majority Equity Interests. The provisions of this Statement are effective for reporting 
periods beginning after December 15, 2018.   
 
 

The effect these standards may have on future financial statements is not determinable at this time. 
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RILEY PURGATORY BLUFF CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT
REQUIRED SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION Statement 6
BUDGETARY COMPARISON SCHEDULE - 509 PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
For The Year Ended December 31, 2018
With Comparative Actual Amounts For The Year Ended December 31, 2017

Budgeted Amounts

2018 Actual 
Amounts

Variance with 
Final Budget - 

Positive 
(Negative)

2017 Actual 
Amounts

Original Final
Revenues:

General property taxes $3,420,000 $3,420,000 $3,408,813 ($11,187) $2,842,119
Permit income 20,000 20,000 57,002 37,002 47,400
Intergovernmental 818,175 818,175 536,778 (281,397) 257,695
Investment income        -              -       46,180 46,180 15,240
Other income        -              -       30,651 30,651 29,450

Total revenues 4,258,175 4,258,175 4,079,424 (178,751) 3,191,904

Expenditures:
Current:

General government 900,000 900,000 980,469 (80,469) 968,455
Programs 1,325,131 1,333,759 453,603 880,156 610,097
Projects:

Bluff Creek 519,219 569,219 383,611 185,608 154,062
Riley Creek 1,960,882 2,060,882 763,435 1,297,447 192,048
Purgatory Creek 1,220,283 1,120,283 475,729 644,554 141,870

Capital outlay:
General government        -              -              -              -       20,470
Programs        -              -       39,077 (39,077) 8,569

Total expenditures 5,925,515 5,984,143 3,095,924 2,888,219 2,095,571

Revenues over (under) expenditures ($1,667,340) ($1,725,968) 983,500 $2,709,468 1,096,333

Fund balance - January 1 4,183,187 3,086,854

Fund balance - December 31 $5,166,687 $4,183,187
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RILEY PURGATORY BLUFF CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT
REQUIRED SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION Statement 7
SCHEDULE OF PROPORTIONATE SHARE OF NET PENSION LIABILITY* - 
GENERAL EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT FUND
For The Year Ended December 31, 2018

District's
 Proportionate

State's  Share of the Net District's
District's Proportionate Net Pension Proportionate Fiduciary

District's Proportionate Share (Amount) Liability and the Share of the Net Position
Proportionate Share of the Net State's Proportionate Net Pension  as a 

Share (Amount) Pension  Share of the Net Liability as a Percentage
Measurement Fiscal Year (Percentage) of of the Net Liability Pension Liability Percentage of its of the Total

Date Ending the Net Pension Pension Associated with Associated with Covered Covered Pension
June 30 December 31 Liability Liability (a) District (b) District (a+b) Payroll (c) Payroll ((a+b)/c)  Liability

2015 2015 0.0028% $145,111 $    -       $145,111 $177,271 81.9% 78.2%
2016 2016 0.0028% 227,346 2,931 230,277 174,027 132.3% 68.9%
2017 2017 0.0034% 217,054 2,731 219,785 220,453 99.7% 75.9%
2018 2018 0.0047% 260,737 8,633 269,370 331,266 81.3% 79.5%

* The schedule is provided prospectively beginning with the District's fiscal year ended December 31, 2015 and is intended to
    show a ten year trend.  Additional years will be reported as they become available.
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RILEY PURGATORY BLUFF CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT
REQUIRED SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION Statement 8
SCHEDULE OF PENSION CONTRIBUTIONS* - GENERAL EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT FUND
For The Year Ended December 31, 2018

Statutorily Contributions in Contribution Contributions as a 
Required Relation to the Deficiency Covered Percentage of 

Fiscal Year Contribution Statutorily Required (Excess) Payroll Covered 
Ending (a) Contribution (b) (a-b) (c) Payroll (b/c)

December 31, 2015 $12,742 $12,742 $0 $170,252 7.5%
December 31, 2016 13,813 13,813 0 184,173 7.5%
December 31, 2017 21,160 21,160 0 282,133 7.5%
December 31, 2018 23,959 23,959 0 319,453 7.5%

* The schedule is provided prospectively beginning with the District's fiscal year ended December 31, 2015 and is intended to
    show a ten year trend.  Additional years will be reported as they become available.
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RILEY PURGATORY BLUFF CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT 
REQUIRED SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 
NOTES TO RSI 
December 31, 2018 

 
 

 

Note A BUDGETS 
 
The 509 Plan Implementation Fund budget is legally adopted on a basis consistent with accounting principles 
generally accepted in the United States of America.  The legal level of budgetary control is at the fund level.    

 
 

Note B PENSION INFORMATION 
 

PERA – General Employees Retirement Fund 
 

2018 Changes 
Changes in Actuarial Assumptions: 
- The mortality projection scale was changed from MP-2015 to MP-2017. 
 
- The assumed benefit increase was changed from 1.00% per year through 2044 and 2.50% per year 

thereafter to 1.25% per year. 
 
2017 Changes 
Changes in Actuarial Assumptions: 
- The Combined Service Annuity (CSA) loads were changed from 0.8% for active members and 60% 

for vested and non-vested deferred members.  The revised CSA loads are now 0.0% for active member 
liability, 15.0% for vested deferred member liability and 3.0% for non-vested deferred member 
liability. 
  

- The assumed post-retirement benefit increase rate was changed from 1.0% per year for all years to 
1.0% per year through 2044 and 2.5% per year thereafter. 

 
2016 Changes 
Changes in Actuarial Assumptions: 
- The assumed post-retirement benefit increase rate was changed from 1.0% per year through 2035 and 

2.5% per year thereafter to 1.0% per year for all future years. 
 

- The assumed investment return was changed from 7.9% to 7.5%.  The single discount rate was 
changed from 7.9% to 7.5%. 
 

- Other assumptions were changed pursuant to the experience study dated June 30, 2015.  The assumed 
future salary increases, payroll growth, and inflation were decreased by 0.25% to 3.25% for payroll 
growth and 2.50% for inflation. 
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RILEY PURGATORY BLUFF CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT
MARKET VALUES BY WATERSHED - UNAUDITED Exhibit 1

Proposed
For Taxes For Taxes
Payable in Payable in

2018 2019
Estimate market value:

Personal $70,328,100 $104,548,600
Real 10,689,229,300 11,384,283,800

Total $10,759,557,400 $11,488,832,400

Taxable market value:
Personal $70,328,100 $104,548,600
Real 10,468,308,533 11,184,435,647

Total $10,538,636,633 $11,288,984,247

Referendum market value:
Personal $70,328,100 $104,548,600
Real 10,629,015,175 11,320,565,025

Total $10,699,343,275 $11,425,113,625

Source:  Hennepin County Taxpayer Services - Property Tax - Tax Accounting
     Carver County information is not available.
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REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL 
 
 
To the Honorable Managers of the 
Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District and Management 
Chanhassen, Minnesota 
 
In planning and performing our audit of the financial statements of the governmental activities 
and each major fund of Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District as of and for the year 
ended December 31, 2018, in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the 
United States of America, we considered Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District’s 
internal control over financial reporting (internal control) as a basis for designing audit 
procedures that are appropriate in the circumstances for the purpose of expressing our opinions 
on the financial statements, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness 
of Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District’s internal control.  Accordingly, we do not 
express an opinion on the effectiveness of Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District’s 
internal control.  
 
A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow 
management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to 
prevent, or detect and correct, misstatements on a timely basis.  A material weakness is a 
deficiency, or combination of deficiencies, in internal control, such that there is a reasonable 
possibility that a material misstatement of the entity’s financial statements will not be prevented, 
or detected and corrected, on a timely basis. 
 
Our consideration of internal control was for the limited purpose described in the first paragraph 
and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control that might be material 
weaknesses. Given these limitations during our audit, we did not identify any deficiencies in 
internal control that we consider to be material weaknesses. However, material weaknesses may 
exist that have not been identified.  
 
This communication is intended solely for the information and use of management, Riley 
Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District’s Board and others within the organization, and is not 
intended to be, and should not be, used by anyone other than these specified parties. 
 
 
REDPATH AND COMPANY, LTD. 
St. Paul, Minnesota 
 
________, 2019 
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MINNESOTA LEGAL COMPLIANCE REPORT 
 
 
To the Honorable Managers of the 
Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District 
Chanhassen, Minnesota 
 
We have audited, in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United 
States of America, the financial statements of the governmental activities and each major 
fund of Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District as of and for the year ended 
December 31, 2018, and the related notes to the financial statements which collectively 
comprise the Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District’s basic financial statements, 
and have issued our report thereon dated ___________, 2019. 
 
The Minnesota Legal Compliance Audit Guide for Other Political Subdivisions, promulgated 
by the State Auditor pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 6.65, contains six categories of compliance to 
be tested: contracting and bidding, deposits and investments, conflicts of interest, claims and 
disbursements, miscellaneous provisions, and tax increment financing.  Our audit considered 
all of the listed categories, except that we did not test for compliance with the provisions for 
tax increment financing because it is not applicable to Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek 
Watershed District. 
 
In connection with our audit, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that 
Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District failed to comply with the provisions of the 
Minnesota Legal Compliance Audit Guide for Other Political Subdivisions, except as 
described in the Schedule of Findings and Responses as item 2018-001. However, our audit 
was not directed primarily toward obtaining knowledge of such noncompliance.  
Accordingly, had we performed additional procedures, other matters may have come to our 
attention regarding the Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District’s noncompliance 
with the above referenced provisions.   
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of those charged with governance 
and management of Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District and the State Auditor 
and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 
 
 
 
REDPATH AND COMPANY, LTD. 
St. Paul, Minnesota 
 
_________, 2019 
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Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District 
Schedule of Findings and Responses 
Page 1 
 

 

Finding 2018-001 Board Meetings 
 
Criteria: Minnesota Statute 13D.04 requires public notice of meetings.  Minnesota Statute 
13D.04 reads in part as follows:  
 

13D.04, Subdivision 1.Regular meetings. A schedule of the regular meetings of a public body shall be 
kept on file at its primary offices. If a public body decides to hold a regular meeting at a time or place 
different from the time or place stated in its schedule of regular meetings, it shall give the same notice 
of the meeting that is provided in this section for a special meeting. 
13D.04, Subdivision. 2. Special meetings. (a) For a special meeting, except an emergency meeting or 
a special meeting for which a notice requirement is otherwise expressly established by statute, the 
public body shall post written notice of the date, time, place, and purpose of the meeting on the 
principal bulletin board of the public body, or if the public body has no principal bulletin board, on the 
door of its usual meeting room. 
(b) The notice shall also be mailed or otherwise delivered to each person who has filed a written 
request for notice of special meetings with the public body. This notice shall be posted and mailed or 
delivered at least three days before the date of the meeting. 
(c) As an alternative to mailing or otherwise delivering notice to persons who have filed a written 
request for notice of special meetings, the public body may publish the notice once, at least three days 
before the meeting, in the official newspaper of the public body or, if there is none, in a qualified 
newspaper of general circulation within the area of the public body's authority. 
(d) A person filing a request for notice of special meetings may limit the request to notification of 
meetings concerning particular subjects, in which case the public body is required to send notice to that 
person only concerning special meetings involving those subjects. 
(e) A public body may establish an expiration date for requests for notices of special meetings pursuant 
to this subdivision and require refiling of the request once each year. 
(f) Not more than 60 days before the expiration date of a request for notice, the public body shall send 
notice of the refiling requirement to each person who filed during the preceding year. 

 
Condition: During the course of our audit, it came to our attention, that on August 6, 2018 
the District personnel committee met at the District office, without public notice being given.  
 
Cause: Unknown. 
 
Effect: The District was not in compliance with State Statutes.  
  
Recommendation: We recommend the District Managers review and adhere to the statutes 
relating to public notice of meetings and consult with the District’s attorney, as necessary.  
 
Views of Responsible Officials and Corrective Action Plan: The District’s legal counsel reviewed 
Open Meeting Law requirements with the Board of Managers on September 5, 2018, including 
the requirement that committee meetings must be noticed.  The Board of Managers and the 
Administrator are committed to compliance with the Open Meeting Law, including the noticing 
of committee meetings.  Open Meeting Law compliance is a regular topic of new manager 
orientation. 
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COMMUNICATION WITH THOSE CHARGED WITH GOVERNANCE 
 
 
To the Honorable Managers of the 
Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District 
Chanhassen, Minnesota 
 
 
We have audited the financial statements of the governmental activities and each major fund of 
Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District (the District) for the year ended December 31, 
2018.  Professional standards require that we provide you with information about our 
responsibilities under generally accepted auditing standards, as well as certain information 
related to the planned scope and timing of our audit.  We have communicated such information 
in our letter to you dated January 17, 2019.  Professional standards also require that we 
communicate to you the following information related to our audit. 

 
Significant Audit Matters 
 
Qualitative Aspects of Accounting Practices 
 
Management is responsible for the selection and use of appropriate accounting policies.  The 
significant accounting policies used by the District are described in Note 1 to the financial 
statements.  No new accounting policies were adopted and the application of existing policies 
was not changed during 2018.  We noted no transactions entered into by the District during the 
year for which there is a lack of authoritative guidance or consensus.  All significant transactions 
have been recognized in the financial statements in the proper period. 

 
Accounting estimates are an integral part of the financial statements prepared by management 
and are based on management’s knowledge and experience about past and current events and 
assumptions about future events.  Certain accounting estimates are particularly sensitive because 
of their significance to the financial statements and because of the possibility that future events 
affecting them may differ significantly from those expected.   

 
The most sensitive estimates affecting the governmental activities financial statements were 
management’s estimate of the net pension liability, the pension related deferred outflows and 
inflows of resources, and pension expense.  Management’s estimates relating to the net pension 
liability, pension related deferred outflows and inflows of resources, and pension expense are 
based on actuarial studies.  We evaluated the key factors and assumptions used to develop the 
estimates in determining that they are reasonable in relation to the financial statements taken as a 
whole. 
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Certain financial statement disclosures are particularly sensitive because of their significance to 
financial statement users.  Determining sensitivity is subjective, however, we believe the 
disclosure most likely to be considered sensitive is Note 9 – Defined Benefit Pension Plans.  

