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April 4, 2018 

Representatives 
Elm Creek Watershed Management Commission 
Hennepin County, MN 

The meeting packets for these meetings may be 
found on the Commission’s website: 
http://www.elmcreekwatershed.org/minutes‐‐
meeting‐packets.html 

Dear Representatives: 

A regular meeting of the Elm Creek Watershed Management Commission will be held on Wednesday, 
April 11, 2018, at 11:30 a.m.  in the Mayor’s Conference Room at Maple Grove City Hall, 12800 Arbor 
Lakes Parkway, Maple Grove, MN.   

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) will meet at 10:00 a.m., prior to the regular meeting.  TAC 
meeting materials can also be found on the Commission’s website.  
 
Please email Tiffany at tiffany@jass.biz to confirm whether you or your Alternate will be attending the 
TAC and the regular meetings.  

Thank you. 

Regards, 
 
 
 

Judie A. Anderson 
Administrator 
JAA:tim 
Encls:  Meeting Packet 

cc:     Alternates 
Joel Jamnik 
TRPD 
 

HCEE  
Diane Spector  
Clerks 

BWSR 
Met Council 
Official Newspaper 

MPCA 
DNR 
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Meeting of Technical Advisory Committee 
AGENDA 

April 11, 2018 
 

 
I.  Approve Agenda.* 

II.  Approve Minutes of February 14, 2017 TAC meeting.* 

III.  Cost Share Policy.* 

  A.  Recommendation to Commission. 

IV.  Revised CIP.* 

  A.  Additional CIP Application – Rush Creek SWA BMP Implementation.* 

  B.  Call for Public Meeting – Minor Plan Amendment. 

  C.  Feasibility Reports. 
    1.  Rush Creek Main Stem Stream Restoration, M. Grove, $75,000 (line 16).* 

      2.  Elm Creek Stream Restoration Reach D, Plymouth, $212,500 (line 18).* 
      3.  Mill Pond Gardens, Champlin, $100,000, (line 30).* 
      4.  Elm Creek Stream Restoration Phase III, Champlin, $100,000 (line 40).* 
      5.  Downs Road Trail Rain Garden, Champlin, $12,500 (line 41).* 

  D.  Recommendation to Commission: Approve projects for ad valorem funding and   
    call for public hearing. 

  E.  Identify projects for BWSR Pilot Funding Project. 

  V.  Draft manure management model ordinance/policy.*  

VI.  Submersed Aquatic Vegetation Management Policy.* 

VII.  Other Business. 

VIII.  Next TAC meeting _____________. 
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Technical Advisory Committee  

and 
Regular Meeting Minutes  

February 14, 2018 
 

I.  A meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) for the Elm Creek Watershed Management Commission 
was  convened at 9:31 a.m., Wednesday, February 14, 2018  in  the Mayor’s Conference Room, Maple Grove City Hall, 
12800 Arbor Lakes Parkway, Maple Grove, MN. 

In attendance were: Todd Tuominen, Champlin; Kevin Mattson, Corcoran; Rick Lestina and Mark Lahtinen, Maple 
Grove; Kaci Fisher, Hakanson‐Anderson, Medina; Ben Scharenbroich, Plymouth; Andrew Simmons, Rogers; James Kujawa, 
Jason Swenson, and Kirsten Barta, Hennepin County Dept. of Environment and Energy (HCEE); Brian Vlach, Three Rivers 
Park District (TRPD); Jeff Weiss, Barr Engineering; and Judie Anderson, JASS.   

  Not represented: Dayton.  

Also  present:  Sharon Meister,  Corcoran; Doug  Baines,  Dayton;  Catherine  Cesnik,  Plymouth;  and  Jeff  Strom, 
Wenck Associates.  

II.  Motion by Scharenbroich, second by Kujawa to approve the agenda. Motion carried unanimously. 

  Motion by Scharenbroich, second by Lestina to approve the minutes of the December 13, 2017 TAC meeting.  
Motion carried unanimously. 

[Mattson arrived 9:43 a.m.] 

III.  Rush Creek Subwatershed Assessment. 

  Strom presented an update on the assessment project.  Included in the meeting packet were the following: 

  A.  A map*  of  the  assessment  study  area  showing  resident  attendance  at  the  Open  House  held  on 
December 7, 2017 at Corcoran City Hall.  Concerns expressed at the meeting related to streambank erosion, buffers, culverts, 
heavy tree downfalls/debris in the creek, drainage, and flooding, the latter two being of most concern. Private ditches had 
more issues, mostly related to upstream problems such as sediment from fields, drain tiling, and hydrology alteration. Will 
need to determine if cities/the County have policies regarding any of these issues. 

  B.  A map* of refined BMPs in the South Tributary Management Unit.  Map shows location of refined BMPs 
identified using the agricultural conservation planning framework (ACPF). 

  C.  Spreadsheet* showing structural BMP cost‐benefit analysis for South Tributary Management Unit. BMPS 
illustrated include grassed waterways, saturated buffers, wetland restorations, and alternate tile intakes (ATIs). Query: runoff 
risk sediment delivery risk – is this a high‐medium‐low runoff risk area? 

[Barta arrived 10:56 a.m.] 

    Non‐structural  BMPs  include  such  things  as  feedlot/pasture/manure management,  fertilizer  application, 
education and outreach, urban BMPs, and cropping practices such as no‐till, conservation tillage, and cover crops. 

