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 A g e n d a 
11:30 a.m., Thursday, December 16, 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 November 17, 2010, Meeting Minutes * 
B. Presentation of Financial Statements  
C. Presentation of Invoices for Payment Approval  

i. Kennedy & Graven – Legal Services thru November 19, 2010 
ii. Barr Engineering – Engineering Services thru November 26, 2010 

iii. Watershed Consulting, LLC– Geoff Nash Administrator Services thru November 30, 
2010 

iv. Amy Herbert – November Administrative Services 
v. D’amico Catering – December BCWMC Meeting Catering 

vi. City of Golden Valley – Reimbursement for Creek Walk Expenses 
D. Resolution 10-09 to Authorize Deputy Treasurer to Transfer Funds from Administrative 

Account to the TMDL, Long-term Maintenance, and Channel Erosion Accounts 
   

5. NEW BUSINESS 
A. Discussion with Brooke Asleson, MPCA, on the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area Chloride 

Project (see MPCA handout “Twin Cities Metropolitan Area (TCMA) Chloride Project) 
B. 2010 Flood Control Project Inspection (see December 8, 2010,  Barr Engineering memo)   
 

 

6. OLD BUSINESS 
A. City of Plymouth Final Reimbursement Request for West Medicine Park Pond Project (see 

November 23, 2010,  City of Plymouth Letter and December 3, 2010, Barr Engineering e-mail) 
B. TMDL Updates (verbal update)    
C. Update on BCWMC’s Clean Water Legacy Grant Applications (verbal update) 
D. Next Generation Planning Process (see Barr Engineering memo) 
 

7. COMMUNICATIONS 
A. Chair  
B. Administrator  
C. Commissioners               
D. Committees               
E. Counsel                
F. Engineer              
               

8. INFORMATION ONLY         
         

9. ADJOURNMENT 
    

 

Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 



 

#249866v1 BCWMC November 17, 2010, Meeting Minutes   

Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
Minutes of the Meeting of November 17, 2010                                      
 
1.  Call to Order 
 

The Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission (BCWMC) was called to order at 11:35 a.m., 
Wednesday, November 17, 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 Commissioner Ted Hoshal Engineer Karen Chandler 
Minneapolis Not represented Recorder Amy Herbert 
Minnetonka Commissioner Bonnie Harper-Lore  
New Hope Commissioner John Elder  
Plymouth Commissioner Ginny Black, Vice Chair  
Robbinsdale Commissioner Wayne Sicora  
St. Louis Park Commissioner Jim deLambert  
   
Also present: Laura Adler, BCWMC Technical Advisory Committee, City of St. Louis Park 
 Caroline Amplatz, Caroline’s Kids Foundation 
 Derek Asche, BCWMC Technical Advisory Committee, City of Plymouth 
 Sean P. Bohan, Advanced Engineering 
 Rebecca Forman, Braun Intertec 
 Jack Frost, Metropolitan Council Environmental Services 
 Kari Geurts, Caroline’s Kids Foundation 
 Christopher Gise, 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 
 Aaron Morrissey, Menard, Inc. 
 Joseph O’Brien, Citizen 
 Jeff Oliver, BCWMC Technical Advisory Committee, City of Golden Valley 
 Jason Quisberg, City of New Hope 
 Stu Stockhaus, Alternate Commissioner, City of Crystal 
 Bill Wilson, Sweeney Lake Shoreowners Association President 
  

  

2. Approval of Agenda and Consent Agenda 
 
Chair Loomis requested the removal of the minutes from the Consent Agenda. Commissioner Black 
moved to approve the Consent Agenda as amended and to approve the Agenda. Commissioner Elder 
seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously with eight votes in favor [City of Minneapolis 
absent from vote].  

Laura Jester
Text Box
Item 4A



 

 
#249866 v1 

BCWMC November 17, 2010, Meeting Minutes  
2 

 
 
3.  Citizen Input on Non-Agenda Items 
  
Ms. Rebecca Forman, Braun Intertec, made a request to the Commission to put on a future meeting 
agenda information about the aeration system on Sweeney Lake. Ms. Forman said that there were a 
couple of reports written for Hidden Lakes residents and that Braun would like the opportunity to present 
that information. The Commission directed staff to put the item on a future Commission meeting. 
Administrator Nash commented that the Commission would want to receive the reports that Ms. Forman 
mentioned and would want to be able to include the reports in the meeting packets distributed as part of 
the monthly meeting communications. Ms. Forman asked how much lead time the Commission would 
need for receiving the reports for them to be part of the meeting materials. Ms. Herbert said the first 
Thursday of the meeting month. Ms. Amplatz mentioned that one of the reports is filled with more 
technical data about the study and the other report provides more of a summary of the findings. She said 
that she is willing to share both reports but would like the opportunity for the information to be shared to 
the Commission by an expert. Ms. Herbert asked if they would provide both reports to the Commission 
and Ms. Amplatz agreed. Ms. Forman stated that they would provide the final reports once the item is on 
the Commission’s agenda and they would try to give as much lead time as possible for people to review the 
reports and once the item is on the agenda the Commission has permission to share the reports as part of 
its meeting materials. She also said that Braun Intertec is scheduled at the DNR in the spring to provide a 
formal verbal presentation to contest the permit for the aeration to continue in the summer. Chair Loomis 
said that staff would be in touch regarding when the item is scheduled noting that the December, January, 
and February meetings get filled up with administrative items related to the end of the Commission’s 
calendar and fiscal years and its annual organizational meeting and perhaps the item may not be 
scheduled until the March 2011 agenda. 
 
4.  Administration 
 

A. Presentation of the October 21, 2010, BCWMC meeting minutes. Chair Loomis requested the 
addition of the following sentence to the end of the paragraph for item 7Bvi, “There was no 
objection by the Commission.” Commissioner Black moved to approve the minutes as amended. 
Commissioner Harper-Lore seconded the motion. The motion carried with seven votes in favor 
[City of New Hope abstained since he did not attend the October 21st BCWMC meeting and City 
of Minneapolis was absent from the vote]. 

 
B. Presentation of the Financial Statement.  

 
Commissioner Elder moved to receive and file the November financial report. Commissioner 
Black seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously with eight votes in favor [City of 
Minneapolis absent from vote]. 

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

 
Checking Account Balance 485,652.09 
TOTAL GENERAL FUND BALANCE 485,652.09 
  
Construction Account Cash Balance 2,693,038.15 
Investment due 5/13/2015 508,918.39 
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ACCOUNT BALANCE 3,201,956.54 
-Less: Reserved for CIP projects 3,846,341.33 
Construction cash/ investments available for projects (644,384.79) 
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C. Presentation of Invoices for Payment Approval. 
 
  Invoices: 
 

i. Kennedy & Graven – Legal Services through August 31, 2010 - invoice for the 
amount of $1,838.60. 
 

ii. Barr Engineering Company – Engineering Services through October 1, 2010 - 
invoice for the amount of $23,056.13. 

 
iii. Watershed Consulting, LLC – Administrator Services through September 30, 

2010 – invoice for the amount of $3,458.73. 
 

iv. Amy Herbert – September Administrative Services - invoice for the amount of 
$2,701.63. 

 
v. D’amico Catering – October BCWMC Meeting Catering – invoice for the amount 

of $416.87. 
 

vi. D’amico Catering – November BCWMC Meeting Catering – invoice for the 
amount of $443.15. 

 
Commissioner Black moved to approve payment of the invoices. Commissioner Harper-Lore 
seconded the motion. By call of roll, the motion carried unanimously with eight votes in favor 
[City of Minneapolis absent from vote]. 
 

D. Authorization for Publication of Request for Letters of Interest for Contracted Professional 
Services including Legal, Engineering and Technical, and Watershed Administrator Services. 
Direction for Commission Procedure for Review of Responses. Mr. LeFevere commented that the 
request is mandated by statute but that the Watershed Administrator does not fall under the 
professional services dictated by the statute. Commissioner Black moved to authorize the 
publication of the request for letters of interest for legal and engineering and technical services in 
the Minnesota State Register and to discuss at the December meeting other possible resources the 
Commission would use for the publication of the request. Commissioner Harper-Lore seconded 
the motion. The motion carried unanimously with eight votes in favor [City of Minneapolis absent 
from vote]. The Commission agreed that Administrator Nash should be the staff person to receive 
the letters. Chair Loomis said that at a future meeting the Commission will create a committee to 
review the letters. 

 
5. New Business 

 
A. Permit Review – Menards Project: City of Golden Valley. Ms. Chandler said the project is 

located northeast of the intersection of Highways 394 and Louisiana Avenue and is in the Sweeney 
Lake subwatershed. She said the project is a total redevelopment of a twelve-acre site, which 
currently has no water quality treatment on the site. She said the Commission’s requirements call 
for this type of project, redevelopment greater than five acres, to meet Level 1 water quality 
treatment standards. Ms. Chandler explained that the project is in front of the Commission 
because the plans call for treatment via underground sand filters. She said that the Commission 
considers the sand filter method an approved type of BMP but the Commission’s policy is to 
review plans utilizing underground treatment devices. Ms. Chandler said that there has been a lot 
of communications going back and forth between the City of Golden Valley, the Commission 
Engineer, and the Menards staff to get the plans to the point they are at currently.  

 
She explained that there are no flood plain issues and no wetland issues. Ms. Chandler said the 
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stormwater flows carry the water offsite and eventually to Sweeney Lake. She said two sets of 
BMPs are being proposed to treat water onsite.  Ms. Chandler reported that one set of BMPs are 
the bioretention areas and the other set includes the stormwater chambers, also referred to as 
underground sand filters. She explained that approximately one-fourth of the site will drain to and 
be treated by the bioretention areas and the rest of the site will drain to and be treated by the 
underground chambers/ sand filters. Ms. Chandler said the chambers are designed to meet the 
Commission’s requirement of treating one inch of runoff from the impervious areas. She passed 
around photos of chamber installation at another project and technical drawings of the chambers. 
Ms. Chandler reiterated that the project will meet Level I requirements with the designed systems 
in place. She said erosion and sediment control measures include silt fencing that would be 
installed all the way around the site and at the stormwater inlets, erosion control mat on slopes 
steeper than a three-to-one ratio, a construction entrance will be established, and the areas that 
will become the bioretention basins will be used during the construction phase as sediment basins.  
 
