
 

 
 
 

 A g e n d a 
11:30 a.m., Thursday, June 17, 2010 

Golden Valley City Hall – 7800 Golden Valley Road, Golden Valley 55427 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
  

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA AND CONSENT AGENDA - Items marked with an asterisk (*) will be acted on by 
consent with one motion unless a commissioner requests the item be removed from the consent agenda. 

 

3. CITIZEN INPUT ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
 

4. ADMINISTRATION 
A. Presentation of May 20, 2010, Meeting Minutes * 
B. Presentation of Financial Statements *  
C. Presentation of Invoices for Payment Approval  

i. Kennedy & Graven – Legal Services thru April 30, 2010 
ii. Barr Engineering – Engineering Services thru May 28, 2010 

iii. Watershed Consulting, LLC – Geoff Nash Administrator Services thru May 31, 2010 
iv. Amy Herbert – May Administrative Services 
v. D’amico Catering -  June 2010 Meeting Catering 

vi. HCES – Participation in River Watch 2009 
vii. MMKR – Audit Progress Billing Through April 30, 2010 

D. Approval of BCWMC’s Annual Liability Insurance Renewal and Motion to Waive or Not 
Waive the Monetary Limits on Municipal Tort Liability   

5. NEW BUSINESS 
A. General Mills Pedestrian Bridge: Golden Valley (see Barr memo) 
B. Request from City of Medicine Lake to Conduct Hydrologic/ Hydraulic Analysis and 

Environmental Assessment of the Medicine Lake Dam at Bassett Creek (see Barr memo) 
 

 

6. OLD BUSINESS 
A. Medicine Lake Local Water Management Plan (see Barr memo) 
B. Weir on Sweeney Lake (verbal update) 
C. Approval of BCWMC’s draft 2011 Budget (see June 9th draft 2011 budget & levy tables. Full Budget 

and Levy document posted online ) 
D. TAC Recommendations ( see TAC memo – posted online) 
E. TMDL Updates:   

i. Sweeney Lake TMDL (verbal update) 
ii. Medicine Lake TMDL (verbal update) 

iii. Wirth Lake TMDL (verbal update) 
F. Update on 2010 Clean Water Fund Grant for Plymouth Creek and Bassett Main Stem 

Restoration Projects (verbal update) 
G. Education Committee  (see June 4, 2010, meeting minutes) 

i. Approval of Agreement for Administrative Services for WMWA  (see Agreement) 
ii. Approval of Education and Public Outreach Expenditures for documenting Oral 

History of the BCWMC and the Bassett Creek Watershed 
iii. Update on WMWA Education and Outreach Plan  (see Plan) 

H. BCWMC’s Major Plan Amendment – Update/ Timeline 
 

7. COMMUNICATIONS 
A. Chair  
B. Administrator 
C. Commissioners               
D. Committees               
E. Counsel *               
F. Engineer             (CONTINUED) 

Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
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8. INFORMATION ONLY         
A. Administrative Reviews and Erosion Inspections (see memo)         

9. ADJOURNMENT 
    

 



 

 

Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
Minutes of the Meeting of May 20, 2010                                      
 
1.  Call to Order 
 

The Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission (BCWMC) was called to order at 11:30 a.m., 
Thursday, May 20, 2010, at Golden Valley City Hall by Chair Loomis. Ms. Herbert conducted roll call.  
 
Roll Call 
Crystal Commissioner Pauline Langsdorf, 

Secretary  
Administrator Geoff Nash 

Golden Valley Commissioner Linda Loomis, Chair Counsel Charlie LeFevere 
Medicine Lake Not represented Engineer Karen Chandler 
Minneapolis Not represented Recorder Amy Herbert 
Minnetonka Not represented  
New Hope Not represented  
Plymouth Commissioner Ginny Black, Vice Chair  
Robbinsdale Commissioner Wayne Sicora  
St. Louis Park Commissioner Jim deLambert  
   
Arrived after roll call: Alternate Medicine Lake Commissioner Ted Hoshal; Minneapolis Commissioner 

Michael Welch, Treasurer; New Hope Commissioner John Elder 
Also present: Derek Asche, BCWMC Technical Advisory Committee, City of Plymouth 
 Jack Frost, Metropolitan Council Environmental Services 
 Kari Geurts, Golden Valley Resident 
 Dave Hanson, Alternate Commissioner, City of Golden Valley 
 Tom Mathisen, BCWMC Technical Advisory Committee, City of Crystal 
 Richard McCoy, BCWMC Technical Advisory Committee, City of Robbinsdale 
 Jeff Oliver, BCWMC Technical Advisory Committee, City of Golden Valley 
 Stu Stockhaus, Alternate Commissioner, City of Crystal 
 Liz Stout, BCWMC Technical Advisory Committee, City of Minnetonka 
 Jim Vaughn, BCWMC Technical Advisory Committee, City of St. Louis Park 

  

2. Approval of Agenda and Consent Agenda 
 
Commissioner Black moved to approve the Consent Agenda, which included the presentation of the April 
15, 2010, minutes, the May 2010 financial report, and the communications from the BCWMC’s Counsel. 
Commissioner Sicora seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously with five votes in favor 
[Cities of Medicine Lake, Minneapolis, Minnetonka, and New Hope absent from vote].  
 
Chair Loomis requested the addition to the Agenda of item Cvii – an invoice from MMKR for audit 
services. Commissioner Black moved to approve the agenda as amended. Commissioner Langsdorf 
seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously with five votes in favor [Cities of Medicine Lake, 
Minneapolis, Minnetonka, and New Hope absent from vote].  
 
3.  Citizen Input on Non-Agenda Items 
 
No citizen input on non-agenda items. 
 
 
 

Laura Jester
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Item 4A
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4.  Administration 
 

A. Presentation of the April 15, 2010, BCWMC meeting minutes.  Approved under the Consent 
Agenda. 

 
B. Presentation of the Financial Statement. Approved under the Consent Agenda. 

 
The general and construction account balances as reported in the May 2010 Financial Report:  

 
Checking Account Balance 665,521.17 
TOTAL GENERAL FUND BALANCE 665,521.17 
  
Construction Account Cash Balance 2,066,786.35 
Investment due 10/18/2010 533,957.50 
Investment due 1/21/2015 500,000.00 
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ACCOUNT BALANCE 3,100,743.85 
-Less: Reserved for CIP projects 2,764,883.52 
Construction cash/ investments available for projects 335,860.33 

       
C. Presentation of Invoices for Payment Approval. 

 
  Invoices: 
 

i. Kennedy & Graven – Legal Services through March 31, 2010 - invoice for the 
amount of $2,781.04. 
 

ii. Barr Engineering Company – Engineering Services through April 30, 2010 - 
invoice for the amount of $34,958.25. 

 
iii. Watershed Consulting, LLC – Administrator Services April 15 – April 30, 2010 

– invoice for the amount of $1,831.69. 
 

iv. Amy Herbert – April Administrative Services - invoice for the amount of 
$4,263.26. 

 
v. D’amico Catering – April 2010 meeting catering – invoice for the amount of 

$393.91. 
 

vi. Hamline University – 2010 participation with Metro WaterShed Partners – 
invoice for the amount of $5,000.00. 

 
vii. MMKR – Audit Services – Third progress billing – invoice for the amount of 

$2,500. 
 

[Alternate Commissioner Hoshal arrived.] 
 

Commissioner Black moved to approve all invoices including the added invoice vii – MMKR – 
Audit Services. Commissioner Langsdorf seconded the motion. By call of roll, the motion carried 
unanimously with five votes in favor. [City of Medicine Lake abstained from the vote; Cities of 
Minneapolis, Minnetonka, and New Hope absent from vote]. 

 
[Commissioner Elder arrived]. 

 
5. New Business 
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A. 2010 Plymouth Street Reconstruction Project: Plymouth. Ms. Chandler explained that the project 

is in front of the Commission because the project consists of street reconstruction that will disturb 
more than five acres and she reminded the Commission that street reconstruction projects of less 
than five acres do not come in front of the Commission. She stated that the project is located near 
Parkers Lake and involves 3.4 miles of residential street reconstruction. Ms. Chandler said that 18 
acres of the watershed will be disturbed and that the project will decrease the impervious surface 
area by 0.33 acres because some roads and intersections will be narrowed.  

 
Ms. Chandler reported that the Commission Engineer recommends adding one more sump 
manhole than was proposed and that the Commission Engineer recommends approval of the 
permit with the recommendations a- f that are listed in the Engineer’s May 13, 2010, memo 
describing the permit review.  
 
Commissioner Black moved to approve the permit contingent on the recommendations of the 
Commission Engineer. Commissioner Elder seconded the motion. The motion carried 
unanimously with seven votes in favor [Cities of Minneapolis and Minnetonka absent from vote]. 

 
B. South Shore Drive Emergency Utility Repair: Plymouth. Ms. Chandler explained that the location 

of the needed repair is south of Medicine Lake. She said that south of South Shore drive there is a 
Metropolitan Council sanitary sewer line that is failing. She explained that this is an emergency 
project to replace a sagged PVC pipe and a fractured reinforced concrete pipe and that since it is 
an emergency repair, the project could proceed without the Commission’s review but the timing of 
the repair and the Commission’s meeting provide the Commission with an opportunity to provide 
feedback on the proposed repair.  Ms. Chandler said the approach proposed for repairing the pipe 
includes replacing the fractured pipe with ductile iron pipe, which will be supported in order to 
compensate for movement, which was the cause of the sagging and fracture in the pipe.  

 
Ms. Chandler said the Commission Engineer has not seen the design plan so the Commission 
Engineer recommends that the Commission make a conditional approval based on the Engineer’s 
review and approval of the final plans, including the diversion and dewatering plans, prior to the 
repair.  
 
Alternate Commissioner Hoshal moved to approve the repair project contingent on the Engineer’s 
review and approval of the plans. Commissioner Sicora seconded the motion. The motion carried 
unanimously with seven votes in favor [Cities of Minneapolis and Minnetonka absent from vote]. 

 
C. South Shore Drive Bridge: Plymouth. Ms. Chandler reminded the Commission that it discussed 

this project in February 2010 and the Commission conditionally approved the project and sent a 
letter to the City of Plymouth requesting that the low chord of the bridge be raised to be at or 
above the 100-year flood level and requesting that other conditions be met as detailed in the 
Engineer’s May 13, 2010, memo. Ms. Chandler reported that the Commission Engineer has 
received a response from the City of Plymouth stating that the City does not want to raise the 
bridge due to various concerns. Ms. Chandler said the Commission Engineer is waiting for the 
receipt of information from the City’s consulting engineer regarding what, if any, impact the 
proposed bridge would have on the flood level. She said the project is coming back in front of the 
Commission since the City did not meet the Commission’s request regarding raising the bridge 
above the 100-year flood level and so the Commission needs to address the issue again. Ms. 
Chandler said the Commission could table the discussion until it receives the technical data due 
from the City’s consultant, or the Commission could conditionally approve the design contingent 
on final review and approval of the Commission Engineer and the Engineer’s satisfaction that 
there will not be impacts on the flood level upstream, or the Commission could request that the 
City of Plymouth revise the bridge design so that the low chord is above the 100-year flood level.     
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[Commissioner Welch arrived.] 
 

Commissioner Black said that her concern is regarding the residents on either side of the bridge, 
whose homes are lower than the current bridge elevation. She commented that her concern is 
whether an elevation change to the bridge would cause runoff into those properties and homes. 
Commissioner Black stated that City staff want to keep the bridge at the elevation it is at in the 
Mn/DOT-approved plan and she added that if that elevation changes, then Mn/DOT would likely 
have to review the plan again and reapprove it.  
 
Mr. Mathisen asked if Mn/DOT was okay with the plan the way its drawn and with the low chord 
level being below the 100-year flood level. Commissioner Black responded that Mn/DOT approved 
the plan. Ms. Chandler added that in the approved plan there is an error in the listed 100-year 
flood level. She said the plan lists the 100-year flood level as 889.4 feet, which is incorrect for the 
upstream side of the bridge. Ms. Chandler said the correct elevation is 890.3 feet. Mr. Mathisen 
asked if Mn/DOT has seen that correction and Ms. Chandler replied that she did not know and 
that perhaps the City’s consultant for the project would know.  
 