    A draft final report will be ready for review in April. 

IV.  Commission Cost Share Policy. 

  At their December 13, 2017 meeting, the Commissioners discussed the “cap” on the maximum annual levy for 
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Capital Improvement Projects (CIPs). It was noted that, according to the Commission’s current Cost Share Policy which 
was  adopted  in 2012.  the  cap  is $250,000/project, $500,000/year.  The  current CIP,* which was  amended  in 2017, 
shows estimated costs for projects anticipated to be  levied  in 2018/payable 2019 are $1,395,250.   While some 2018 
projects may be reassigned to future years, others will most probably be added and the costs of some existing projects 
may  increase.    Commissioners  and  TAC members were  encouraged  to  discuss  this  possible  action with  their  city 
personnel/councilors.  

  Plymouth indicated they were okay with a raise in the annual cap to $750,000.  Maple Grove said they would 
like to maintain the cap at $500,000.   Rogers  indicated they would probably not be  in favor of an  increase.   Medina 
misunderstood the intent and will go back to their Council for direction.  Motion by Scharenbroich, second by Simmons 
to  table  action  on  this  topic  to  the  next  TAC meeting  so  that  all member  cities  can  be  polled.   Motion  carried 
unanimously. 

V.  Capital Improvement Program. 

  A.  The members reviewed the CIP spreadsheet (Table 4.5_2017 with 2018 submittals_Rev2).*  
    1.  Stone’s Throw Wetland (line 31) has been moved from 2018 to 2019. 
    2.  Hickory Drive Stormwater Improvement, Medina, (line 37) has been added in 2019. 
    3.  Southeast Corcoran Wetland Restoration, Corcoran, (line 38) has been added in 2019. 
    4.  Downtown Regional Stormwater Improvement, Corcoran, (line 39) has been added in 2019. 

    Motion  by  Kujawa,  second  by  Scharenbroich  to  recommend  to  the  Commission  approval  of  the 
revisions listed above.  Motion carried unanimously. 

[Tuominen arrived 11:10 a.m.] 

    Tuominen requested that four additional projects be added to the CIP: 
    5.  Elm Creek Stream Restoration Phase III, Champlin, (new line 40) to be added in 2018. 
    6.  Downs Road Trail Raingarden, Champlin, (new line 41) to be added in 2018/2019. 
    7.  Elm Creek Stream Restoration Phase IV, Champlin, (new line 42) to be added in 2019 
    8.  Lowell Pond Raingarden, Champlin, (new line 43) to be added in 2019. 

    Motion by Kujawa, second by Scharenbroich  to  recommend  to  the Commission approval  to add  the 
four Champlin projects to the CIP.  Motion carried unanimously. 

  B.  Projects were  reviewed  for  timeliness and  some construction dates adjusted. Generic projects were 
extended  out  to  the  2020‐2024  timeframe.  As  a  result  $500,000  in  projects will  be  considered  for  levy  funding  in 
2018/payable 2019. Motion by Kujawa, second by Lestina to recommend to the Commission the following five projects for 
levy funding pending receipt and approval of feasibility studies and adoption of a Minor Plan Amendment updating the 
CIP:   
    1.  Rush Creek Main Stem Stream Restoration (line 16), Maple Grove, $75,000 
    2.  Elm Creek Stream Restoration Reach D (line 18), Plymouth, $212,500 
    3.  Mill Pond Gardens (line 30), Champlin, $100,000 
    4.  Elm Creek Stream Restoration Phase III (line 40), Champlin, $100,000 
    5.  Downs Road Trail Rain Garden (line 41), Champlin, $12,500 

Motion carried unanimously. 

VI.  Draft Manure Management Model Ordinance/Policy. 

  Barta reported that she will have a draft of the ordinance/policy available to send to the member cities for review 
and comment prior to the April 11 TAC meeting. 

VII.  Aquatic Vegetation Management. 

  In the years prior to 2010 the Shingle Creek Watershed Management Commission received final approval for 13 
lake TMDLs and Implementation Plans. One of the goals the Commission set for itself was to undertake reviews of these 
implementation plans to evaluate progress toward achieving the state TMDL goals every five years following adoption of
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the respective Implementation Plans.  Along with follow‐up lake monitoring one component of the five‐year reviews was 
meetings with the affected cities and local lake property owners to hear their comments regarding the work done by the 
Commission and others in and around the lakes. 

One discussion that usually came up was, while  improvements were made to the  lake, oftentimes the results 
included  increased vegetation, whether  it be native “good” plants or  invasive “bad” plants.   Residents were concerned 
that they were losing the clear open space they were expecting to accommodate access to the lake as well as recreational 
enjoyment.  They also expected the Commission to “fix it.” 

The Shingle Creek Commission is now considering a vegetation management policy* that would protect water 
quality and ecologic integrity.  Members of the Commissions’ Technical Advisory Committee advised the Commission that 
perhaps such a policy should be more metro‐wide in scope since all of its member cities also are members of neighboring 
watersheds  and  it would be beneficial  that  the policy of  each WMO be  similar,  if not  the  same.  The Commissioners 
requested that Staff contact other WMOs with which they work to present the draft policy as a very preliminary draft for 
consideration. The draft policy is included in the meeting packet for the members’ review and comment. 

VIII.  The meeting of  the  Technical Advisory Committee was  adjourned  at 11:30  a.m.  The  TAC will  reconvene on 
Wednesday, April 11, 2018. 