Ms. Chandler stated that the Commission Engineer recommends conditional approval based on 
the four comments listed in the November 10, 2010, Engineer’s memo about the Menards project: 
 

1. The sequencing of construction must be updated to include the following construction notes for the 
bioretention basins. 

a. To the extent possible, the bioretention basins must be constructed after the remaining site and 
tributary area has been graded and stabilized. 

b. After final grading, the bioretention basin floor must be tilled to a depth of at least 6 inches to 
provide a well-aerated, porous surface texture.  Six inches of compost must be tilled in at this 
time. 

c. The bottom and side slopes of the basin must be stabilized with appropriate plants within seven 
days following construction. 

2. The sequencing of construction must be updated to include the following construction notes for the storm 
chambers. 

a. Sand must be placed uniformly to prevent formation of voids that could lead to short-circuiting 
and prevent damage to the underlying under-drain system.  To the extent possible, voids between 
the trench walls and the geotextile fabric must be avoided. 

b. Mechanical compaction of the sand filter should be avoided.  The sand bed can be stabilized by 
wetting the sand periodically, allowing it to consolidate, and then adding extra sand.  This 
process can be repeated until consolidation is complete. 

3. A maintenance agreement for the bioretention basin and storm chambers must be established between the 
applicant and the City of Golden Valley. Discussions with the applicant indicate that the maintenance 
plan for the storm chambers will allow them to be serviced so that the functionality of the facilities 
extends to the life of the pavement.  When the pavement would be replaced, the sand filters would be 
replaced.  In the interim, the Isolator Rows of the storm chambers (which are used for pretreatment and 
remove a large portion of the sediment) will have sediments removed on a frequent basis. 

4. The plan sheets that show the dimensions, number of chambers, lengths, and sizes of the Storm 
Chambers must be submitted for review. 

Ms. Chandler added that after the Engineer’s memo had been sent to the Commission in the 
meeting packet, the Engineer received the Operation and Maintenance Manual for the 
underground storm chambers. She recommended changing the language of condition number 
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three. Ms. Chandler said she recommends that the first sentence of condition number three remain 
as it is and the rest of it would be replaced with the following additional language: Include in the 
maintenance agreement with the City of Golden Valley the following items: 
 

• the StormTech Operation and Maintenance Manual and the condition that there would be 
at the minimum an annual inspection; 

• Replace the sand filter at the same time that the pavement is being replaced at the site; 
and, 

• Incorporate the bioretention maintenance requirements in accordance to the BCWMC’s 
Requirements for Improvements and Development document; 

 
Ms. Chandler explained that the chambers have been designed to last as long as the pavement on 
the site.  
 
Mr. Mathisen inquired about the process of removing deposited sediment out of the chambers. 
Mr. Bohan of Advanced Engineering described the process and the use of inspection ports to track 
the amount of sediment that has accumulated and the use of jetvac vacuums to remove the 
sediment.  Commissioner Harper-Lore asked if the sand ever needs to be replaced. Mr. Bohan 
discussed the calculations he used to derive the amount of sediment that would accumulate in the 
chambers and that the accumulation would be approximately 5,000 pounds of sediment 
accumulated per year from the eight-acre site. He said the chambers were designed to last 
approximately 20 years and were designed so sediment wouldn’t clog the chambers or render 
them ineffective. Mr. Mathisen asked if the roof drains runoff goes to the underground filtration. 
Mr. Bohan said yes. Commissioner Sicora spoke up in favor of the inspection ports, spoke of some 
of his professional experiences with such systems, and asked several technical questions about the 
drawdown time, the maintenance, and the soils of the site.  
 
 Commissioner Black asked if Menards had considered a green roof for the store. Mr. Morrisey of 
Menards, Inc. said Menards had tried one green roof and had some problems with it but for this 
site it came down to economics and Menards instead focused on meeting the Level I standards. 
 

[Commissioner Elder departs meeting.] 
 

Commissioner deLambert asked what happens in the case that the chambers don’t work. Ms. 
Chandler responded that the water would go to overflows and would go downstream untreated. 
Commissioner deLambert asked if the Commission would know whether that overflow happens. 
Ms. Chandler said that issue would be part of the maintenance agreement with the City. 
Commissioner Black asked if the overflow is being designed to be able to handle all of the runoff 
from the site in the unlikely event that none of the chambers are working or if water would back 
up onto the site in that case. Mr. Bohan replied that in large storm events, such as larger than a 
10-year storm event, water will back up onto the site.  
 
Chair Loomis said the Commission Engineer informed the City of Golden Valley that these 
chambers are in use at the Menards store in Coon Rapids so the City of Golden Valley is 
requesting a copy of the Coon Rapids maintenance agreement with Menards to be incorporated 
into the City of Golden Valley’s maintenance agreement with Menards on this project. Mr. Bohan 
stated that the chambers are also in use at the Menards store site in Eden Prairie.  
 
Mr. LeFevere recommended the Commission revise its condition about replacing the chambers so 
that the language states that the chambers are replaced no less frequently than once every 20 years 
unless the City of Golden Valley approves a longer period. 
 
Commissioner Black moved to approve the permit with the Engineer’s conditions as stated in the 
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memo with the changes to condition number three as described by Mr. LeFevere about the 
chambers being replaced at least once every 20 years unless the City of Golden Valley authorizes a 
longer period and the changes described by Ms. Chandler regarding the maintenance agreement 
that must be established between the City of Golden Valley and Menards, which must incorporate 
the StormTech Operations and Maintenance Manual and incorporate the bioretention treatment 
maintenance agreement. Commissioner deLambert seconded the motion. Ms. Chandler 
emphasized that condition number three should also specifically say that beyond the first year 
there should be at least one annual inspection. Commissioner Black and deLambert considered 
Ms. Chandlers addition a friendly amendment to the motion. By call of roll the motion carried 
with seven votes in favor [Cities of Minneapolis and New Hope absent from vote].  

 
B. Discuss Obstructions in Bassett Creek as a Result of Soo Line Railroad Bridge 

Modifications. Ms. Chandler said that the location being discussed is just east of Douglas Drive 
and is where the Soo Line crosses the Main Stem of Bassett Creek. Ms. Chandler reported that the 
railroad replaced the bridge and when doing so they left in old pile bents, which obstruct water 
flow and catch debris and even lead to conditions for erosion to the streambank due to turbulence. 
Ms. Chandler said the Commission Engineer recommends that the Commission Engineer and the 
Commission Attorney work together to write and send a letter to the railroad requesting that the 
debris and pile bents be removed and to also copy the Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources on the letter.  Commissioner Black suggested that the letter request that either the 
pilings be removed or decreased in height to such a level that they would not be an obstruction and 
would not trap debris. Commissioner Sicora recommended that the Commission direct the 
Engineer and Attorney to work together on the appropriate wording of the letter. The 
Commission agreed. Chair Loomis directed the Engineer and Attorney to write and send the letter 
as discussed. 

 
6.  Old Business 

 
A. TAC Update. 

i. New Hope Channel Maintenance Fund Request. Administrator Nash reported that New 
Hope had submitted a channel maintenance fund request for a project to remove sediment 
in a reach of the creek that is located west of Winnetka Avenue. He reported that the TAC 
recommended approval since the project would improve the flow of the creek and is 
located along the trunk system. Mr. Quisberg of New Hope added that the project is a 
maintenance project to remove accumulated sediment in the North Branch of Bassett 
Creek.  

 
ii. Hydrologic and Water Quality Modeling.  Ms. Chandler said two memos were presented 

and discussed by the TAC on this issue. She stated that one of the memos provided 
information about all of the different kinds of hydrologic and hydraulic models that have 
been prepared on behalf of the Commission. She said the other memo was about the water 
quality models that have been prepared for TMDL purposes or lake watershed 
management plans.  

 
Ms. Chandler said that the TAC was discussing the fact that there isn’t a model, either 
hydrologic or water quality, that covers the watershed as a whole. She explained that the 
TAC agreed in general that it seemed like a good idea to have a model of the entire 
watershed but they wanted to know what the costs would be for creating such a model. Ms. 
Chandler said there were some concerns by the TAC regarding how detailed the model 
would be since TAC members did not think the model should be so detailed as to go down 
to the catch basin level. 
 
She said one possibility is that the Commission could take ownership or responsibility of a 
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watershed model that is of the trunk system and is less detailed and the cities could take on 
the cost or responsibility if they wanted additional detail and then the information could 
be brought into a model that the cities and the Commission could use. 
 
Ms. Chandler said that regarding the water quality model, Barr Engineering provided 
information regarding the status of the P8 modeling that has been done. She said that for 
both the water quality modeling and the hydrologic modeling the TAC recommends that 
at a future TAC meeting the Commission Engineer come back with information on 
possible upgrades on a future model. She said the TAC recommended that the 
Commission Engineer prepare a map showing the status of the modeling and the 
watersheds in the model, the options of the level of detail that could be incorporated into 
the model, a draft task list, costs for the different options, and information on what parts 
of the models are up-to-date and don’t require revision. She said it would be up to the 
Commission to decide if it is interested in having the Commission Engineer proceed with 
the TAC’s recommendations.  
 
Mr. Sicora commented that the topic falls into place in relation to the Commission’s work 
with TMDLs and its Next Generation Plan and said that he would like more detail. Ms. 
Black agreed with the TAC’s recommendations.  
 
Commissioner Black moved to approve the TAC’s recommendations from the November 
8, 2010, memo from the TAC to the Commission. Commissioner Harper Lore seconded the 
motion. The recommendations included: 
 

1. The New Hope Channel Maintenance Project deals with improving the 
flow in the creek that is part of the trunk system and the TAC recommends 
approval of the fund request. 

 
2. The Commission Engineer provide the following information regarding 

upgrades to the hydrologic and water quality models: Map showing the 
status of the existing modeling, including the watersheds in the models; 
Options for level of detail/ number of watersheds to model; Task list for 
each option; Cost estimates to complete the work for each option; Note the 
parts of the hydrologic models that are up-to-date and would not require 
revision; Check the performance of the hydrologic model using recent flow 
data; Discuss the information at the January 6, 2011, TAC meeting. 