 
The financial statement disclosures are neutral, consistent, and clear. 
 
Difficulties Encountered in Performing the Audit 
 
We encountered no significant difficulties in dealing with management in performing and 
completing our audit.   

 
Corrected and Uncorrected Misstatements 
 
Professional standards require us to accumulate all known and likely misstatements identified 
during the audit, other than those that are clearly trivial, and communicate them to the 
appropriate level of management.  There were no uncorrected misstatements that have an effect 
on our opinion on the financial statements.  There were no corrected misstatements identified 
during the audit. 
 
Disagreements with Management 
 
For purposes of this letter, a disagreement with management is a financial accounting, reporting 
or auditing matter, whether or not resolved to our satisfaction, that could be significant to the 
financial statements or the auditor’s report.  We are pleased to report that no such disagreements 
arose during the course of our audit. 

 
Management Representations 
 
We have requested certain representations from management that are included in the 
management representation letter dated __________, 2019. 

 
Management Consultations with Other Independent Accountants 
 
In some cases, management may decide to consult with other accountants about auditing and 
accounting matters, similar to obtaining a “second opinion” on certain situations.  If a 
consultation involves application of an accounting principle to the District’s financial statements 
or a determination of the type of auditor’s opinion that may be expressed on those statements, 
our professional standards require the consulting accountant to check with us to determine that 
the consultant has all the relevant facts.  To our knowledge, there were no such consultations 
with other accountants. 
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Other Audit Findings or Issues 
 
We generally discuss a variety of matters, including the application of accounting principles and 
auditing standards, with management each year prior to retention as the District’s auditors.  
However, these discussions occurred in the normal course of our professional relationship and 
our responses were not a condition to our retention. 
 
Other Matters 
 
We applied certain limited procedures to the budgetary comparison schedule and pension 
information, which are required supplementary information (RSI) that supplements the basic 
financial statements.  Our procedures consisted of inquiries of management regarding the 
methods of preparing the information and comparing the information for consistency with 
management’s responses to our inquiries, the basic financial statements, and other knowledge we 
obtained during our audit of the basic financial statements.  We did not audit the RSI and do not 
express an opinion or provide any assurance on the RSI.  

 
We were not engaged to report on the introductory and other information sections, which 
accompany the financial statements but are not RSI.  Such information has not been subjected to 
the auditing procedures applied in the audit of the basic financial statements, and accordingly, we 
do not express an opinion or provide any assurance on it.   
 
Other Reports 
 
Various reports on compliance and internal controls are contained in the Other Reports section of 
the audited financial statement document. 
 
Restriction on Use 
 
This information is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Managers and 
management of Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District and is not intended to be, and 
should not be, used by anyone other than these specified parties. 
 
 
 
REDPATH AND COMPANY, LTD. 
St. Paul, Minnesota 
 
_________, 2019 



 

 

Redpath and Company, Ltd. 
St. Paul, Minnesota  
 
 

This representation letter is provided in connection with your audit of the financial statements of 
Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District, which comprise the respective financial position 
of the governmental activities and each major fund as of December 31, 2018, and the respective 
changes in financial position for the year then ended, and the related notes to the financial 
statements, for the purpose of expressing opinions as to whether the financial statements are 
presented fairly, in all material respects, in accordance with accounting principles generally 
accepted in the United States of America (U.S. GAAP). 

Certain representations in this letter are described as being limited to matters that are material. 
Items are considered material, regardless of size, if they involve an omission or misstatement of 
accounting information that, in light of surrounding circumstances, makes it probable that the 
judgment of a reasonable person relying on the information would be changed or influenced by the 
omission or misstatement. An omission or misstatement that is monetarily small in amount could 
be considered material as a result of qualitative factors. 

We confirm, to the best of our knowledge and belief, as of the date listed below, the following 
representations made to you during your audit. 

Financial Statements 

1) We have fulfilled our responsibilities, as set out in the terms of the audit engagement letter 
dated June 20, 2018, including our responsibility for the preparation and fair presentation of 
the financial statements in accordance with U.S. GAAP. 

2) The financial statements referred to above are fairly presented in conformity with U.S. GAAP 
and include all properly classified funds and other financial information of the primary 
government and all component units required by generally accepted accounting principles to 
be included in the financial reporting entity. 

3) We acknowledge our responsibility for the design, implementation, and maintenance of 
internal control relevant to the preparation and fair presentation of financial statements that are 
free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error. 

4) We acknowledge our responsibility for the design, implementation, and maintenance of 
internal control to prevent and detect fraud. 

5) Significant assumptions we used in making accounting estimates, including those measured at 
fair value, are reasonable. 

6) Related party relationships and transactions, including revenues, expenditures/expenses, loans, 
transfers, leasing arrangements, and guarantees, and amounts receivable from or payable to 
related parties have been appropriately accounted for and disclosed in accordance with U.S. 
GAAP. 
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7) Adjustments or disclosures have been made for all events, including instances of 
noncompliance, subsequent to the date of the financial statements that would require 
adjustment to or disclosure in the financial statements. 

8) The effects of uncorrected misstatements are immaterial, both individually and in the 
aggregate, to the financial statements as a whole for each opinion unit.  A list of the 
uncorrected misstatements is attached to the representation letter. 

9) The effects of all known actual or possible litigation, claims, and assessments have been 
accounted for and disclosed in accordance with U.S. GAAP. 

10) Guarantees, whether written or oral, under which Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed 
District is contingently liable, if any, have been properly recorded or disclosed. 

Information Provided 

11) We have provided you with: 

a) Access to all information, of which we are aware, that is relevant to the preparation and fair 
presentation of the financial statements, such as records, documentation, and other matters. 

b) Additional information that you have requested from us for the purpose of the audit. 

c) Unrestricted access to persons within the District from whom you determined it necessary 
to obtain audit evidence. 

d) Minutes of the meetings of Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District or summaries 
of actions of recent meetings for which minutes have not yet been prepared. 

12) All material transactions have been recorded in the accounting records and are reflected in the 
financial statements. 

13) We have disclosed to you the results of our assessment of the risk that the financial statements 
may be materially misstated as a result of fraud. 

14) We have no knowledge of any fraud or suspected fraud that affects the District and involves: 

a) Management, 

b) Employees who have significant roles in internal control, or 

c) Others where the fraud could have a material effect on the financial statements. 

15) We have no knowledge of any allegations of fraud or suspected fraud affecting the District’s 
financial statements communicated by employees, former employees, regulators, or others. 
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16) We have no knowledge of instances of noncompliance or suspected noncompliance with 
provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, or grant agreements, or abuse, whose effects should 
be considered when preparing financial statements. 

17) We have disclosed to you all known actual or possible litigation, claims, and assessments 
whose effects should be considered when preparing the financial statements. 

18) We have disclosed to you the identity of the District’s related parties and all the related party 
relationships and transactions of which we are aware. 

Government—specific 

19) There have been no communications from regulatory agencies concerning noncompliance 
with, or deficiencies in, financial reporting practices. 

20) We have taken timely and appropriate steps to remedy fraud, noncompliance with provisions 
of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant agreements, or abuse that you have reported to us.  

21) We have a process to track the status of audit findings and recommendations. 

22) We have identified to you any previous audits, attestation engagements, and other studies 
related to the audit objectives and whether related recommendations have been implemented. 

23)  We have provided our views on reported findings, conclusions, and recommendations, as well 
as our planned corrective actions, for the report. 

24) Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District has no plans or intentions that may materially 
affect the carrying value or classification of assets, deferred outflows of resources, liabilities, 
deferred inflows of resources, and fund balance or net position.  

25) We are responsible for compliance with the laws, regulations, and provisions of contracts and 
grant agreements applicable to us, including tax or debt limits and debt contracts, and legal and 
contractual provisions for reporting specific activities in separate funds. 

26) We have identified and disclosed to you all instances that have occurred or are likely to have 
occurred, of fraud and noncompliance with provisions of laws and regulations that we believe 
have a material effect on the financial statements or other financial data significant to the audit 
objectives, and any other instances that warrant the attention of those charged with governance. 

27) We have identified and disclosed to you all instances that have occurred or are likely to have 
occurred, of noncompliance with provisions of contracts and grant agreements that we believe 
have a material effect on the determination of financial statement amounts or other financial 
data significant to the audit objectives.  
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28) We have identified and disclosed to you all instances that have occurred or are likely to have 
occurred, of abuse that could be quantitatively or qualitatively material to the financial 
statements or other financial data significant to the audit objectives.   

29) There are no violations or possible violations of budget ordinances, laws and regulations 
(including those pertaining to adopting, approving, and amending budgets), provisions of 
contracts and grant agreements, tax or debt limits, and any related debt covenants whose 
effects should be considered for disclosure in the financial statements, or as a basis for 
recording a loss contingency, or for reporting on noncompliance. 

30) As part of your audit, you assisted with preparation of the financial statements and related 
notes.  You also assisted with the preparation of GASB 68 (pensions), property taxes, fund 
balance and net position, capital assets, and intergovernmental revenue workpapers.  We 
acknowledge our responsibility as it relates to those nonaudit services, including that we 
assume all management responsibilities; oversee the services by designating an individual, 
preferably within senior management, who possesses suitable skill, knowledge, or experience; 
evaluate the adequacy and results of the services performed; and accept responsibility for the 
results of the services. We have reviewed, approved, and accepted responsibility for those 
financial statements and related notes, and the GASB 68, fund balance and net position, 
property taxes, capital assets, and intergovernmental revenue amounts. 

31) Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District has satisfactory title to all owned assets, and 
there are no liens or encumbrances on such assets nor has any asset been pledged as collateral. 

32) Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District has complied with all aspects of contractual 
agreements that would have a material effect on the financial statements in the event of 
noncompliance. 

33) The financial statements include all component units as well as joint ventures with an equity 
interest, and properly disclose all other joint ventures and other related organizations. 

34) The financial statements properly classify all funds and activities in accordance with GASB 
Statement No. 34. 

35) All funds that meet the quantitative criteria in GASB Statement Nos. 34 and 37  for 
presentation as major are identified and presented as such and all other funds that are presented 
as major are particularly important to financial statement users. 

36) Components of net position (net investment in capital assets; restricted; and unrestricted) and 
classifications of fund balance (nonspendable, restricted, committed, assigned, and unassigned) 
are properly classified and, if applicable, approved. 

37) Investments, derivative instruments, and land and other real estate held by endowments are 
properly valued. 
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38) Provisions for uncollectible receivables have been properly identified and recorded. 

39) Expenses have been appropriately classified in or allocated to functions and programs in the 
statement of activities, and allocations have been made on a reasonable basis. 

40) Revenues are appropriately classified in the statement of activities within program revenues, 
general revenues, contributions to term or permanent endowments, or contributions to 
permanent fund principal. 

41) Deposits and investment securities and derivative instruments are properly classified as to risk 
and are properly disclosed. 

42) Capital assets, including infrastructure and intangible assets, are properly capitalized, reported, 
and, if applicable, depreciated. 

43) We have appropriately disclosed the Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District’s policy 
regarding whether to first apply restricted or unrestricted resources when an expense is 
incurred for purposes for which both restricted and unrestricted net position is available and 
have determined that net position is properly recognized under the policy. 

44) We are following our established accounting policy regarding which resources (that is, 
restricted, committed, assigned, or unassigned) are considered to be spent first for expenditures 
for which more than one resource classification is available.  That policy determines the fund 
balance classifications for financial reporting purposes.   

45) We acknowledge our responsibility for the required supplementary information (RSI). The RSI 
is measured and presented within prescribed guidelines and the methods of measurement and 
presentation have not changed from those used in the prior period. We have disclosed to you 
any significant assumptions and interpretations underlying the measurement and presentation 
of the RSI. 

 

Signed:    
 
Title:    
 
Date:    



Riley-Purgatory-Bluff Creek Watershed District Rules 
Financial Assurance Rate Schedule  

Effective May 1, 2019 
 

RPBCWD requires a financial assurance to ensure the performance and completion of 
work in accordance with a permit issued by RPBCWD.  A financial assurance, when 
required, is pursuant to Minnesota Statutes section 103D.345 and RPBCWD Rule M – 
Financial Assurances, and rates are as follows: 

Rule Financial Assurance Amount  
Rule C – Erosion and Sediment Control $2,500/acre disturbed, plus  
 $2.50/foot of erosion control, 
 $100/ea inlet, and 
 $250/ea rock construction entrance 

Rule D – Wetland and Creek Buffers $5,000 + $1,000/acre over 10 acres 

Rule E – Dredging and Sediment Removal 125 percent of design engineer’s 
opinion of cost 

Rule F – Shoreline or Streambank Stabilization Total number of feet of shoreline 
  or streambank affected times $100 

Rule G – Waterbody Crossings and Structures 125 percent of design engineer’s 
opinion of cost of installation and 
restoration 

Rule J – Stormwater Management  125 percent of design engineer’s 
opinion of costs of construction of 
stormwater management 
facilities/practices, and 

 $1,000 chloride management plan  

Minimum financial assurance amount (when required) for projects other than those on 
a single-family home property: $5,000 

No financial assurance is required for a permit under Rule H or Rule I.  
 
Financial assurances must include 10 percent administrative costs in addition amounts 
calculated according to schedule above. 



Item 8f – Direct staff to move forward in engaging with St. Hubert Leadership for Opportunity 
Project. 
 
Summary 
 
In 2018, District staff were contacted by St. Hubert Catholic School in Chanhassen about the 
possibility of partnering on a rain garden at the school. Initial consultation identified the 
potential for multiple best management practices on the site. With the adoption of the 
District’s 10 Year Plan (the Plan) in July of 2018, the Opportunity Projects program was created, 
and a stormwater retrofit of the school campus was identified as a potential project for this 
program. SRF consulting was engaged to work with staff and school stakeholders to determine 
possible practices on the site to a level that they could be assessed for Opportunity Project 
suitability.  
 