 

I.  A  regular meeting of  the Elm Creek Watershed Management Commission was called  to order at 11:42 a.m., 
Wednesday, February 14, 2018,  in  the Mayor’s Conference Room, Maple Grove City Hall, 12800 Arbor Lakes Parkway, 
Maple Grove, MN, by Chairman Doug Baines. 

  Present were:  Bill Walraven, Champlin; Sharon Meister, Corcoran; Doug Baines, Dayton; Victoria Reid, Medina; 
Fred Moore, Plymouth; Kevin Jullie, Rogers; James Kujawa and Jason Swenson, Hennepin County Dept. of Environment 
and Energy (HCEE); Brian Vlach, Three Rivers Park District (TRPD); Jeff Weiss, Barr Engineering; and Judie Anderson, JASS.  

  Not represented: Maple Grove. 

Also present: Todd Tuominen, Champlin; Kevin Mattson, Corcoran; Mark Lahtinen, Maple Grove; Catherine Cesnik 
and Ben Scharenbroich, Plymouth; and Andrew Simmons, Rogers. 

  A.  Motion by Walraven, second by Moore to approve the revised agenda.* Motion carried unanimously. 

B.  Motion  by Walraven,  second  by  Jullie  to  approve  the minutes*  of  the  January  10,  2018,  regular 
meeting. Motion carried unanimously. 

C.  Motion  by Moore,  second  by Walraven  to  approve  the  February  Treasurer’s  Report  and  Claims* 
totaling $52,620.20.  Motion carried unanimously. 

II.  Open Forum. 

III.  Action Items. 

  A.  Project Review 2018‐001 Rush Creek Commons, Maple Grove.* This project is located on a 9.13‐acre 
site at the southwest intersection of CSAH 10 and 101.  It is part of the Markets at Rush Creek PUD and is proposed for 
82 townhomes, creating 4.68 acres of new  impervious area.   Staff review was for consistency with the Commission’s 
approvals  for  the Markets at Rush Creek PUD stormwater management plan  (project 2009‐004) and  for compliance 
with  the  Commission’s  Third  Generation  Stormwater Management  Plan  Appendix  O,  Rules  and  Standards.    Staff 
recommends approval of site plans dated January 25, 2018, contingent upon meeting the Commission’s operation and 
maintenance requirements on the stormwater facilities.  Motion by Moore, second by Walraven to approve this project 
subject to Staff’s recommendation. Motion carried unanimously. 

  B.  Motion by Moore, second by Jullie to approve the 2018 Cooperative Agreement with Hennepin county 
Environmental Services in an amount not to exceed $120,000 – $110,000 for Technical Services and $10,000 for Volunteer 
Monitoring Services. Motion carried unanimously. 
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Elm Creek Watershed Management Commission 
Cost Share Policy 

 
To facilitate implementation of improvement projects within the watershed, the Elm Creek Watershed 
Management Commission’s Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) and Section V of its Second Generation 
Watershed Management Plan provide for a Capital Improvement Program (CIP).  The JPA also describes 
how the costs of capital projects shall be allocated. 

The Management Plan proposes to share the cost of high-priority watershed capital improvements and 
demonstration projects through the CIP. High-priority watershed capital improvements are those activities 
that go above and beyond general city management activities and are intended to provide a significant 
improvement to the water resources in the watershed. To be considered for inclusion in the CIP, projects 
must be identified in a Commission-adopted management plan, approved TMDL, or member local 
stormwater plan or CIP.  

In order to identify projects for inclusion on its Capital Improvement Program, the Elm Creek Watershed 
Management Commission will accept city proposals for cost-share projects until March 15 of every year. 
Following that date, the Commission’s Technical Advisory Committee will review and score the submittals 
and make a recommendation regarding additions and revisions to the Commission’s existing CIP at their 
regular May meeting. 

The Commission has developed a set of criteria by which proposed projects will be scored, with those 
projects scoring a certain minimum number of points on the submittal form screening questions 
advancing to a prioritization stage.  (Refer to the Commission’s Capital Improvement Program Standards 
and Guidelines.) 

Prior to consideration for funding, a feasibility study or engineering report must be written for the 
proposed project. The city acting as the lead agency for a proposed project will be responsible for the 
development of and the costs associated with the feasibility study/engineering report. 

The Commission has elected to fund capital projects through an ad valorem tax levy. Under the authority 
provided by MN Stat 103B.251, Subd. 5, the Commission has the authority to certify for payment by the 
county all or part of the cost of an approved capital improvement. The Commission will pay up to 25 
percent of the cost of qualifying projects. This amount will be shared by all taxpayers in the watershed, 
with the balance of the project cost being shared by the local government(s) participating in or benefiting 
from the improvement.  

a. The Commission’s maximum annual share of an approved project is up to $250,000.  
 
1) The Commission’s share will be funded through the ad valorem tax levy – spread across 

all taxpayers within the watershed. 
2) The Commission will use a maximum annual levy of $500,000 as a working guideline. 

 
b. The cities’ share will be a minimum of 75% of the cost of the project. The basis of this 

apportionment will likely be unique to each project. The 75% share will be apportioned to the 
cities in the following manner or in some other manner acceptable to them.  For example,  
 
1) The area directly benefiting from the project will be apportioned 25% of the cost of the 

project. This will be apportioned to cities based on the proportion of lake or stream 
frontage. 