 
The motion carried unanimously with seven votes in favor [Cities of Minneapolis and New 
Hope absent from vote]. The Commission set the January 6, 2011, TAC agenda to include 
the annual CIP review, the Next Generation Plan issues discussion, and the modeling item 
just discussed. Commissioner Sicora volunteered to be the Commission liaison at the 
January 6, 2011, TAC meeting.  

 
iii. Next Generation Plan Update. Administrator Nash said that the report on this item can 

wait until agenda item 6D – Next Generation Plan Work Session.  
 

B. TMDL Updates. 
 

i. Sweeney Lake TMDL. Administrator Nash reported that Ms. Brooke Asleson, MPCA, 
has communicated to the Commission that the TMDL has been submitted to the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or is imminently going to be sent to the 
EPA.  

 



 

 
#249866 v1 

BCWMC November 17, 2010, Meeting Minutes  
8 

ii. Wirth Lake TMDL. Administrator Nash reported that the Wirth Lake TMDL has been 
approved by the EPA. 

 
iii. Medicine Lake TMDL. Administrator Nash stated that the Commission received 

comments about the TMDL from the Minnesota Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT) 
and the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) along with Ms. Asleson’s 
responses to the those comments. 

 
Ms. Chandler mentioned that the Commission would want to keep in mind for 2012 budget 
consideration that the Commission agreed to take on the lead entity role for the Medicine Lake 
TMDL in terms of it being a categorical TMDL. She said that those responsibilities have not 
been detailed yet but it is something for the Commission to keep in mind. 

 
C. Web Site Domain Name. Administrator Nash explained that the Web site domain name 

www.bassettcreekwmo.org is currently owned by Barr Engineering. He also said that Barr 
Engineering hosts the site and he recommended that Barr continue hosting the site. The 
Commission agreed that Barr Engineering would continue to host the Web site. Administrator 
Nash stated that if the Commission would like to take ownership of the domain name it needs to 
do so through the Internet Registrar. Administrator Nash said there is no charge to transfer the 
name but there is a registration fee that can be paid annually or on a longer-term basis, which 
would provide slight cost savings on terms of five years or more. Ms. Black moved to approve the 
Commission transferring the domain name from Barr Engineering to the Bassett Creek 
Watershed Management Commission and to continue paying the registration fee on an annual 
basis. Commissioner Sicora seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously with seven 
votes in favor [Cities of Minneapolis and New Hope absent from vote].  

 
Ms. Herbert brought up the idea of working with the Education Committee to follow through with 
some of the Committee’s previously discussed and requested updates to the Web site. The 
Commission agreed. Commissioner Langsdorf asked Ms. Herbert to provide the Committee a 
copy of the Education Committee’s notes on the Web site. 

 
D. Next Generation Plan Work Session. Ms. Chandler explained the agenda item’s handout, which 

was a flowchart that illustrated the process for the BCWMC’s 2004 Watershed Management Plan. 
She described how the process was directed by the Commission and she explained the different 
committees involved in the last planning process. She stated that the committees included the 
Steering Group, the Citizens Advisory Group, the Technical Advisory Group, and the Policy 
Advisory Group. Ms. Chandler summarized the last planning process and its timeline.  

 
Administrator Nash added that Brad Wozney of the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil 
Resources (BWSR) advised him that the BCWMC should go forward slowly in its revision process 
so that the BCWMC doesn’t get ahead of the BWSRs rules revisions, which aren’t expected to be 
finalized until sometime between August and December of 2012.  
 
Ms. Chandler stated that the formal review process for the draft plan will take approximately ten 
months and that the Commission should allow two years for the entire planning process, 
concluding with the Commission’s adoption of the final plan. Mr. Frost of the Metropolitan 
Council Environmental Services said that the draft of BWSR’s revised rules should be out by early 
next year and will allow the Commission to see what changes are coming in the revised rules. 
Administrator Nash reported that Brad Wozney will be giving a presentation in January 2011 to 
the Shingle Creek Watershed Management Organization and is willing to come speak with the 
BCWMC in January or later as well. Administrator Nash recommended that the Commission 
have Mr. Wozney come give his presentation. Commissioner Black agreed.  The Commission 
agreed. Ms. Chandler said that the only part of BWSR’s revised rules that she has seen that would 
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be a process change is a rule that would have the Commission contact agencies early in the process 
to solicit comments about issues. 

 
Commission Sicora added that Shingle Creek will be reviewing its Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) 
as part of its watershed management plan revision process and suggested that the BCWMC allow 
for time in the process to consider public questions about its JPA rules.  
 
Mr. LeFevere said that he doesn’t see any reason for the Commission to hold up its process on the 
next generation plan.  
 
The Commission discussed the Hennepin County Board of Commissioners’ interest in researching 
different funding options for watershed management organizations. Commissioner Sicora asked if 
the Commission could get an update on the memo put together by Joel Settles of Hennepin County 
on the topic of funding options and the “Lakes” report. He said the Commission saw a draft and 
wondered if there was a final draft. Administrator Nash said he will check on the status of that 
memo but that he thought the version he had distributed was the final draft. The Commission 
talked about a recent article in the Star Tribune that discussed the Hennepin County Board of 
Commissioners’ interest in looking into different funding options. Commissioner Sicora 
announced that Channel 12 recently conducted an interview on the same topic and that he has a 
link to the interview. Commissioner Black asked for the link. Commissioner Sicora suggested that 
members of the Commission notify the Commission if they have been contacted by the media. 
 
The Commission discussed in more detail the process from the 2004 Plan. Commissioner Black 
asked about the role of the steering committee and the Commission discussed its decision from a 
couple of months ago that for now, in lieu of a steering committee, the Commission would operate 
its planning committee as a committee of the whole. Commissioner Black noted that the 
Commission kicked off its planning process for the 2004 Plan with a public forum and commented 
that it didn’t seem like the Commission needed the public forum in the beginning of the process 
this time and that the public meeting may be more effective down the line after the Commission 
had identified issues. Commissioner Black commented that the Commission should pull together 
the big issues and should gather information from the Commission’s TMDLs, CIP, policy manual, 
and put it in draft form in order to provide something for the agencies to review.  
 
Administrator Nash commented that he thinks the Commission should continue on the path it is 
on and should continue identifying issues. Chair Loomis recommended that Administrator Nash 
conduct an identical process for issue identification by the Commission that he has been 
conducting with the TAC. Administrator Nash said that he would send out the issue identification 
memos again to the Commission. He reminded the Commission that last time he sent them out as 
information only but this time the Commission can comment on the issues by typing directly into 
the Word documents and can send them back to him with their name on the forms.  
 
Ms. Chandler mentioned that the Commission will start its 2012 budget discussions in April 2011 
and suggested that the Commission have some decisions made by that time regarding its Plan 
revision process so that it knows how to budget for the process. Chair Loomis recommended that 
the Commission set aside time at each of the Commission meetings, for now, to discuss the Next 
Generation Plan. The Commission directed Ms. Chandler and Administrator Nash to put together 
for the December Commission meeting a draft planning process and timeline. 

 
7.  Communications  
 

A. Chair: No Communications but she asked for the City of Plymouth and City of Golden Valley to 
provide CIP project updates. 
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i. Mr. Asche updated the Commission on the Plymouth Creek channel restoration project. He 
said that he will be providing the project’s final plans and specs to the Commission. He 
reported that bid opening will be on December 7th and that the City hopes to award a contract 
by mid- to late-December. Mr. Asche explained that the City has held dozens of meetings with 
property owners to explain the project and to discuss tree removal. He said residents are very 
excited about the project and about improvements to the creek and the corridor. Mr. Asche 
commented that the schedule calls for the majority of the channel restoration work to be 
complete by the end of February 2011 and for the vegetation restoration to be in place by June 
1st.  Ms. Chandler asked about whether the Commission would receive a response to its 
comments on the project. Mr. Asche said the response is coming likely this week. Ms. Chandler 
said the Commission Engineer had some concerns that the project was moving forward 
without the City responding to the Commission’s comments. Mr. Asche said that the project 
plans were just finalized last week and that he will check on the status of the City’s response to 
the Commission’s comments.  

 
ii. Mr. Oliver reported on the Main Stem restoration project in Golden Valley. He said the 

archeological review has been completed, the City will be awarding the contract soon, and 
work is anticipated to begin in the end of December.  

 
B. Administrator: Administrator Nash reviewed his Administrator’s Report with the Commission. 

 
i. Administrator Nash noted that he submitted on behalf of Metro Blooms an application to 

Conservation Corps Minnesota for labor to work on establishing approximately 30 rain 
gardens in the metro area. He added that Metro Blooms would be handling the process from 
here on out.   

 
ii. Administrator Nash reported that he met with Lee Gustafson of BCWMC’s TAC from the 

City of Minnetonka regarding revisions to the BCWMC’s financial report. Administrator 
Nash said that they would continue to work on a draft and then it would go to the 
Administrative Services Committee. 

 
iii. Administrator Nash said that he met with Commissioner Welch to discuss the policy manual 

and the draft will go to the Administrative Services Committee soon. 
 

iv. Administrator Nash brought up the Caroline’s Kids Foundation report created by Braun 
Intertec. Mr. LeFevere said the report is a public document but he recommends that the 
Commission not make copies of the report until permission is given.  

 
v. Administrator Nash said that Brooke Asleson of the MPCA contacted him to request time at 

the December BCWMC meeting for a presentation on the work plan for the Twin Cities metro 
chloride project. The Commission directed Administrator Nash to arrange for Ms. Asleson to 
give the presentation to the Commission at the December meeting. Administrator Nash 
reported that Ms. Asleson also asked if a member of the Commission would want to 
participate in the project’s TAC. Mr. Frost remarked that the project will be going through a 
long process so the Commission shouldn’t feel rushed to hear or make decisions about the 
project. Commissioner Sicora mentioned that some members of the BCWMC are also 
members of the Shingle Creek WMO and he reminded the Commission that Shingle Creek 
conducted a chloride TMDL and so those members have quite a bit of experience with the 
topic of chlorides.  