Mr. Oliver asked Mr. Asche if the cross sectional area would be increasing or decreasing for flow. 
Mr. Asche replied that the City received verbal information from Bonestroo, the City’s consultant 
on the project, that the existing cross-sectional opening is 81 square feet and the proposed opening 
is 93 square feet, which would be a little more area for water to pass under. Ms. Chandler 
commented that the existing structure’s low chord is above the 100-year flood level, which means 
it is a free flow, but the Commission Engineer does not yet know if there would be pressure 
underneath the bridge that could cause the water to back up. Mr. Asche stated that Bonestroo has 
verbally communicated to the City that the new bridge could handle 1,000 or higher cubic feet per 
second and that the 100-year flow would be 192 cubic feet per second. Mr. Asche said that the 
delay in getting information to the watershed is because Bonestroo needs to rerun a model, which 
it has started. Mr. Asche said the City staff prefers the Commission to make a conditional 
approval based upon providing data to the Commission Engineer that satisfies the watershed that 
the flow under the bridge would not be a problem.  
 
Ms. Chandler said the Commission Engineer has not seen enough information to recommend 
approving the permit but would be comfortable with a conditional approval that would be based 
upon the Engineer’s review of the data when it arrives and the satisfaction of the Engineer from 
the review that the water would not flood any higher. She said if the Commission Engineer was 
not satisfied after the review of the technical data then the Engineer would bring the issue back to 
the Commission. Ms. Black moved to approve the permit contingent on the Commission 
Engineer’s approval. Commissioner Sicora seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously 
with seven votes in favor [City of Minneapolis abstained from the vote. City of Minnetonka was 
absent from the vote]. 

 
D. Request from Medicine Lake to review its Local Water Management Plan (LWMP). Ms. Chandler 

explained that last week the Commission received the LWMP from Medicine Lake for the 
Commission’s review and comment. Ms. Chandler added that if Barr is authorized to review the 
plan, the review could likely be completed in time for discussion at the June Commission meeting. 
Commissioner Welch moved to authorize staff to review the Medicine Lake Local Water 
Management Plan for conformance to the Commission’s Watershed Management Plan and to 
bring recommendations and comments back to the Commission at its June meeting. 
Commissioner Elder seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously with eight votes in 
favor [City of Minnetonka absent from the vote]. 

 
6.  Old Business 
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A. Weir on Sweeney Lake. Ms. Chandler reminded the Commission that at its last meeting the 
Commission directed the Commission Engineer to look into modifications made at the Sweeney 
Lake outlet. Ms. Chandler pointed out features of the Sweeney Lake outlet structure photos in the 
May 13, 2010, Engineer’s Memo. She said that the modification was put in at about two-tenths of 
a foot higher than the original structure, which may have been installed because erosion on the 
south side of the weir has lowered the lake outlet elevation approximately six inches. Ms. Chandler 
said the Commission Engineer’s recommendation is that the original structure should be replaced 
with one that is tied into the earth on either side to eliminate erosion. She said that in the 
meantime the Commission should consider directing the removal of the modification and directing 
the replacement of the original control structure while ensuring that the original outlet elevation is 
maintained. Ms. Chandler said the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) did not 
have any record of a permit for either of the structures and indicated that the newer, masonry 
wall could be removed without a permit and that if there is temporary shoring up of the original 
structure that needs to occur then it could be done without a permit. She said that the DNR stated 
that replacing the outlet structure would require a permit. Ms. Chandler said that as far as the 
Commission Engineer could find out, no one owns the outlet. 

 
Commissioner Welch commented that work in public waters requires a permit. He said he thinks 
the Commission should find the official mapped elevation of the lake because theoretically there 
are FEMA and floodplain issues associated with the work. Commissioner Welch also thought the 
Commission should get a ballpark cost estimate of the project broken down by component.  
 
Mr. Oliver commented that the City of Golden Valley would like to see a more detailed study on 
options for the next step. He said the City would be willing to do the removal of the masonry wall 
and short-term wing wall expansion although the City would ask for funding participation on the 
maintenance given the fact that this is a major flood storage area for the watershed. He requested 
that the Commission authorize additional investigation in order to determine what is practical and 
the cost scope.  
 
Commissioner Black said the Commission needs to find out the official elevation of the outlet. 
Chair Loomis said the City has that information. Commissioner Black said she assumes that any 
new structure that goes in would need to be at that official elevation. Commissioner Black moved 
to have the City of Golden Valley make any minor modifications that they deem helpful and to 
explore options for what should go in there as well as what are some of the funding options 
available. Mr. Oliver requested that the Commission Engineer would generate the report on the 
options. Ms. Black amended her motion to state that the City make any minor modifications to the 
structure that the City deems necessary at this time and for the Commission Engineer to evaluate 
options for replacement and to include cost estimates and to identify potential partners. 
Commissioner deLambert seconded the motion but asked what the City of Golden Valley would 
do for a short-term stabilization. Mr. Oliver remarked that if this motion is approved, the City 
would like to meet with the Commission Engineer to talk about what would be an effective interim 
measure to stop the flow around the weir and then to implement that measure.  
 
Commissioner Welch commented that the Commission can’t direct the City to take action about 
repairing the weir. Commissioner Welch requested a friendly amendment to the motion to ask the 
Commission Engineer to work with the City to develop options and the range of cost for short, 
medium, and long-term solutions and to address the permitting and ownership issues and any 
other legal information the DNR may have and for the Commission Engineer to report back at the 
June meeting. Commissioner Black stated that she approved the friendly amendment.  
Commissioner Welch asked if there is a certain budget line to which to allocate the work described 
in the motion. Ms. Chandler suggested that the cost could be allocated to the surveys and studies 
budget. Administrator Nash asked if the Commission wanted him to do anything with this item. 
Chair Loomis commented that he could work it out with the Commission Engineer. Commissioner 
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Welch asked Ms. Chandler to carbon copy Administrator Nash on communications. The motion 
carried with eight votes in favor [City of Minnetonka absent].  

 
B. Order Feasibility Reports for Main Stem and North Branch Projects Listed in Major Plan 

Amendment. Chair Loomis said that the reach of the Main Stem listed in the Engineer’s memo is 
incorrect and that the project actually is from Duluth Street to Westbrook Road. She reminded 
the Commission  that the Main Stem and the North Branch channel restoration projects were in 
the Commission’s CIP for 2012 but because of the grant awards, the Commission decided to move 
the two projects to 2011, which is why the Commission needs the feasibility reports prepared. Mr. 
Mathisen reported that the City of Crystal’s City Council had a work session this week on the 
North Branch project and he asked if the funds for the project will be collected in 2011. Mr. 
LeFevere said if the project is certified to the County to be levied this year, the BCWMC would 
receive the funds from the County in July and in December of 2011. Ms. Herbert commented that 
the Commission had previously discussed that its goal is to have its major plan amendment for 
these two projects approved this year in time for the two projects to be included in the 
Commission’s certification of the levy that is due to the County by October 1st. Commissioner 
Welch commented that he had volunteered to follow up on the plan amendment with Brad 
Wozney of BWSR and will do so and will also convey to him the Commission’s schedule.  

 
Commissioner Welch moved to approve staff to complete the two feasibility reports at a cost of 
$29,970.00. Alternate Commissioner Hoshal seconded the motion. Commissioner Black stated that 
she is uncomfortable with the Commission not going out for a bid on this work. She said she 
knows that in this case creating a request for proposals and going out for a bid would delay the 
process and the Commission does not have time for a delay but she would like the Commission in 
the future for these kinds of things that are outside of development review to go through an RFP 
process. Alternate Commissioner Hoshal asked if the Commission has a stated policy on going out 
for bidding. Commissioner Black said no. Alternate Commissioner Hoshal commented that 
perhaps the Commission should have such a policy. Commissioner Sicora added that moving 
forward he would like to see the Commission use an RFP process but that the Commission should 
also reserve the right to direct staff to conduct the studies. The motion carried unanimously with 
eight votes in favor [City of Minnetonka absent from vote]. 
 
Commissioner Welch moved to establish a Commission policy of issuing electronic requests for 
bids for all feasibility studies. Commissioner Black seconded the motion. Commissioner Welch 
modified his motion to direct staff to create a policy regarding the Commission submitting RFPs 
for feasibility studies.  Commissioner Black approved the friendly motion. Mr. Mathisen suggested 
that the Commission consider establishing a pool of consultants to which the Commission would 
send the RFPs in order to ensure the bids come in from consultants that have the areas of 
technical expertise that the Commission wants and to also reduce the number of RFPs that the 
Commission would need to evaluate for each bid. Commissioner Welch commented that staff can 
structure the process in that way. Mr. Oliver remarked that he understands the Commission’s 
concept but stated that the RFP process can be very expensive and recommended that the 
Commission forward the issue to the TAC to discuss and make recommendations on the process 
and potential consultant pool. Administrator Nash commented that he thought that the TAC’s 
opinion on this issue would be important. Commissioners Welch and Black agreed with the 
friendly amendment to ask the TAC to review the issue and develop recommendations for the 
Commission. The motion carried with eight votes in favor [City of Minnetonka absent from vote]. 

 
C. TAC Recommendations.  

i. CIP Work Group. Mr. Oliver reported that the TAC recommends that at least two if not 
three TAC members participate in the group. He said that the TAC members from 
Plymouth and Golden Valley are the representatives. Commissioner Welch commented 
that it would be nice to have a third representative and requested that the TAC name a 
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third representative. Chair Loomis directed Administrator Nash to organize a meeting of 
the CIP Work Group. 

 
ii. Medicine Lake TMDL. Mr. Asche reported that the TAC reviewed the draft Medicine 

Lake TMDL and added that the review was outside of the 30-day comment period and the 
MPCA afforded the Commission the review opportunity. He explained that the May 11, 
2010, memo to the Commission from the TAC states the TAC recommended changes to 
the text of the TMDL. He said that in summary the comments highlight questions to the 
MPCA about internal loading details, monitoring details such as how the monitoring 
should take place, and implementation plan details. Commissioner Black asked about the 
TAC’s questions regarding internal loading. Mr. Asche replied that the TMDL discusses 
three major forms of internal loading and the TAC’s concern is that with the current 
language in the TMDL even though the MPCA doesn’t have regulatory oversight of the 
internal load, the TMDL as written will affect the MS4s abilities to meet the goals of the 
TMDL.  

 
Commissioner Welch asked Ms. Chandler if the Commission Engineer agrees that the 
comments listed in the TAC memo are the right comments to send to the MPCA to address 
the Commission’s concerns. Ms. Chandler responded that staff is comfortable with 
submitting these comments. Commissioner Black stated that she feels that the comments 
are irritating to the MPCA and that is doesn’t seem like a good idea to irritate the MPCA 
keeping in mind that the Commission submits funding requests to the MPCA. Mr. Oliver 
replied that the TAC’s goal was not to aggravate the MPCA but to ask the MPCA for 
clarification in the TMDL in order to provide long-term assurances that will protect the 
MS4s and the Commission. Mr. Asche suggested that the Commission present official 
comments to the MPCA in a way that is more workable to the MPCA. Commissioner 
Welch agreed with the idea of addressing the matter of the tone of the Commission’s 
comments. Administrator Nash reported that he spoke on the phone with Ms. Asleson of 
the MPCA this morning and that he sensed that she is frustrated and that she commented 
that the internal load issues will not be modified in the TMDL because they are beyond the 
MPCA’s leeway. Administrator Nash remarked that if the Commission officially sends in 
the comments that it shouldn’t be surprised if they result in no changes to the TMDL. Ms. 
Chandler added that Ms. Asleson communicated to Mr. Kremer of Barr Engineering that 
“the MPCA doesn’t mean that the MS4s will be required to reduce the internal load.” Ms. 
Chandler explained that the TAC wants that assurance captured in the TMDL.  
 
Commissioner Black moved to approve submitting Commission comments to the MPCA 
by modifying the comments in the TAC memo as follows: Eliminating section 4.1, 
eliminating section 4.3, revising the first comment of section 5 to state that “the 
Commission will coordinate the sampling and collection of data,” eliminate in the 
implementation plan section 1.5 and the final comment of section 2.3. Commissioner 
Welch made a friendly amendment to Commissioner Black’s motion to authorize 
Administrator Nash to work with the Commission Engineer to modify the Commission’s 
comments and to draft a cover letter that emphasizes that the Commission’s paramount 
goal is to continue working with the MPCA to improve the water quality of Medicine Lake 
and that the Commission recognizes that internal loading is a difficult issue that needs to 
be addressed by all parties.  Alternate Commissioner Hoshal seconded the motion. The 
motion carried unanimously with eight votes in favor [City of Minnetonka absent from 
vote]. 