2) 50% of the cost of the project will be apportioned based on contributing/benefiting area. 
 

c. The cities will each decide the funding mechanism that is best suited to them for payment of their 
share, for example through special assessments, storm drainage utility, general tax levy, or 
watershed management taxing district.   
 

d. Funding from grant sources may also be used to help pay the costs of the capital projects.  
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1 Table 4.5. Elm Creek Third Generation Plan Capital Improvement Program ‐following April 12 2017 meeting
2

3 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
4 Special Studies
5  TMDL implementation special study Watershed H 225,000 Cities, HCEED Operating budget 0 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 125,000
6  Stream segment prioritization Watershed H 20,000 Cities, HCEED, TRPD Operating budget 10,000 0 0 0 10,000 0
7 High Priority Stream Restoration Projects Cities, TRPD Cities, TRPD, county levy, grants
8 Elm Cr Reach E Plymouth H 1,086,000 Commission, Plymouth County Levy ‐ levied in 2015 250,000
9 CIP‐2016‐RO‐01 Fox Cr, Creekview Rogers H 321,250 Commission, Rogers County Levy ‐ levied in 2016 0 80,312
10 Mississippi Point Park  Riverbank Repair Champlin M 300,000 County Levy ‐ levied in 2016 0 75,000
11 Elm Creek Dam Champlin H 7,001,220 County Levy ‐ levied in 2016 0 187,500
12 Tree Thinning and Bank Stabilization Project Watershed H 50,000 0 50,000 50,000 50,000 250,000 350,000
13 Fox Cr, Hyacinth Rogers M 360,000  County Levy ‐ levied in 2017  0 090,000 112,500 
14 Fox Cr, South Pointe, Rogers Rogers M 90,000   0 0 22,500 0 22,500 0
15 Other High Priority Stream Project Watershed H 500,000 0 0 0 125,000 125,000 250,000 375,000
16 CIP‐2016‐MG‐02 Rush Creek Main Maple Grove 1,650,000 County Levy ‐ levied in 2016 75,000 75,000 75,000 25,000
17 CIP‐2016‐MG‐03 Rush Creek South  Maple Grove 675,000 168,750 168,750
18 CIP‐2017‐PL‐01 EC Stream Restoration Reach D Plymouth 850,000 City, County, Comm City, County, Comm 212,500
19 High Priority Wetland Improvements Cities Cities, Commission
20 DNR #27‐0437 Maple Grove L 75,000 0 0 0 0 0 18,750
21 Stone’s Throw Wetland Corcoran M 450,000 0 0 112,500 112,500 112,500 0
22 Other High Priority Wetland Projects Watershed L 100,000 0 0 0 0 0 25,000
23 CIP‐2016‐MG‐01 Ranchview Wetland Restoration Maple Grove 2,000,000 250,000 250,000 250,000
24 Lake TMDL Implementation Projects Cities, lake assns. Cities, Comm, grants, owners
25 Mill Pond Fishery and Habitat Restoration Champlin H 5,000,000  County Levy ‐ levied in 2017  0 0 250,000
26 Other Priority Lake Internal Load Projects Watershed M 100,000 0 0 0 0 0 25,000
27 CIP‐2016‐MG‐04 Fish Lake Alum Treatment‐Phase 1 Maple Grove H 300,000 City, TPRD, Comm, lake assn  County Levy ‐ levied in 2016  75,000

28 Stonebridge Maple Grove M 200,000 retrofit of  addl stormsewer treatment systems 
will not occur during street recon project

0 50,000 0 0 0

29 Rain Garden at Independence Avenue Champlin L 300,000  County Levy ‐ levied in 2017  0 75,000
30 CIP‐2016‐CH‐01 Mill Pond Rain Gardens Champlin M 400,000 0 0 100,000 0 0
31 Other Priority Urban BMP Projects Watershed L 200,000 0 0 0 0 0 50,000
32 Other
33 Livestock Exclus, Buffer & Stabilized Access Watershed M 50,000ities, owners, U Extension, NRC Cities, owners, Comm, NRCS 0 0 0 50,000 0 50,000
34 Agricultural BMPs Cost Share Watershed H 50,000ities, owners, U Extension, NRC Cities, owners, Comm, NRCS 0 50,000 50,000 50,000 100,000 150,000

35
CIP‐2016‐RO‐04  CIP‐2017‐RO‐1 Ag BMPs  Cowley‐
Sylvan Connections BMPs Rogers 300,000 City, Comm City, Comm, BWSR 75,000 75,000

36 CIP‐2016‐RO‐03 Downtown Pond Exp & Reuse Rogers 406,000 101,500 101,500
37 Hickory Drive Stormwater Improvement Medina 225,000 City. Comm, Grants 56,250            
38 SE Corcoran Wetland Restoration Corcoran 400,000 City. Comm, 319 Grant 100,000          
39 Downtown Regional Stormwater Pond Corcoran 50,000 City. Comm 10,000            
40 Elm Creek Stream Restoration Phase III Champlin 400,000 100,000
41 Downs Road Trail Raingarden Champlin 300,000 12,500 62,500            
42 Elm Creek Stream Restoration Phase IV Champlin 600,000 150,000          
43 Lowell Pond Raingarden Champlin 400,000 100,000          