 
C. Commissioners:  

 
i. Commissioner Langsdorf stated that she received an e-mail from Commissioner Hoshal with 

some recommended changes to the salt brine recipe in the salt-use brochures that were 



 

 
#249866 v1 

BCWMC November 17, 2010, Meeting Minutes  
11 

discussed at last month’s BCWMC meeting. She said that the brochures had been printed 
prior to Commissioner Hoshal submitting his comments and that the brochures are ready for 
distribution to the cities that ordered the brochures. The Commission discussed possible 
actions. Chair Loomis said that she had heard from TAC members that the TAC would like to 
review the brochures before the Commission authorizes them to go out for publication. The 
Commission agreed that the cities would be given the brochures that they ordered, the city 
staff who ordered the brochures would be contacted via a letter written by Administrator 
Nash and Chair Loomis and would be told about the issue with the salt brine recipe and would 
be given the choice of using the brochures as they are, using the stickers created by Pauline, or 
not using the brochures. Commissioner Sicora recommended that the brochure be removed 
from the BCWMC’s Web site until the BCWMC’s TAC reviews the brochure and that the 
information on the salt brine recipe that Commissioner Hoshal provided to Commissioner 
Langsdorf should be forwarded from the Commission to the West Metro Watershed Alliance 
(WMWA). Commissioner Langsdorf said it sounds like the Commission wants the TAC to 
review brochures in the future and it wants significant changes to the salt brochure. 

  
ii. Commissioner Harper-Lore reported that she recently attended the Minnesota-Wisconsin 

conference on invasive species. She said she learned that one of the biggest problems in 
Minnesota and Wisconsin is reed canary grass and that the message from the conference was 
that the species should not be planted and is expensive to remove. Commissioner Harper-Lore 
commented that the Bassett Creek watershed should have an inventory of what is in the 
watershed now in order to keep track of its diversity. Chair Loomis commented that the cities 
do natural resource inventories. 

 
D. Committees:  

i. Commissioner Langsdorf announced that the Education Committee will be setting its next 
meeting and that the next WMWA meeting will be on December 14, 2010, at 8:30 a.m. at 
Plymouth City Hall.  
 

E. Counsel: No communications 
 

 
F. Engineer:  

 
i. Ms. Chandler reported on the preliminary draft of the South Metro Mississippi River Total 

Suspended Solids TMDL, which will be out for public review in late November or early 
December. 

 
9.  Adjournment 
 

 
Chair Loomis adjourned the meeting at 2:29 p.m. 
 
 
 
_______________________________     _____ _________________________________________ 
Linda Loomis, Chair                            Date Amy Herbert, Recorder                         Date 
 
 
_______________________________     _____ 
Pauline Langsdorf, Secretary                Date  
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Invoice

INVOICE #

47631

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

Credit Card

DELIVERY DATE

12/17/2009

DAY

Thursday

PPL

21

DELIVERY TIME

11 AM (10:45-11:15)

We appreciate your prompt payment.
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

Holiday Buffet with Holiday Desserts21 13.95 292.95T

Jumbo Stuffed Pasta Shells with Ricotta and Spinach in a Red
Sauce (Vegetarian)-In TOGO Box

1 3.00 3.00T

Grilled Chicken Breast with Champagne Dijon Sauce21 0.00 0.00T

Potato Puree21 0.00 0.00T

Fresh Vegetables & Homemade Ranch Dip21 0.00 0.00T

Chopped House Salad with Romaine, Cucumber, Tomatoes and
Balsamic Vinaigrette and Ranch Dressing on the Side

21 0.00 0.00T

Seasonal Fresh Fruit and Berry Platter - 12-15 PPL1 37.75 37.75T

Artesian Breads, Rolls & Butter21 0.00 0.00T

Miniature Holiday Desserts & Cookies31 0.00 0.00T

Dozen-Assorted Bars & Cookies-MARK for Break!1 18.00 18.00T

Full Disposable Chafer-PU Old ONES2 4.00 8.00T

Spring Water20 1.00 20.00T

Assorted Sodas-2 Coke, 2 Diet, 2 Sprite & 2 Mineral Waters8 1.25 10.00T

Lemonade2 1.75 3.50T

Subtotal 393.20

Delivery Charge 20.00 20.00T

Metro Sales Tax 7.275% 30.06

$443.26
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RESOLUTION NO. 10-09 
 
 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE TRANSFER OF BASSETT CREEK 
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT COMMISSION FUNDS FROM THE 
ADMINISTRATIVE ACCOUNT TO THE EROSION/SEDIMENT (CHANNEL 
MAINTENANCE) ACCOUNT, LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE ACCOUNT, AND 
TMDL STUDIES ACCOUNT 
 
 
 BE IT RESOLVED by the Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
that: 
 

1. $25,000 will be transferred from the Bassett Creek Watershed Management 
Commission’s Administrative Account to the Erosion/Sediment (Channel 
Maintenance) fund. 

 
2. $25,000 will be transferred from the Bassett Creek Watershed Management 

Commission’s Administrative Account to the Long-Term Maintenance fund. 
 

3. $10,000 will be transferred from the Bassett Creek Watershed Management 
Commission’s Administrative Account to the TMDL Studies fund. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chair    Date 
 
 
Attest: 

 
      
Secretary   Date 
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Twin Cities Metropolitan Area (TCMA) Chloride project 

 
Problem Statement 
Metropolitan areas with cold climates are faced with the challenge of balancing winter safety and water 
quality. Achieving this balance requires an informed citizen base, properly trained road salt applicators 
and educated water resource managers.  While progress in Minnesota has been made in these areas 
there is still much work to do in order to meet water quality standards and achieve a high level of road 
safety. In 2010 the MPCA more than doubled the number of waters that are listed as impaired for 
chloride.  The current Minnesota chronic water quality standard (toxicity-based) for chloride is a four-
day average of 230 mg/L and the maximum standard is a one hour average of 860 mg/L.  A water body is 
considered impaired if it experiences two or more exceedences of either of those thresholds in a three-
year period containing a minimum of five data points.  A study conducted by the University of 
Minnesota determined a chloride mass balance for the TCMA and found that approximately 78% of all 
chloride generated in the TCMA is being retained in the TCMA (this number includes chloride from road 
salt, wastewater treatment plants, water softeners, etc.).  Chloride is a conservative ion (meaning it 
moves with water without being broken down or lost). Once the chloride is introduced to water, the 
only known available technology for its removal is reverse osmosis. This means that chloride will 
continue to accumulate in the environment. A high chloride concentration in both the aquatic and 
terrestrial environment has some of the following implications for human consumption, aquatic life, and 
plant life: 

• At high concentrations (acute) chloride is toxic to aquatic organisms (e.g. fish and 
macroinvertebrates);  

• At lower levels (chronic), increased chloride concentrations in waters may affect aquatic 
community structure, diversity and productivity; 

• There are numerous reports of increased terrestrial bird deaths due to road salt application;  

• Studies suggest that amphibian species and their habitats are sensitive to road salt due to 
increased salinity; 

• Road salt causes direct toxicity to terrestrial plants as well as the inhibition of water and nutrient 
absorption by plants, resulting in reduced shoot and root growth and drought-like symptoms; 

• Some of the salt-induced effects on soils include reduced soil stability, decreased soil 
permeability, and increased potential for soil erosion. 

While research exists identifying the negative environmental impacts that chloride (and sodium) from 
the application of road salt, there are still many unknowns. Continued research will help us to better 
understand how chloride interacts with the environment and therefore how to properly manage our 
water resources. 
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Phase 1: Feasibility Study Results (completed in Dec. 2009) 
The MPCA recently completed a Metro Chloride Feasibility study (Phase 1) to obtain a better 
understanding of the extent, magnitude, and causes of chloride contamination to surface waters in the 
seven county TCMA and to explore options and strategies for addressing chloride impairments and 
other impacts to water resources. This project included extensive data analysis, a literature review, a 
telephone survey, and analysis of potential strategies for further research, public education, and 
potential regulation. 

The telephone survey of local municipalities which was conducted as part of this study provided a better 
understanding of the current chloride reduction practices undertaken by county and local road 
authorities. Survey results indicated that counties and many larger cities are beginning some chloride 
reduction activities. Cost restrictions of new technologies and alternative products are barriers to their 
wider implementation. A lack of data on cost effectiveness of the practices as well as insufficient data to 
quantify the potential resulting load reductions has also contributed to the reluctance to more widely 
adopt these practices.   

A multi-agency team led by the MPCA was put together to provide guidance to the project team.  This 
team consisted of partners from: 

• MPCA 

• Minnesota Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT) 

• Metropolitan Council 

• Board of Water and Soil Resources 

• University of Minnesota,  
St. Anthony Falls Laboratory 

• Wenck Associates, Inc. 

The full report can be found at: http://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/tmdl/project-chloride-metro.  

Listed below are the highlights from the results of the Metro Chloride Feasibility study: 

• Chloride monitoring data was retrieved from STORET (MPCA data storage), the U.S. Geological 
Survey and Metropolitan Council for lakes, streams and groundwater resulting in roughly 35,700 
chloride data points.  

• The majority of data values greater than 230 mg/L (217/295) occur during the winter (November 
through March), however only 20% of the chloride data was collected during that period. 

• Chloride levels are typically higher in deeper portions of the lake. 

• Typically, higher chloride concentrations were found in lakes in the more developed core of the 
TCMA. 

• A literature review on the impacts of chloride from road salt and the current topics of research 
in key areas indicated that: 

o Amphibians and anurans (frogs and toads) were found to be negatively impacted by 
exposure to road salt  

o Increased risk of mortality in finches and house sparrows due to road salt ingestion 

http://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/tmdl/project-chloride-metro


o Increased chloride concentration may reduce or delay vertical mixing in lakes, or induce 
meromixis, or permanent stratification 

o Anoxic conditions may form below the chemocline, impacting zooplankton and fish and 
increasing phosphorus release from the sediments 

o Increased concentrations of chloride in groundwater were contributing chloride load to 
streamflow 

• Primary source of chloride is road salt for winter maintenance applied by Mn/DOT, counties, 
municipalities, and private applicators. 

• Proportions of road salt applied by major sources including municipal, Mn/DOT, county and 
commercial application for TCMA watersheds were estimated (see figure 1 below). 

Figure 1 shows where the largest amount of road salt is being applied (based on purchasing records) on 
an annual basis in the TCMA. The watersheds with the highest application rates are the most likely to 
have chloride exceedances in their waters now or in the near future if current rates continue.  