Following the evaluation and implementation process outlined for Opportunity Projects in the 
Plan, staff scored the campus retrofit project (including all bmps described in the attached 
memo from SRF) following the project prioritization scheme detailed in the Plan. The project 
scored a 31, comparable to other projects in the Plan implementation table for the Riley Creek 
Watershed. (Of note, if one of the project partners were to commit to financial partnership, the 
score would increase an additional two points to a 33) High-level construction cost estimates 
for the complete project range from $196,000 (low) to $277,000 (high).  
 
Opportunity projects dollars are levied each year and can be adjusted pending board approval. 
 
Next steps 
 
Staff are seeking board direction as to whether the project should be pursued further.  
 
If given such direction, staff would engage with St. Hubert leadership to gage/obtain 
commitment to the project. From there, the board would initiate a major plan amendment, 
including a public hearing, which would add the Opportunity Project to the implementation 
table. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It was motioned by Manager _____________ and seconded by Manager ____________ to 
direct District staff to move forward with engaging St. Hubert leadership in determining their 
interest and commitment to implementing an Opportunity Project. 
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Resolution no. 2019-015 
 

Riley-Purgatory-Bluff Creek Watershed District 
Board of Managers 

 
Financial assurance schedule update 

 
Manager ___________ offered the following resolution and moved its adoption, 
seconded by Manager ____________: 
 
WHEREAS the Riley-Purgatory-Bluff Creek Watershed District has rules and 

permitting requirements duly adopted pursuant to Minnesota Statutes sections 
103D.335, 103D.341 and 103D.345;  

 
WHEREAS under Minnesota Statutes section 103D.345, subdivision 4, RPBCWD may 

require an applicant to provide a financial assurance in an amount set by the 
RPBCWD Board of Managers to ensure conformance with the terms of a permit;  

 
WHEREAS RPBCWD’s rules require applicants other than governmental agencies and 

subdivisions to provide a financial assurance to ensure adequate performance of 
the authorized activities and compliance with RPBCWD rules;  

 
WHEREAS RPBCWD Rule M – Financial Assurances allows RPBCWD to require a 

performance bond, letter of credit or other financial assurance in a form 
approved by RPBCWD and at rate in accordance with a written schedule 
maintained and revised from time to time by resolution of the board of managers 
for activity regulated under RPBCWD rules; and 

 
WHEREAS, through an oversight, the updated Financial Assurance Rate Schedule 

adopted in January 2019 did not include a specified amount to secure receipt of a 
chloride-management plan under subsection 3.8 of RPBCWD Rule J – 
Stormwater Management, and the managers wish to correct the schedule.  

 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the RPBCWD Board of Managers:  
 

1. Adopts the attached updated Financial Assurance Rate Schedule, effective May 
1, 2019;  

2. Directs the RPBCWD administrator to ensure that RPBCWD’s permit application 
instructions and associated materials advise applicants of the financial assurance 



 2 of 2 

requirement, to maintain the Financial Assurance Rate Schedule on the RPBCWD 
web site, and to make this resolution and the Financial Assurance Rate Schedule 
available on request to any party at RPBCWD’s principal place of business; and 

3. Will continue to periodically review and, if necessary and warranted, revise the 
Financial Assurance Rate Schedule based on a review and analysis of cost of 
services of consultants, analysis of activities, current construction costs and 
compliance assurance. 

 
The question was on the adoption of the resolution and there were __ yeas and __ nays 
as follows: 

    Yea  Nay  Abstain        Absent 

CRAFTON     
KOCH            
PEDERSON 
WARD 
ZIEGLER   

     
Upon vote, the chair declared the resolution adopted. 
 

*   *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *   * 
 

 I, ________________________, secretary of the Riley-Purgatory-Bluff Creek 
Watershed District, do hereby certify that I have compared the above resolution with 
the original thereof as the same appears of record and on file with RPBCWD and find 
the same to be a true and correct transcription thereof. 
 
 IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I set my hand this ___ day of ______________, 2019. 

 
______________________________ 

       _________________, Secretary  
 



 

 

HR Committee      April 23, 2019 

        8:35 am 

Attendees:  Jill, Claire Bleser and Dorothy 

Members of the public attending:  Manager Larry Koch 

 

District Administrator’s performance review process was discussed.  DA Bleser 
covered the process from Washington Conservation District, Prior Lake-Spring 
Lake, 9-Mile, MWMO, Ramsey Washington, Cap Region WD and Brown’s Creek.  
Dorothy contacted Sara Noah of Noah and Associates, as well as Sharon Klumpp of 
Baker/Tilly (referred by Louis of Smith Partners) seeking further input on the 
performance review processes done for other LGUs.  Basically, our past process is 
was is used at most other watershed districts, and was what both HR consultants 
said was the preferred/most used method of performance reviews for LGUs here 
in the Twin Cities.  Some add input from staff through the performance review 
questionnaire; some add an additional step with the Board meeting together first 
without the DA to reach consensus on the actual performance, with the review 
being given by the Board, an outside consultant, or in a couple of cases, the Board 
President/Chair or the HR Committee privately.  Sara Noah recommended a very 
general, short questionnaire vs. lengthy/detailed.    

Claire’s review is due August 1; discussion ensued about what would process would  
work fairly to help RPBCWD and the DA in the long run.  The consultants both 
stated the review should not have every manager giving verbal input, but instead 
having one individual represent the Board as a whole.  Claire’s review has been 
based on her job description in the past; the job description itself has been added 
to several years since she began with the watershed.  It was agreed an updated 
job description would be a good place to begin; Dorothy will reach out to Sharon at 
Baker/Tilly for a bid to review/create a new job description.   The bid will be 
presented  to the Board at the May meeting.   



Claire will share updated salary survey info from a survey she participated in when 
she receives it from Cap Region; Dorothy also recommended the Personnel 
Handbook be updated to reflect the new hands-free/no texting law passed by the 
state legislature; it was also agreed to include performance review forms in the 
handbook as well.   

Next HR Committee meeting was set for Friday, May 17 at 1:00 pm at the RPBCWD 
offices.     
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Appendix A 

 

Who County CC Hrs

Day: Hours to Cover Per Day 14

Mon 6am - 8pm Per Week 98

Tues 6am - 8pm Total Inspection days 115

Wed 6am - 8pm Total Inspection hours 1610

Thur 6am - 8pm Total Inspection $ at 16.28/hr 26,210.80$         

Fri 6am - 8pm

Sat 6am - 8pm

Sun 6am - 8pm

May 11- Sept 2 ↑

Who County CC Hrs

Day: Hours to Cover Per Day 13

Mon 6: 30am - 7:30pm Per Week 91

Tues 6: 30am - 7:30pm Total Inspection days 28

Wed 6: 30am - 7:30pm Total Inspection hours 364

Thur 6: 30am - 7:30pm Total Inspection $ at 16.28/hr 5,925.92$           

Fri 6: 30am - 7:30pm

Sat 6: 30am - 7:30pm

Sun 6: 30am - 7:30pm

Sept 3 - Sept 30 ↑

Who County CC Hrs

Day: Hours to Cover Per Day 12

Mon 7am - 7pm Per Week 84

Tues 7am - 7pm Total Inspection days 15

Wed 7am - 7pm Total Inspection hours 180

Thur 7am - 7pm Total Inspection $ at 16.28/hr 2,930.40$           

Fri 7am - 7pm

Sat 7am - 7pm

Sun 7am - 7pm

Oct 1- Oct 15 ↑

Who County CC Hrs

Day: Hours to Cover Per Day 11

Mon 7:30am - 6:30pm Per Week 77

Tues 7:30am - 6:30pm Total Inspection days 18

Wed 7:30am - 6:30pm Total Inspection hours 198

Thur 7:30am - 6:30pm Total Inspection $ at 16.28/hr  3,223.44$           

Fri 7:30am - 6:30pm

Sat 7:30am - 6:30pm

Sun 7:30am - 6:30pm

Oct 16- Nov 2 ↑

Who County CC Hrs

Day: Hours to Cover Per Day 9

Mon 7:00 am - 4pm Per Week 63

Tues 7:00 am - 4pm Total Inspection days 13

Wed 7:00 am - 4pm Total Inspection hours 117

Thur 7:00 am - 4pm Total Inspection $ at 16.28/hr  1,904.76$           

Fri 7:00 am - 4pm

Sat 7:00 am - 4pm

Sun 7:00 am - 4pm

Nov 3- Nov 15

Lotus Lake Program Breakdown
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Who County CC Hrs

Day: Hours to Cover Per Day

Mon Per Week 40

Tues Total Inspection days 46

Wed Total Inspection hours 615

Thur Total Inspection $ at 15.02/hr avg. 9,237.30$           

Fri 7am - 8pm

Sat 6am - 8pm Including Mem. Day, July 4, and Labor Day

Sun 7am - 8pm

May 28- Sept 3

Lake Ann Program Breakdown

Who County CC Hrs

Day: Hours to Cover Per Day

Mon Per Week 40

Tues Total Inspection days 46

Wed Total Inspection hours 615

Thur Total Inspection $ at 15.02/hr avg. 9,237.30$        

Fri 7am - 8pm

Sat 6am - 8pm Including Mem. Day, July 4, and Labor Day

Sun 7am - 8pm

May 28- Sept 3

Lake Susan Program Breakdown
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Appendix B 

2019 Program Details  

      

Duration of Inspections:   
Lake Ann and Lake Susan 46 Days (5/28/19 - 9/2/19)  
Lotus Lake  189 days (5/11/19 - 11/15/19)  

      

Coverage Times:   

Lake Ann & Lake Susan:    

Fridays & Sundays (7 a.m. to 8 p.m.)   

Saturdays (6 a.m. to 8 p.m.) and holidays   

Lotus Lake:      

May 11 to September 2 (6 am to 8 pm)   

September 3-30 (6:30 am to 7:30 pm)   

October 1-15 (7:00 am to 7:00 pm)   
October 16 – Nov 2 (7:30 am to 6:30 pm) 
November 3-15 (7:00 am to 4:00 pm)    

      

      

Total Inspection Hours:     

Lake Ann  615 hours   

Lake Susan  615 hours   

Lotus Lake  2469 hours   

  3699 hours   

      

Combined Program Budget    

Inspections  3699 @ $16.28/hr  $60,219.72 

      

      

Funding:    

Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District RPBCWD $27,275  
City of 
Chanhassen     $20,699.72  

Lotus Lake Conservation Alliance/LLCA  $12,275 

     $60,219.72  
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City of Eden Prairie 
Aquatic Invasive Species Prevention Program 
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I.   Executive Summary 
WaterGuards is pleased to submit this proposal to the City of Eden Prairie for watercraft inspection and 
boater education services in the City of Eden Prairie for the summer of 2019.  WaterGuards is an 
experienced provider and will fulfill the requirements outlined in the request for proposal at an hourly rate 
of $18.75/hour for Level I inspections. Please see detail below. 

 

II. Introduction 
WaterGuards provides lake access watercraft inspection and boater education services in order to 
prevent, limit or slow the introduction, establishment and spread of aquatic invasive species into our lakes 
and other waters. Our mission is to help counties, government units and lake improvement districts fight 
against invasive species.   

WaterGuards was founded in 2011 by Stephanie Johnson. As a long-time lake resident, she saw the need 
to help lakeshore owners protect their waters. After helping her own lake association implement a 
watercraft inspection and boater education program, she decided to help other lake associations and 
Minnesota counties do the same. Stephanie works regularly as an inspector and educator at area lakes 
to stay up-to-date and have first-hand knowledge of issues boaters and inspectors face.  

 

III. Our Package/Scope of Work 
 

Our standard watercraft inspection and education package includes: 

• Watercraft Inspectors. 
o DNR trained Level I and/or II Inspectors to monitor your lake landings for invasive species. 
o Inspectors educate boaters on the laws and best practices to avoid spreading invasive 

species, improving our long-term odds of limiting the spread of invasive species.   
o Inspectors are dedicated to protecting Minnesota waters from invasive species.  
o Inspectors are uniformed with an official vest and lanyard designating status as an 

inspector to provide quick recognition by boaters and offer a visual sign of authority.  
o Each inspector has a City-owned or Company-owned electronic device for the DNR 

survey. 
o WaterGuards Level 1 inspectors are at least 17 years of age. 
 

• Professional Management.  
o WaterGuards hires the watercraft Inspectors. This includes advertising for employees, 

interviewing, and finding the right people to protect your waters.  
o We hire the most reliable and professional inspectors. We do not discriminate and are 

proud to hire military veterans, seniors and college students alike. 
o We work to ensure our inspectors get the best training and support to do the best work. 
o We schedule the inspectors so your access points are covered when you want them 

covered. We use an online scheduling app/system to maximize employee utilization and 
minimize any absences from your lake accesses. 

o We use an electronic attendance app with built-in GPS. Employees “clock in and out” via 
personal cell phone. Employees may not clock in or out if they are not at their designated 
site. 
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o We regularly spot check watercraft Inspectors for quality assurance and immediately
address staffing issues if they arise.

o We assign a roving crew manager to coach inspectors.
o We assist our inspectors when they must report findings or submit samples of invasive

species to the DNR or make reports to law enforcement.
o We keep inspectors up-to-date on recent invasive species infestations and also provide

ongoing reminders of best practices all summer long.
o WaterGuards maintains a good working relationship with the Minnesota DNR.
o We have experience managing Level 2 inspectors with a decontamination unit.

• Payroll Management.
o WaterGuards is an independent contractor. WaterGuards hires the employees, generates

the W-2s, checks the I-9s and gathers the W-4s. The inspectors are WaterGuards, LLC
employees.

o WaterGuards includes payroll taxes (FICA, FUTA, worker’s compensation and state and
federal unemployment) in its hourly rate.

o WaterGuards maintains its own workers compensation and liability insurance.
o We pay our employees higher hourly wages to attract and retain the best available talent.