 
D. TMDL Updates: 

i. Sweeney Lake TMDL. Ms. Chandler introduced the table prepared by Ron Leaf of SEH 
that addressed the Commission’s comments and the comments from the TAC, the City of 
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Golden Valley, Commissioner Welch, and Alternate Commissioner Hanson. She pointed 
out that the TAC’s comments to the MPCA include the Commission’s comment that the 
TMDL change the proposed external load reduction back to the originally stated 99 
pounds from the MPCA’s recommended increase to 150 pounds. Commissioner Welch 
remarked that the Commission requested that table that lists load allocations on page 29 
be removed and asked again that it be removed. He also stated that comment S4 on page 1 
should not state that the “BCWMC has determined to choose the categorical allocation 
option with full understanding of the role” but instead should state that “the Commission 
is proceeding in good faith to coordinate among all parties on how to implement the 
TMDL.”  

 
Commissioner Welch moved for the Commission Engineer to deliver the Commission’s 
changes to the comments to Ron Leaf of SEH for revision of the TMDL and submittal of 
the revised TMDL to the MPCA and for all communications to be carbon copied to 
Administrator Nash. Commissioner Black seconded the motion. The motion carried 
unanimously with eight votes in favor [City of Minnetonka absent from vote]. 

 
ii. Wirth Lake TMDL. Ms. Chandler reported that the Commission received the draft 

Wirth Lake TMDL last week after the meeting packet had been sent out but that the 
electronic copy was part of the online meeting packet for Commission review. She stated 
that comments are due back to the MPCA by May 28th and that a public meeting is 
planned for early June unless a stakeholder quickly takes the action to ask the MPCA for a 
longer comment period, in which case the public meeting could be delayed. The 
Commission indicated that it did not feel the need to request any delay.  

 
E. Discuss and Approve BCWMC 2009 Annual Report. Commissioner Black recommended two 

changes to the Executive Summary. Commissioner Welch remarked that a footnote to the pie 
chart explaining the categories would be nice if it fit. Commissioner Welch moved to approve the 
BCWMC’s 2009 annual report with the changes noted by Commissioner Black and for staff to 
submit the report to BWSR. Commissioner Black seconded the motion. The motion carried 
unanimously with eight votes in favor [City of Minnetonka absent from vote]. 

 
F. Request from the Mississippi WMO to review draft revised Watershed Management Plan. 

Ms. Chandler reported that the Commission received notice that the plan will be sent to the 
Commission. She said the Commission Engineer recommends that the Commission spend less than 
$1,000 for the Commission Engineer to make a cursory review of the plan. Commissioner Welch 
said he would be interested in hearing highlights from the plan. Commissioner Elder moved to 
approve that the Commission Engineer conduct the review and provide comments to the 
Commission with a cost limit of $1,000. Commissioner Black seconded the motion. The motion 
carried unanimously with eight votes in favor [City of Minnetonka absent from vote]. 

 
G. BCWMC’s Draft 2011 Budget. Commissioner Welch asked Ms. Chandler about the $18,000 

budget for line item 8: 2011 Commission and TAC meetings. Ms. Chandler explained that the 
budget assumes that the TAC will meet monthly in 2011 but if the TAC reverts to its every-other-
month meeting schedule then the budget figure could be reduce to $13,000 and line item 6: 2011 
Technical Services be reduced to $110,000 based on the same TAC meeting reduction. The 
Commission decided to make those two changes. Commissioner Sicora recommended that line 
item 36: TMDL Studies be reduced to 0 and the Commission agreed to make that change. 
Commissioner Langsdorf recommended reducing line item 28: Watershed Education Partnerships 
to $14,500 in anticipation of working through the West Metro Watershed Alliance to contribute to 
NEMO. The Commission agreed to make the change. Ms. Chandler reported that the Commission 
has been notified by the Three Rivers Park District (TRPD) that it will not be able to provide 
sampling work or water quality analysis in 2011 and that for the Commission to use someone else 
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to collect samples and to use a commercial lab to analyze the samples would require a $4,000 
increase in line 10: Water Quality/ monitoring. The Commission agreed to increase line 10 to 
$34,000 and directed Ms. Chandler to inquire with the TRPD about its unavailability to do the 
work in 2011 and to investigate the costs of having the Metropolitan Council Environmental 
Services do the work.    

 
[Commissioners Sicora and Welch depart the meeting.] 
 

H. Approval of BWSR Grant Agreement. Commissioner Black moved to approve the signing of 
the agreement. Commissioner Elder seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously with 
six votes in favor [Cities of Minneapolis, Minnetonka, and Robbinsdale absent from vote].  

 
I. Update on 2010 Clean Water Fund Grant for Plymouth Creek and Bassett Main Stem 

Restoration Projects. Ms. Chandler reported that the Commission Engineer submitted the work 
plan into BWSR’s eLINK system but BWSR has requested additional information. The 
Commission Engineer will revise the work plan and will resubmit it after obtaining the additional 
information that was requested. 

 
J. Education Committee. Deferred to Committee Communications.  
 
K. Update on Cultural Resource Review Protocol. Earlier in the agenda Commissioner Welch 

remarked that he would like to be involved in finalizing the cultural resource protocols. The 
Commission consented. 

 
7.  Communications  
 

A. Chair:  
i. Chair Loomis reported that the BCWMC received a late invitation to participate in this 

Saturday’s Golden Valley Days. 
 
ii. Chair Loomis reported that she received an e-mail inquiry from a resident regarding removal 

of goose droppings from private property, buckthorn removal, and the potential for a second 
monitoring site in Sweeney Lake for the 2010 CAMP program. 

 
iii. Chair Loomis stated that the BCWMC’s draft financial audit is ready for Commission review. 

Commissioner Black moved to approve that Administrator Nash work with Commissioner 
Welch to review the audit, to communicate any changes to the Deputy Treasurer and to 
finalize the report so the Deputy Treasurer can submit it to the necessary bodies. Alternate 
Commissioner Hoshal seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously with six votes in 
favor [Cities of Minneapolis, Minnetonka, and Robbinsdale absent from vote]. 

 
iv. Chair Loomis reported that the Commission received after the May meeting packet mailing a 

letter from the City of Medicine Lake requesting a hydraulic and hydrologic evaluation of the 
dam at the headwaters of Bassett Creek/ the Medicine Lake Outlet and that the request will be 
part of the June meeting agenda.  

 
B. Administrator: 

i. Administrator Nash discussed the draft policy manual format and the table of contents and 
the sample policy included in the meeting packet.  

 
ii. Administrator Nash addressed the draft work plan for the Administrator and reported that 

the Administrative Services Committee needs to meet again to complete the work plan. 
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iii. Administrator Nash reported that he attended a meeting with Joel Settles of Hennepin County 
regarding the process of developing a ground water protection plan. 

 
iv. Administrator Nash delivered to each attendee a copy of the history book of the Nine Mile 

Creek Watershed District as an example of a communication piece. 
 

v. Administrator Nash announced the Minnesota Association of Watershed District’s Summer 
Tour and noted that the announcement was forwarded to the Commission via e-mail and that 
historically Commission members have paid their own way to attend such events. 

 
vi. Administrator Nash reported that he received notice about a $75,000 grant from the 

Department of Natural Resources. 
 
C. Commissioners: No commissioner communications. 

 
 

D. Committees:  
 

i. Education Committee: Commissioner Langsdorf reported that the Commission’s seed packets 
have all been handed out or allocated and asked if anyone knows of additional education 
activities at which they want to hand out seed packets because the Education Committee 
would have to order more seeds.  

 
ii. Administrative Services Committee: The Commission directed staff to set up an 

Administrative Services Committee meeting. 
 

E. Counsel: No communications 
 

F. Engineer: Ms. Chandler reported that the Twin Lake sediment cores were collected on May 19, 
2010. 

 
 
9.  Adjournment 
 

 
Chair Loomis adjourned the meeting at 2:55 p.m. 
 
 
 
_______________________________     _____ _________________________________________ 
Linda Loomis, Chair                            Date Amy Herbert, Recorder                         Date 
 
 
_______________________________     _____ 
Pauline Langsdorf, Secretary                Date  
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Invoice

INVOICE #

46284

BILL TO

Barr Engineering
Amy Herbert
4700 W 77th Street
Edina, MN  55435-4803

SHIP TO

Golden Valley City Hall-2nd Fl-Council Rm
7800 Golden Valley Road
Site Contact: Judy N 763/593-3991
PO#23270512008300
952/832-2652 fax: 832-2601

ACE Drop-Off Catering

P.O. NUMBER

see above

TERMS

Due on receipt

DELIVERY DATE

6/17/2010

DAY

Thursday

PPL

19

DELIVERY TIME

11 AM (10:45-11:15)

Picnic Menus Available!!
Total

***Please note NEW PO BOX as of July 2009***
Please make checks payable to "D'Amico Catering".
Reference the invoice # and delivery date on your check, unless paid by credit card.
Thank you for your business.

Agreed to by (customer)_________________________________

VB Box 132
PO Box 9202
Minneapolis, MN  55480-9202
612/238-4016 ahoffer@damico.com

DESCRIPTIONQUATY PRICE EA... AMOUNT

Cold Monthly Special Buffet19 10.95 208.05T

Vegetarian Asian Wrap with Napa Cabbage, Red Peppers, Scallions,
Carrots, Sunflower Seeds with Sweet & Spicy Sauce on the Side

1 0.00 0.00T

Southwest Chicken Wrap with Black Beans, Roasted Corn,
Shredded Cheese, Onions, Lettuce, Salsa and Chipotle Ranch Sauce
on the Side

6 0.00 0.00T

Smoked Turkey Caesar Wrap with Chopped Romaine Lettuce,
Parmesan Cheese and Caesar Dressing on the Side

6 0.00 0.00T

Sliced Ham and Mozzarella Wrap3 0.00 0.00T

Sliced Beef, Caramelized Onion & Havarti Cheese Wrap3 0.00 0.00T

Gourmet Pasta Salad19 0.00 0.00T

Seasonal Fresh Fruit19 0.00 0.00T

Bowl of Potato Chips19 0.75 14.25T

Assorted Bars & Cookies19 0.00 0.00T

Dozen-Assorted Bars & Cookies-Sets aside for break-Different than
above

1 18.00 18.00T

Assorted Sodas - 2 Coke, 2 Diet Coke, 2 Sprite & 2 Mineral Water8 1.25 10.00T

Spring Water22 1.00 22.00T

Lemonade2 1.45 2.90T

Subtotal 275.20

Delivery Charge 20.00 20.00T

Metro Sales Tax 7.275% 21.48

$316.68
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May 17, 2010 
�
Support was provided to maintain monitoring efforts on the following Bassett Creek 
sites.  Funds were used for program coordination, teacher support and training, 
substitute teacher reimbursement, transportation, all necessary equipment and 
supplies, and measures for quality control.   
 
 
Site       Participating School 
13      Cooper High School 
“GM”      Blake Academy 
 
 
$2,000 ---Total 2009 Bassett Creek Watershed Commission Contribution  
 
 
Please send contribution payment to the attention of: 
 
Mr. Joel Settles 
Department of Environmental Services 
417 North 5th Street 
Minneapolis, MN  55401-1397 
�

�
�

�
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Memorandum       
To:   Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 

From:  Barr Engineering Company 

Subject: Item 5A – General Mills Pedestrian Bridge: Golden Valley 

BCWMC June 17, 2010 Meeting Agenda 

Date:  June 9, 2010 

Project: 23/27 0051 2010 003 

5A. General Mills Pedestrian Bridge Replacement:  Golden 
Valley  

Summary  

Proposed Work: Pedestrian Bridge Replacement over Bassett Creek  

Basis for Commission Review: Work in floodplain 

Change in Impervious Surface: decrease of 560 sq. ft.  

Recommendation: Approval 

 

General Background & Comments 

A request was received by the City of Golden Valley for constructing a pedestrian bridge across Bassett 

Creek, removing an existing pedestrian bridge and associated trail modifications. The project is located on 

General Mills property, along the main stem of Bassett Creek, approximately 500 feet upstream of 

General Mills Boulevard and 100 feet upstream of the existing bridge. The existing bridge is in disrepair 

and will be replaced to accommodate maintenance vehicles. The new bridge will be approximately 8 ft. 

wide by 46 ft. long. The City of Golden Valley will remove the existing bridge and approximately 1,580 

square feet of associated bituminous trail after the new bridge is installed. The City will also construct 

approximately 1,020 square feet of the new associated trail. The project will result in a net decrease in 

impervious surface of 560 square feet.  

 Floodplain 

The BCWMC regulatory floodplain elevation is 888.4 ft. at the proposed location. The low structural 

member will be placed at elevation 888.4 ft. at the south abutment and 889.4 ft. at the north abutment, 

thus, the low structural member of the new bridge will span above the floodplain. Insignificant grading 

will occur in the floodplain at the south abutment during construction. Minor disturbance in the floodplain 

may also occur during removal of the existing bridge. Although the existing bridge (to be removed) was 

not recently surveyed, review of historic survey data by the applicant indicates the existing bridge deck 

was installed in the floodplain at about 887.2 ft..  