 

Figure 1: Road salt application rates in the TCMA 
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Phase 2: Chloride Management Plan development (2010-2014) 

Project Measures & Outcomes  

Chloride is a unique pollutant in that once it is in our waters there is no available technology to remove 
it and the primary source of chloride (road salt) is currently necessary for public safety; therefore 
preventing chloride from entering the environment and protecting waters from degradation while still 
providing public safety is critical to achieving the desired water quality.  The tasks described in the 
project work plan will give the MPCA and all local partners in the TCMA the information and tools 
necessary to improve and/or maintain water quality with respects to chloride for the 7-county 
metropolitan area.   

The measures that will be used within this work plan to achieve this are: 

• Monitoring data will be utilized to determine existing levels of chloride in surface waters 

• Modeling of the lakes will be conducted to determine their loading capacity and the necessary 
allocations in the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Report and protection plan 

• A final TMDL report approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

• A protection plan to be utilized by local partners that will set out chloride loading goals 

• An Implementation Plan which will map out the necessary activities to achieve water quality 
goals 

• Stakeholder meetings and other communication tools will be used to engage local partners and 
solicit their input on the project 

• Broad outreach efforts to educate and inform the local citizens about chloride 

The final outcomes of this project will be a chloride management plan which will lay out a strategy for 
addressing chloride impacts to our surface waters for the 7-county metropolitan area.  This chloride 
management plan will satisfy EPA requirements for impaired waters, address waters not yet listed, and 
develop a strategy to protect waters that are currently meeting the water quality standards. This 
management plan will also include implementation activities for reducing chloride to TCMA waters as 
well as identify high priority areas to target implementation activities.  The MPCA and hired consultants 
will work with the inter-agency team, a technical advisory committee, a monitoring advisory team and 
local stakeholders to develop this management plan to ensure that it is supported by our local partners 
and will result in ownership of the final plan. 

Summary of Project Tasks 
Task 1: Targeted Chloride Monitoring (Lakes, Streams & Stormsewers) 
MPCA, MCES & local partner staff will conduct this work.  A separate detailed monitoring plan has been 
developed for this project.  Sampling will begin in the Fall of 2010 and continue through 2013 as needed.  
This effort is being lead by the Monitoring Sub-Group and will consist of winter thaw event-based grab 
samples at existing flow stations for streams and stormsewers. 

 



Task 2: Update existing data compilation with recent data 
This task includes reviewing data from the feasibility study, and incorporate 2009 - 2013 data collected 
under task 1, as well as any new data received.  This analysis will include all available chloride and 
chloride-related data for surface and groundwater in the TCMA.  Chloride, conductivity and flow data 
collected between 2009 and 2013 in the project area and submitted to EQuIS will be added to the 
database that was developed for Phase 1 of this project.  In some cases, relevant data collected before 
that time period may also be included (e.g. stormsewer data) in the database.  All data will be analyzed 
for inclusion in the model development to ensure that sufficient data has been collected 
 
Task 3: Categorize & define waterbodies for protection and restoration 
In an effort to prioritize all surface waters (to be defined through the project) in the TMCA the project 
area will need to be defined as one of the following categories:  

1. Insufficient data – no existing data and limited data available 

2. Non-Impaired – sufficient data available to clearly define as meeting water quality standards 
(sufficient data is defined as the same amount of data used in determining if the 
state’s standard is being exceeded) 

3. High Risk - not listed but will likely be impaired within next 10 years (the criteria that will be used to 
define waters in this category include: a negative trend in chloride and/or approaching the 
state’s standard) 

4. Impaired – exceeds water quality standards and TMDL will be done as part of this project 

The first three categories are all non-impaired waters, just various levels.  An assessment of chloride for 
all of the waters in the 7-county metro area is expected to be conducted by the MPCA in Jan. /Feb. of 
2013.  That process will then determine the final number of impairments that will be addresses through 
this project, any chloride listings that occur after 2013 will need to be addressed in the re-evaluation of 
this project in the next assessment cycle which will occur in 10 years as part of the MPCA’s Watershed 
Approach.     

 
Task 4: Develop target concentrations for non-impaired waters (Protection) 
The goal of this task is to set protection goals (voluntary) for all of the waters defined as Non-Impaired 
and High Priority from task 3.  Review available chloride concentrations and conductivity data for non-
impaired waters in the project area to determine “existing” water quality conditions where the record is 
sufficient to do so. From this review, a set of target chloride concentrations will be developed for these 
waters. 
 
Task 5: Source Identification with Sub-Task 5a:  Private Applicator rates 
The Plan will include separate sections characterizing each subwatershed (WMO/WD scale) to help 
identify potential pollutant sources for both impaired and unimpaired reaches in the project area. 
Sources may include, among others, municipal and industrial wastewater, agricultural chemicals as well 
as road salt application. Road salt application rates or the next best available surrogate (e.g., purchasing 
records) will be obtained from public transportation authorities. The contribution from road salt 

http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/water/water-types-and-programs/surface-water/basins-and-watersheds/watershed-approach.html
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/water/water-types-and-programs/surface-water/basins-and-watersheds/watershed-approach.html


application will also include and analysis on the factors which will cause variation across seasons and 
types of road.  For example how weather conditions and traffic speeds impact road salt application 
rates.  First priority for this information is on subwatersheds with existing and expected impairments. 
 
Task 6: Modeling and Analysis 
Details to be worked out with consultant & MPCA. 

 
Task 7: Develop Education/Outreach materials with Sub-Task 7a:  Targeted road salt applicators 
materials 

The MPCA will work with local education specialists to initiate a “toolbox” for a broad outreach 
campaign for road salt education that can be utilized by local partners.  The materials pulled together 
and any new materials that may be developed will target private citizens, city officials, law enforcement 
and others.   

 
Task 8: Write draft & final TCMA Chloride Management Plan 
Deliverables from previous tasks will be used to develop the TMDL section of the report and draft 
pollutant (chloride) loads separated out into wasteload allocations, load allocations, and a margin of 
safety for impaired reaches in this project area.  The TMDL allocations will be characterized for each 
impaired reach and subwatershed.  The loadings will also be quantified for each source type when 
possible.  Load and wasteload allocations may be developed for monthly or seasonal periods, but daily 
allocations will also be provided as required by the EPA. Pollutant source types and target loads will also 
be provided for non-impaired waters.  This draft plan will include several review periods that will result 
in response to comments and any necessary revisions to the draft plan.  A final Chloride Management 
Plan will fulfill TMDL requirements for impaired waters and identify those waters in need of protection 
be the final outcome of this task, and all or portions of this report will be submitted to EPA for final 
approval. 

 
Task 9: Write draft & final Implementation Plan & long-term monitoring plan 
This task includes taking the products that are developed as part of the stakeholder process, specifically 
task 10a, and incorporating them into an overall chloride implementation plan for the TCMA. 
Write an implementation plan that local partners can use for reducing chloride to waters in the TCMA.  
The stakeholders will provide feedback on the draft implementation plan and it will be updated as 
needed based on the feedback received.  The second part of this task is to develop and write a 
monitoring plan that will assist the MPCA and local partners monitor long term chloride trends for the 
TCMA.  This monitoring plan will also provide the information necessary to determine BMP 
implementation in the future. 

 
Task 10: Stakeholder Process with Sub-Task 10a:  Facilitate IPC (Fortin Consulting) 
The MPCA project manager will have primary responsibility to develop and execute a stakeholder 
process that facilitates positive interactions and ownership of the final restoration and protection plan 
recommendations and implementation efforts.  The primary method of engaging stakeholders is 



through facilitated discussion in meetings.  The meetings will include identification of risks and 
opportunities, education on modeling and scientific data, and decision-making on preferred strategies 
and allocations.  There will be six separate groups of stakeholders that will be engaged at various stages 
in this project; the Inter-Agency Team (IAT), Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), Monitoring Sub-Group 
(MSG), Implementation Plan Committee (IPM), Education & Outreach Committee (EOC) and an 
Outreach group.  The entire process is shown in Figure 2.  The MPCA project manager will coordinate 
meetings, communicate through email and conduct other forms of communications with all five groups 
with assistance from the project consultants.  A project website has been created and will updated and 
maintained throughout the project that will also serve as a communication tool.  Other forms of social 
media will also be explored to communicate with the general public. 
 
Figure 2: Stakeholder Process Diagram  

 

 

 



 

 

 

Memorandum 

To:    Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
From:    Barr Engineering Co. 
Subject:    Item 5B, 2010 Flood Control Project Inspection 

BCWMC December 16, 2010 Meeting Agenda 
Date:    December 8, 2010 
Project:    23270051.2010 
 

5B. 2010 Flood Control Project Inspection 
Recommended/requested Commission actions: 

Provide copies of inspection report to communities, DNR and Corps of Engineers regarding results of 
inspection and recommended action. 

Background 
In accordance to the Operation and Maintenance Manual for the Bassett Creek Flood Control Project, an 
annual inspection is required to review the condition of the flood control features. The inspection program 
covers the flood control project features completed by the BCWMC between 1974 and 1996. The 
objective of the inspection program is to identify and address erosion, settlement, sedimentation, and 
structural issues. Barr Engineering (Jake Burggraff) performed the annual flood control project inspection 
on November 23 and December 1, 2010. Attached is the December 6, 2010 inspection report.  
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Note: references to “right” and “left” are with respect to facing downstream. 
 