44
Hydrologic & Hydraulic Modeling Watershed L 25,000

HCEE/DNR FEMA Grant, 
remove from CIP Commission 0 0 0 25,000 0 0

45 Fourth Generation Plan Watershed L 70,000 Commission 0 0 0 0 0 $70,000
TOTAL STUDIES 245,000 COMM SHARE TOTAL STUDIES 10,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 35,000

TOTAL CIPS 24,134,470 COMM SHARE TOTAL CIPS 250,000$         492,812$         935,000$         500,000$         988,750$         1,459,000$       
25,084,470 437,500$        

Projects levied in prior years Projects added/revised in 2017 Projects levied in 2017, payable 2018 Projects added/revised in 2018

Funding Source(s) 2020‐2024
Estimated Commission Cost

Description Location Priority Est Proj Cost Partners

Z:\Elm Creek\CIPs\2018 Submittals\Table 4.5_2017 with 2018 submittals_Rev3.xlsx
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EXHIBIT A 

Elm Creek Watershed Management Commission  
Capital Improvement Project Submittal 

(This submittal will be rated on its completeness and adherence to the goals of the Commission.  
A second page may be used to provide complete responses.) 

City Elm Creek WMC 
Contact Name  
Telephone  
Email  
Address  

Project Name Rush Creek Headwaters SWA BMP Implementation 

 1.  Is project in Member’s CIP?  (  x  ) yes  (  x  ) no (Corcoran in 2024) Proposed CIP Year = 2020 
 2.  Has a feasibility study or an engineering report (circle one) been done for this project? (  ) yes  (  x  ) no 
 Amount 
 Total Estimated Project Cost $200,000 
 Estimated Commission Share (up to 25%, not  to exceed $250,000) $50,000 
 Other Funding Sources (name them):  Grants, locals, cost share $150,000 
  $ 
 3.  What is the scope of the project? Install several of the highest-priority BMPs identified in the Rush 

Creek Headwaters SWA. Projects could include wetland restorations, saturated buffers, water and 
sediment control basins, alternative tile intakes, and grassed waterways 

 4.  What is the purpose of the project? What water resource(s) will be impacted by the project? 
The purpose is to reduce pollutant loading, increasing infiltration, and serve as demonstration projects. 
The primary affected resource would be North Fork Rush Creek, but Henry and Jubert Lakes, other 
smaller tributaries, and wetlands could benefit as well.  

 5.  What is the anticipated improvement that would result from the project? (Include size of area treated 
     and projected nutrient reduction.) The benefits would vary with the BMP, locations, and drainage area. 
Some example projects in the SWA range from $15,000-20,000 for a grassed waterway removing 5-20 lbs 
TP per year; $30,000-40,000 for saturated buffers, ranging from 5-10 lbs TP; wetland restorations from 
$30,000 – 200,000 yr, with TP removals ranging from 10 to 100+ lbs/yr. 

 6.  How does the project contribute to achieving the goals and programs of the Commission? 
The project would undertake BMPs to achieve load reductions required by the Elm Creek Watershed 
TMDL and WRAPS. The BMPs would also demonstrate to other property owners how the BMPs could be 
implemented and what the impacts might be to their property,  

0/10 7.  Does the project result from a regulatory mandate?  (  x  ) yes  (    ) no     How? TMDL required 
reductions.  

0/10/20 8.  Does the project address one or more TMDL requirements?   (  x  ) yes  (    ) no     Which? Henry Lake 
nutrient TMDL, North Fork Rush E. coli and nutrient TMDL 

0/10/20 9.  Does the project have an educational component?  (  x  ) yes  (    ) no     Describe. As demonstration 
projects, implementation of the BMPs would be publicized and available for tours. 

0/10 10. Do all the LGUs responsible for sharing in the cost of the project agree to go forward with this project? 
     ( x   ) yes  (  x  ) no      Identify the LGUs.  Corcoran has generic projects in its draft LWMP for 2023-
2024. 

10/20 11. Is the project in all the LGUs’ CIPs?  ( x   ) yes  (  x  ) no   See #10 above   

1-34 (For TAC use)   

12.  Does project improve water quality? (0-10)   

13.  Prevent or correct erosion?  (0-10) 

14.  Prevent flooding? (0-5) 

 

15.  Promote groundwater recharge? (0-3) 

16.  Protect and enhance fish and wildlife habitat? (0-3) 
17.  Improve or create water recreation facilities? (0-3) 

TOTAL  (poss 114) 
Adopted April 11, 2012 
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Elm Creek Watershed Management Commission 
Recommended Livestock Management Policy 

 
 

1.  The primary goal of  this policy  is  to  reduce phosphorus  runoff  from  livestock‐associated 
facilities. 

2.  This policy applies to new facilities or the expansion of existing facilities based on the City’s 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) provisions for livestock.   

3.  Feedlots  and manure  storage  areas  are  prohibited within  the  shoreland  of  any  lake  , 
perennial stream  , intermittent stream , or protected wetland without a CUP. 

  a.  In the case of feedlots and manure storage areas for which a CUP is required, the 
CUP shall only be issued if a Nutrient and Management Plan (NMP) specific to that operation, and 
which has been prepared and implemented within the timeframe specified by the City, is in place. 

  b.  The  NMP  must  meet  the  standards  of  the  University  of  Minnesota  Extension 
Service  or  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation 
Services (NRCS).   