Wetlands 

N.A  

Barr Engineering Company 

4700 West 77th Street • Minneapolis, MN 55435-4803 

Phone: 952-832-2600 • Fax: 952-832-2601 • www.barr.com An EEO Employer 
 
Minneapolis, MN • Hibbing, MN • Duluth, MN • Ann Arbor, MI • Jefferson City, MO • Bismarck, ND 
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To:  Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
From: Barr Engineering Company 
Subject: Item 5A – General Mills Pedestrian Bridge: Golden Valley 
Date: June 9, 2010 
Page: 2   
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Stormwater Management 

N.A. 

Water Quality Management  

N.A. 

Erosion and Sediment Control 

Erosion and sediment control features include silt fence around disturbed areas, erosion control blanket at 

abutments. Silt curtain is proposed downstream of the existing and new bridge. 

Recommendation 

 Approval 
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Memorandum 
To:   Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
From:  Barr Engineering Company 
Subject: Item 5B – Request from City of Medicine Lake to Conduct Hydrologic/Hydraulic Analysis 

and Environmental Assessment of the Medicine Lake Dam at Bassett Creek 
BCWMC June 17, 2010 Meeting Agenda 

Date:  June 9, 2010 
Project: 23270051 2010  
 

Recommended/requested Commission actions: 

1. Prior to addressing the City’s questions, direct the Commission Engineer to meet with the DNR 
regarding the City of Medicine Lake’s desired modifications to the Medicine Lake dam/outlet and 
the associated technical issues that would need to be addressed. 

2. Direct the Commission Engineer to report back to the Commission with an estimated cost to 
respond to the city’s request and to address any additional DNR-identified concerns.  

Background 

In a May 13, 2010 letter from the City of Medicine Lake, the city requested that the Commission 
“conduct a hydraulic and hydrologic performance evaluation and environmental assessment of the Bassett 
Creek dam at Medicine Lake” (i.e., the Medicine Lake outlet structure). The city wishes to learn if the 
dam releases water too quickly and if modifications to the structure are warranted. The city’s concerns 
about low water levels in recent years are prompting this request. 

The city’s letter references the Commission Engineer’s October 2009 memo in response to similar 
concerns expressed at that time by the Association of Medicine Lake Area Citizens (AMLAC).  

The Medicine Lake outlet structure was replaced in 1996 as a joint project with the City of Plymouth, 
Hennepin County, MNDNR and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, with sponsorship by the BCWMC. 
The MDNR contributed $50,000 to the cost of the project (50% of the construction cost).  

The following paragraphs are excerpted from the October 2009 memo: 

The Medicine Lake outlet/dam is located at the south end of the main basin of the lake, near South 
Shore Drive. The outlet/dam is 14 feet wide at the normal level; the structure discharges water from 
Medicine Lake directly to Bassett Creek. The outlet structure maintains the normal water elevation of 
Medicine Lake at approximately 887.7 feet (NGVD 29). (The normal water elevation is the elevation 
at which water will begin to flow out of the lake/over the control structure). The discharge (normal) 
elevation of the structure is approximately three feet above the level of the creek channel. The 
BCWMC, City of Plymouth, DNR and Hennepin County replaced the Medicine Lake outlet structure 

Barr Engineering Company 
4700 West 77th Street • Minneapolis, MN 55435-4803 
Phone: 952-832-2600 • Fax: 952-832-2601 • www.barr.com An EEO Employer 
 
Minneapolis, MN • Hibbing, MN • Duluth, MN • Ann Arbor, MI • Jefferson City, MO 

Laura Jester
Text Box
Item 5B



To:  Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
From: Barr Engineering Company 
Subject: Item 5B – Request from City of Medicine Lake to Conduct Hydrologic/Hydraulic Analysis and Environmental Assessment 

of the Medicine Lake Dam at Bassett Creek 
Date: June 9, 2010 
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because the old dam had deteriorated and was leaking severely, and because additional capacity was 
needed for flood flows.   

The new/current structure was constructed to the same normal water elevation as the previous 
structure, as required by the DNR permit. The structure was designed to minimize seepage and other 
leakage from the structure. The “stepped” weir (outlet) of the current structure was designed and 
installed, in close coordination with the DNR, to address fisheries concerns and to minimize the 
duration of potential flooding during high flows…Modifying the outlet structure by reducing the 
width of the dam crest or installing a v-notch weir, would slow the release of water from the lake, and 
temporarily maintain higher water levels; however, it would also increase the flooding potential at 
several of the low homes around the lake. Any proposed modifications to the existing structure would 
require detailed analysis and approval from the DNR, BCWMC, the city of Plymouth, and the City of 
Medicine Lake to ensure changes do not increase flooding impacts. 

In their May 13, 2010 letter, the City of Medicine Lake requested that the Commission answer a number 
of questions and that the Commission Engineer attend a future Medicine Lake City Council meeting to 
present an overview of the findings and to answer questions of attendees. It would take some effort to 
answer the questions posed by the city, and DNR permitting requirements would also need to be 
considered. Therefore, a meeting with the DNR is recommended to identify agency issues and concerns 
regarding modifications to the Medicine Lake outlet prior to answering the city’s questions. Depending 
on the feedback from the DNR, additional concerns and issues may need to be addressed beyond the 
questions posed by the city.  

The following technical issues regarding modifications to the Medicine Lake outlet need to be discussed 
with the DNR: 

1. The current stage/discharge relationship for the outlet (i.e., outflow rate at increasing elevations 
above the outflow elevation). 

2. The impact on the regional (100-year) flood and smaller flood events. 

3. The impact on the “normal” water level. 

4. The ecological (e.g., plants, fish, wildlife) impacts. 

5. The impact on the established ordinary high water elevation of Medicine Lake. 

To analyze the above issues, the DNR may also want to know: 

1. Historical information regarding the frequency and volume of outflow from the lake.  

2. Historical information comparing the lake elevation/outflow to rainfall. 

 



 

 
 
 
 
Memorandum 
To:            Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
From:       Barr Engineering Company 
Subject:    Item 6A – BCWMC Review of City of Medicine Lake Local Water Management Plan 

BCWMC June 17, 2010 Meeting Agenda 
Date:         June 9, 2010 
Project:    23/27-0051 2010 073 
 

Recommended/requested Commission actions: 

1. Forward these comments to the City of Medicine Lake regarding the BCWMC’s review of the 
City’s Local Surface Water Management Plan. 

2. Consider approval of the City’s LWMP upon receipt of the City’s responses to the issues outlined 
in this memorandum. 

 

Summary 

We have reviewed the City of Medicine Lake’s Local Water Management Plan (LWMP) for 
conformance with the BCWMC Watershed Management Plan (Plan).  Overall, the LWMP addresses most 
of the BCWMC’s requirements.  An important element of the LWMP is the description of the City’s 
cooperative relationship with BCWMC for reviewing and permitting of projects.   

Metropolitan Council Comments: 

In their May 26, 2010 letter to the BCWMC (attached), the Metropolitan Council stated that the City’s 
LWMP is consistent with the Council’s Water Resources Management Policy Plan.  The Metropolitan 
Council did identify several areas in which the plan should be improved, including the development of 
City ordinances to ensure compliance with City and BCWMC standards, and additional detail in the 
City’s CIP. 

BCWMC Staff Comments 

Staff has reviewed the City’s LWMP based on a comparison of the LWMP with the BCWMC Plan 
requirements.  Staff comments follow and are listed in Table 1. This memo concludes with additional 
staff comments comparing the LWMP to statutory requirements (which are also in the BCWMC Plan).  
Comments in bold indicate issues where revisions to the LWMP are required or recommended.  The most 
significant issues include: 

• Discussion of structures located within the FEMA floodplain. 
• Clarification of the review/permitting roles of the City and BCWMC, including references to the 

BCWMC Requirements for Improvements and Development Proposals. 
• The need for the City to develop an erosion and sediment control ordinance or incorporate similar 

controls into other City ordinances. 

Barr Engineering Company 
4700 West 77th Street • Minneapolis, MN 55435-4803 
Phone: 952-832-2600 • Fax: 952-832-2601 • www.barr.com An EEO Employer 
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Table 1.  Comparison of BCWMC Plan Requirements with the Medicine Lake LWMP Elements. 

BCWMC Local Plan 
Requirement/Expectation 

Medicine Lake LWMP Review 

1.  Classify water bodies into one of four 
BCWMC management categories (Level I 
– IV) based on water quality goals and 
recreational uses of the water bodies 
(Section 4.2.2.1, policy B). 

Requirement met. 
No policy of the LWMP states that the City adopts the 
management classifications of the BCWMC; however, in 
Section III D.1, the LWMP mentions that Medicine Lake 
is defined as a BCWMC Level 1 management 
classification. 

2.  Implement (with BCWMC) the water 
quality improvement options listed in Table 
12-2 (Section 4.2.2.1, policy D). 

Requirement met. 
Tasks in the BCWMC Plan 10 year CIP (Table 12-2) that 
apply to the City of Medicine Lake include the reduction 
in goose loadings (ML-2) and in-lake herbicide treatment 
(ML-7).   
To address the reduction in goose loadings (ML-2), Item 
B.2.7 of Section IV identifies annual management of the 
goose population as a corrective action to help improve 
the water quality in Medicine Lake.  Additionally, Item 
G.2.2 of Section IV identifies encouraging natural 
unmaintained buffer zones around natural and 
constructed water bodies to discourage the habitation of 
lawns by geese.  
The in-lake herbicide treatment (ML-7) was completed 
by the City of Plymouth in 2005, 2006, and 2008.  It is 
considered that this CIP item has been completed.   

3.  List the impaired waters in BCWMC 
that affect the city, acknowledge the need 
for a TMDL study at some point in the 
future, and identify the city’s role in 
completing and/or implementing TMDL 
studies. In BCWMC, the impaired waters 
are Bassett Creek, Medicine Lake, 
Northwood Lake, Parkers Lake, Sweeney 
Lake, and Wirth Lake (Section 4.2.2.1, 
policy G). 

Requirement met.   
Item B.8.2 of Section II of the LWMP identifies that 
Medicine Lake is listed on the MPCA impaired waters 
list for nutrient/eutrophication biological indicators.  Item 
D.7.2 of Section II also mentions the listing of Medicine 
Lake on the impaired waters list for mercury with the 
completion of the regional TMDL.  Item D.7.2 of Section 
II also lists Medicine Lake as impaired by nutrient/ 
eutrophication biological indicators with a draft TMDL in 
place that has assigned phosphorus reduction goals to all 
communities within the watershed. Additionally, Policy 
C.12 of Section III states the goals and policies will be 
implemented and updated as necessary to meet BCWMC 
and MPCA’s TMDL phosphorous reduction 
requirements. 
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BCWMC Local Plan 
Requirement/Expectation 

Medicine Lake LWMP Review 

4.  Identify the water bodies where water 
quality monitoring is undertaken by the 
city and by others (Section 4.2.2.1, policy 
I). 

The LWMP does not directly identify the water bodies 
(Medicine Lake) where water quality monitoring has 
been undertaken or by whom.  Section III, Goal B.11 
states that the City will coordinate with BCWMC and the 
Metropolitan Council on water quality monitoring 
programs within the community and on Medicine Lake.   
It is recommended that Section II of the LWMP 
include a brief summary of water quality monitoring 
in Medicine Lake. 

5.  Identify any proposed capital 
improvement projects beyond those listed 
in Table 12-2 and Table 12-3, and/or the 
proposed movement of a water quality 
improvement project from Table 12-3 to 
Table 12-2 (Section 4.2.2.1, policy J). 

Requirement met. 
Table 4 of the LWMP (LWMP Implementation Program 
Priorities) identifies and prioritizes various regulatory 
controls, management programs, and potential capital 
improvements projects for the City of Medicine Lake.  
Section VI.B.1 through VI.B.6 also includes several 
ongoing implementation items. 
A timeline or cost for implementation has not been 
assigned to each of the implementation items.  Item H.1.1 
of Section IV indicates that the City will be updating its 
CIP in the near future to further identify and prioritize 
capital improvements within the community.   
It is recommended that the LWMP include all 
implementation tasks in a tabular form.  Where 
possible, a proposed date, cost, and funding source 
should be included for each item. 
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BCWMC Local Plan 
Requirement/Expectation 

Medicine Lake LWMP Review 

6.  Comply with the BCWMC’s 
requirement that all regulated stormwater 
be treated to Level I standards throughout 
the watershed (Section 4.2.2.2, policy A). 