IV. Inspection Schedule/Lakes

WaterGuards will provide inspection services on the following lakes: 

Level I Inspections        

Mitchell Lake (May 9 to Labor Day) 

Red Rock Lake (May 9 to Labor Day) 

Riley Lake  (May 9 to October 20) 

V. Hourly Rate

Hourly Rate for Inspections 

• $18.75/hour for Level I Inspectors.

• These rates include employee’s hourly pay, all payroll taxes, liability insurance, workers
compensation insurance, on-going educational updates, and more.

• Other than limited DNR training and a City of Eden Prairie orientation meeting, WaterGuards only
charges for hours inspectors actually spend at the access unless agreed to by the City of Eden
Prairie.

• All management oversight and other non-access employee hours are not charged to the City of
Eden Prairie, but absorbed by WaterGuards.
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Inspection Hourly Rate 

Total for 3 City of Eden Prairie access points:  approximately 2,426 hours at $18.75/hour= $45,487.50 

Reduced Hourly Rate for DNR Training 

$15/hour for DNR Training, not expected to exceed 8 hours per inspector. 

$15/hour for City of Eden Prairie Orientation, not expected to exceed 2 hours per inspector. 

  Total for training and orientation:  anticipated cost not to exceed $1,200   

Bid Total 

2,426 (anticipated) inspection hours at $18.75/hour ($45,487.50) + DNR Training ($1,200) = $46,687.50 

VI. Our Value and Experience
Experience 

100% Committed to Watercraft Inspection Services. We are 100% committed to lake access watercraft 
inspection and boater education services. This is all we do. We do not provide employees/inspectors for 
any other occupation or industry. This focus allows us to offer the best watercraft inspection services 
available. Our staff works closely with the Minnesota DNR and other counties and lake improvement 
districts in Minnesota and remains current on aquatic invasive species issues and best practices for 
watercraft inspection. All our management and staff are DNR trained and certified.  

One Year of Previous Experience in Eden Prairie. WaterGuards knows and understands the waters and 
lake users in the City of Eden Prairie. We served the City of Eden Prairie in 2018. Our program improves 
each year with knowledge from the previous season. 

Inspecting Watercraft Since 2011. From its start in 2011, WaterGuards has focused on protecting 
Minnesota lakes. We now have 8 seasons of experience. We learn more and do better every year. 

Significant Experience in Other Counties. The following are other examples of past and/or present 
customers: Isanti County and Isanti County LIDs (2015, 2016, 2017, 2018), Stearns County and Stearns 
County LIDs (2012, 2013, 2014, 2015), Sherburne County (2016, 2017, 2018), Dakota County (2018), Ramsey 
County (2017, 2018), Goodhue County (2018), and Todd County (2015, 2016, 2017). 

Good Reviews. We consistently receive great reviews from our customers, the DNR, and our employees. 

On-Going Learning. Our President attends in-season and out-of-season DNR meetings and trainings to 
continuously improve knowledge of programs and findings throughout the state.  

Professional Management. WaterGuards is led by a seasoned professional with a Master’s in Business 
Administration, a talent for technology, and a dedicated commitment to aquatic invasive species 
prevention. Our President and our coordinators are always on call throughout the season. 

Variety of Experience. We have extensive experience (8+ years) with DNR Level I, Level II and the 
Ambassador program. We have worked with counties, lake associations, lake improvement districts and 
on inspection and education programs from 109 hours per season to over 6000 hours per season. 
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Training, Instruction and Work Standards 

High Standards for Recruiting. WaterGuards uses a proprietary set of interview questions designed over 
many years to recruit and select the best inspectors possible. We also implement recruiting efforts through 
online employment websites, social media, colleges and universities, and word of mouth. We hire 
inspectors with good people skills that engage well with the public. We do not over recruit and over 
promise. We hire the right number of people and work with them to provide their optimum number of 
work hours per week.  

We do not discriminate and are proud to hire military veterans, seniors and college students alike. 
We will hire local people and will re-hire only the best of our previous City of Eden Prairie inspectors. 

DNR Training. We work with our inspectors and the DNR to coordinate Level 1 training opportunities.  

Employee Resources. We maintain an Employee Resources page on our website that provides 
employment policies, DNR resources, and survey instructions to ensure understanding and compliance of 
our work standards/expectations for our employees. We welcome and encourage feedback from our 
inspectors on boater responses, activity, scheduling, landing problems, etc. 

On-Going Communications. We implement continuous email and in-person communications with 
inspectors to provide reminders of best practices and updates to DNR materials, resources, and findings. 

Good Professional Relationships. WaterGuards maintains good relationships with DNR management and 
staff.  

Active Management: We require an area manager/coach. The manager maintains regular 
communications with inspectors, with the City of Eden Prairie, and with lake associations. The manager 
works as an inspector and also serves as a coach to ensure inspectors are up-to-date on most recent AIS 
related activities, to provide continual training on thorough inspections and engagement with boaters, 
and to communicate area happenings (i.e. fishing tournaments, special events, etc.). New this year: the 
manager will spend extra time with new inspectors at the beginning of the season. 

Regular Spot Checks. WaterGuards management regularly and randomly spot-checks our inspectors to 
monitor compliance with DNR inspection processes and procedures. WaterGuards’ President will also visit 
inspectors randomly throughout the season.  

Best Value and Unique Services  

Robust Scheduling Software. We employ technology to maximize employee utilization and minimize any 
absences from your lake accesses.  

Best Employee Wages. We pay our employees well! Our experience is the following: 

a. High wages make it easier to attract and retain the best people for the job.  

b. High wages emphasize the importance of the job and of doing it well. 

c. High wages incentivize higher output- employees work harder to demonstrate that they 
deserve the job. 

d. Happy well-paid employees show their happiness in good customer service. 

GPS Attendance. We utilize GPS for shift “clock in and out” for the best employee accountability. 

Excellent Retention. We enjoy consistently high employee retention rates. Many of our employees work 
for us year after year. Long-term staff provide a knowledgeable workforce. The City of Eden Prairie will 
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benefit from the return of our best employees that know the lakes, the frequent users, and the public 
officials.  

On-Going Communication. Continuous communications with inspectors provide reminders of best 
practices and updates to DNR materials, resources, and findings. Regular communication with City of 
Eden Prairie staff enables us to adapt to changes in schedules, DNR inspections, in landing closures, 
tournaments, AIS findings etc.  

Quality Education. We believe the best defense against AIS is education! We make sure our inspectors 
are thoroughly educated on AIS so they may educate and effectively inform citizens and City of Eden 
Prairie lake users. 

Flexibility. We have the flexibility to shuffle inspectors around to different landings with little notice to 
adapt to weather changes, boater activity, landing problems or closures, fishing tournaments, DNR 
projects, etc. Our scheduling software makes it easy to account for these changes. 

Clear Focus. We’ve been involved in this business, and only this business, since 2011. 

VII. Insurance
Please see the following page for certificate of liability insurance. 

This proposal will remain valid until April 1, 2019. 



Memorandum 

To: Interested Bidders 
From: Leslie A. Stovring, Water Resources Coordinator 
Date: March 4, 2019 
Re: Watercraft Inspector Program – Request for Quotes (RFQ) 

The City of Eden Prairie (City) is requesting a quote for providing watercraft inspection services to inspect 
incoming and outgoing watercraft, trailers and other water-oriented equipment at selected public accesses 
for aquatic invasive species (AIS). The quote must be itemized and include a “not to exceed” amount for 
completing the work items. No additional work beyond the scope outlined in this RFQ will be reimbursed 
without prior written authorization by the City. Your quote must be submitted by March 19, 2019. 

1.0 SCOPE OF WORK 

Inspection staff will be required for boat landings at Mitchell, Red Rock and Riley Lakes. Inspections 
should start May 9, 2018 and continue through October 20, 2019. The following can be used to determine 
hours required for the proposal: 
 Riley Lake

o Friday, Saturday and Sunday from 6 am to 8pm (2 staff people required between 10 am and 6 pm)
o Monday through Thursday, one staff person from 6 am to 7 pm (can overlap mid-day if needed)
o After Labor Day, one staff person on Saturday and Sunday from 6 am to 7 pm.

 Red Rock and Mitchell Lakes
o Two 4-hour shifts per week at each lake.
o Two lakes can be combined on one day to provide one 8-hour shift.
o The days spent at each lake should vary from week to week to prevent establishing a pattern.

2.0 SCOPE OF WORK 

The following are required for this project. 
 Hire, schedule and manage employees sufficient to fulfill the hours required.
 Document completion of all required training and provide to the City for DNR authorization.
 Coordinate watercraft inspections with City and the Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District.
 Communicate with the City regarding potential infestations and developments in the field.
 Ensure that all inspection data has been uploaded daily to the DNR database by the end of each week.
 Provide and maintain all equipment required for collecting and uploading data to the DNR database

(such as iPads).
 Submit information regarding the results of the inspections to the City at a minimum of weekly.
 Submit monthly written summaries (or memorandums) with each invoice to identify staff days & number

of hours spent on inspections as well as a summary of observations recorded. Each summary must include

a statement that it has been verified that the data was uploaded to the DNR from the equipment provided

for inspections.

2.0 MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR STAFF 

The following tasks must be completed by all staff who conduct watercraft inspections in Eden Prairie. 
 Attend Level 1 watercraft inspection training provided by the MN Dept. of Natural Resources (DNR)

prior to conducting inspections.
 Attend orientation meeting with the City of Eden Prairie prior to conducting inspections.

Request for Quotes



Request for Quote - AIS Inspections 

March 4, 2019 

 Inspect incoming and outgoing inspections for ecologically harmful AIS and aquatic vegetation. 
 Enter inspection data into the on-line forms developed by the DNR for each inspection event. 
 Upload inspection data daily to the DNR database on a digital device owned and maintained by 

the Vendor or a City-owned tablet. The use of personal devices to upload the data shall not be 
permitted. 

 Communicate the issues of AIS with recreational lake users and the public at large during the 
inspections. 

 Distribute AIS educational materials as needed. The City will provide copies of educational 
materials as they become available.  

 Follow DNR watercraft inspection policies, responsibilities and procedures. 
 At Riley Lake, provide assistance in routing traffic and managing parking for incoming boaters. A 

key for the staff booth with instructions will be provided. 
 Arrange to meet with City staff at a minimum of once monthly. 

The minimum requirements for staff include the following:  
 Possess a high school degree or GED.   
 Able to work a flexible working schedule, including early mornings, late evenings, and weekends.   
 Capable of bending for vehicle and equipment inspections 
 Capable of lifting moderate weight of up to 20 lbs. 
 Able to work with and communicate verbally with the general public. 
 Able to work independently on assigned tasks, yet work as a team. 

3.0 EQUIPMENT REQUIREMENTS 

Each contracted employee must have a cellular phone for emergencies or to contact law enforcement if 
required. In addition, each inspector must be provided with a uniform that has the City or Consultant logo 
that clearly identifies the employee as a Watercraft Inspector. This can include a safety vest and/or shirt. 

The Contractor must provide all equipment required to complete the watercraft inspections, including 
tablets capable of running and uploading the DNR software. The City can provide four (4) iPads for 
recording inspections. These iPads must be assigned to an individual and returned at the end of the season. 
Additional equipment needs must be relayed to the City as needed for consideration. 

4.0 HOURS / SCHEDULING 

Once the contract is signed, City staff will work with the Contractor to develop a schedule to meet the 
budget requirements and staff availability. Please submit a proposed schedule by April 30, 2019 to allow 
time to set up a final summer schedule. 

5.0 ACCEPTANCE OF PROPOSAL CONTENTS 

The contents of this RFP and any attached proposal will become contractual obligations, if a contract 
ensues. Failure of the Contractor to meet these obligations may result in cancellation of the award. All 
information in the quote is subject to disclosure under the provisions of Minnesota Statutes Chapter 13 – 
Minnesota Government Data Practices Act. 

6.0 TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

The attached Eden Prairie Standard Agreement for Professional Services must be used for this project.   

Please contact me at 952-949-8327 or lstovring@edenprairie.org if you have any questions regarding this 
request.   

mailto:lstovring@edenprairie.org


LOTUS LAKE CONSERVATION ALLIANCE 
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April 3, 2019 
 
 
Mr. Dick Ward, President 
Ms. Dorothy Pedersen, Vice President 
Ms. Jill Crafton, Treasurer 
Mr. David Ziegler, Secretary 
Mr. Larry Koch, Manager 
Ms. Claire Bleser, Administrator 
Riley Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District 
18681 Lake Drive East 
Chanhassen, MN  55317 
 
RE:  AIS Inspection Costs 
 
Dear Managers and Administrator, 
 
As you may already be aware, yesterday, the Carver County Commission finalized the 2019 AIS Program 
budget.  The 2019 Chanhassen AIS Inspection Program is facing a budget increase of $4,000 over the 2018 
budget.  Every year, the costs of the program increase due to wage increases for inspectors and other 
factors.  Additionally, in 2019, Carver County has chosen to not renew a longstanding $2,000 grant to 
support inspections at Lotus Lake, leaving Chanhassen with a $6,000 budget shortfall.  The below chart 
shows budgeted and actual AIS spending from 2016 to 2019: 
 

Chanhassen AIS Inspection Program Funding - 2016 to 2019  
     

 Budget  
     

 2016 2017 2018 2019 

     

 Carver County   $          2,000   $          2,000   $          2,000   $                 -    

 Chanhassen   $        12,500   $        13,500   $        13,500   $        16,500  

 Lotus Lake   $        12,000   $        11,000   $        11,000   $        13,000  

 RPBCWD   $        25,000   $        27,000   $        27,000   $        28,000  

 Total Budget   $        51,500   $        53,500   $        53,500   $        57,500  

     

     

 Actual Expenditures  
     

 2016 2017 2018 2019 

     

 Carver County   $          2,000   $          2,000   $          2,045   

 Chanhassen   $        12,500   $        13,500   $        13,500   

 Lotus Lake   $          8,562   $          9,169   $          7,804   

 RPBCWD   $        25,000   $        25,000   $        25,000   

 Total Expenditures   $        48,062   $        49,669   $        48,349   

  

 



 
 
 
The budget arrangement that has been proposed by the City of Chanhassen is that each funding partner 
budget an additional $3,000 for the 2019 program, increasing the RPBCWD budget from $25,000 to 
$28,000, the City’s budget from $13,500 to $16,500, and the LLCA’s budget from $10,000 to $13,000.   
 
