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BOARD OF 
MANAGERS 

 Jess Robertson Steven P. Wagamon  Michael J. Bradley Marcie Weinandt John J. Waller 
Anoka County Anoka County Ramsey County Ramsey County Washington County 

 

RCWD BOARD OF MANAGERS REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 
Wednesday, October 9, 2024, 9:00 a.m. 

Shoreview City Hall Council Chambers 
4600 North Victoria Street, Shoreview, Minnesota 

or via Zoom Meeting: 
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/86592916968?pwd=xosQm6ak29SPFxkOd9sYITI8sZycVb.1 

Meeting ID: 865 9291 6968 
Passcode: 142456 

+1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago) 
Meeting ID: 865 9291 6968 

Passcode: 142456 

Agenda 
CALL TO ORDER    
ROLL CALL 
SETTING OF THE AGENDA 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: SEPTEMBER 25, 2024, REGULAR MEETING 
CONSENT AGENDA    
The following items will be acted upon without discussion in accordance with the staff recommendation 
and associated documentation unless a Manager or another interested person requests opportunity for 
discussion: 
Table of Contents-Permit Applications Requiring Board Action 
No. Applicant Location Plan Type Recommendation 
24-062 Shuda Farms LLC Lino Lakes Final Site Drainage Plan CAPROC 9 items 
24-064 Lake Johanna Fire  Arden Hills Final Site Drainage Plan CAPROC 6 items 
 Department   
24-065 Construction  Columbus Final Site Drainage Plan CAPROC 6 items 
 Technology, Inc.    

It was moved by Manager _____________ and seconded by Manager _____________, to 
approve the consent agenda as outlined in the above Table of Contents in accordance with 
RCWD District Engineer’s Findings and Recommendations, dated October 1, 2024. 
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Water Quality Grant Program Cost Share Application (Molly Nelson) 
No. Applicant Location Project Type Eligible 

Cost 
Pollutant 
Reduction 

Funding 
Recommendation 

W24-
03 

Jeff 
Burridge  

Mahtomedi Pervious 
Paver, 
Raingardens, 
and Upland 
Stabilization 

$15,194.95 Volume: 4.3 
in/yr  
TSS: 20.7 
lbs/yr  
TP: 0.15 
lbs/yr 

50% cost share of 
$7,500 not to 
exceed 50%; or 
$7,500 whichever 
cost is lower 

 
It was moved by Manager _____________ and seconded by Manager _____________, to 
approve the consent agenda as outlined in the above Table of Contents in accordance with 
RCWD Outreach and Grants Technician’s Recommendations dated October 3, 2024. 

WCA APPLICATION REQUIRING BOARD ACTION  
No. Applicant Location Plan Type Recommendation 
24-040 Contour Land, LLC Blaine Wetland Alteration Denial 
 Menomonie Land 11, LLC 
 Rechner, LLC 
 JSN Properties, LLC 
 BlaineSpec IRA, LLC 
It was moved by Manager _____________ and seconded by Manager _____________, to deny 
WCA sequencing application 24-040 as outlined in the above Table of Contents in accordance 
with RCWD Regulatory Manager’s Recommendations and on the basis that the sequencing 
application does not meet the impact avoidance requirements of sequencing 8420.0520, dated 
October 9, 2024. 

OPEN MIC/PUBLIC COMMENT 
Any RCWD resident may address the Board in his or her individual capacity, for up to three minutes, on any matter not on the 
agenda. Speakers are requested to come to the podium, state their name and address for the record.  Additional comments may 
be solicited and accepted in writing.  Generally, the Board of Managers will not take official action on items discussed at this 
time, but may refer the matter to staff for a future report or direct that the matter be scheduled on an upcoming agenda. 

ITEMS REQUIRING BOARD ACTION   
1. Valdes Lawn Care and Snow Removal, LLC Partial Pay Request #1 – Ramsey County Ditch 

#4 Project (Tom Schmidt)  
2. Highway 61 Ponds Project-Engineer Selection (Matt Kocian and David Petry) 
3. Ramsey/Hennepin/Anoka County Boundary Change Petition-Submittal to Board of 

Water and Soil Resources (Catherine Nester) 
4. Check Register Dated October 9, 2024, in the Amount of $217,974.39 Prepared by 

Redpath and Company 

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION AND INFORMATION 
1. District Engineer Updates and Timeline 
2. Administrator Updates 
3. Manager Updates 
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DRAFT 

 1 
For Consideration of Approval at the October 9, 2024 Board Meeting. 2 
Use these minutes only for reference until that time. 3 
 4 