Policy C.1 of Section III of the LWMP states: “All 
regulated stormwater will be treated from Level 1 
standards for new development to non-degradation (no 
increase in phosphorus load) for redevelopment projects 
that result in increased impervious surface.”   
It is recommended that the language of Policy C.1 be 
revised to more clearly distinguish the requirements 
for new development and redevelopment, or include 
separate policies for development and redevelopment.  
Additionally, Policy C.13 of Section III states that the 
City authorizes the BCWMC to continue to apply its 
permitting rules and regulations in the city.  The 
BCWMC guidance document Requirements for 
Improvements and Development Proposals has been 
incorporated by reference in several locations of the 
LWMP and has been included as Appendix B.   
The BCWMC requirements document referenced in 
this section does not constitute adopted rules and 
regulations, nor does the BCWMC issue permits. 
Therefore, policies referencing this document (e.g. 
Policy C.13) should be revised to accurately reflect the 
role of BCWMC.  For example, Policy C.13 may read 
“The City authorizes the BCWMC to continue to 
review development and redevelopment projects 
according to the guidelines presented in the BCWMC 
Requirements for Improvements and Development 
Proposals document…” or similar text.   
The date associated with the reference to the 
BCWMC guidance document in several places 
throughout the LWMP is November 1998, as revised.  
This reference should be updated to reflect the version 
included as Appendix B (July 17, 2008, as revised).   

7.  City shall adopt an ordinance that 
enforces the Minnesota State Law limiting 
the use of lawn fertilizers containing 
phosphorus. 

Requirement met. 
Policy I.6 of Section III of the LWMP states the City will 
enforce its ordinance relating to lawn fertilizer 
application control for lawn applications and prohibit 
phosphorus to be used as fertilizer unless if allowed under 
Minnesota Statute 18C.60.  Also Policy I.6 includes 
educating about fertilizer use as part of its MS4 permit 
public education program.   
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BCWMC Local Plan 
Requirement/Expectation 

Medicine Lake LWMP Review 

8.  Comply with the BCWMC’s 
requirement that there be no increase in 
phosphorus load (non-degradation) for 
redevelopment projects that result in 
increased impervious surface (Section 
4.2.2.4, policy A). 

Policy C.1 of Section III of the LWMP states: “All 
regulated stormwater will be treated from Level 1 
standards for new development to non-degradation (no 
increase in phosphorus load) for redevelopment projects 
that result in increased impervious surface.”  
Additionally, Policy C.13 of Section III states that the 
City authorizes the BCWMC to continue to apply its 
permitting rules and regulations in the city.  The 
BCWMC guidance document Requirements for 
Improvements and Development Proposals has been 
incorporated by reference in several locations of the 
LWMP and has been included as Appendix B.   
See comments from Item 6 regarding clarification of 
requirements for new development and 
redevelopment. 

9.  Include a buffer policy for land adjacent 
to water resources (including wetlands) 
(Section 4.2.2.3, policy A; and Section 
8.2.2, policy D). 

Requirement met.   
Policy C.8 of Section III of the LWMP states that for 
proposed land development adjacent to Medicine Lake 
and wetlands, the City will follow City ordinance 
requirements for setbacks and buffers.  Additionally, 
Policy E.8 of Section III of the LWMP states the City 
will encourage placement of native, unmaintained buffer 
strips adjacent to wetlands to limit erosion and nutrient 
transportation to the wetlands, and Policy G.3 states the 
City will encourage native, unmaintained buffer zones 
around wetlands and ponding areas in new developments 
were feasible and practical and in conformance with 
BCWMC requirements with restrictive easements for 
these buffers.  Specific to the Medicine Lake shoreline, 
Policies H.1 and H.2 encourage the promotion of 
shoreline buffer creation and shoreline restoration and the 
enforcement of the ordinance setbacks and buffer 
requirements on development projects, respectively.   
Item B.1 of Section IV states that the City will update all 
ordinances with wetland and Medicine Lake buffers, 
easements, and setback, coordinating with BCWMC and 
MDNR requirements.  This is also listed in Table 4 of 
Section VI (Implementation Program Priorities).   



To:  Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
From:  Barr Engineering Company 
Subject:  Item 6A – BCWMC Review of City of Medicine Lake Local Water Management Plan 
Date:  June 9, 2010 
Page:  6 

P:\Mpls\23 MN\27\2327051\WorkFiles\Commission Packets\2010\06-17-2010\Word Documents\agenda_item_6A_MedicineLake LWMP 
review memo 06092010.docx 

BCWMC Local Plan 
Requirement/Expectation 

Medicine Lake LWMP Review 

10.  Acknowledge control and 
responsibility for shoreland regulation 
(Section 4.2.2.3, policy G). 
 
 

Requirement met.   
Item A.1 of Section V outlines the City’s Code of 
Ordinances which includes the City’s Shoreland 
Ordinance.  Item A.5 of Section V states that the City and 
BCWMC will assume responsibility for shoreland 
improvements through its Shoreland ordinance.   
Item B.1 of Section IV states that the City will update all 
ordinances with wetland and Medicine Lake buffers, 
easements, and setback, coordinating with BCWMC and 
MDNR requirements.  This is also listed in Table 4 of 
Section VI (Implementation Program Priorities).   

11.  Comply with the BCWMC Plan’s 
goals and policies regarding water quality 
(Section 4.2.2.2 Policy A, Section 4.2.2.4, 
policies A & C), flooding and rate control 
(contained in Section 5.0 of the Plan) 
(Section 5.2.2.2, policies C & N)  
acknowledging BCWMC’s authority to 
review improvements, developments and 
redevelopment projects and that cities are 
to forward such projects to the WMO for 
review. 

The LWMP acknowledges the BCWMC water quality 
performance standards.  Policy C.1 of Section III of the 
LWMP states: “All regulated stormwater will be treated 
from Level 1 standards for new development to non-
degradation (no increase in phosphorus load) for 
redevelopment projects that result in increased 
impervious surface.” 
See comments from Item 6 regarding clarification of 
requirements for new development and 
redevelopment. 
The LWMP complies with the BCWMC flood and rate 
control policies.  The LWMP policies section (Section 
III) specifies rate control requirements, minimum 
building elevations, and acknowledges the authority of 
the BCWMC to review improvements, developments, 
and redevelopment projects.  Policy B.11 of Section III 
references the BCWMC Requirements for Improvements 
and Development Proposals (November 1998, as 
revised).  Section V.C states that the City adopts the 
BCWMC “Rules and Regulations”. 
See comments from Item 6 regarding reference to the 
BCWMC requirements document. 
Section VII of the LWMP states that all new construction 
and redevelopment projects will require review by the 
City and BCWMC. 
It is recommended that the LWMP policy section 
contain a policy explicitly stating that the City will 
forward all development and redevelopment plans to 
the BCWMC for review and reference Section 3 of the 
BCWMC requirements document (which details 
projects triggering BCWMC review).   
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BCWMC Local Plan 
Requirement/Expectation 

Medicine Lake LWMP Review 

12.  Acknowledge city’s responsibility for 
implementing BCWMC’s development 
policies (Section 5.2.2.2. Policy B). 

Requirement met. 
The LWMP acknowledges the BCWMC water quality 
performance standards and references the Requirements 
for Improvements and Development Proposals in Policy 
B.11 of Section III and also includes this reference as 
Appendix B (version dated July 17, 2008).  Policy C.13 
of Section III states that the City authorizes BCWMC to 
continue to apply its permitting rules and regulations in 
the city.   
See comments from Item 6 regarding references to the 
BCWMC requirements document. 
Section VII of the LWMP states that all new construction 
and redevelopment projects will require review by the 
City and BCWMC. 
See comment from Item 11.   

13.  Identify any proposed changes to the 
BCWMC flood control project system 
(Section 5.2.2.1, a number of policies). 

Requirement met. 
There are no BCWMC flood control projects in the City.  

14.  Acknowledge city’s responsibility for 
maintaining its stormwater management 
system, for cleaning the BCWMC flood 
control project features, and for stream 
maintenance and repairs that are primarily 
aesthetic improvements (Section 5.2.2.1, 
policy F, Section 7.2.2, policy J, and 
Section 12.4.1). 

Requirement met. 
Policy B.9 of Section III of the LWMP states that public 
stormwater facilities will be regularly inspected and 
maintained as necessary for adequate operations and that 
for private stormwater facilities, the City will require 
maintenance agreements.  Policy C.4 of Section III states 
that the City will continue their maintenance program that 
regularly inspects and maintains public stormwater 
management facilities to assure their effectiveness per the 
NPDES Phase II MS4 permit requirements.   
There are no BCWMC flood control projects or BCWMC 
streams in the City.  

15.  City must require project proposers to 
apply BMPs to reduce runoff volume to the 
maximum extent practical. (Section 5.2.2.2. 
Policy D). 

Requirement met. 
Section II.D.6 of the LWMP states that the City will 
comply with the BCWMC Plan goals and policies for rate 
control.  The policies section encourages BMPs which 
reduce runoff volume and reduced impervious area.    

16.  City must require rate control in 
conformance with the flood control project 
system design and the BCWMC Watershed 
Management Plan. 

Requirement met.  
Policy B.1 of Section III of the LWMP states that the 
City will require that proposed stormwater discharges as 
a result of development be equal to or less than existing 
conditions and if discharge rates are not specified, the 
discharge rates will be limited to pre-development rates.   
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BCWMC Local Plan 
Requirement/Expectation 

Medicine Lake LWMP Review 

17.  Incorporate the BCWMC’s adopted 
100-year floodplain elevations for the 
BCWMC’s trunk system (Section 5.2.2.2, 
policy F). 

Requirement met.  
The LWMP adopts a 100-yr floodplain elevation of 890.3 
feet for Medicine Lake (Section II.D.3).  It is not stated in 
the LWMP that the adopted floodplain elevation is 
consistent with the BCWMC floodplain elevation.   
It is recommended that the LWMP state that this is 
equivalent to the BCWMC floodplain elevation for 
Medicine Lake. 

18.  Meet policies regarding allowed land 
uses, structures, non-conforming uses and 
filling in established floodplains (Section 
5.2.2.2. Policies G, H, and I), 

Requirement met. 
The City’s Floodplain Ordinance is included as an 
appendix to the LWMP.  The ordinance specifies 
allowable uses and prohibits any action which reduces the 
capacity of the floodplain.   
It is recommended that the LWMP include a policy 
stating that the City will continue to enforce its 
floodplain ordinance and specify that permitted land 
uses are defined in that ordinance.  

19.  Meet the BCWMC’s requirement that 
the lowest floor of all permanent structures 
be at least 2 feet above the established 100-
year floodplain elevation and incorporate 
this requirement into city ordinances 
(Section 5.2.2.2, policy J). 

Requirement met. 
Policy B.5 of the LWMP meets this requirement. 

20.  Describe existing and proposed city 
ordinances, permits, and procedures for 
addressing erosion and sediment control 
and preparation of erosion control plans 
(Section 6.2.2, policy G). 

The City does not have a regulatory document specific to 
erosion and sediment control.  Section VII.B of the 
LWMP summarizes the erosion controls for permitting in 
the City, including reference to the BCWMC 
requirements. 
The BCWMC Plan requires cities to develop and 
implement erosion and sediment control ordinances.  
It is recommended that the implementation section of 
the LWMP include the development of an erosion and 
sediment control ordinance, or the incorporation of 
erosion and sediment control (e.g. Section VII.B of the 
LWMP) into existing City ordinances as an 
implementation task.   
It is recommended that the LWMP include a policy 
stating that the City requires erosion and sediment 
control plans to conform to the BCWMC 
requirements (and Section VII of the LWMP), or 
similar statement.  

21.  Comply with the BCWMC Plan’s 
goals and policies regarding erosion and 
sediment control (contained in Section 6.0 
of the Plan) (Section 6.2.2, policy H). 
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BCWMC Local Plan 
Requirement/Expectation 

Medicine Lake LWMP Review 

22.  Complete and update inventories of 
significant erosion and sedimentation areas 
along the Bassett Creek trunk system and 
share this information with BCWMC. Only 
those areas identified in such an inventory 
are eligible for BCWMC funding (Section 
7.2.2, policy F).  

Requirement met. 
The City of Medicine Lake does not contain portions of 
the Bassett Creek trunk system. 

23.  Comply with the BCWMC Plan’s 
goals and policies regarding stream 
restoration (contained in Section 7.0 of the 
Plan) (Section 7.2.2, policy N). 

Requirement met. 
No BCWMC streams in the City of Medicine Lake.   