The LLCA is currently the sole payer for all inspections that occur at Lotus Lake between Fishing Opener and 
Memorial Day, on summer weekdays between 10:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., and from Labor Day to mid-
November.  In 2018, fall inspections paid for by the LLCA stopped four potential zebra mussel infestations, 
on September 9, October 13, November 1, and November 8.  It is clear from this that late-season 
inspections are essential. 
 
The LLCA is a small non-profit.  We spend nearly our entire annual donations on AIS prevention at Lotus 
Lake.  While coming up with an additional $3,000 is not all that difficult for Chanhassen or the RPBCWD, it is 
very difficult for us. 
 
We believe the time has come for the District to increase its support of the Chanhassen and Eden Prairie 
AIS inspection programs.  Because we believe that preventing the spread of AIS is critical, the LLCA offered 
a $2,550 contribution to the AIS Prevention Program when it was started in 2012, and ended up spending 
$7,050 for late-season inspections.  This grew to $12,075 in 2013, $12,548 in 2014, and has varied each 
year since, averaging $9,700 a year for the past seven years for a total of $67,926 the LLCA has paid for 
inspection services.  This is a tremendous amount for a small non-profit, and a fundraising challenge for us. 
 
People who live on Lotus Lake are no more responsible for maintaining the lake than people who live near a 
park are responsible for maintaining that park, but we take this challenge on because we care deeply about 
Lotus Lake.  Nobody asks people who live near a park to pay for lawn mowing or garbage removal – that is 
taken care of by governmental organizations – because the park is there for all of the public to use and 
enjoy, just like public waters.  Why lakes are treated differently is difficult for us to understand, and we 
believe it is only fair that this assumption be reexamined.   
 
Therefore, the LLCA is requesting that the RPBCWD increase its funding for the 2019 AIS Inspection 
Program by $20,000, with $10,000 going to the Chanhassen program and $10,000 going to the Eden Prairie 
program.  This funding is nearly the exact amount that was rolled over from the 2018 AIS rapid response 
budget into reserve funds in early 2019, so the $20,000 is available without a budget impact. 
 
While Chanhassen has increased their AIS budget by 65% over the past seven years, from $10,000 to 
$16,500, the RPBCWD has not increased their AIS Inspections budget since 2012 when the program began.  
Since that time, the hours of inspections have increased significantly, along with the inspector costs per 
hour.  The RPBCWD budget should reflect these cost increases, and should allow for increases in the AIS 
budget for future years, instead of holding the budget figure constant. 
 
The LLCA asks that you consider this request for increased AIS funding at your April 3rd Board Meeting. 
 
Thank you. 
 
 
Best regards, 

 
Laurie Susla 
President, LLCA 



JoAnn Syverson 
489 Pleasantview Road 
Chanhassen, MN 55317 
H: 952-996-9932    C: 9520457-8385 
syver004@umn.edu 
 
April; 10, 2019 
 
Dear RPBCWD Members: 
 
Thank you to those members who reached out to me with feedback on my wake surfing 
proposal. I want to update you on some new developments with the issue.  
 
First, I want to differentiate my views and desired actions from those of the LLCA’s. 
Although I had enjoyed serving on the LLCA Board for 5 years, I recently resigned to 
clearly keep my views separate from the Board's. The Board's goal in this issue is to 
keep the LLCA a unified and solvent association that enables everyone to enjoy Lotus 
Lake. They represent ALL homeowners/boaters on the lake. My goal in this issue is to 
keep Lotus Lake healthy and safe. I advocate for the 2/3 (survey to be discussed) of the 
homeowners on the lake who would like to see wake surfing regulated because of its 
inherent dangers to other users of the lake and the ecological damage it causes to 
bodies of water.  
 
The LLCA held an association-wide meeting on April 9 to discuss the wake surfing 
survey that was sent to all LLCA members and the Board's proposed recommendations 
for boating regulations.  
 
In this note, I'd like to discuss the results of the wake surfing survey, the Board's desired 
goals of the meeting, and the consequential outcomes of that meeting, along with next 
steps I am asking you to consider.    
 
Wake Surfing Survey Showed Majority of Lake Users Want Surfing Regulations 
 
The LLCA sent out a SurveyMonkey survey asking all LLCA members their opinions on 
wake surfing on Lotus Lake. Here is the collected data: 
 

· Most water activities done on Lotus Lake are low-wake activities. 

· About 25% of the respondents own a wake surfing boat. 

· 62% want the LLCA to ask the City of Chanhassen to regulate wake surfing 
activities. 

· 2/3 of the respondents have been negatively affected by wake surfing activities. 

· 52% have felt unsafe in the water due to the large wake surfing waves.  

· 58% of respondents have seen noticeable changes to their shorelines in the past 
two years. 

· 36% have had damage to their boat or property due to the large wake surfing 
waves. 



 
Prior Lake Regulations Gave LLCA Guidance for Possible Wake Surfing Rules 
 
Prior Lake went through a “surfing boat battle” in 2014-2015. Laurie Susla spoke with 
Pete Young, its Water Resources Engineer, about how they successfully worked 
through the battle by creating a task force focusing on safety and shoreline 
preservation. With City Council and DNR approval, they implemented the following 
regulations: 

a. All boats must be 150’ from shorelines and other boats. 
b. No-wake zones were established for kayaks, canoes, etc. 
c. Lakeshore owners can put out buoys at 150’ from shore. 
d. Implemented signage to ensure all boaters knew the regulations. 

 
LLCA Board Agreed on a Set of Wake Surfing Regulations 
The LLCA board (including me) drew up a set of possible regulations to present to the 
members of the LLCA. We were scheduled to have an LLCA-wide meeting on April 9. 
These rules would be implemented for all boaters on Lotus Lake: 

· Slow-no wake zones within 150' of shore 
· Slow no-wake zones within 150' of other boats and swimmers 
· Lakeshore home owners allowed to put out buoys at 150' from their shoreline 
· Signage and communication to ensure all boaters know the old and new 

regulations 

These regulations would help make Lotus Lake a safer and cleaner lake. The Board 
proposed setting up a task force to negotiate a set of rules that both wake surfers and 
other users of the lake could live with to enable everyone to enjoy the lake.  

However, LLCA-wide Meeting Was Swayed by Majority of Wake Surfers 

Although only ¼ of the survey respondents own wake surfing boats, the majority of 
attendees at the LLCA-wide meeting were wake surfers or advocates for wake surfers. 
They were very vocal and wanted NO regulations placed on wake surfers. They wanted 
NO task force enacted to discuss possible regulations. They agreed ONLY to educating 
the boat owners on existing MN and Lotus Lake boating laws and communicating the 
existing laws to the boat owners.  

  



Meeting Outcome Included No Regulations on Wake Surfing, Just “Etiquette” 
Guidelines 

Unfortunately, the discussion moved to the implementation of a task force which will 
come up with a set of “Etiquette Guidelines” for boaters. These free-will etiquette 
guidelines will not be monitored, and their success will be measured by an LLCA-wide 
wake surfing survey done next year. The task force will also (I assume) come up with 
ways to communicate the etiquette guidelines to all boaters.    

I respect Laurie Susla and the LLCA Board. We are friends and have worked closely 
together for years. I realize they want everyone on the lake to be able to enjoy the lake. 
However, they are not enacting concrete, measurable ways to keep Lotus Lake SAFE 
FOR ALL and ECOLOGICALLY SOUND for upcoming generations. The survey they 
created and sent out shows that they are not representing the 2/3 majority of the survey 
respondents, a survey they sent to determine future recommendations on wake surfing.  

Unfortunately, the squeaky wheel is this instance is getting the grease. The wake 
surfing advocates on Lotus Lake do not want any regulations implemented that will 
impede on their freedom to participate in their sport. However, their attitude is taking 
away others’ freedoms to participate in their low-wake sports and is destroying the 
ecosystem of our lake.  

I will be at the June RPBCWD meeting. PLEASE call me to discuss the issue or meet 
any time in April. You can call or text me by my cell phone in May. I believe the 
minimum regulations for handling the safety and ecological damages of wake boats on 
our small lake should be the LLCA Board-approved proposal previously mentioned. I 
am asking for your support of my proposed regulatory ordinances to the DNR. I am glad 
to draft a letter of support for you to endorse. If we don’t speak beforehand, I will see 
you in June.  

Sincerely, 

JoAnn Syverson 



86B.313 PERSONAL WATERCRAFT; REGULATIONS.​

Subdivision 1. General requirements. (a) In addition to requirements of other laws relating to watercraft,​
a person may not operate or permit the operation of a personal watercraft:​

(1) without each person on board the personal watercraft wearing a wearable personal flotation device​
that is approved by the United States Coast Guard (USCG) and has a USCG label indicating the flotation​
device either is approved for or does not prohibit use with personal watercraft;​

(2) between one hour before sunset and 9:30 a.m.;​

(3) at greater than slow-no wake speed within 150 feet of:​

(i) a shoreline;​

(ii) a dock;​

(iii) a swimmer;​

(iv) a raft used for swimming or diving; or​

(v) a moored, anchored, or nonmotorized watercraft;​

(4) while towing a person on water skis, a kneeboard, an inflatable craft, or any other device unless:​

(i) an observer is on board; or​

(ii) the personal watercraft is equipped with factory-installed or factory-specified accessory mirrors that​
give the operator a wide field of vision to the rear;​

(5) without the lanyard-type engine cutoff switch being attached to the person, clothing, or personal​
flotation device of the operator, if the personal watercraft is equipped by the manufacturer with such a device;​

(6) if any part of the spring-loaded throttle mechanism has been removed, altered, or tampered with so​
as to interfere with the return-to-idle system;​

(7) to chase or harass wildlife;​

(8) through emergent or floating vegetation at other than a slow-no wake speed;​

(9) in a manner that unreasonably or unnecessarily endangers life, limb, or property, including weaving​
through congested watercraft traffic, jumping the wake of another watercraft within 150 feet of the other​
watercraft, or operating the watercraft while facing backward;​

(10) in any other manner that is not reasonable and prudent; or​

(11) without a personal watercraft rules decal, issued by the commissioner, attached to the personal​
watercraft so as to be in full view of the operator.​

(b) Paragraph (a), clause (3), does not apply to a person operating a personal watercraft to launch or​
land a person on water skis, a kneeboard, or similar device by the most direct route to open water.​

Subd. 2. Age of operator. Except in the case of an emergency, a person under the age of 13 years may​
not operate or be permitted to operate a personal watercraft, regardless of horsepower. It is unlawful for the​
owner of a personal watercraft to permit the personal watercraft to be operated contrary to this subdivision.​

Copyright © 2018 by the Revisor of Statutes, State of Minnesota. All Rights Reserved.​
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Subd. 3. Operator's permit; adult supervision. Except in the case of an emergency, a person 13 years​
of age or over but less than 18 years of age may not operate a personal watercraft, regardless of horsepower,​
without possessing a valid watercraft operator's permit as required by section 86B.305, unless there is a​
person 21 years of age or older on board the craft. In addition to the permit requirement, a person 13 years​
of age operating a personal watercraft must remain under visual supervision by a person who is 21 years of​
age or older. An owner of a personal watercraft may not permit the personal watercraft to be operated contrary​
to this subdivision.​

Subd. 4. Dealers and rental operations. (a) A dealer of personal watercraft shall distribute a summary​
of the laws and rules governing the operation of personal watercraft and, upon request, shall provide instruction​
to a purchaser regarding:​

(1) the laws and rules governing personal watercraft; and​

(2) the safe operation of personal watercraft.​

(b) A person who offers personal watercraft for rent:​

(1) shall provide a summary of the laws and rules governing the operation of personal watercraft and​
provide instruction regarding the laws and rules and the safe operation of personal watercraft to each person​
renting a personal watercraft;​

(2) shall provide a United States Coast Guard (USCG) approved wearable personal flotation device with​
a USCG label indicating it either is approved for or does not prohibit use with personal watercraft or​
water-skiing and any other required safety equipment to all persons who rent a personal watercraft at no​
additional cost; and​

(3) shall require that a watercraft operator's permit from this state or from the operator's state of residence​
be shown each time a personal watercraft is rented to any person younger than age 18 and shall record the​
permit on the form provided by the commissioner.​

(c) Each dealer of personal watercraft or person offering personal watercraft for rent shall have the​
person who purchases or rents a personal watercraft sign a form provided by the commissioner acknowledging​
that the purchaser or renter has been provided a copy of the laws and rules regarding personal watercraft​
operation and has read them. The form must be retained by the dealer or person offering personal watercraft​
for rent for a period of six months following the date of signature and must be made available for inspection​
by sheriff's deputies or conservation officers during normal business hours.​

History: 1991 c 225 s 3; 1992 c 573 s 4; 1993 c 219 s 1; 1996 c 396 s 4; 1998 c 400 s 2-4; 1Sp2015 c​
4 art 5 s 6,7; 2017 c 93 art 2 s 39​

Copyright © 2018 by the Revisor of Statutes, State of Minnesota. All Rights Reserved.​
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About the Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee 

The Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee (STAC) provides scientific and technical guidance to 
the Chesapeake Bay Program (CBP) on measures to restore and protect the Chesapeake Bay.  Since its 
creation in December 1984, STAC has worked to enhance scientific communication and outreach 
throughout the Chesapeake Bay Watershed and beyond.  STAC provides scientific and technical advice in 
various ways, including (1) technical reports and papers, (2) discussion groups, (3) assistance in 
organizing merit reviews of CBP programs and projects, (4) technical workshops, and (5) interaction 
between STAC members and the CBP. Through professional and academic contacts and organizational 
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Executive Summary 
The goal of this technical review was to evaluate 1) the potential impacts of boat generated 
waves on shoreline stability and attendant ecosystem properties, and 2) policy options to 
minimize any adverse effects.  We reviewed available literature, examined relevant data and 
information from Chesapeake Bay, discussed modeling approaches and highlighted data gaps to 
further quantify effects on shorelines and ecosystems, and detailed available management and 
policy actions to minimize potential boat wake impacts.  The major findings are:  
 

1) The literature review indicates an unequivocal connection between boat wake energy and 
shoreline erosion, sediment resuspension and nearshore turbidity.  