4.  Definitions. 

  a.  Animal Density.   Allowable animal density shall be based on  the net area of  the 
parcel  that  can  be  grazed  in  its  entirety.    This  area  excludes wetlands, woodland,  farmsteads, 
feedlots, parking lots, and other areas where grazing cannot or should not occur.  

  b.  Animal Feedlot.  A lot or building or combination of lots and buildings intended for 
the  confined  feeding,  breeding,  raising  or  holding  of  animals  and  specifically  designed  as  a 
confinement area in which manure may accumulate, or where the concentration of animals is such 
that a vegetative cover cannot be maintained within the enclosure. Open lots used for the feeding 
and rearing of poultry (poultry ranges) shall be considered to be animal feedlots. Manure storage 
areas off the site of the feedlot are considered as feedlots.  

  c.  Animal Unit.  The definition of “animal unit” shall be determined by the City.  The 
City may also refer to Minnesota Rules part 7020.0300. 

  d.  Conditional use. Land use or development as defined by ordinance that would not 
be appropriate generally but may be allowed with appropriate restrictions as provided by official 
controls upon a finding that certain conditions as detailed in the zoning ordinance exist, the use or 
development  conforms  to  the  comprehensive  land  use  plan of  the  community,  and  the use  is 
compatible with the existing neighborhood. 

  e.  Manure storage facility.  Any site or area specifically designed and/or constructed 
for  the  purpose  of  storage  or  holding  of  animal waste  and manure.  This  includes  any  storage 
facility previously designed and  installed meeting  the NRCS Technical Guidelines  current at  the 
time  of  installation,  any  commercial‐prefabricated  storage  facility,  concrete  slabs,  earthen 
dugouts, dikes or any other area intended for the storage of animal manure, no matter how small 
that accumulation may be or how long the manure may be stored. 
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  f.  Pasture ‐ Areas where grass or other growing plants are used for grazing and where 
the  concentration  of  animals  is  such  that  a  vegetative  cover  is maintained during  the  growing 
season except  in the  immediate vicinity of temporary supplemental feeding or watering devices. 
Those  areas of  supplemental  feeding or watering devices within  a pasture do not  constitute  a 
feedlot.   

  g.  Shoreland.  Land located within 1,000 feet from the ordinary high water level of a 
lake, pond, or  flowage; 300  feet  from a  river or stream; or  the  landward extent of a  floodplain 
designated by ordinance on a river or stream, whichever is greater. 
 
5.  Exhibits. 

  The following documents are attached and may be reviewed for content. 

a.  Exhibit A.  80.10 Manure Management Policy, City of Medina 

b.  Exhibit B.  Manure Management‐Related Ordinances, City of Medina. 

  c.  Exhibit C.  Ordinance 2016‐02 Amending City Code Section 152.071(G) as it pertains 
to livestock and domestic farm animals, City of Greenfield. 
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CITY OF GREENFIELD 
ORDINANCE NO. 2016-02 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CITY CODE SECTION 152.071 AS IT RELATES TO 

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS 
 

The City Council of the City of Greenfield, Minnesota does ordain: 
 
That Section 152.071(G) Livestock and domestic farm animals, be amended as follows: 
 
 

(G)        Livestock and domestic farm animals. 

(1) Applicability.  Provisions of the ordinance codified herein that apply to the 
owner of animals apply equally to any person having the custody or 
possession of that animal. 

(2) Definitions.  For the purpose of this section, the following definitions shall 
apply unless the context clearly indicates or requires a different meaning. 

(a) ANIMAL UNIT.  A unit of measure comparing the size of domestic 
farm animals as follows:  

Animal Animal Unit 

One cow, llama, horse, ostrich or similar 
animal 1.0 

One hog, sheep, goat, alpaca or similar 
animal .5 

One domestic fowl or similar animal .05 

 

(b) DOMESTIC FARM ANIMAL/LIVESTOCK.  Cattle, hogs, horses, 
bees, sheep, goats, chickens and other animals and fowl commonly 
kept for food production. 

(c) AT-LARGE.  Off the premises of the owner or person responsible 
for the livestock. 

(3) General provisions.  The following shall apply to § 152.056 Agricultural 
Preserve and § 152.055 Rural Residential Zoning Districts: 
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(a) Where the principal use is a single-family dwelling, livestock at a 
maximum density of 1 animal units per the first 1-1/2 acres of land 
and 1 additional animal unit per each additional acre of land 
thereafter.  Property owners shall be responsible for management 
and proper disposal of animal waste.  This shall include: 

1. All regulations imposed by the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency (MPCA) relating to the keeping of livestock or domestic 
farm animals shall be adhered to, and such regulations shall be 
considered the minimum safeguard necessary to prevent 
pollution of natural sensitive areas or the creation of a health 
hazard; 

2. Land application of manure will need to be compliant with the 
Minn. Rules 7020.2225; 

3. Keeping from wells and septic systems.  Keeping animal waste 
storage or composting of areas a minimum of 75 feet away from 
wells and primary and secondary septic systems; and 

3.   Structures or buildings used to house animals shall meet all 
applicable setback requirements for accessory structures as 
stated in City Code Chapter 152. 

4. Concrete manure containment areas or composting areas must 
be constructed, the design of which shall be consistent the 
recommendations of the University of Minnesota Extension 
Service, and setbacks in compliance with those stated for 
accessory structures in City Code Chapter 152.  

  (a) The site shall install runoff retention and vegetative 
infiltration systems, consistent with the recommendations of the 
University of Minnesota Extension Service, down slope from the 
manure containment area.  