24.  Cities shall have a buffer policy for all 
water resources in their respective 
stormwater management plans. 

Requirement met. 
Policy H.1 states that the City will promote shoreline 
buffer creation around Medicine Lake and will enforce 
buffer requirements for development projects.   
The LWMP specifies that the City will update its 
ordinances with wetland and Medicine Lake buffers, 
easements and setbacks, coordinating with BCWMC and 
MnDNR requirements.  The City will encourage the 
placement of natural buffers around all City waterbodies. 

25.  Acknowledge city or BCWMC 
responsibility as LGU for the Wetland 
Conservation Act (Section 8.2.2, policy F). 

Requirement met. 
Policy E.1 of Section III of the LWMP states that the 
BCWMC has responsibility as the Local Government 
Unit (LGU) for the Wetland Conservation Act in the city.  
A similar statement is included in Section 5.A. 

26.  Comply with the BCWMC Plan’s 
goals and policies regarding wetland 
management (contained in Section 8.0 of 
the Plan) (Section 8.2.2, policy G). 

Requirement met. 
The policies included in Section III.E state compliance 
with the BCWMC Plan and WCA.   

27.  Describe status of wellhead protection 
planning, if applicable (Section 9.2.2, 
policy C). 

Requirement met. 
Medicine Lake does not operate a public water system.  
The City is not included in the MN Department of 
Health’s WHPP Phasing List.  

28.  Each city is required to prepare a local 
plan.  (Section 12.1.2). 

Requirement met.  
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BCWMC Local Plan 
Requirement/Expectation 

Medicine Lake LWMP Review 

29.  The permitting process used by the 
local government should be outlined in the 
SWMP. (Section 12.4) 

Requirement met. 
Section V of the LWMP describes the City’s local 
controls and implementation.   
It is recommended that Section V of the LWMP 
clarify that the BCWMC does not issue permits.  For 
those activities for which the LMWP lists the 
BCWMC and City as permitting authorities, it should 
be further specified that the BCWMC provides 
review, but the City issues permits.  It is also 
recommended that the LWMP describe which 
projects trigger BCWMC review and reference 
Section 3 of the BCWMC requirements. 
It is recommended that Section V.A.5 be clarified to 
indicate that the shoreland management ordinance is 
a City ordinance, as the BCWMC does not have such 
an ordinance. 
It is recommended that Section V.C of the LWMP be 
revised to identify the BCMWC requirements as 
guidelines for BCWMC review and not for permitting 
(see comments from Item 6). 

30.  Meet the Requirements of Local 
Watershed Management Plans for 
identification of regulated areas (Section 
12.4.1). 

Requirement met. 
Regulated areas are presented in the inventory section of 
the LWMP (Section II) and associated figures. 

 

Other Statutory Requirements for Local Watershed Management Plans 
31. Along with the above specific requirements from the BCWMC Plan, local watershed management 

plans are required to conform to Minnesota law (Minnesota Statutes 103B.235), Minnesota rules 
(Minnesota Rules 8410.0160 and 8410.0170), and the BCWMC Plan.  The rules (Minnesota Rules 
8410.0160) require (in part) that: 

“Each local plan must include sections containing a table of contents; executive summary; land 
and water resource inventory; establishment of goals and policies; relation of goals and policies to 
local, regional, state, and federal plans, goals, and programs; assessment of problems; corrective 
actions; financial considerations; implementation priorities; amendment procedures; 
implementation program; and an appendix. Each community should consider including its local 
plan as a chapter of its local comprehensive plan.” 

 
These requirements are met by the LWMP with the exception of the following issues: 
The FEMA floodplain map included in the LWMP suggests that there is flooding of homes on 
the south side of the cul-de-sac on Peninsula Drive.  The City’s analysis of detailed topographic 
data in 2005-2006 revealed that 1 home (potentially), 5 garages, and 2 sheds are located below 
the jurisdictional floodplain elevation.  It is recommended that this information be included in 
Section II.D.6 or elsewhere in the LWMP. 
In May 2010, the City requested that the BCWMC conduct an evaluation of the Medicine Lake 
outlet structure to see if the dam releases water too quickly and if modifications are warranted.  



To:  Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
From:  Barr Engineering Company 
Subject:  Item 6A – BCWMC Review of City of Medicine Lake Local Water Management Plan 
Date:  June 9, 2010 
Page:  11 

P:\Mpls\23 MN\27\2327051\WorkFiles\Commission Packets\2010\06-17-2010\Word Documents\agenda_item_6A_MedicineLake LWMP 
review memo 06092010.docx 

This issue is not included in Section IV (Assessment of Problems and Corrective Actions) of the 
LWMP.  It is recommended that this issue be included in the LWMP and added to the list of 
implementation tasks. 

 
32.  In accordance with Minnesota rules (Minnesota Rules 8410.0100, Subp. 6), the BCWMC requires 

that local plans “...assess the need for periodic maintenance of public works, facilities and natural 
conveyance systems and specify any new programs or revisions to existing programs needed to 
accomplish its goals and objectives.”  The local plans must also assess, at a minimum, the following 
maintenance issues, also taken from Minnesota rules (Minnesota Rules 8410.0100, Subp. 6): 

3. The need and frequency for street sweeping of public and private streets and parking lots. 
4. The need and frequency for inspecting stormwater outfalls, skimmers, sumps, and ponds. 
5. The adequacy of maintenance programs for stormwater facilities and water level control 

structures owned by both the city and private parties. 
6. The need for other maintenance programs as considered necessary. 

 
These requirements are met by the LWMP (see item 14 above). 

 
33. Besides the above maintenance issues, local water management plans will be required to assess the 

following (taken from MN Rules 8410.0100, Subp. 6): 
7. The need to establish local spill containment cleanup plans. 
8. The need for any other necessary management programs. 
 

These requirements are met by the LWMP with the exception of the following issue: 
The LWMP does not include reference to a local spill containment plan.  It is recommended 
that the LWMP include a description of how spills are managed within the city. 
 

34. The BCWMC’s general standards for local water management plans are as follows (taken from 
Minnesota Statutes 103B.235, Subd. 2): 

9. Describe existing and proposed physical environment 
10. Define drainage areas and the volume rates and paths of stormwater 
11. Identify areas and elevations for stromwater storage adequate to meet the performance 

standards established in the BCWMC Plan. 
12. Identify regulated areas. 
13. Set forth and implementation program, including a description of official controls and, as 

appropriate, a capital improvement program. 
 

These requirements are met by the LWMP with the exception of the following issue: 
It is recommended that the LWMP include implementation tasks in a tabular form.  Where 
possible, a proposed date, cost, and funding source should be included for each item (see Item 5 
in Table 1). 
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Bassett Creek Water Management Commission 

2011 Budget and Levy 

June 2010  
 

The Joint and Cooperative Agreement establishing the Bassett Creek Water Management Commission 
(BCWMC) sets forth the procedure required to adopt the annual budget. Article VIII, Subdivision 3, 
provides that each member agrees to contribute each year to a general fund to be used for administrative 
purposes and certain operating expenses. Half of the annual contribution of each member is based on 
assessed valuation of property within the watershed and the other half on the ratio of area of each member 
within the watershed to the total area of the Bassett Creek watershed. Subdivision 5 of Article VIII further 
provides: “On or before July 1 of each year, the Board shall adopt a detailed budget for the ensuing year 
and decide upon the total amount necessary for the general fund.” Budget approval requires a two-thirds 
vote (six Commissioners). Further, the Secretary “shall certify the budget on or before July 1 to the clerk 
of each member governmental unit, together with a statement of the proportion of the budget to be 
provided by each member.” Each of the nine members then has until August 1 to file an objection to the 
budget. 

The 2011 budget was prepared by a Budget Committee consisting of Commissioner Linda Loomis 
(BCWMC Chair), Commissioner Ginny Black (BCWMC Vice Chair), Commissioner Michael Welch 
(Commission Treasurer),  and Commissioner Pauline Langsdorf (Commission Secretary), with assistance 
from Amy Herbert (Recorder), Geoff Nash (Administrator) and Sue Virnig (Deputy Treasurer).  

The BCWMC’s “Second Generation” Watershed Management Plan was approved by the Minnesota 
Board of Water and Soil Resources on August 25, 2004, and adopted by the BCWMC on September 16, 
2004. That plan includes a capital projects budget, which is funded by ad valorem taxes and has been 
amended to include channel restoration projects. Commission activities have focused on implementation 
of the Watershed Management Plan.  

The proposed 2011 budget of $474,150 was adopted by nine commissioners voting in favor of the budget 
at the BCWMC meeting on June 17, 2010. The proposed 2011 budget is enclosed. Specific items in the 
budget are discussed below. 

1. Engineering services are budgeted at $258,000 in 2011. Many of the individual items have 
remained the same from the 2010 budget. The following paragraphs summarize each of the 
Engineering budget items. 

• Technical Services—this item covers the day-to-day technical services performed on behalf 
of the Commission, such as preparing for the Commission and Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) meetings, performing preliminary site reviews and correspondence, and 
communications with the Commissioners, watershed communities, developers, agencies, and 
other entities. The proposed 2011 budget is $110,000, which is the same as the 2010 budget.  

• Plat Reviews—at its December 15, 2005, meeting, the BCWMC instated a permit fee 
effective January 1, 2006, and revised as of January 1, 2009, to cover the expense of 
reviewing development plans and improvement projects. The proposed 2011 budget for plat 
reviews is $50,000, which will largely be offset by permit fees. These expected permit fees 
are shown in the 2011 budget under “2011 Assessments and Fees;” it is estimated that the 
BCWMC will receive $40,000 in permit fees in 2011.  

• Commission and TAC Meetings— this item covers the cost for the engineer to attend 12 
monthly Commission meetings and six bimonthly TAC meetings. The proposed budget for 
2011 is $13,000, the same as 2010. While the TAC shifted from meeting every other month 
to monthly in 2010, the 2011 budget reflects the Commission’s expectation that, with the 
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shift from conduct of total maximum daily load studies and drafting plans to implementation, 
the TAC will be able to return to meeting every other month in 2011.  

• Surveys and Studies—the proposed budget for 2011 is $20,000. The intent of this budget 
item is to cover the costs of conducting special studies, and addressing unanticipated issues, 
questions, etc. that arise during the year.  

 
• Water Quality/Monitoring—the proposed budget for 2011 is $34,000, which includes 

detailed lake monitoring of Crane Lake in Minnetonka and Westwood Lake in St. Louis Park 
and Golden Valley, as part of the BCWMC’s four-year monitoring cycle. The BCWMC 
detailed monitoring program includes monitoring one location on each lake on six to twelve 
occasions for selected parameters. Three Rivers Park District informed the Commission that, 
effective 2011, they will no longer be able to collect and analyze the samples as part of the 
BCWMC monitoring program. The Commission is endeavoring to replace these services at 
comparable costs. The 2011 budget includes sample collection by technical staff and 
laboratory analysis of total phosphorus, soluble reactive phosphorus, total nitrogen, pH and 
chlorophyll a. The budget also includes collection of phytoplankton and zooplankton 
samples. Barr will analyze the phytoplankton and zooplankton samples and perform an 
aquatic plant survey on two occasions. A final report will be prepared.  

This task also includes finalizing the 2010 water quality report, and other general water 
quality tasks, such as reviewing water quality information and previous studies as requested 
by the BCWMC, member cities, or regulatory agencies. 

• Water Quantity—this item covers the work associated with the BCWMC’s lake and stream 
gauging program. The proposed budget for 2011 is $11,000 (the same as 2010). The readings 
have proved valuable to the communities for planning future development and as 
documentation of the response of surface water bodies to above normal and below normal 
precipitation.  

o The 2011 lake gauging program will consist of measuring water levels on Medicine Lake, 
Sweeney Lake, Parkers Lake, Westwood Lake, Crane Lake (Ridgedale Pond), 
Northwood Lake, Bassett Creek Park Pond and Wirth Park storage area. Two readings 
per month will be taken during the period April 1, 2011 through September 30, 2011. 
One reading per month will be taken during the other months of the year.  

o The 2011 stream gauging program will consist of periodically reading stages or gauging 
the stream at the new tunnel entrance, at the Theodore Wirth Park/T.H. 55 outlet 
structure, at Highway 100 (main stem), at Wisconsin Avenue, at Sweeney Lake outlet, at 
Medicine Lake outlet, at Winnetka Avenue (north branch), at 26th Avenue (Plymouth 
Creek fish barrier), and at other selected locations during periods of high flow. 

The program also includes periodic surveys of benchmarks to ensure consistency with past 
readings. 