2) There is not currently enough data to determine the extent (spatially and in magnitude) to 
which boat wakes are contributing to erosion or turbidity of the Chesapeake Bay. 

3) Recommended next steps are to identify highly vulnerable waterways and implement 
management or policy actions to minimize adverse effects. 

 
The Chesapeake Bay Commission (CBC) requested that the Scientific and Technical Advisory 
Committee (STAC) of the Chesapeake Bay Program (CBP) conduct a technical review that 
addresses five focal areas:  (i) State of the science of known effects of boat generated waves on 
shoreline stability and ecosystem structure and function; (ii) Specific implications and concerns 
for Chesapeake Bay restoration and shoreline management, including an analysis of continuous 
turbidity data in relation to boating activity; (iii) Modeling approaches and data requirements for 
assessing boat wake wave effects on shorelines; (iv) Data gaps and research needs to quantify 
effects on shorelines and ecosystems; and (v) Relevant management and policy actions in 
Chesapeake Bay that could be adopted to minimize potential boat wake impacts to shorelines and 
Bay resources.   
 
Boat wakes have been shown to have erosive effects on shorelines (e.g., Castillo et al. 2000, 
Bauer et al. 2002), scour the bottom of the shoreface, and temporarily decrease water clarity 
(e.g., U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 1994, Asplund 1996).  In addition to shoreline 
erosion, boat wake impacts include vegetative damage and disruption of faunal communities 
(Parnell and Koefoed-Hansen 2001).  Boat wake energy is event-dependent and is influenced by 
the vessel length, water depth, channel shape, and boat speed (Sorensen 1973, Glamore 2008).  
Wakes are most destructive in shallow and narrow waterways because wake energy does not 
have the opportunity to dissipate over distance (FitzGerald et al. 2011).  Although boat wakes are 
periodic disturbances, in comparison to wind waves, they can be a significant source of erosive 
wave force due to their longer wave period and greater wave height, even when they represent 
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only a small portion of the total wave energy (Houser 2010).  Our review of the literature 
demonstrated that even small recreational vessels within 150 m (~500 ft.) of the shoreline are 
capable of producing wakes that can cause shoreline erosion and increased turbidity (e.g., 
Zabawa and Ostrom 1980).  Vegetated shorelines can effectively attenuate waves in certain 
settings; however, there is a limit to this capacity particularly if there is frequent exposure to boat 
wakes.   
 
 

 
Figure 1. Diagram showing potential impacts from boat wakes to some different aquatic 
resources. Adapted from Liddle and Scorgie 1980.  Blue boxes are drivers of change.  Yellow 
boxes are changes in ecosystem structures and functions. Green boxes are impacts on living 
resources. 
 
In the Chesapeake Bay, our analysis of long-term (~3 year) turbidity data indicate that there is a 
likely nexus between turbidity of small waterways, shoreline erosion, and boating activity.  
However, the relationships between these factors were weak due the lack of direct information 
and the need to use proxy measures of boating (i.e., number of piers in an area), past erosion 
experience (i.e., shoreline armoring) and boat wake experience (i.e., distance to the 1-m contour).  
These results, in combination with past studies that controlled for boat wake activity, are an 
indication that boat wake activity could significantly contribute to shoreline erosion and poor 
water clarity in some Bay creeks and tributaries.   
 
In addition, boating activity likely contributes to the desire to armor shorelines (CCRM 2017), 
reducing and fragmenting the natural Bay habitats.  In each of the three tidal creek systems with 
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relatively high boating activity that were examined for this review (Lafayette River, Sarah Creek, 
and Lynnhaven River), approximately 25% of the low energy shoreline (i.e., shoreline not 
expected to have active erosion from wind-waves) has been armored, suggesting another source 
of erosion - possibly boating.  In turn, armored shorelines can also contribute to erosion of 
adjacent downdrift shorelines.  Living shorelines, more beneficial from a habitat perspective than 
armor (Bilkovic et al. 2016), could be considered a more palatable alternative than hard shoreline 
armor in cases in which no degree of erosion can be tolerated.  Management strategies to 
minimize adverse impacts by addressing boating behavior (e.g., speed limits) rather than 
shoreline modifications are preferred to be most protective of the environment. 
 
Policy makers who are concerned about boat wakes may want to use existing models of boat 
wake erosive potential (e.g., BoMo, Decision Support Tool) to inform decisions on where to put 
no-wake zones or other boat policies.  However, at this time, we do not have sufficient data to 
run either model for the Chesapeake Bay.  Concerns about the impacts of boat wakes on Bay 
shorelines have been voiced for at least 30 years (e.g., Zabawa and Ostrum 1980), leading to 
some regulation of boat wakes through reduced speed requirements in certain water bodies.  
Virginia, Maryland and Delaware localities have demonstrated authority and willingness to 
establish wake restrictions, but have not done so comprehensively nor with Bay-wide 
coordination.  Evidence suggests that boat wake erosion impacts achievement of three of the 
CBP Restoration Goals:  preservation/restoration of tidal marshes (through enhanced shoreline 
erosion), preservation/restoration of seagrass beds (through enhanced bottom erosion and 
increased local turbidity), and water clarity improvements (through increased local turbidity). 
 
We recommend that this issue be addressed by two means:   
 

1) First, because we have enough evidence to suggest an impact of boat wakes, protective 
policy measures should be adopted in highly vulnerable systems to reduce current boat 
wake energy.   

2) Second, data should be collected that allow a more thorough analysis of the extent of the 
problem throughout the Bay.   

 
These two processes need not be consecutive, but may need to occur concurrently.  In locations 
where shoreline erosion has been attributed to boating activity with a resultant significant 
adverse effect on resources and property, policy actions need not wait on new data. 
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Recommended science, management, and policy actions include: 

● Develop predictive models to quantify the relative contribution of boat wake induced
erosion to overall shoreline erosion to inform water quality, habitat restoration, and
shoreline protection management strategies.

● Collect needed data to identify shores vulnerable to erosion from boating (specific data
needs defined below), and to calibrate and validate predictive models. Then, develop a
definition for, and classification scheme of, small tidal waterways with the greatest
likelihood for significant boat wake wave shoreline erosion.

● Incorporate boat wake induced turbidity and erosion when siting Bay Restoration
activities (e.g., wetland/submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) restoration).

● Investigate the opportunities within the Bay states to implement no-wake zones or other
wake reduction strategies (navigation buffers from shore, speed limits, boat size
restrictions, boat bans) for addressing shoreline erosion where public safety is not also a
concern.  In Virginia, current implementation of no-wake zone requires a finding of
public safety concern and erosion is a second consideration.  Empanel an expert group
from the appropriate Bay jurisdictions to develop and recommend a uniform boat wake
policy in the Chesapeake Bay.

Recommended data needs include: 

● High resolution recreational boating intensity information (the number of vessels that
pass by on an average day, vessel types, vessel speeds, vessel traffic patterns).

● Information on recreational boating trends in small waterways.

● Information on the location, extent and level of enforcement of no-wake zones
throughout the Bay.

● Data on grain size of bottom sediments in all the Bay tributaries and small creeks; even a
simple categorization of sand and fines would be useful.

● Data on wave height (measure for wave energy) and suspended sediment concentration (a
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measure for potential erosion). 
 

● High resolution shallow water bathymetry is needed throughout the Bay.  If data even 
exist, most are 50-100 years old in these areas. 

 
This review found that boat generated waves, particularly in shallow and narrow waterways, can 
increase turbidity, erode shorelines, compromise coastal habitats, and disrupt ecosystems.  This 
has the potential to impede progress towards several Bay restoration goals, particularly habitat 
restoration and water quality improvement.  Not accounting for potential boat wake effects 
during the planning and implementation of Bay restoration activities may compromise the 
attainment of Bay Program goals.  Further, incorporating the boating effects into the Bay Model 
may help to reduce uncertainty and ensure that restoration projects are sited in the most favorable 
settings. 
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Background and scope of the review 
The Chesapeake Bay Commission (CBC) requested that the Scientific and Technical Advisory 
Committee (STAC) of the Chesapeake Bay Program (CBP) conduct a technical review of the 
relevant information on the potential impacts of boat generated waves on shoreline stability and 
attendant ecosystem properties, and provide advice on available policy actions to minimize any 
adverse effects.  This request was made in January 2016; the request was approved by the STAC 
in March 2016, and the review was initiated in June 2016.  The request to the STAC (see 
Appendix I) from the CBC was that the review be focused on the following topics: 
 

1. Evaluate the state of the science of known effects of boat generated waves on shoreline 
stability and other ecosystem components (e.g., vegetative habitat, faunal community 
composition), 

2. Identify data requirements to effectively model the potential effect of boat wake waves 
on shorelines, 

3. Identify data gaps and research needs, and 
4. Determine existing and potential policy actions to reduce adverse effects of boat wake 

waves on shorelines.  Describe political and legal challenges for designating no-wake 
zones in Chesapeake Bay.  Are there case studies of no-wake zone designation and/or 
evaluation of response from management action in the Bay that can be learned from? 
 

STAC was also asked to address several questions related to (i) erosion and sediment inputs 
caused by boat wake waves, (ii) existing and needed data to develop best management practices 
to minimize shoreline erosion from boat wake waves, and (iii) political and legal challenges 
associated with policy actions to reduce boat wakes. 
 
Questions of Interest: 

1. What is the relative contribution of sediment inputs from boat wake-induced shoreline 
erosion in Chesapeake Bay? 

2. Are these types of sediment inputs currently represented in the Bay Watershed Model? 
3. Would expanding no-wake zones be beneficial to the Bay? 
4. Are there other policy options besides no-wake zones to consider? 

 
To be responsive to the CBC request, the STAC assembled a team of 9 professionals with 
backgrounds in sediment dynamics, shoreline erosion, coastal management and policy, 
environmental engineering, coastal engineering, estuarine shoreline systems, and estuarine 
ecology to assimilate relevant information in the form of a technical white paper.  The document 
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was then reviewed by additional external reviewers for further input to ensure critical areas of 
expertise were well-represented. 
 
The body of the review is organized into the following 6 sections: 

1. Evaluation of the state of the science of known effects of boat generated waves on 
shoreline stability and other ecosystem components  

2. Specific Chesapeake Bay implications and concerns   
a. Examination of continuous data for evidence of elevated turbidity from boating 

activity 
b. Case study that describes boat-wake induced erosion implications for city-

managed property in the Lafayette River, VA 
3. Modeling approaches and data requirements to assess the potential effect of boat wake 

waves on shorelines 
4. Data gaps and research needs 
5. Management and policy in Chesapeake Bay  
6. Summary and Recommendations 

 
Section 1:  State of the Science  
 

Shoreline erosion is a natural process that can be exacerbated by human activities.  Natural 
drivers of shoreline erosion include wind waves, currents, and sea level rise (SLR).  Human 
activities that exacerbate erosion include shoreline hardening (armoring) and boat wake impacts.  
It is not possible to visually distinguish between the natural and human-induced components of 
erosion; these must be deduced from measure of human use of an area combined with wind wave 
erosion models.  

This report focused on boat wake-induced erosion, but this should not be interpreted to mean that 
the other drivers of erosion are unimportant in the Chesapeake Bay.  Historic Virginia shoreline 
erosion rates can be found at the Shoreline Studies, VIMS website (http://vims-
wm.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=cd5cf9b788d0407fb9ba5ffb494e9bae).  
Historic Maryland shoreline erosion rates can be found at Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources (http://www.mgs.md.gov/publications/maps.html). 

Boat wake dynamics  

As a boat travels through the water, it displaces water, effectively pushing it to the side and 
creating a pressure gradient that radiates outward in a wave form.  Forward movement of the 

http://vims-wm.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=cd5cf9b788d0407fb9ba5ffb494e9bae
http://vims-wm.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=cd5cf9b788d0407fb9ba5ffb494e9bae
http://www.mgs.md.gov/publications/maps.html
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bow creates a series of symmetrical waves that propagate away from the bow at oblique angles, 
while the stern generates a single transverse wave that travels in the same direction as the vessel 
(Sorenson 1973).  The point at which bow and stern waves interact (known as the cusp), is the 
region of maximum wave height (Maynord 2001, Figure 2).  Waves that fall between the cusp 
points are smaller than the maximum height.  The cumulative result is that each boat passage 
generates a complex series of waves known as a wave train, which propagate away from the 
sailing line at an angle that is dictated by hull shape and vessel speed.  The specific 
characteristics of the waves generated by each passage are dependent on a multitude of factors 
including water depth, vessel length and speed, displacement (loading), hull shape, and the 
presence of natural waves and currents, among others (Maynord 2001).  Given the complexity of 
predicting waves in a natural system, it is valuable to understand the basic traits of idealized 
waves.  

 
Figure 2. Pattern of vessel-generated waves in deep water. Diagram from Sorenson 1973. 
Photo by Edmont - Own work, CC BY-SA 3.0, 
https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=6920796 
 
Waves that travel in water that is deeper than 1/2 of their wavelength (the distance between two 
successive wave crests) are referred to as deep water waves.  The motion of deep water waves do 
not penetrate the full depth of the water column, thus these waves have little impact on the 
bottom sediments (Sorenson 1997, Hill et al. 2002).  As a deep water wave travels away from the 
sailing line, wave height will decrease with distance traveled as wave energy spreads out along 
the wave crest.  Given a long enough transit in deep water, much of the wave energy will 
distribute over a wide area before reaching a shoreline.  In deep water, the speed at which a wave 
moves away from its point of generation is largely a function of wavelength; waves with longer 
wavelengths travel faster than those with shorter wavelengths.  As faster waves overtake slower 
ones, waves produced by one boat may merge with those produced by a different boat (Figure 3), 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=6920796
https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=6920796
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or with wind waves.  Merging of waves from different sources can be constructive (resulting in 
higher wave heights) or destructive (resulting in decreased wave heights) depending on whether 
they merge crest to crest, or crest to trough.  In most cases, the interaction of waves from a 
variety of sources results in a water surface that appears highly disordered.  