REGULAR MEETING OF THE RCWD BOARD OF MANAGERS 
Wednesday, September 25, 2024 

Shoreview City Hall Council Chambers 
4600 North Victoria Street, Shoreview, Minnesota 

and 
Meeting also conducted by alternative means  

(teleconference or video-teleconference) from remote locations 

Minutes 5 

CALL TO ORDER 6 
President Michael Bradley called the meeting to order, a quorum being present, at 9:00 a.m.  7 
 8 

ROLL CALL 9 
Present: President Michael Bradley, 1st Vice-Pres. John Waller, 2nd Vice-Pres. Steve Wagamon, 10 

Treasurer Marcie Weinandt, and Secretary Jess Robertson 11 
 12 
Absent: None 13 
 14 
Staff Present: Regulatory Manager Patrick Hughes, Watershed Technician/Inspector Will Roach, Program 15 

Support Technician Emmet Hurley (video-conference), Project Manager David Petry (video-16 
conference), Office Manager Theresa Stasica 17 

 18 
Consultants: District Engineer Chris Otterness from Houston Engineering, Inc. (HEI); District Attorney 19 

Chuck Holtman from Smith Partners 20 
 21 
Visitors:    Chris Stowe, Roshaan Grieme (video-conference) 22 

 23 
 24 

SETTING OF THE AGENDA 25 
District Administrator Tomcik requested that an item be added to the agenda under Items for Discussion 26 
and Information as a new #1, Precipitation Events and the Rice Creek Watershed District Landscape. 27 
 28 
Motion by Manager Weinandt, seconded by Manager Bradley, to approve the agenda, as amended. 29 
Motion carried 5-0. 30 

 31 

READING OF THE MINUTES AND THEIR APPROVAL 32 
Minutes of the September 9, 2024, Workshop and September 11, 2024, Board of Managers Regular 33 
Meeting.  Motion by Manager Robertson, seconded by Manager Weinandt, to approve the minutes as 34 
presented.  Motion carried 5-0.  35 
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 36 

CONSENT AGENDA    37 

The following items will be acted upon without discussion in accordance with the staff recommendation and 38 
associated documentation unless a Manager or another interested person requests opportunity for discussion: 39 
Table of Contents-Permit Applications Requiring Board Action 40 
No. Applicant Location Plan Type Recommendation 41 
24-058 Walters MRF LLC Blaine Final Site Drainage Plan CAPROC 3 items 42 

It was moved by Manager Weinandt and seconded by Manager Wagamon, to approve the consent 43 
agenda as outlined in the above Table of Contents in accordance with RCWD District Engineer’s Findings 44 
and Recommendations, dated September 17, 2024.  Motion carried 5-0. 45 

OPEN MIC/PUBLIC COMMENT 46 

Chris Stowe, 426 Pine Street, stated that he had attended the City meeting at Lino Lakes earlier in the week 47 
and he was confused.  He explained that he had been told that the culverts on West Pine Street were 48 
lowered and that the District controls them, but at the last RCWD Board meeting, he was told that the next 49 
one down that crosses Andall Street was controlled by Lino Lakes and that the elevations were at the correct 50 
heights. He noted that he felt they were at the old correct heights and not the new ones because the pipes 51 
have been lowered. He asked who controlled the pipes because he was told by the City of Columbus and 52 
the City of Lino Lakes that they control the ditches, but the culverts were controlled by the District.  He 53 
stated that the District had lowered the culvert north of him but now south of him was the City of Lino 54 
Lake’s problem. He stated that he felt it needed to be both lowered and increased in size.  He showed the 55 
Board some photos on his phone from the last rain event that occurred during the summer. He expressed 56 
concern about development and also the desire by Lino Lakes to bring in city sewer and water near this 57 
location which is land that is currently zoned agricultural.  He stated that he did not believe that they 58 
should be doing any of the work that they were already doing until they all get the ACD 10-22-32 issues 59 
figured out because it was essentially a disaster.  He stated that he was unsure if the District controlled 60 
the pipes that were downstream from him, and reiterated that he has been told that the elevations are 61 
correct, but noted that they were off of the old drawings, and they ended up lowering the culverts at both 62 
West Pine Street and Pine Street which floods him out even more.  He noted that he had been talking with 63 
an individual who had purchased land in Columbus who told him that part of his property used to drain to 64 
Coon Creek but now that they have developed stuff in Blaine, his property was also getting flooded out.  65 
He stated that it appears that the water is being forced over from Coon Creek into the Rice Creek system 66 
which means it is flooding even worse.   67 