• Inspections—there are two separate budget items under this task: 

o Watershed Inspections—this item covers the BCWMC’s construction site erosion control 
inspection program. The proposed budget for 2011 is $8,000; permit fees offset a portion 
of the watershed inspection cost. The inspections are valuable for identifying and 
correcting erosion and sediment control practices that do not conform with BCWMC 
policies. Monthly erosion control inspections of active construction sites in the watershed 
will begin April 2011 and extend through October 2011. Selected sites may be inspected 
on two-week intervals to verify that requested erosion control modifications have been 
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completed. Critical work such as wetland or creek crossings and work adjacent to lakes 
and sensitive wetlands will be inspected as necessary. The conduit inlet in Minneapolis 
will also be inspected for accumulation of debris. Following each inspection, and where 
site improvements are required, a letter listing the construction projects and the 
improvements needed for effective erosion control will be sent to each city.  

o Project Inspections—this item covers the BCWMC’s annual inspection of the flood 
control project system. The proposed budget for 2011 is $10,000. The inspection program 
covers the flood control project features completed by the Commission between 1974 and 
1996. The objective of the inspection program is to find and address erosion, settlement, 
sedimentation, and structural issues. In accordance with the Bassett Creek Flood Control 
Project Operation and Maintenance Manual (except as noted), the following project 
features require annual inspection:   

Minneapolis: 

� Conduit (Double Box Culvert) – inspect double box culvert every five years 
(2004, 2009, 2014, 2019 …) 

� Deep Tunnel – dewater and inspect tunnel every 20 years. This inspection was 
performed during 2008; the next inspection will be 2028  

� Old Tunnel (not included in BCWMC inspection program) 

� Open Channel 

Golden Valley 

� Highway 55 Control Structure & Ponding Area 

� Golden Valley Country Club Embankment (Box Culvert, Overflow Weir, and 
downstream channel) 

� Noble Avenue Crossing 

� Regent Avenue Crossing 

� Westbrook Road Crossing 

� Wisconsin Avenue Crossing 

� Minnaqua Drive Bridge Removal 

Crystal 

� Box Culvert and Channel Improvements (Markwood Area)  

� Edgewood Embankment with Ponding 

� Highway 100/Bassett Creek Park Pond 

� 32nd Avenue Crossing 

� Brunswick Avenue Crossing 

� 34th Avenue Crossing 

� Douglas Drive Crossing 

� Georgia Avenue Crossing 

� 36th-Hampshire Avenue Crossing 

� Channel Improvements 
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Plymouth 

� Medicine Lake Outlet Structure 

� Plymouth Fish Barrier 

• Municipal Plan Review—this item covers the cost to review the member cities local water 
management plans for conformance with the BCWMC Watershed Management Plan. It is 
anticipated that all of the member cities will have BCWMC-approved plans in place by the 
end of 2010.The proposed budget for 2011 is $2,000. These funds are budgeted to cover 
expenses that may be incurred reviewing member cities’ local plan amendments. 

2. Administrator—this was a new budget item in 2008. In 2010 the commission entered a contract 
with an administrator to coordinate all commission activities, with a focus on working with 
member cities, the Minnesota Department of Transportation, Hennepin County and other 
stakeholders to implement total maximum daily load plans; development and organization of 
commission policies; communications; and strategic planning. The administrator budget item was 
$15,000 in 2010, as the commission completed an analysis of its systems and functions, and 
worked on carefully defining a role for an administrator.  The budget in 2011 is $35,000. The 
commission, at the time of adoption of the 2011 budget, has begun honing the scope of duties for 
the administrator and appropriately shifting tasks among its contracted service providers. The 
commission anticipates that adminstrator tasks will be well defined at the outset of the 2011 
budget year, and that operational efficiencies will balance costs of expanding the administrator’s 
scope of duties.  

3. Legal—this item covers basic legal services, which are budgeted at $18,500 for 2011, remaining 
level from 2010. 

4. Financial Management—this item covers services provided by the Deputy Treasurer at the City 
of Golden Valley, which are budgeted for $3,000 in 2011. 

5. Liability Insurance, Auditing and Bonding—this item is budgeted at $15,000 for 2011, the 
same as 2010. 

6. Administrative Services—this item covers administrative, secretarial, and recorder services. The 
Administrative Services budget remains $45,000 for 2011.  

7. Public Relations & Outreach—there are three separate budget items under this task: 

• Publications/Annual Report—$2,000 is budgeted in 2011 for preparing the BCWMC’s 2010 
annual report 

• Website—$4,500 is budgeted in 2011 for maintaining, updating, and making improvements 
to the BCWMC website 

• WOMP—$10,000 is budgeted for 2011, which covers the BCWMC’s costs related to the 
Watershed Outlet Monitoring Program (WOMP) station on Bassett Creek. The Minneapolis 
Park and Recreation Board has been running the WOMP station for the last several years in a 
cooperative effort with Metropolitan Council Environmental Services. The MPRB handles 
the sample and data collection tasks, MCES performs maintenance, and Barr provides 
assistance with the rating curve. The 2011 budget includes $5,000 for MPRB to operate the 
WOMP station. 

 

8. Demonstration/Education Grants— this item is the BCWMC grant program, which is managed 
by the Education Committee; the budget for 2011 is $5,000. 
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9. Watershed Education Partnerships—this was a new budget item in 2009 and includes 
participation in the Metropolitan Council’s Citizen Assisted Monitoring Program (CAMP; 
$3,500), the Hennepin Conservation District River Watch Program ($2,000), Metro WaterShed 
Partners ($3,500), the Blue Thumb program ($1,500), and the Metro Blooms Rain Garden 
program ($2,000).  Also included for the first time is a partnership cost for support of the West 
Metro Watershed Alliance (WMWA) ($2,000) and support for the Nonpoint Education for 
Municipal Officials program ($2,000). The budget for 2011 is $16,500. 

10. Education and Public Outreach—the 2011 budget for this item is $2,900, which includes 
anticipated expenses for brochures, fact sheets, writer costs for educational articles, native seed 
packets, exhibit fees, and the BCWMC’s portion of the WMWA’s administrative costs.  

11. Public Communications—the 2011 budget for this item is $3,000 and covers costs related to the 
publication of hearing and special meeting notices in newspapers and journals and the publication 
and distribution of other required communications that may be necessary and would be separate 
from the Web site or education and public outreach communications.  

12. Erosion/Sediment (Channel Maintenance)—these funds are for creek and streambank erosion 
repair and sediment removal projects that are not funded as a channel restoration project through 
the BCWMC’s Capital Improvement Program. The amount budgeted for collection in 2011 is 
$25,000. The money collected goes into the BCWMC’s Creek and Streambank Trunk System 
Maintenance, Repair and Sediment Removal Fund (the Channel Maintenance Fund). There is 
currently $197,000 in the Channel Maintenance Fund; to-date about $3,000 of the fund has been 
used on channel maintenance projects.  

The BCWMC Watershed Management Plan (Section 7.2.2) calls for the BCWMC to use the 
Creek and Streambank Trunk System Maintenance, Repair and Sediment Removal Fund to 
finance the: 

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

• Work needed to restore a creek or streambank area that has either resulted in damage to a 
structure, or where structural damage is imminent, based on an assessment of benefits.   

• Portion of a project that provides BCWMC benefits, including reduced potential for flooding, 
mitigation of water quality impairment, or minimizing the potential for water quality 
impairment.   

• BCWMC’s share of maintenance projects to be applied for by the cities that have a regional 
benefit, or to partially fund smaller, localized projects that cities wish to undertake.   

13. Long-Term Maintenance (Flood Control Project)—these funds are for projects to repair and 
maintain structures associated with the BCWMC Flood Control Project. The BCWMC Plan calls 
for annual assessments of $25,000 to the fund, and for the fund balance to be maintained at (but 
not exceed) $1 million. The current fund balance is about $760,000. The proposed 2011 
budget/assessment is $25,000.  

14. TMDL Studies—this item was added to the 2005 budget ($35,000) in anticipation of the state 
mandate to prepare Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) studies on impaired waters within the 
watershed. This budget item includes funding for BCWMC participation in TMDL studies not 
otherwise funded through other sources and also includes BCWMC preparation for future TMDL 
studies that likely will be necessary. The TMDL Studies fund is currently at $30,000. The budget 
amount for TMDL studies has been eliminated for 2011, in anticipation of completion of studies 
for Medicine Lake, Sweeney Lake and Wirth Lake and commission participation in 
implementation plan drafting and review. Northwood Lake and Bassett Creek in the watershed 
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are also listed as impaired waters (Parkers Lake is also listed as impaired for mercury and a 
statewide mercury TMDL has been completed).  Should the commission decide to 
begin/participate in a TMDL study for Northwood Lake, work could begin in 2011. To complete 
the TMDL, an additional TMDL assessment would likely be needed for 2012. The commission 
anticipates funding its involvement in the implementation of projects to address TMDL findings 
and coordination of TMDL implementation and monitoring under other, established line items.  

15. Proposed 2011 Capital Projects—For 2011, the cost of the Main Stem restoration project 
(2011CR; Duluth Street to Crystal Border with Golden Valley) is estimated to be $780,000 and 
the cost of the North Branch channel restoration project (36th Avenue to Bassett Creek Park in 
Crystal) is estimated to be $660,000. The total estimated cost of the projects expected to start in 
2011 is $1,440,000. For the projects expected to start in 2011, it is proposed that $1,000,000 be 
assessed for 2011 and $440,000 be assessed in 2012. The revised CIP reflects the Commission’s 
receipt in 2010 of grant awards for capital projects from the Clean Water Legacy Fund, through 
the Board of Water and Soil Resources, and the City of Plymouth’s and City of Golden Valley’s 
receipt in 2010 of grant awards for capital projects from the Clean Water Legacy Fund, through 
Hennepin County. 

At its June 17, 2010 meeting, the BCWMC Commissioners also considered the assessment on the cities. 
The 2011 assessment was adopted by nine commissioners voting in favor to levy $433,150for the 2011 
fiscal year, as compared with the $414,150 for 2010 adopted in 2009, based on the following: 

 
Funding Needs: 
2011 Administrative Budget ............................................................................................... $474,150 
 
Funding Source: 
2011 Assessment................................................................................................................. $433,150 
2011 Estimated Permit Review Fees .................................................................................... $40,000 
 
Assessment for 2011 Capital Projects (Hennepin County).............................................. $1,000,000 

 

The Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission’s 2011 Operating Budget and 2011 Assessment 
per community are enclosed. 

 
 
 
__________________________________      
Pauline Langsdorf, Secretary, Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
 
 
Enclosures: 2011 Operating Budget 
  2011 Assessment 



 

 

Memorandum 

To:   Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 

From:  BCWMC Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 
Subject: June 3, 2010, TAC Meeting 

Date:  June 9, 2010 

 
The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) met on June 3, 2010. The following TAC 
members, city representatives, and BCWMC staff attended the meeting: 

City TAC Members/Alternates Other City Representatives 

 Crystal  Tom Mathisen  

 Golden Valley  Jeff Oliver   

 Medicine Lake  Vacant position  

 Minneapolis       Pat Byrne  

 Minnetonka  Liz Stout   

 New Hope  Jason Quisberg  

 Plymouth  Derek Asche  

 Robbinsdale  Absent  

 St. Louis Park  Absent   

 BCWMC Staff  Geoffrey Nash, Len Kremer  
 
 
 
The TAC directed staff to forward the following recommendations to the Commission for its 
consideration. This memorandum presents the recommendations relating to the CIP Work 
Group’s third TAC member, the engineering firm Request for Proposals (RFP) process for 
non-plan review work, use of channel maintenance funds, and changes to the BCWMC’s 
Next Generation Plan.   

1. CIP Work Group 
The TAC discussed the appointing a third TAC member for the CIP work group. The TAC 
had previously appointed Derek Asche (Plymouth) and Jeff Oliver (Golden Valley) as TAC 
representatives on the CIP Work Group. Richard McCoy (Robbinsdale) has been asked to 
serve on the work group. 
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2. RFP Process for BCWMC’s Non-Plan Review Work Including 

    Establishing a Consultant Pool  

The Commission requested that the TAC discuss and develop recommendations about setting 

up a Request for Proposal (RFP) process for non-plan review work.  Examples of such work 

would be feasibility studies, TMDL studies, and other special projects. The Commission also 

requested the TAC’s recommendations on the issue of creating a pool of potential 

engineering consultants to perform such studies. 

Recommendations on the RFP Issue: 

The BCWMC currently has a Request for Qualifications process for considering and 

selecting a consulting engineer every two years.  The TAC has been extremely satisfied with 

Barr’s work and extensive knowledge of BCWMC issues. The TAC was aware of several 

BCWMC feasibility studies and TMDLs that had been done by engineering firms other than 

Barr.  