 
Figure 3. Boat wakes from different boats interact, changing wake patterns. Photo by 
Arpingstone, https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=5957943 
 
Waves that travel through water depths that are less than 1/20 of their wavelength are referred to 
as ‘shallow water waves’.  Waves that fall between deep and shallow water wave categories 
(when water depth is greater than 1/20 but less than 1/2 of wavelength) fall into the “transitional” 
category.  The movement of both transitional and shallow water waves is influenced by water 
column depth because the energy associated with both types reaches all the way to the sea floor.  
Deep water waves traveling toward a shoreline will therefore eventually become transitional and 
shallow water waves due to changes in water column depth.  Shallow water waves can influence 
the seafloor by causing sediment resuspension and, conversely, the friction created by wave 
motion interacting with the seafloor can influence waveform.  As a wave travels into shallow 
water, interaction with the seafloor causes a decrease in the forward speed of the wave train and 
a concomitant increase in wave height (shoaling) until the wave eventually breaks (Parnell and 
Kofoed-Hansen 2001).  As a result, waves of low amplitude and long wave-length that seem 
trivial in deep water, may result in large plunging breakers when they reach the shoreline. 
 
The size and shape of boat wakes are strongly influenced by hull type and speed.  Planing hulls 
are designed to ride on top of the water.  Displacement hulls (e.g., sailboats, trawlers and large 
ships) are not capable of planing but rather, ride in the water, pushing it to the side as they move 
forward.  The amount of water displaced is equivalent to the weight of the vessel, thus very large 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=5957943
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displacement hulls like tanker ships displace large volumes of water, resulting in the creation of 
wakes with large wave heights.  The shape of a hull further influences its wake characteristics.   
A catamaran, a single-hulled vessel, and a jet ski will all produce different wakes.  Previous 
investigators have shown that a boat towing a water skier will produce a wake with greater wave 
energy than the same boat when not towing (Baldwin 2008).  All other factors being equal, a 
positive correlation exists between the size of a vessel and the size of its wake (Hill et al. 2002, 
Fonseca and Malhotra 2012).   

 
The single best predictor of the size of the wake that any given boat will produce is the speed at 
which the vessel is traveling (Sorenson 1973, Zabawa and Ostrom 1980, Fonseca and Malhotra 
2012), although this relationship is not linear for planing hulls.  When planing vessels are 
operating in displacement mode (such that the bow of the boat is fully supported by the water), 
wake size increases with speed.  The maximum wake is produced at the point just before a vessel 
transitions to planing mode (this range of speeds is commonly referred to as transition mode).  
When speed is increased enough that the vessel is fully “on plane”, wake sizes begin to decrease 
as less of the boat is in the water.  This relationship between speed and wake size is illustrated in 
Figure 4.  It is important to note that while all planing vessels will produce a curve with this 
same general pattern, the curve is slightly different for each boat and each set of operating 
conditions (Stumbo et al. 1999).   

 

 
Figure 4. Wave height as a function of speed in planing hull vessels.  Adapted from 
Maynord 2001. 
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Efforts to quantify the impacts of boat wakes on shorelines are complicated by the fact that each 
boat passage produces waves with a unique set of characteristics (McConchie and Toleman 
2003).  As a result, many previous efforts to establish wake management strategies have used 
wave height, or wave energy based criteria (Stumbo et al. 1999, Glamore 2008). 
Wave energy, given as: 

E = 1/8 p g H2 L 
 

(where p = water density, g = gravity, H = wave height, and L = wavelength) is proportional to 
both the height and length of a wave.  As wave energy increases with wave height squared, wave 
height provides a reasonable proxy for erosive force.  Wave height is also more easily estimated 
by the casual observer than wave energy (Nanson et al. 1994).  Wave energy dissipates with 
distance from the boat thus, the smaller a wave is at the onset, and the farther from the shoreline 
it is generated, the less energy it will contain when it reaches the shoreline and the less likely it is 
to cause erosion.   
 

Site specific factors that control impact of boat wakes on shoreline erosion       

Local vessel usage 

The amount of boat wake energy impacting a given shoreline is a function of not only the size 
and speed of vessels passing that shoreline, but also the frequency of vessels (Zabawa and 
Ostrom 1980, Glamore 2008).  Highly traveled waterways are more likely to experience boat 
wake-induced shoreline erosion than less frequently travelled waterways.  Further, because wave 
energy decays with distance from the boat, narrow waterways in which boats must pass closer to 
shore are more likely to experience wake-induced erosion from both direct wave impact, and 
wave energy reflected from the opposite shoreline, than wider channels (Nanson et al. 1994, 
FitzGerald et al. 2011; Table 1).  
 
It should be noted that shallow draft vessels (like personal watercraft) with the ability to run at 
high speed in shallow nearshore water may play a disproportionate role in shoreline erosion 
simply by virtue of their ability to operate close to shore where waves have little chance to 
dissipate.  However, when run in a manner similar to that of a small boat (i.e., in a straight line) 
personal watercraft were found to generate smaller lower energy waves than boats (McConchie 
and Toleman 2003).    
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Table 1. Published values of measured wave heights vs. vessel speed at varying distances from 
the sailing line:  * indicates planing hull, ** indicates displacement hull.  These data are excerpts 
from the larger data sets published by a) Zabawa and Ostrum 1980, Chesapeake Bay and b) 
Sorenson 1973.  For context, waves as small as 10 cm result in erosion of sediments from 
vegetated shorelines (Coops et al. 1996), and marsh survival is compromised when waves exceed 
30 cm, even 5% of the time  (Schafer et al. 2003, Roland and Douglas 2005). 

Boat 
 

Distance From 
Sailing Line  (m) 

Speed of Boat Travel 
(knots ((km hr-1)) 

Max wave 
height (m) 

26’ (8 m) Uniflight* 100 10 (19) 0.41 

 100 26 (48) 0.29 

 150 10 (19) 0.37 

 150 27 (50) 0.21 

16’ (5 m) Boston Whaler* 50 10 (19) 0.22 

 50 24 (44) 0.13 

 150 12 (22) 0.14 

 150 27 (50) 0.07 

45’ (14 m) Tugboat** 30 6 (11) 0.2 

 30 10 (19) 0.5 

 150 6 (11) 0.1 

 150 10 (19) 0.3 

263’ (80 m) Barge** 150 10 (19) 0.2 

 300 10 (19) 0.1 
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Wave energy at site 

In many instances, the cumulative impact of boat wakes is often small relative to that of wind 
waves (Laderoute and Bauer 2013).  In a study of boat wake versus wind-wave energy at 
multiple sites within Chesapeake Bay, Zabawa and Ostrom (1980) determined that <5% of total 
annual shoreline wave energy was attributable to boats.  The sites included in this study were 
along either the mainstem of the South and Severn Rivers, or on smaller creeks and coves near 
each river.  All sites were selected based on being popular areas for boating/water skiing and 
being relatively sheltered from wind.  Several more recent studies have found similar results with 
respect to the total amount of wave energy attributable to wind vs. boating activity (Knutson et 
al. 1990, Houser 2010, Fonseca and Malhotra 2012).   
 
While total cumulative wave energy associated with boating impacts is often less than that of 
wind waves, the height of the largest boat generated waves can substantially exceed that of the 
largest wind waves.  Winds represent an almost constant source of low to moderate wave energy 
while large boat wakes represent a comparatively rare but high energy event that may be 
responsible for significant damage to some shorelines.  Houser (2010) estimated that while 
cumulative boat wake energy accounts for less than 5% of total wave energy on the Savannah 
River, they account for more than 30% of total wave force acting on shorelines.  The 
disproportionately high wave force relative to total wave energy associated with boat wakes in 
this study was attributed to the fact that the Savannah River is heavily trafficked by large 
displacement hull vessels that generate large amplitude, long period waves.  Further, the relative 
amount of wave energy attributable to boats vs. wind has been shown to change throughout the 
year due to seasonal changes in boat usage (Zabawa and Ostrom 1980, Maynord et al. 2008).   

Shoreline characteristics 

Shoreline profiles influence erosion rates with ramped (gently sloping) and scarped (vertical 
shore profile) marsh shorelines experiencing greater wave thrust and consequently higher erosion 
than terraced shorelines (characterized by a step-like profile) under the same wave conditions 
(Tonelli et al. 2010).  In Boston Harbor, the highest rates of shoreline retreat were shown to 
occur along high elevation shorelines (bluffs of >10 m; FitzGerald et al. 2011).  In this case, the 
high erosion was attributed to wave-induced undercutting of the shoreline that eventually led to 
slumping of large sections of the bank. 
 
As waves come into contact with a shoreline they may either shoal and break, or be refracted, 
thus further contributing to the wave energy of nearshore waters.  The amount of wave energy 
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that is reflected along a given stretch is heavily influenced by the amount of shoreline 
modification.  Hard, vertical structures like bulkheads and seawalls are purported to reflect much 
of the incoming wave energy, thus resulting in an overall increase in nearshore energy (NRC 
2007).  Shoreline geometry further influences wave energy as headlands are impacted by wave 
energy from a variety of directions while embayed shorelines may experience greater influences 
from refracted wave energy (Priestas et al. 2015).  

Water Levels 

The impact of waves is even more challenging to predict along tidally influenced shores, as 
water levels and tidal flow interact to determine the effect of incoming wave energy on a 
shoreline (Tonelli et al. 2010).  Along shorelines that are fronted by extensive tidal flats, much of 
the incoming wave energy will be dissipated over the tidal flats, effectively buffering the 
shoreline from wave attack.  The lower the water level, the more influence a tidal flat exerts on 
water column dynamics.  River stage plays a similar role.  In the Kenai River, Alaska, Maynord 
et al. (2008) demonstrated higher shoreline erosion rates when peak boating conditions 
corresponded to times of high river flow and decreased erosion, despite high boat activity, during 
lower flow conditions.  They noted that during low flow conditions, much of the wave energy 
was lost due to contact with gravel sediments near the river margins.  Tonelli et al. (2010) have 
modeled the impacts of waves along salt marsh shorelines and showed that wave thrust on a 
shoreline increases with rising tide levels until the tide is just above the marsh surface elevation, 
at which point, wave thrust on the shoreline decreases sharply. Houser (2010) demonstrated this 
effect with wave sensors in the Savannah River. The importance of tidal stage is further 
supported by Marani et al. (2011) who demonstrated a strong relationship between wind wave 
energy and measured marsh edge retreat by considering wind data only from periods when marsh 
was not flooded.  
 
Tidal flows may further influence the ultimate fate of eroded sediments by providing a 
mechanism for their dispersal.  Bauer et al. (2002) used back-scatter sensors to measure the 
concentration of suspended solids in the water column after individual boat passages.  Their data 
indicated that suspended solid concentrations (SSC) returned to background values within a few 
minutes of each boat passage, despite much longer calculated settling times.  These data suggest 
that once suspended, the particles are carried downflow by currents, thus representing a net loss 
of sediment from the site. 
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Vegetation 

Whether waves of a given size will result in significant levels 
of sediment resuspension and/or shoreline erosion is further 
influenced by sediment characteristics and the presence or 
absence of shoreline vegetation.  Soils with a high sand 
content have been shown to be more easily eroded than finer-
grained sediments (Feagin et al. 2009).  Shorelines that are 
vegetated tend to have finer-grained sediments than non-
vegetated shorelines due to the incorporation of decaying 
organic matter (Craft et al. 2002).  As a result, the presence of 
living root material in shoreline soils results in a stronger soil 
that is less easily eroded (van Eerdt 1985, Francalanci et al. 
2013).  Additionally, shoreline vegetation like marsh plants 
combats erosion by attenuating wave energy (Yang et al. 
2012, Mӧller et al. 2014; Figure 5) and this response is 
proportional to both the height and density of the vegetation 
(Mӧller 2006).  The presence of even a narrow band (on the 
order of 1 m wide) of marsh vegetation in front of the shoreline has been shown to result in 
decreased rates of shoreline erosion (Currin et al. 2015).  Vegetated shorelines and marshes in 
particular are limited to regions of relatively low wave energy, thus their geographic extent limits 
the opportunity to minimize the impacts of incoming wave energy.  Recent wave tank modeling 
results show that marsh vegetation is adapted to short period, high frequency wind waves, but 
may not be as resilient to long-period ship-generated waves (Silinksi et al. 2015).  
 

Boat wakes and shoreline stability 

Shoreline change may include shoreline erosion and resuspension in the foreshore environment, 
although sediment can be transported landward as well.  The balance of transport (whether the 
shoreline erodes or accretes) depends on the size of the wake (Osborne and Boak 1999, Houser 
2011).  Most studies found the effects of boat wakes on the shoreline are dependent on many 
factors.  Site-specific conditions such as water depth, bank profile, type, size and supply of 
sediment and bank resistance can control suspended-sediment concentrations (McConchie and 
Toleman 2003, Hughes et al. 2007).  In coastal areas subject to significant wave action, boat 
wakes may have a negligible effect on shoreline stability.  However, in sheltered coastal, 
estuarine, and river environments, boat wakes may be the leading cause of shoreline erosion 

Figure 5. Marsh vegetation helps attenuate 
wave energy and binds the sediment, 
reducing erosion. Photo from 
NOAA/NCCOS. 
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(Gourlay 2011; Figure 6).    