 (b) Diligent effort shall be made to prevent the cribbing 
of trees in or near pastures, and efforts to maintain grass in the 
pastures by limiting use thereof as appropriate and by providing 
supplemental feed to prevent over grazing by instituting a 
pasture management program in accordance with the 
recommendation of the University of Minnesota Extension 
Service. 
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5. Violations. 

a. Complaint process.  Any resident who believes there is 
property located within the corporate limits of the city which 
had excessive odors or other nuisances related to manure in 
violation of this section, shall make a written complaint 
signed, dated and filed complaint with the City Administrator-
Clerk or Minnesota Pollution Control Agency. 

b. Notice of violations.  The Mayor or his or her authorized 
designee shall make an inspection within 3 days of a 
complaint location to determine if a violation of this section 
has occurred.  Written notification in the form of a destruction 
order shall be forwarded to the property owner.  The written 
notice shall be sent by certified mail, return receipt 
requested.  Within 10 days after the mailing of the notice, the 
property owner shall remove the manure.  The city may 
cause the manure to be removed following the 10 day 
period. 

c. Appeals.  The property owner may appeal by filing written 
notice of objection with the City Administrator-Clerk within 
the 5 days of the notice.  It is the property owner’s 
responsibility to demonstrate that the matter in question is 
not in violation of this section and should not be subject to 
destruction under this section. 

d. Liability.  Property owners shall be liable for all costs of 
removal of noxious manure.  The city shall bill the property 
owner for employees hourly rate, equipment and supplies 
that may be used.  The City Council shall assess the 
property owner any amount unpaid 90 days after the date of 
the invoice. 

Passed by the City Council this 3rd day of May, 2016. 
 
 
        ____________________________ 
        Mayor Brad Johnson 
____________________________________ 
Attest: Bonnie Ritter, City Administrator-Clerk 
 
Published in the official newspaper on 19th day of May, 2016. 
Effective the 20th day of May, 2016. 
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City of Medina Policy, Procedure and Program Manual 

80.10 Manure Management Policy                           Z:\Elm Creek\Manure Policy\Medina_80 10 Manure Mgt  Policy.doc 
Approved July 1, 2008 

80.10 – Manure Management Policy  
 
Purpose: 
 
To prevent large manure stockpiles from becoming a public nuisance and to proactively 
protect the natural environment and neighboring properties pursuant to City Code Section 
825.15:  “No… air pollution, liquid, solid wastes…or other such adverse influences shall 
be permitted in any district that will in any way have an objectionable effect upon any 
property.” 
 
 
Policy: 
 
1)  The City shall require manure best management practices (BMPs) on the approval of 

conditional use permits (CUP) or other land use applications which indicates the 
stabling or housing of animals.   The required BMPs shall be based on resources 
available from the University of Minnesota Extension Service and Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency. 

 
2)  The City shall inspect the manure management practices of the following properties a 

minimum of one time per year: 
a) A property for which a CUP has been approved subject to clause (1) of this 

policy; 
b) A property on which a commercial horse facility is operated; 
c) A property which, because of past concerns or violations, the City determines 

should require annual inspections. 
 
3)  Owners of property which are inspected annually shall maintain records of manure 

disposal and provide such documentation upon request. 
 
4)  The City may require the implementation of manure BMPs on a property which is not 

subject to a CUP under clause (1) of this policy.   
 
5)  The City shall take necessary enforcement actions as provided by ordinance or 

procedure should a property be determined to be in violation of the manure BMPs 
required as part of an approved CUP, or are otherwise determined to constitute a 
public nuisance.  These actions may include, but are not limited to, the following:  
corrective orders, misdemeanor citation, or revocation of conditional use permit 
approval.  If violations are not corrected within a timely matter, and the City 
determines that the violation threatens the public health or safety, the City Council 
take necessary actions to abate the nuisance and certify the costs to the subject 
property pursuant to City Code section 330.25. 
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Manure Management‐Related Ordinances – City of Medina 

1)   Animal Density standards (2 grazable acres for first animal unit and 1 grazable acre per animal 
unit thereafter).  The density standards allow additional animals with a CUP if best management 
practices are followed. 

2)  Commercial horse facilities are held to the following standard by CUP:  the subject site shall 
construct a concrete manure containment or composting area, the design of which shall be 
consistent with the recommendations of the University of Minnesota Extension Service. Owners of a 
feed lot shall provide a schedule for removal of manure or compost from affected sites, subject to 
the approval by the City. 
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Technical 
Memo  

 

Wenck Associates, Inc.  |  7500 Olson Memorial Highway  |  Suite 300  |  Plymouth, MN 55427 

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

 

To:    Shingle Creek WMO Commissioners 
 
From:    Ed Matthiesen, P.E.  
    Diane Spector 
     
Date:    April 6, 2018 
 
Subject:  Submersed Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) Management Policy 
 
Recommended 
Commission Action   Adopt the proposed SAV Management Policy. 

 
The Commission and the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) have several times discussed a proposed 
Submersed Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) Management Policy (attached). The purpose of the policy is to set 
forth the conditions under which the Commission would lead and fund the treatment of aquatic invasive 
species.  
 