P:\Mpls\23 MN\27\2327051\WorkFiles\Inspections\Flood Control Project\2010 Flood Control Structures\2010 Flood Control Inspection Memo 

v1.0.doc 

 
 
 
Memorandum 
To:   Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 

From:  Barr Engineering Company 

Subject: Bassett Creek 2010 Flood Control Project Inspection 

Date:  December 6, 2010 

Project: 23/27 0051 2010 065 
 
In accordance to the Operation and Maintenance Manual for the Bassett Creek Flood Control Project, an 
annual inspection is required to review the condition of the flood control features.  The flood control 
project was turned over to the local sponsor during 2002.  Therefore, inspection of the flood control 
features was initialized during the fall of 2002, which was the first formal inspection by the BCWMC. 
Annual inspections were performed during 2004-2010.  Some of the municipalities have performed 
independent inspections of several of the structures.  The BCWMC is responsible for maintaining the 
structures and the municipalities are responsible for general debris removal. Inspections of the structures 
in 2010 were limited because ice and snow prevented safe access to some structures.  Following are the 
comments and recommendations regarding the 2010 inspection: 
 

Plymouth Features 

Inspection Date:  November 23, 2010 
Personnel: Jake Burggraff (Barr) 

1. Plymouth Creek Fish Barrier (Constructed 1987)  

a. The water flow was a couple inches over the structure.  
b. The overall condition of the structure was satisfactory and appeared similar to the previous 

inspection (the concrete appeared to be in good condition).   
c. There are a few small cracks in the downstream portion of the left wing wall. No change from 

previous inspection notes.  
d. The expansion joint in the middle of the right abutment wall appears to be consistent to last few 

years and the gap was measured at approximately 7/8”. 
e. Both sides of downstream banks were stabilized with new granite rip rap.  Accumulated sediment 

downstream has been removed.      
f. Sediment has accumulated upstream of the structure. The upstream pool is filling with sediment 

and has formed a delta/island with grass growing on it. The island is forcing the creek current to 
the west bank.  

g. Trees are growing on left side of the embankment. 
h. Rust was noted on railings. 
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To:   Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
From:  Barr Engineering Company 
Subject:  2010 Flood Control Project Inspection 
Date:  December 6, 2010 
Project:  23/27 0051 2010 065 
Page:  2 

 
 

Note: references to “right” and “left” are with respect to facing downstream. 
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Recommended Action: 
• Monitor width of joint opening during future inspection. 
• Remove accumulation of upstream sediment. 

2. Medicine Lake Outlet Structure (Constructed 1996)    

a. The overall condition of the structure appeared satisfactory.  The concrete appeared to be in good 
condition with no major cracks.   

b. A couple inches of water was flowing over the weir.  
c. The channel between the lake and the weir was not walked because it was covered with ice. 
d. The new South Shore Drive bridge was built over the creek during 2010.  Area around 

construction was covered with snow, but appeared stable.  
e. Geotextile fabric flap referenced and submerged during previous inspections was observed as a 

lapped joint in 2008.  In 2009 more of the filter fabric was exposed than in the previous year. 
(Not checked this year 2010 because of ice.)  

 
Recommended Action: 

• None 
 

Golden Valley Features 

Inspection Date:  November 23, 2010                    
Personnel: Jake Burggraff (Barr), Eric Eckman (City of Golden Valley) 

1. Wisconsin Avenue Control Structure (Constructed 1987)  

a. The overall condition of the structure appeared to be satisfactory.   
b. The culverts have settled approximately 3-4 inches directly under Wisconsin Avenue (water is 

deeper in the middle). This comment was noted in previous inspections and no noticeable change 
has occurred since 2005 inspection. (Culvert was not walked in 2010 because of ice.) 

c. The portion of the gabion baskets that were below water have deteriorated and baskets are not 
intact; riprap has fallen out of the baskets at some locations (the deterioration has increased over 
the years and since the 2002 inspection).    

d. A small sediment delta has been forming on the upstream end of the structure as noted in 
previous inspections. 

e. The flood gate was in the up-position at the time of the inspection; the gate, metal structures, and 
railings have all been painted recently. 

f. Two trees are growing against the box culvert end sections on the downstream side and are 
starting to look like they could collect debris and impede flow.  

 
Recommended Action: 

• Monitor gabion baskets and potential erosion during future inspections. 
• The two trees on the downstream side of the box culverts should be removed and the stumps 

should be treated with herbicide.  The DNR recommends Garlon 3A for treatment of 
vegetation removed near streams or wetlands. Care should be taken to apply the herbicide to 
the cut sump surface area only right after cutting the vegetation.  
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• Default position for the flood gate must be confirmed and adjusted as necessary. 
 

2. Golden Valley Country Club – Includes Box Culvert, Overflow Weir, D/S Channel 
(Constructed 1994) 

a. The channel appeared to be in satisfactory condition with no change as stated in previous 
inspections.  The riprap is in place along the channel and there was no erosion noted on either 
bank. Some riprap had collected in the channel bottom.  Weeds and grass have grown in the 
riprap in the lower part of the channel.  No debris, trees or brush have accumulated in the 
channel. (Channel was not walked in 2010 because of ice on the creek.)  

b. The box culvert structure appears to be satisfactory.  No debris was found around the structure to 
obstruct the flow. 

c. The handrails along the box culvert have been painted recently and looked good.   
d. There still is a delta forming downstream of the box culvert, as noted in previous inspections.  

Vegetation has started to grow on the delta.  Consideration should be give to remove the delta so 
the channel does not change course or erode slopes.  

e. The overflow weir appeared in good condition.  The turf grass was not observed because it was 
covered with snow at the time of inspection.  

 
Recommended Action: 

• Remove downstream delta 
 

3. Westbrook Road Crossing (Constructed 1993)  

a. The overall condition of the structure appeared satisfactory. 
b. As noted in previous inspections a small hairline crack was observed along the top of most 

sections of the Bebo arch culvert. The crack had extended across the entire section (pre-cast 
section) width.  The cracks appeared to be about 2’ off center of the structure (no change since 
2002). (Bebo section was not inspected in 2010 because of ice.)   

c. Spalled concrete (approx. 4� x 4�) noted at top of wing wall section at downstream right (east) 
side; here has been no change to the top of the wing wall since the 2007 inspection. 

d. Storm sewer pipe entering Bebo from left (west) side has exposed rebar and could use some 
mortar around the top of the pipe to form a better seal to the Bebo. 

 
Recommended Action: 

• Monitor cracks during future inspections. 
• Place mortar at exposed rebar around storm sewer inlet. 

 

4. Regent Avenue Crossing (Constructed 1981-1984)  
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a. The overall condition of the structure is satisfactory. 
b. The channel bottom was soft and approximately one foot of soft silt coated the base of the 

structure. Inspectors were unable to walk through the culvert due to ice.   
c. The depth from the Bebo arch culvert crown to the creek bottom was not measured in 2010. The 

measurements of 9.65 feet upstream side and 9.2 feet downstream side were slightly less than the 
same measurements in previous years.  (2008 – 10.0’ upstream and 9.4’ downstream, 2007 -  
10.4’ upstream and 9.6’ downstream) 

d. Some scour/erosion was again observed around the end of the left downstream wing wall as was 
noted in the last five years and some erosion has now been discovered at the upstream right side 
wing wall, as noted last year.  Additionally, erosion was noted on the left upstream bank and the 
right downstream bank due to the high flows.  

e. Top of upstream left/north wing wall has minor spalling with a long end section joint. 
f. Diagonal hairline crack near top of upstream left wing wall. 
g. Large maple tree undercut at upstream left bank, as noted in 2008 inspection. 
 
Recommended Action: 

• Monitor channel depth during future inspections 
• Monitor erosion of bank at downstream of left wing wall and upstream right wing wall and 

consider repair of bank with rip rap. 
 

5. Noble Avenue Crossing (Constructed 1981-1984) 

a. The overall condition of the structure appeared satisfactory. 
b. Hairline cracks were noted along the top of the Bebo arch culvert. Most Bebo pre-cast sections 

had 2-4 hairline cracks across each section.  Most cracks were either down the center or spaced 2 
ft. off from center. (Same comment noted in past inspections since 2002). Inside of culvert was 
not inspected in 2010 due to ice.  

c. Downstream right wing wall tilted in (toward creek) 1-1/8-inch.  Measurement increased by 1/8 
inch since 2008 inspection. (No change measured in 2010.) 

d. The depth from the Bebo arch culvert crown to the creek bottom was measured this year at each 
end of the culvert.  The measurements were 10.15 feet upstream side and 7.96 feet downstream 
side. The measurements in 2009 were 9.96 feet upstream side and 8.67 feet downstream side.  

e. Spalled concrete noted at top of the left downstream wing wall and cracks nearby as noted in 
previous inspections.  Some of the cracking appears to be expanding. 

f. Erosion noted along outside edge of the upstream right wing wall. Filter fabric is exposed.  Creek 
is entering the Bebo arch culvert at an angle.  Additional riprap may minimize erosion. 

g. Storm sewer pipe on the north side entering the Bebo under the road has exposed rebar and 
should be patched with mortar. This has been noted in previous inspections since 2002. 

h. The hand rails were painted in 2007 and are in good condition, except for a small amount of 
peeling on the bottom of the rails. 

i. 4 to 5 hairline cracks were noted on downstream right wing wall section nearest roadway; no 
change since previous inspection. 

j. Some dead trees have fallen into the creek bed on the downstream side. 
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Recommended Action: 
• Monitor cracks, spalling and scour during future inspections especially the downstream left 

wing wall. 
• Exposed rebar at the end of RCP storm sewer should be patched with mortar (this work 

would have to be done during a dry drought condition when the water level would be lower). 
• Remove dead trees from downstream side of Bebo culvert. 
• Repair erosion at upstream wing wall. 

 

Golden Valley/Minneapolis Features 

Inspection Date:  November 23, 2010               
Personnel: Jake Burggraff (Barr), Eric Eckman (City of Golden Valley) 
 

1. Highway 55 Control Structure (Constructed 1987) 

a. The overall condition of the structure appeared satisfactory. 
b. There is some erosion around both the east and west sides of the structure from water flowing 

along the bituminous path from above the structure as noted in 2007 inspection.  The east side is 
more noticeable than the west side.  Riprap and filter fabric could be placed on both sides. 

c. There is a small hairline crack in the left wall of the inlet structure. The crack is positioned in the 
middle of the wall extending full height, this crack has been noted in previous inspections and 
there is no apparent change. 
   

Recommended Action: 
• Monitor cracks and erosion during future inspections 
• Consider adding riprap and filter to each side of the structure, same comment since 2007.  