Shoreline erosion 

There are many anecdotal accounts of boating activity leading to shoreline erosion; however, 
documenting the role that boat wakes play in the rate of shoreline change is complicated by the 
fact that any single boat passage (aside from the case of very large displacement vessels) will not 
produce a measureable change in shoreline position.  It is, rather, the cumulative effect of many 
boat passages that result in shoreline change and these effects can be difficult to discern from 
those of wind waves.  To further complicate matters, in narrow channels boat wakes may reflect 
off one shore, cross the channel, hit the opposite shore and return to the original shore for a 
second impact.  In suspected cases of boat-wake induced shoreline erosion, often few data exist 
regarding the shoreline position and natural rate of shoreline change before the impact of boats 
was suspected.  This lack of “control” data makes it challenging to quantify the amount of 
shoreline change that is attributable to boat wakes alone. 
 
Many studies of boat wake-induced shoreline erosion have focused on the effects of large 
shipping vessels and high-speed passenger ferries (Kirkegaard et al. 1998, Parnell and Kofoed-
Hansen 2001, Soomere et al. 2005, Schroevers et al. 2011). While fewer efforts have focused on 
the cumulative impacts of recreational boating (Cox and Macfarlane 2004), there is a developing 
body of literature that demonstrates the negative impacts of small boats on shoreline stability. 
Among the current published literature relating recreational boat traffic to shoreline erosion, 
most take the approach of relating boat passages to changes in water column turbidity (Bauer et 
al. 2002, Cox and Macfarlane 2004, Baldwin 2008, Laderoute and Bauer 2013).  While increased 
turbidity is not a direct measure of erosion (i.e., it is possible for suspended sediments to settle 
back into their original location) most water bodies experience some level of flow, and settling 
times for small particles are long, making it likely for suspended sediments to be carried away 
from their original location.  In the Sacramento River, a series of current meters and backscatter 
profilers were installed on a shallow bank on the river margin in a shoreline-perpendicular 
transect (Bauer et al. 2002).  This instrumentation allowed researchers to evaluate the wave 
characteristics and amount of sediment suspension associated with individual boat passages.  The 
data were used to model erosion rates on a per-boat basis.  The results indicated that each boat 
passage resulted in 0.01 - 0.22 mm of erosion at a given location on the shoreline.  These rates 
were well-supported by measured rates of cumulative shoreline erosion after multiple (hundreds 
of) boat passages.  The variability in erosion potential of shorelines makes it unlikely that these 
specific rates will apply to shorelines in other regions; however, they demonstrate that the 
additive effect of multiple boat passages can lead to measurable erosion.  
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When boat frequency and/or speed are reduced, measured rates of bank retreat have been shown 
to decline dramatically (Nanson et al. 1994). On the Gordon River, Tasmania, Nanson et al. 
(1994) documented an average erosion rate of 1 m yr-1 on a stretch of the river without speed 
restrictions.  Erosion rates along that same stretch decreased to 0.3 m yr-1 when boat speeds were 
restricted to 17 km h-1. Erosion rates decreased further (to 0.06 myr-1) when boat passages along 
that same stretch were limited to 1 per day.   
 

 
Figure 6. Marsh erosion reportedly induced by boat generated waves on Lynnhaven 
River, Virginia.  Photo by Bill Fleming. 

Resuspension 

Observation and research regarding the effects of boat wakes on sediment movement have been 
ongoing for decades (e.g., Nanson et al. 1994, Osborne and Boak 1999, Gourlay, 2011). 
Resuspension of bottom sediments in shallow water may occur in the foreshore, in shallow 
waters, and adjacent to channels after boat passage (Figure 7).  Increased turbidity varies in its 
persistence.  In river systems, suspension events may be short-lived, even with very fine 
sediments, because the suspension plumes are carried downstream (Bauer et al. 2002).  In other 
settings, such as Venice Lagoon, Italy, elevated concentrations persisted for nearly an hour 
(Rapaglia et al. 2011). The popularization of personal watercraft, with their exceptionally 
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shallow drafts, has brought boating activity to regions of water bodies which have historically 
seen little boating traffic.  Turbulent prop or jet wash have the ability to resuspend bottom 
sediments.  In field studies, boat speed, size, and water depth were the critical factors affecting 
resuspension on an unnamed lake bed (Beachler and Hill 2003).   
 

 
Figure 7. Imagery capture of boating-induced resuspended sediment along shoreline 
(upper left of image).  
 

Boat wake impacts to specific resources 

Commercial and recreational boating can have a wide-array of adverse effects on aquatic 
resources, including direct physical impacts from boat contact with the bottom, noise 
disturbance, as well as those effects resulting from physical disturbances to the bottom 
sediments, nearshore habitats and shorelines from boat generated waves.  The latter is often 
understudied and thus less well-understood.  Though other boating impacts on a resource may be 
significant, the primary focus of this report is on boat generated wave impacts.  
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Oyster reefs 

The distribution of intertidal oyster reefs is strongly shaped by wave energy, such that natural 
intertidal reefs do not occur in high wave energy settings.  In Pamlico and Core sounds, North 
Carolina, Theuerkauf et al. (2016) found that the distribution of intertidal oyster reefs was 
limited to a fairly narrow range of wave energies, but that wave energy did not limit the 
occurrence of oysters on hard substrates like rock jetties and seawalls.  In Chesapeake Bay, 
intertidal reefs were once prevalent; for over 100 years oysters supported one of the Bay’s most 
valuable fisheries with tens of millions of bushels of oysters removed each year.  This massive 
shell removal led to the flattening of reefs, with oyster reefs now largely subtidal in the Bay 
(Hargis and Haven 1999).  While there have been many anecdotal accounts of boating-related 
impacts on oyster reefs, empirical data are limited.  In the Indian River Lagoon, Florida, Grizzle 
et al. (2002) described a pattern of dead margins (evidenced by piles of shells that had apparently 
originated as living oysters dislodged off of the reef, pushed above high tide line by subsequent 
wakes, and then perished due to exposure) on the seaward side of oyster reefs that faced 
navigation channels and hypothesized that boat wakes were responsible.  Survival of oyster spat 
on these same reefs was later found to be significantly lower than on reefs that were not 
impacted by boat traffic (Wall et al. 2005).  Experimental evidence from this same system 
indicates that waves as small as 2 cm can result in the movement of both individual oysters and 
small clusters of oysters (Campbell 2015).  

Salt marshes and beaches 

As previously described, salt marsh vegetation can help to stabilize sediments and dissipate wave 
energy.  Both of these functions can result in decreased erosion rates relative to those of 
unvegetated shorelines.  The benefit of shoreline vegetation does have limits however, as marsh 
vegetation only exists along relatively low energy shorelines.  Efforts to establish the wave 
energy threshold for marsh survival suggest that marshes will not exist naturally along a coast 
line where incident wind-generated waves exceed 0.3 m, even 5% of the time (Schafer et al. 
2003, Roland and Douglas 2005).  Previous efforts to quantify the impact of boat wakes on 
shorelines suggest that waves of 0.3 m are likely when navigation channels are within 150 m of 
the shoreline (Table 1, Figure 8).  As 0.3 m may represent the threshold of survival, there is 
likely to be a gradient of wave heights beneath this threshold which span the range from 
conditions where marshes thrive, to those where chronic erosion occurs.  Evidence from wave 
tank experiments suggests that waves as small as 10 cm result in erosion of sediments from 
vegetated shorelines (Coops et al. 1996).  Furthermore, several researchers have demonstrated 
positive correlations between wind-wave power along a shoreline and measured rates of 
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shoreline retreat (Schwimmer 2001, Marani et al. 2011).  
 
Studies have shown a direct impact of boat wakes on tidal marsh stability (e.g., Castillo et al. 
2001, Allison 2005, Houser 2010) although not all of the studies concluded that boat wakes were 
the primary source of annual erosion.  Boat wakes seem to contribute significantly to shoreline 
change where boat activity is regular, concentrated, close to the shore and in small tidal creeks, 
but may be less important than wind waves in other systems.  Although the impacts are generally 
framed as tidal marsh loss, a study of vegetative community change in San Francisco marshes 
attributes a shift from intertidal Schoenoplectus californicus to submerged aquatic vegetation to 
shoreline erosion caused by recreational boating (Watson and Byrne 2012).  Personal watercraft 
(Jet skis) have the ability to operate in very shallow water including marsh channels.  Within 
three National Estuarine Research Reserve (NERR) marshes (North Carolina, South Carolina, 
and New Hampshire), a significant change in turbidity from personal watercraft passages was 
demonstrated; in addition, the speed and the weight of passengers created higher waves and more 
turbidity (Anderson 2002).  Much less research has been directed to the question of the effects of 
boat wakes on non-vegetated shores (beaches), but sand entrainment and movement offshore was 
attributed to jet boat wakes in a controlled experiment on the Snake River (Mussetter et al. 
2007).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 8. Waves generated by boat passages along the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway, NC. 
Photo from NOAA/NCCOS. 

Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 

Boat wakes and wash can cause erosion of submerged aquatic plant roots in freshwater and 
marine waters.  The susceptibility of freshwater aquatic plants to erosion can be variable and 
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may be related to the petiole cross-sectional area (Liddle and Scorgie 1980). Direct damage to 
seagrasses from contact with propellers, anchors, and moorings has been well-documented (e.g., 
Williams 1988, Walker et al. 1989, Dawes et al. 1997, Hallac et al. 2012).  However, boat wake 
wave impacts are less understood for seagrasses. Boat generated waves can have indirect impacts 
on seagrasses through increased suspended sediments that lead to reduced light availability and 
elevated nutrients (Koch 2002, Koch et al. 2006).  Seagrasses have relatively high minimum 
light requirements (11-20% of surface light) in order to thrive (Durante 1991, Dennison et al. 
1993); therefore, wave-induced increases in water turbidity can be detrimental to seagrasses.  
Unfortunately, there is limited quantitative information regarding this impact.  Research from a 
shallow sandy bay in Massachusetts suggests that turbidity may be sufficiently elevated 
(reducing light by more than 60%) in areas with heavy boating, particularly at low tide, to be 
detrimental to eelgrass; however, the sandy sediment resuspended from boating resettled within 
1-2 hours, much quicker than wind-driven events (Crawford 2002).  A single study from 
Chesapeake Bay observed a minimal negative impact of boat generated waves on seagrass light 
availability likely because at the study site (Hopkins Cove, MD) boat waves were very small 
compared with naturally occurring waves (Koch 2002).  Additional study is needed on 
seagrasses in other systems to more fully estimate the potential effect of boat generated waves.  

Estuarine fauna 

Boat generated waves can have direct and indirect effects on fish.  Direct effects may include 
temporary increases in water turbidity or wave energy that physically disrupt fish assemblages 
(Whitfield and Becker 2014).  Indirect effects may result because of physical disturbances to the 
bottom sediments (resuspension) and nearshore habitats (seagrasses, wetlands) from boat 
generated waves.  Frequent and intense boating activity may enhance seagrass blade movement 
(‘flapping’) that can cause reduction in the abundance and diversity of invertebrate prey 
resources (Bishop 2008).  Experimental studies in the littoral zone of freshwater have 
demonstrated that wave velocities corresponding to waves generated by small recreational boats 
caused  ~10% of benthic invertebrates (e.g., amphipods) to dislodge and become more 
vulnerable to predation as well as a reduction in foraging success for certain littoral fish species 
(Gabel et al. 2011).  Beyond immediate habitat and prey disruptions, long term damage and 
fragmentation to structural habitat such as seagrasses and salt marshes from regular exposure to 
elevated turbidity and/or physical stress from waves has the potential to change fish assemblages 
and productivity (Fagherazzi et al. 2013).  Boat generated waves may erode the essential habitats 
of diamondback terrapin (Malaclemys terrapin) – marshes and nesting beaches (Schwimmer 
2001).   
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Birds 

There are few studies on the effect of boating on birds and little effort to tease the effect of boat 
wakes from the suite of possible disturbances (noise, visual, proximity, etc.).  Exposure to rapid 
and repeated movement of personal watercraft significantly increased flushing of least terns 
(Sternula antillarum) on a marsh island in New Jersey.  Motorboats prompted a similar, though 
significantly smaller, response.  Terns relocated nesting sites opposite the boating channel and 
experienced greater rates of nest loss due to flooding (Burger 2003).  Of 6 wading birds species 
(great egret (Ardea alba), tri-colored heron (Egretta tricolor), snowy egret (Egretta thula), great-
blue heron (Ardea herodias), yellow-crowned night heron (Nyctanassa violacea), and green 
heron (Butorides virescens), all but the snowy egret displayed boat-induced flushing response 
and lower numbers of birds post-disturbance.  Environmental factors (weather, wind speed, time 
of day, air temperature) and prey availability have documented effects of avian habitat use and 
behavior, potentially masking disturbance effects (Peters and Otis 2006).  Colonial nesting 
grebes construct over-water nests which are subject to both wind and boat generated wave-
induced failure (Allen et al 2008).  Nests with adequate vegetative protection are three times 
more likely to hatch eggs than unprotected nests.  A loss of endangered California light-footed 
clapper rail nesting habitat (Spartina foliosa, low marsh) is attributed to personal watercraft and 
boat wake erosion (Dayton and Levin 1996).  Anecdotal linkages between boat wakes and a 
decline in common tern and black skimmer populations have been made by the Maryland 
Coastal Bays Program and the Program has initiated a “no-wake” sign program (Holloway 
2015). 
 

Section 2:  Specific Chesapeake Bay implications and concerns 

Recreational boating 

Recreational boating is a highly prevalent and an economically important water-related activity 
in Chesapeake Bay (Lipton 2007, Murray et al. 2009).  In Virginia, there are nearly 250,000 
registered boats (Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, data from 1997-2012).  In 
Maryland, there are nearly 200,000 registered boats, and an additional 57,000 non-registered 
vessels (Environmental Finance Center, University of Maryland 2013).  The majority of the 
boats are small, trailered vessels, the trend however is for boat owners to ‘trade up’ for larger 
boats (Maryland’s Recreational Boating and Infrastructure Plan 2004).  According to the US 
Coast Guard National Recreational Boating Survey (2012), the annual number of days spent 
boating is 2,547,000 for Marylanders and 5,600,000 for Virginians; these numbers include boat 
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