In discussions with some other WMOs and cities that have undertaken internal load projects, we find 
that post‐construction treatment of invasive species is common, with management extending to a point 
where the AIS coverage is under control. This may take two to three years on many lakes, and five years 
or more on lakes that are highly infested. In the latter case, the first few years are often more extensive 
treatment, followed by a few years of tapering down to spot treatment. For example, Riley‐Purgatory‐
Bluff Creek has some lakes with initial treatment costing $20‐25,000, followed by a few years of $8‐
10,000 of less extensive treatment. 
 
For the most part WMOs and cities have limited participation in managing native species for access and 
recreation, which is primarily left to lake associations or individual property owners. The DNR has 
informed us that there are currently nine Lake Improvement Districts in the Metro area, five of which 
were formed for aquatic vegetation management/AIS management.  
 
Point #6 of the draft SAV policy includes the statement “ The Commission will not participate financially 
in the cost of SAV management performed for recreation and access purposes.” In researching SAV 
management by other WMOs, we learned that the Bassett Creek management plan includes the 
following policy: 
 
#79: The BCWMC will support and collaborate with other entities (e.g., agencies, lake association, cities, 
counties) to manage and prevent the spread of aquatic invasive species; BCWMC services may include 
point‐intercept surveys of aquatic vegetation, feasibility studies, technical analysis, education, exploring 
funding options, and applying for grants. The BCWMC will not manage increased growths of native 
aquatic vegetation resulting from improved water quality. 
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We think the underlined statement would be a useful addition to point #6 to very clearly state that the 
Commission will not manage native vegetation (even if the property owners think it is a nuisance) and 
will not manage SAV strictly for recreation or access.  Lakeshore property owners wanting to clear their 
shoreline for swimming or boat access can continue to exercise their SAV management rights directly 
with the DNR. That statement has been added to #6 on the attached SAV Policy. 
 
  
Project and Ongoing Costs 
 
The cost of SAV management was included in the Bass and Pomerleau Lakes Project cost and funding, 
but was not included in the Twin Lake Carp Management Project cost and funding. The estimated cost of 
SAV management on Upper Twin is $30,000‐40,000. There will likely be some savings in the fish barrier 
part of the project budget that can be reallocated to SAV management.  
 
The closed projects account can also be tapped for some project costs. It will have an estimated $50,000 
of available balance at the conclusion of the 2017 financial audit. Any use of that fund will be soon 
replenished: within the next few years two capital projects will be closed out with significant 
contributions to the closed projects account. An estimated $25,000 will be available from the Biochar 
project (one fewer pond than expected constructed) and $50,000 from the Bass and Pomerleau Alum 
Treatment project (levied for a larger project, also received an unanticipated  Clean Water Fund grant.) 
 
As part of future budget discussions, the Commission may wish to allocate an annual amount for 
ongoing spot treatments, but that may not be necessary for at least a few years, since the initial costs 
will be borne by project funds.  
 
 
Recommendation 
 
The TAC considered the SAV Management Policy with the addition of the Bassett Creek language at its 
March 29, 2018 meeting. The TAC and staff recommend that the Commission adopt the attached policy. 
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Submersed Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) Management Policy 
April 12, 2018 
 
 
The Shingle Creek Watershed Management Commission  works in partnership with its member cities, 
Hennepin County, MnDOT, property owners, and other parties to protect and improve lakes, wetlands, 
and streams in the watershed. The Commission’s goal is to meet State of Minnesota water quality 
standards and to promote a healthy and diverse community of native aquatic organisms and vegetation. 
To achieve that goal the Commission may periodically partner with one or more member cities to 
undertake lake internal load management projects, such as alum treatments or rough fish management. 
As lake water clarity improves, both native and non‐native submersed aquatic vegetation (SAV) may 
become more abundant. This policy sets forth the standards and actions the Commission will take to 
assist in managing SAV. 
 

1. Prior to undertaking any internal load improvement projects, the Commission will obtain spring 
and late summer SAV surveys, and compile all known information about SAV and SAV 
management for the previous five years. 

2. Commission staff will review SAV data with the DNR to determine likely SAV response to internal 
load reductions and SAV management options. 

3. On lakes with an existing infestation of non‐native invasive curly‐leaf pond weed and/or 
Eurasian water milfoil, the Commission will undertake chemical or mechanical treatment for up 
to three years as necessary to address the non‐native AIS infestation. The Commission will incur 
all costs of this treatment, including vegetation surveys, treatment delineations, and permits 
and variances. 

4. On lakes with non‐nuisance infestation of non‐native invasive curly‐leaf pond weed and/or 
Eurasian water milfoil, the Commission may provide spot treatment to prevent spread of the 
invasive species for up to three years or as necessary to control the infestation. The Commission 
will incur all costs of this treatment, including vegetation surveys, treatment delineations, and 
permits. 

5. The Commission will continue to undertake routine SAV surveys on its regular, published 
schedule and may provide spot treatment of AIS as necessary. 

6. The Commission will not participate financially in the cost of SAV management performed for 
recreation and access purposes. The Commission will not manage increased growths of native 
aquatic vegetation resulting from improved water quality. Lakeshore property owners may at 
any time undertake shoreline SAV management in accordance with DNR regulations at their 
own expense. 

7. At the request of a majority of lakeshore owners, and at their expense, the Commission may act 
as fiscal and contracting agent to provide SAV management for recreation and access purposes. 
If the lakeshore owners or lake association wish to form a Lake Improvement District, the 
Commission may provide technical assistance and liaison with Hennepin County and the DNR. 
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