(not urgent)  
 

Crystal Features 

Inspection Date:  December 1, 2010                    
Personnel: Jake Burggraff (Barr) 
 

1.  36th Ave. & Hampshire Ave. Crossing/Markwood 8’x 6’ Box Culverts (Constructed 1981-1984) 

a. The overall condition of the structure appeared satisfactory. 
b. Riprap was in the box culverts as noted in previous inspections; most of the riprap was located in 

the upstream end of the left (north) box culvert. (Box culvert sections were not walked in 2010 
because of ice conditions.)  

c. The crack located in the right/top of the south culvert noted in previous inspections has not 
changed. 

d. On both culverts, the fifth joint from the downstream end had a 2 ½” gap.  
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e. The RCP drainage pipe that was noted first in the 2004 inspection ties directly into the left (north) 
box.  No mortar exists on the inside of the connection and exposed wire is visible (no change 
since 2004). 

f. On the downstream end of the box culverts trees are growing between the culverts.  
g. Catch basins on north side of 36th Ave. at Jersey have loose bolts on curb boxes. (Were not 

checked in 2010, covered with snow.) 
 
Recommended Action: 

• Monitor cracks and joint gaps during future inspections. 
• Remove riprap and debris from inside culvert and replace at upstream inlet. 
• Patch exposed end of RCP drain with mortar. 
• Cut trees growing between the box culverts on downstream end and the stumps should be 

treated with herbicide.  The DNR recommends Garlon 3A for treatment of vegetation 
removed near streams or wetlands. Care should be taken to apply the herbicide to the cut 
sump surface area only right after cutting the vegetation. 

• Tighten bolts on curb boxes if not completed in 2009. 
 

2. Markwood Open Channel (Constructed 1981-1984) 

a. The channel banks have become vegetated with trees and brush as noted in previous inspections.  
The trees are becoming large now and the brush thick. The bottom of the channel is mostly free 
of vegetation except for one larger twin trunk maple tree that has slid into the middle of the 
channel (behind 7001 Markwood Dr.)  (Channel was not walked in 2010 because of ice.) 

b. Behind 7002 36th Ave N. and 6926 36th Ave. N there is erosion on the south bank of the channel.  
c. Erosion on the south bank behind 6917 36th Ave is causing a lattice fence to become unstable and 

lean towards the channel.  
 
Recommended Action: 

• All trees, limbs, and brush that may impede high flows should be removed from the channel 
and banks. 

• The twin trunk maple tree should be removed. (Not checked in 2010.) 
• Erosion should continue to be monitored. 

 

3. Markwood Channel Gabion Section (Constructed 1981-1984) 

a. Some small trees and brush continue to grow through the gabions as noted in previous 
inspections.  They have previously been cut and removed, but have resprouted; however the 
gabions appear to be intact. The small trees and brush in the gabions on the south side have all 
been removed from the gabions.  

b. The east edge of the gabions is located next to a retaining wall, behind 7010 36th Ave.  The 
retaining wall has blocks on the top that are separated from the others and leaning towards the 
channel. (Not checked in 2010 because of ice in channel.)  

 
Recommended Action: 
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• All trees and brush should be cut and removed from the gabions; the stumps should be treated 
with herbicide to prevent re-sprouting. Gabions will be damaged if the trees continue to grow. 
The DNR recommends Garlon 3A for treatment of vegetation removed near streams or 
wetlands. Care should be taken to apply the herbicide to the cut sump surface area only right 
after cutting the vegetation. 

 

4. Markwood D/S Overflow (Constructed 1981-1984) 

a. Sediment has accumulated in front of the overflow inlet as noted since the 2006 inspection; some 
small trees and brush have established. 

 

Recommended Action: 
• The sediment should be removed to bring the channel and overflow back to the designed 

elevation. 
• All trees or brush that may impede flows should be removed and stumps treated with 

herbicide. 
 

5. Markwood 8’x4’ Box Culvert (Constructed 1981-1984) 

a. The downstream side of the box culvert is undermined approximately 4 feet in the middle of the 
box. This section should continue to be monitored, and repaired when other features along this 
reach are maintained or if undermining extends further. 

 
Recommended Action: 

• Continue to monitor the erosion under the box culvert outlet during future inspections. Repair 
when other features along reach are maintained or if undermining increases.  

 

6. Georgia Ave. Crossing (Constructed 1981-1984) 

a. The overall condition of the structures is satisfactory; however some maintenance may be 
required to preserve structural integrity.   

b. Sediment has accumulated on the south side of the creek bank directly in front of the south 
culvert thus directing the majority of the base flows into the northern culvert. This was first noted 
in the 2008 inspection.  

c. The casting assembly on the manhole over the north culvert on the east side of Georgia is off-set 
on the concrete opening of the manhole top exposing soil when observed from below. The 
manhole is in the boulevard area and the soil around it seems to be firm and should be checked in 
the future. This was first noted in the 2007 inspection.  

d. Two large trees are growing on the upstream side between the culvert inlets.  First noted in 2009 
inspection.  

e. As noted in previous inspections, the upstream culvert flares have settled slightly and there is 
some under cutting of the flared sections.  No soil remains between the culverts from the 
upstream side to approximately 4 feet downstream of the upstream edge.  
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f. The downstream culvert flares are undercut nearly 4 feet and the first sections are supported only 
by the tie rods.  The under cutting of the outlets were not measured this year.  The banks on the 
down stream end on each side of the culvert flares have also eroded as noted since the 2005 
inspection.  The south bank continues to show the most erosion.  The north bank has an old 
concrete sewer exposed and failing. 

 
Recommended Action 

• Repair undermined flared end sections on downstream end and eroded banks by backfilling 
and protecting with riprap and filter fabric. 

• Remove old concrete pipe in downstream north bank of creek. 
• Remove the two trees from upstream end of culverts and treat the stumps with herbicide to 

prevent re-sprouting. The DNR recommends Garlon 3A for treatment of vegetation removed 
near streams or wetlands. Care should be taken to apply the herbicide to the cut sump surface 
area only right after cutting the vegetation.  

 

7. Edgewood Embankment (Constructed 1981-1984) 

a. The overall condition of the feature appeared satisfactory. 
b. There is no visible settlement along the embankment 
c. The trees on the west side of the berm that have been referenced in previous inspections are now 

6 to 8 inches in diameter. 
d. The creek banks approximately 200 feet downstream of the outlet structure are eroded on each 

side of the creek and are about 6 feet vertical as were noted during previous inspections. 
 
Recommended Action 

• Monitor erosion of down stream banks during future inspections. 
• Remove trees along embankment, as necessary 

 

8. Douglas Drive (Constructed 1981-1984) 

a. The overall condition of the structure appeared satisfactory.   
b. Erosion noted on upstream right bank south side, continues to grow. 
c. Erosion on left side or private drive CMP culvert just downstream of the downstream end of the 

box culvert.   
d. Private CMP culvert is sagging on private driveway. 
e. Settlement of pavement over box culvert section east side of Douglas Drive.  (Douglas Drive 

repaved in 2010, no settlement visible.)  
 
Recommended Action 

• Monitor upstream end of culvert, right/south side erosion. 
 

9. 34th Ave. Crossing (Constructed 1981-1984) 

a. The overall condition of the structure appeared satisfactory. 
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b. Some erosion on the upstream east side bank as noted in previous inspections. 
c. Tree roots are exposed along the bank on either side for approximately 200 feet upstream from 

the crossing culvert.  A sanitary sewer manhole is exposed in the middle of the creek as noted in 
previous inspections. 

d. Some sediment was noted on the bottom of the pipe, at similar levels to the 2008 inspection. 
(Culvert not walked in 2010 because of ice.)  

e. The tie rods are rusty and flaking near the center section of the culvert, as noted in previous 
inspections.  

f. Handrails need paint.  
g. Road guardrail cables are broken and hanging loose on the south side of the road.  
h. Large diameter tree (24” or larger) has fallen over and bridged the creek about four feet above the 

creek bed. 
 
Recommended Action 

• Monitor erosion during future inspections. 
• Remove rip rap and debris from in front of the outlet end of the culvert. 
• Paint handrails. 
• Fix broken guardrail cables. 
• Large diameter tree that has fallen across the creek about 75 feet drown stream from the end 

of culvert should be removed.  
 

10. Brunswick Crossing (Constructed 1981-1984) 

a. The overall condition of the structure appeared satisfactory. 
b. There are still rocks missing from the bottom gabion on the north side adjacent the home as noted 

in previous inspections.  The gabion appears to be settling as indicated by the repairs added to the 
top of the gabions.  Noted sloughing of gabion baskets and potential issues with neighbor’s fence. 
 Comparing photos from year to year shows some additional settlement from 2008 to 2009.  
There appears to be no foundation for the gabion wall with a majority of rocks missing from the 
bottom row of the gabions.  (Bottom of gabions could not be inspected in 2010 because of ice.) 

c. Drive and fence settling towards creek at 3224 Brunswick. Still noticeable in 2010.    
d. Sediment has accumulated over the years along the south bank of the creek on the up-stream end 

of the culverts thus directing most of the base flows to the northern culvert. 
e. On the south culvert, the fourth pipe joint from the downstream side has two broken ties and had 

been re-grouted by the City.  The joint appears to be moving and is now about a 3 inch opening, 
with a gap between the pipe joint and the new grout.  There is little change with the several other 
broken culvert tie-rods along each culvert as noted in previous inspections, with joint offsets up 
to 3/4 inch. None of the pipe joints were check during the 2010 inspection because of ice 
conditions. 

f. The wide gap in the pavement noted during the previous inspection was repaired and seal coated 
prior to the 2008 inspection.  The 2008 inspection noted some settlement, at about a half an inch 
at the crack.  A similar measurement was taken during the 2009 inspection. (Covered with snow 
during the 2010 inspection.)  
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g. A sediment delta is forming on the downstream end of the culverts (difficult to assess under snow 
and ice, but appears to be still there). The water level was higher than normal because of debris 
blocking the creek downstream near 32nd Ave. 

h. The downstream banks on each side of the creek between Brunswick and 32nd Avenue are eroded 
vertically 4 to 6 feet high exposing soil and tree roots.  

i. Small debris pile between two culverts on the upstream end.  
 
Recommended Action 

• Monitor concrete pipe condition and pipe ties during future inspections.  
• Continue to monitor crack in pavement.  
• Consider replacement of gabions before they fail or cause damage to resident’s drive and 

fence. 
• Remove accumulated sediment at upstream and down stream ends of culverts to keep creek 

aligned with culverts. 
 