 

The TAC recommended that if the Commissioners want to set-up a RFP process for specific 

projects, there should be a minimum monetary threshold since any RFP process would entail 

costs of its own.  On smaller projects, the RFP process could cost as much or more than it 

would save.  It is worth mentioning that as far as construction projects sponsored by the 

BCWMC and implemented by cities, these are all competitively bid and taxpayers’ money is 

being spent judiciously. 
 

� Since the issues involving engineering are highly technical, the TAC should be 

responsible for implementing any RFP policy adopted by the BCWMC. 

� A threshold of $25,000 should be set in order to save time and costs in such a review 

process. 

� Qualifying projects would be non-operating or non-general fund projects, such as 

feasibility studies, TMDL studies, and other special projects.  The Commission’s 

engineer would retain responsibility for all routine work. 

� The TAC recommends a scoring system for reviewing RFPs for qualifying projects.   

 

Selecting an engineering firm for a hydrologic project should be based on more than simply 

the cost.  A scoring system would allow a firm’s qualifications to be considered in the  
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selection process, ensuring that a usable study would be provided. The TAC can recommend 

specifics of such a scoring system at a later date. 
 

Recommendations on the Pool of Engineering Consultants Issue: 

The TAC has regular contact with qualified engineering consultants as part of their job 

responsibilities.  They are aware of which ones have performed quality work in the past.  

Since only a limited number of feasibility studies, TMDL studies, and other special projects 

are considered every year, the TAC feels it can select engineering firms to receive project 

RFPs without limiting the selection to a pool of pre-qualified firms.  This approach would 

preserve needed latitude for the TAC to serve its function as technical advisors to the 

Commission. 

 

3. Use of Channel Maintenance Funds for Maintenance of CIP Channel 

Restoration Projects  

Under current BCWMC policy, channel maintenance funds can be used for maintenance of 

CIP projects. The Channel Maintenance Fund collects $25,000 per year and, according to the 

May 2009 Budget and Levy report, holds approximately $172,000.  Despite channel 

restoration project work pending under the CIP program, maintenance will still have to be 

done in the future. The TAC sees no reason to change the policy.  Cities will still be doing 

maintenance and will need access to a funding source to serve this purpose. 

 

4. Recommended Changes to the BCWMC’s Next Generation Plan   

Len Kremer provided the TAC with a spreadsheet of issues considered during the writing of 

the BCWMC’s 2004 Watershed Management Plan.  This list was for discussion purposes and 

illustrated the type and range of issues before the Commission.  Plans are in effect for ten 

years.  To maintain eligibility for grants, the Next Generation Plan is due to be adopted by 

2014.  The TAC feels that it is not too soon to be begin the planning process for the Next 

Generation Plan. 
 

The TAC recommended that Geoff Nash, the Administrator, be designated the contact for 

receiving updates on current issues to be considered by the Commission in the drafting of the 

Next Generation Plan process.  Len Kremer will provide Geoff with the form for submitting  

these issues for consideration that was used during the last planning process.  Geoff would 

collect and tabulate the TAC members’ issues for later action. 



��

�

 

May 28, 2010 

 
Ms. Brooke Asleson 
MPCA 
520 Lafayette Road North 
St. Paul, MN  55155-4194 
 
 
 
RE:  Wirth Lake draft TMDL  
 
Dear Ms. Asleson: 
 
The following are Mn/DOT comments on the draft Wirth Lake TMDL dated April 2010. 
 

1) Pages iv and vii and 22, WLA in the summary tables:  The names of the Permitted 
Categorical MS4’s need to be listed out.  As currently written, Figure 6 contains 
Mn/DOT and it thus double-counts us.  It will be clearer if the names of the 
categorical MS4’s are listed out in the tables, rather than referring to Figure 6. 
 

2) Page 11, second paragraph:  Please elaborate as to what specifically constitutes the 
“assumptions about directly and indirectly connected impervious area for each type of 
land use.” 
 

3) Page 17, Table 4 and Page 20, first paragraph:  Please understand that listing 
Mn/DOT within the WLA item for Bassett Creek backflow is not practical. We 
cannot manage water not within our right-of-way. What is the rationale and benefit 
for assigning pollutant load associated with backflow to Wirth Lake from Bassett 
Creek as a WLA instead of a LA component?  It would seem that once a pollutant is 
discharged into a receiving water the “point source” aspect of the discharge is no 
longer applicable. Other TMDLs assign load from upstream tributaries to the Load 
Allocation portion. For instance, this was done within the Comfort Lake-Forest Lake 
6 Lakes TMDL. We request that Bassett Creek backflow be assigned a LA, not a 
WLA.  Also, the table on page vii, shows the backflow MS4’s having 0 WLA in the 
future.  MPCA has told us that 0 WLA means you cannot discharge stormwater at all.  
We believe the backflow belongs in the LA. 

 
4) Page 20, Section 3.4.2:  For overall consistency, it would be helpful for MPCA to 

establish a uniform areal loading rate for atmospheric deposition. The value of 0.2615 
kilograms per hectare (0.23 lbs/acre) is often used in other TMDL reports completed 
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by the same consultant.  Not the 0.15 lbs/acre/year atmospheric deposition loading 
rate that they used in this report. 

 
5) Page 22 – Table 5 should list out which entities are covered under the WLA.   

 
6) Page 25 – lists a cost of $200,000 to fix the outlet control for Wirth Lake.  It does not 

list who will be paying for this solution.  This needs to be clarified in the report. 
 
7) Page 26, Table 6:  If the water quality standard is met through the prevention of 

backflow into the lake, why are additional strategies listed in Section 5.2 of the 
report? 

 
8) Page 26, Table 6, items 3 and 4:  These items should match.  That is, please list all of 

the treatment techniques in item 4 in item 3.  This will provide for more opportunities 
for BMP’s rather than just listing infiltration. 

 
9) Page 26 – Item 9 in Table 6 lists the watershed management organization as initiating 

a highway load reduction program focusing on construction of permanent BMPs and 
highway sweeping.  Per table, this item is to be implemented within 5 years of the 
TMDL approval.  This timeframe does not fit with Mn/DOT’s work plan and needs to 
be modified in the report.  An ongoing timeframe would be acceptable as 
improvements to drainage systems including the installation of permanent BMPs are 
installed as a highway improvement projects are completed.  Please note, Mn/DOT 
has resources to sweep curbed highways once a year in the spring.  

 
10) Page 28, second bullet, last sentence:  This sentence needs to be modified.  The 

Implementation Plan is a guide, but not intended to be as a requirement that we show 
every activity in the Implementation Plan in our SWPPP. 

 
 

If you have any questions, please contact me at 651-234-7520. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Beth D. Neuendorf, PE 
Mn/DOT Metro District Water Resources Engineer 

 
cc  Wesley Saunders-Pearce, Mn/DOT OES 
      Nick Tiedeken, Mn/DOT OES  
      Barb Loida, Mn/DOT Metro MS4 
      File 
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Memorandum 
To:   Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 

From:  Barr Engineering Company 

Subject: Item 8 – Information Only  

BCWMC June 17, 2010 Meeting Agenda 

Date:  June 9, 2010 

Project: 23/27 051 2010 003 

 

A.  Administrative Reviews 

a. BCWMC 2010-1A: South Shore Drive Mill & Overlay: Plymouth 

A street reconstruction plan was reviewed for South Shore Drive in the City of Plymouth. The South 

Shore Drive Bridge (BCWMC 2010-1) is included in the project area and was conditionally approved 

at the BCWMC May meeting. A letter of recommendation was provided to the City of Plymouth. 

B. Erosion Control Inspection Report 

Attached is a copy of the June 2010 erosion control inspection report.  

 

Barr Engineering Company 

4700 West 77th Street • Minneapolis, MN 55435-4803 

Phone: 952-832-2600 • Fax: 952-832-2601 • www.barr.com An EEO Employer 
 
Minneapolis, MN • Hibbing, MN • Duluth, MN • Ann Arbor, MI • Jefferson City, MO 

Laura Jester
Text Box
Item 8A



 

 

 

 

 

 

June 4, 2010 

 

Mr. Tom Mathisen, City Engineer 

City of Crystal 

4141 North Douglas Drive 

Crystal, MN 55422 

 

Ms. Jeannine Clancy 

Director of Public Works 

City of Golden Valley 

7800 Golden Valley Road 

Golden Valley, MN 55427-4588 

 

Ms. Lois Eberhart, Water Resource Administer 

City of Minneapolis 

Engineering Design 

309 Second Avenue South, Rm. 300 

Minneapolis, MN 55401-2268 

 

Ms. Liz Stout, Water Resources Engineer 

City of Minnetonka 

14600 Minnetonka Boulevard 

Minnetonka, MN 55345 

 

Mr. Guy Johnson, Director of Public Works 

City of New Hope 

4401 Xylon Avenue North 

New Hope, MN 55428 

 

Mr. Kevin Springob 

Water Resource Technician 

City of Plymouth 

3400 Plymouth Boulevard 

Plymouth, MN 55447 

 

Mr. Richard McCoy, City Engineer 

City of Robbinsdale 

4100 Lakeview Avenue North 

Robbinsdale, MN 55422 

 

Ms. Laura Adler, Engineering Program 

Coordinator 

City of St. Louis Park 

5005 Minnetonka Boulevard 

St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

 

Ms. Cheri Templeman 

PO Box 47091 

Plymouth MN 55447 
 
Re: Bassett Creek Watershed Erosion Control Inspections 

June 1-4, 2010 

 

We have inspected construction sites in the Bassett Creek Watershed for conformance to erosion and 

sediment control policies.  Listed below are construction projects and the improvements needed for 

effective erosion control.  The sites were inspected June 1-4, 2010. Please review the following for 

your respective city. 

City of Crystal 

None to report 

City of Golden Valley 

None to report 

City of Medicine Lake 

None to report 

City of Minneapolis 

None to report 

City of Minnetonka 

None to report 
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City of New Hope 

None to report 

City of Plymouth 

Four Points:  Silt fence or other erosion protection shall be installed along the cul-de-sac, 

adjacent to disturbed soil and soil stockpiles. 

City of Robbinsdale 

None to report  

City of St. Louis Park 

None to report  

 

The following developments were found to be in compliance with erosion and sediment control 

policies: 

City of Crystal 

 None to report 

City of Golden Valley 

Crown Packaging (inactive) 

Golden Meadows (inactive) 

Golden Ridge (inactive) 

Golden Valley Pavement Management Plan 

Laurel Hills East Condominiums 

Miner Site (construction not started) 

North Hennepin Regional Trail / Golden Valley Trail Phase 2 

North Wirth Business Center (inactive) 

Theodore Wirth Pedestrian Bridge 

City of Medicine Lake 

 None to report 

City of Minneapolis 

Van White Memorial Boulevard (inactive) 

City of Minnetonka 

Austrian Pines (inactive) 

Cantera Woods (inactive) 

Crest Ridge Corporate Center (inactive) 

Sherwood Forest Neighborhood Street Reconstruction (inactive) 

City of New Hope 

Hillside Terrace (inactive)  

Rome Co. (construction not started) 

City of Plymouth 

ATK (4700 Nathan Lane) 

Banner Engineering (construction not started) 

Bassett Creek Office Center 

Beacon Academy (inactive) 

Campus Drive Culvert Replacement 
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Circle Park Pond  

County Rd 9 & 61 Erosion Repair 

Executive Woodlands (inactive) 

Hidden Acres (construction not started) 

Larkin Pond (inactive) 

1900 E Medicine Lake Dr (inactive) 

Plymouth Creek Ponds  

Plymouth Crossing Station (construction not started) 

Remax 

Timber Creek Improvements 

26
th

 Ave Culvert Replacement 

Waterford Office Plaza (inactive) 

Wood Creek 

Woods at Medicine Lake (inactive) 

City of Robbinsdale 

 None to report 

City of St. Louis Park 

Parkside Lofts (inactive) 

 

The following development has been completed and removed from the inspection list: 

City of Plymouth 

South Shore Drive Town Home 

 

 

Contact me at 952-832-2784 (jherbert@barr.com) or Kim Johannessen at 952-832-2686 

(kjohannessen@barr.com) if you have questions regarding these comments. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
James P. Herbert, P.E. 

Barr Engineering Co. 

Engineer’s for the Commission 

 

4700 West 77
th

 Street 

Minneapolis MN 55435-4803 

 

JPH/ymh 

 

c: Mr. Jeff Oliver, City of Golden Valley 

 Mr. Dennis Daly, City of Minneapolis 

 Mr. Robert Moberg, City of Plymouth 
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