11. 32nd Ave. Crossing (Constructed 1981-1984) 

a. The overall condition of the structure appeared satisfactory. 
b. There is debris across the creek just upstream from the culverts damming the flow and creating 

backwater 12 to 18 inches higher than normal. 
c. Extensive erosion observed along the creek banks between Brunswick and 32nd Avenue with 

exposed vertical banks 4 – 6 feet high.  Thus exposing root masses and allowing trees to fall into 
the creek that get lodged in-front of the culverts. 

d. Approximately 6-inches of sediment have accumulated in the lower downstream ends of the two 
culverts. 

e. Handrails are rusty and need painting as noted in previous inspections. 
f. Some erosion observed at upstream right bank as notes in previous inspections. 
g. 36” R.C.P. entering manhole over easterly culvert is missing grout where it is connected to the 

manhole.  Soil around the pipe is exposed.  In the 2007 inspection, ground water was observed 
flowing into the manhole from under the pipe. (Not checked in 2010 because of ice conditions.)  

 
Recommended Action 

• Remove trees, sediment and debris that created a small dam across creek just upstream from 
the end of culverts. 

• Repair connection of 36-inch pipe into manhole. 
• Monitor and consider removing trees along creek bank, rebuilding and stabilizing the stream 

banks between Brunswick and 32nd Ave. to prevent possible problems with woody debris in 
the future. 

• Sand, prime and paint box culvert hand rails, as necessary (not urgent). 
 

12. Bassett Creek Park Pond and Outlet (Constructed 1995) 

a. The overall condition of the outlet pipes appears satisfactory.  There are some small boulders in 
the pipes as indicated in previous inspections. 
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b. There is a large amount of sediment that has accumulated in the northwest corner of the pond 
where the creek enters.  This has been noted in previous inspections; brush and vegetation is now 
growing in these areas on the sediment deltas. 

c. The western half of the pond appears shallow, as last year. (Pond was iced over during inspection 
could not see condition of pond bottom.) 

d. Flared end section outlet has a small amount of woody debris in front of it.   
e. A depression was noted on top of the eastern culvert, behind the curb. (Not detected under snow 

bank.)  
 
Recommended Action 

• Survey existing pond bottom so it can be compared to the original design to determine the 
amount of accumulated sediment and consider future maintenance dredging project. 

• In future inspections monitor size of depression on top of the eastern culvert. 

13. Detention Pond and Outlet 

a. The overall condition of the outlet structure appears satisfactory. 
b. Brush is located around the outlet.  
 
Recommended Action 

• Brush and small trees should be removed from around the outlet structure and treat the 
stumps with herbicide to prevent re-sprouting. The DNR recommends Garlon 3A for 
treatment of vegetation removed near streams or wetlands. Care should be taken to apply the 
herbicide to the cut sump surface area only right after cutting the vegetation. 

 

Crystal/Golden Valley Features 

Inspection Date:  December 1, 2010                   
Personnel: Jake Burggraff (Barr) 
 

1.  HWY 100 Double Box Culverts. 

a. The control inlet structure condition appeared satisfactory.   
b. The large cracks and transition joint damage as noted in previous inspections were repaired by 

Mn/DOT in 2007.  The repairs still remain in good shape with just a few hairline cracks observed 
and should continue to be monitored (not inspected in 2010 because of ice conditions). 

c. As in previous inspections, accumulated sediment (approximately 12 to 18 inches deep) was 
noted at the downstream end of the north easterly culvert and has remained about the same since 
last year’s inspection (not inspected in 2010 because of ice conditions).  

d. The outlet portion of the structure appeared in satisfactory condition some of the pea rock in 
between the box culvert sections has washed away. 

e. Sediment delta forming in creek about 60 feet downstream of culverts changing creek alignment 
and backing up low base flows. 

f. Erosion was noted between the two culverts at the downstream end.  
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Recommended Action: 

• Remove silt from downstream end of northeasterly culvert. 
• Continue to monitor sediment downstream of culverts. 
• Replace fill and riprap between box culvert end sections. 

Minneapolis Features 

Inspection Date:  December 1, 2010 
Personnel: Jake Burggraff (Barr) 

1. Inlet Structure 

a. The overall condition of the inlet structure appeared satisfactory (high water conditions and ice 
prevented inspection of the lower area 2010). 

b. The overall condition of the fence and railing appeared satisfactory. 
c. Minor cracks were noted in the concrete, especially where handrail posts were embedded.  Some 

spalling was noted on the back of the south wing wall.  
d. City cleared debris from the front of about 2/3 of the trash rack and the water level had dropped 

about 2 feet prior to the inspection.   
e. The creek channel was not walked in 2010 inspection because of ice conditions and the relatively 

high flow.  
f. There was accumulated debris near the inlet structure half way up the north bank. 

 
Recommended Action: 

• Remove accumulated debris from the trash rack and from the north bank. 
 

2. Debris Barrier 

a. The debris barrier had been cleaned by the city and was free of debris.   

Recommended Action: 

• None.  
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Memorandum 
To: Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 
From: Barr Engineering Co. 
Subject: Item 6D—Next Generation Plan Work Session—Planning Process 

BCWMC December 16, 2010 Meeting Agenda 
Date: December 8, 2010 
Project: 23270051.31  2010 

6D.  Next Generation Plan Work Session—Planning Process 

Recommended/requested Commission actions: 

1. Discuss and provide suggested revisions to the draft planning process. 

Background 
At their November 17, 2010 meeting, the Commission directed the engineer and Administrator to prepare 
a draft planning process and timeline for the preparation of the next generation plan.  Staff prepared the 
attached flow chart, which shows the possible work tasks and timeline, and includes advisory group and 
public involvement activities.  

The draft planning process takes into consideration the proposed changes to the MN Board of Water and 
Soil Resources’ 8410 Rules, which dictate the watershed plan content and the process to be followed for 
developing the watershed plan (the rules also more broadly cover watershed management in the Twin 
Cities metropolitan area). The proposed changes to the 8410 Rules are not yet out for public review, but 
BWSR staff has indicated that they expect the formal rule revision process to start shortly. A number of 
the proposed rule changes could significantly affect the planning process and schedule, so the draft 
planning process presented here incorporates the anticipated changes. For example, Steps C, D, E, and H 
are explicitly required in the proposed new rule for the planning process, while Steps J and K are closely 
tied to the new rule requirements. 

This information is provided as background material for the Commission to use in its continued 
discussions about the planning process for the next generation watershed management plan.  The 
Technical Advisory Committee is proceeding with the issue identification stage of the process. 
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Step B.
Commission Review of TAC-

Identified Issues and
Identification of Additional

Issues
Through August 2011

Step I.
Commission & TAC Review of
Water Management Roles and

Responsibilities of the WMO and
Member Cities

June - July 2012

Step P.
Public Meeting and/or PAG/
TAG Meeting on Draft Plan

August 2013

Step M.
Revise Current Plan/
Develop Draft Plan

Document
December 2012 - February

2013

Step R.
First Formal Review of
Draft Plan (60 days)

November - December
2013

Step S.
Respond to Comments

January - February 2014

Step T.
Public Hearing on Draft

Plan
March 2014

Step U.
Second/Final Formal Review

of Plan (BWSR) Approval
April - June 2014

Step V.
Adopt & Distribute Plan

July - August 2014

P:\Mpls\23 MN\27\2327051\WorkFiles\Next Generation Plan 2014\Next Gen Plan Process.vsd

Step Q.
Revise Draft Plan

Document
September - October 2013

“Taking Stock” &
Preliminary Work Plan Development Plan Review and

Approval

Step A.
Issue Identification by

Technical Advisory Committee
Through June 2011

Step C.
Notify Plan Review Agencies of

Plan Initiation and Request
Resource Assessments

September - October 2011

Step D.
Notify Cities, County and

MnDOT of Plan Initiation and
Request Input

September - October 2011

Step E.
Review Local Controls and

Programs, and Identify
Deficiencies Related to Priority

Issues, Water Resources or
Subwatersheds

November - December 2011

Step N.
PAG/TAG Meetings to

Discuss Draft Plan
Document

March - May 2013

Step O.
Revise Draft Plan Document

June - July 2013

Step J.
TAG/PAG Meeting to Assess

and Prioritize Issues
August 2012

Step F.
Review and Summarize

Responses from Plan Review
Agencies, Cities, County and

MnDOT; Summarize Review of
Local Controls

January - February 2012

Step G.
Form Advisory Groups: Technical
Advisory Group (TAG, Made Up of

TAC plus others) and Larger Planning
Advisory Group (PAG, includes
Commissioners & Alternates)

March - April 2012

Step L.
Develop Detailed Plan

Outline
November 2012

Step H.
Initial Planning Meeting to Discuss

Input & Identify Issues - Notify/Invite
Plan Review Agencies, Cities,

County, MnDOT and General Public
(including TAG/PAG)

May 2012

Step K.
TAG/PAG Meeting to

Establish Goals to Address
Priority Issues
October 2012

Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission Next Generation Plan DRAFT Process



 
Geoff Nash, P.G. 

Watershed Consulting, LLC 
 

Administrator’s Report 
Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission 

December 16, 2010 
 

1. Sent out third and questionnaire to TAC to get feedback on what issues of related to 
groundwater, the planning process, and public ditches that need to be considered in the 
Next Generation Plan. 

2. There was no TAC meeting for December. 

3. Finished draft of Policy Manual and met with Administrative Services Committee on 
Thursday, December 9.   

4. Worked with Barr Engineering on letter to Sioux Line Railroad regarding obstructions 
in creek channel under Sioux Line railroad trestle.  Old pilings are blocking flow and 
causing debris to accumulate. 

5. Reregistered BCWMC website domain name under Commission’s name with Barr 
Engineering hosting the site. 

6. Received a call and correspondence from Shep Harris, a Golden Valley resident and 
volunteer for the MPCA’s Citizen Stream Monitoring Program on Bassett Creek, who is 
interested in following the streambank restoration work in Golden Valley. 

7. Scheduled Brooke Asleson, MPCA, for time before the Commission to discuss the Twin 
Cities Metro (TMDL) Chloride Project. 

8. Worked with Commissioner Langsdorf on distribution of the Snow and Ice brochure to 
interested cities in BCWMC. 

9. The MPCA notified me that the Medicine Lake TMDL has been sent to EPA for their final 
approval. 

10. Attended Minnesota Association of Watershed Districts (MAWD) annual meeting in 
Alexandria to learn about current issues and water quality improvement techniques from 
across the state. 
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