District Engineer Otterness stated that regarding the ownership of the culverts under the roadway, the 68 
District, as the Drainage Authority, is responsible for the drainage system, however, any of the culverts that 69 
are along the system that are under a roadway are the responsibility of the road authority.  He stated  70 
that the District identifies when those roadway culverts have been undersized or too high, thus constituting 71 
an obstruction to the system.  He explained that the District has collaborated with the cities in order to 72 
get those culverts lowered or properly sized when they have identified as a potential obstruction. He stated 73 
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that with regard to the floodplain, the District has a rule that requires any property that places more than 74 
100 cubic yards of fill within a floodplain to mitigate that fill, meaning they would have to excavate 75 
somewhere on their property in order to compensate for the amount of floodplain volume that would 76 
otherwise be lost in the system.  He stated that if fill was brought in on a development, then the property 77 
owner would need to determine where they can excavate to make up for the difference in volume. He 78 
noted that there are some that they have anticipated and have identified floodplain mapping in the area 79 
Mr. Stowe was referring to and explained that the District has recognized that there is a substantial portion 80 
of the potentially developable area draining to the ACD 10-22-32 that is within the floodplain.   81 

Mr. Stowe stated that he agreed with that but explained that the problem he was having right now is with 82 
both the culverts that cross into Lino Lakes.  He stated that Lino Lakes was not officially notified about 83 
those culverts so he thinks someone messed up, if the pipes are theirs once it crosses that line, because the 84 
lowered the pipes north of him but had not downstream of him, nor did they increase any of the sizes. He 85 
stated that they now have storm surges going on which is why the sod farms were getting flooded out even 86 
worse and when they are underwater, he is underwater, because the whole system cannot take it, so it was 87 
spilling over the banks of ACD 10-22-32.  He stated that the District seems to be saying that the culverts 88 
are now the city's responsibility and asked why the District had lowered the pipes on Pine Street.  He 89 
explained that he felt this should have been a joint venture between the District, the City of Columbus, and 90 
the City of Lino Lakes and that he should have been notified immediately and noted that he felt that there 91 
were liabilities issues going on.  92 

District Administrator Tomczik stated that the District, including its inspection staff, have been hard at work 93 
on ACD 10-22-32 and have done a records affirmation and confirmed all the work on the system.  He asked 94 
District Engineer Otterness if, within all the survey work, the culverts were consistent with the ACSIC. 95 

District Engineer Otterness stated that for the work that has been completed by the District, those 96 
elevations were consistent with the ACSIC.  He stated that they have done a repair report in the past to 97 
identify the capacity of the culverts and identified that the capacity was sufficient based on those metrics.  98 
He noted that there would be a forthcoming report for the Board that will talk about the culverts on Pine 99 
Street and the relation to the two others downstream.  100 

District Administrator Tomczik reminded the Board that Mr. Stowe had appeared before the Board 101 
previously about this issue and a determination had been made to put this item on their October Workshop 102 
meeting which was the report that District Engineer Otterness was referring to.  He assured the Board that 103 
the work that the District does includes communications with the cities.  He explained that they do work 104 
and collaborate with those entities and notification is consistent with the existing Statutes. He stated that 105 
the capacity of the system is the capacity of the system, and things that go beyond that and proposals like, 106 
lowering a culvert or increase the size of this culvert would be legally designated as improvements to the 107 
system which is a whole different matter beyond the maintenance that is undertaken.   108 

Mr. Stowe stated that the District did an improvement of the system upstream of him.   109 
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District Administrator Tomczik clarified that the District had not constructed what would be legally 110 
designated as an improvement on the system under the drainage code.  111 

Mr. Stowe suggested that the Board come out to Pine Street and take a look at the ditch, look at the 1890 112 
surveys, the grade of the road, and how the water in the ditch now flows the opposite of the grade of the 113 
road.  He stated that by combining all the ditches and creating ACD 10-22-32, they were now sending the 114 
water uphill toward his place.  He noted that they had to lower the ditch because they ran out of elevation 115 
which is why the power poles are leaning towards the street.  He stated that he questioned the District 116 
saying that the numbers were all good and reiterated his suggestion for them to look at the 1890 surveys. 117 

Manager Waller stated that the whole ACD 10-22-32 complex is not just a question of what the capacity of 118 
the drainage system is because there are so many places where there are muck soils.  He stated that the 119 
District, as the stormwater conveyance authority, isn’t limited just to the 103E portion, which is the 120 
capacity, and explained that, in his opinion, they haven’t adequately taken into consideration what the 121 
roads do to those areas that are adjacent the ditches that have the muck soils.  He stated that the flowage 122 
of water through the muck soils that no longer takes place and now has to go through a straw, is a problem.  123 
He stated that the District has the authority to take a look at ground water that is just below the surface 124 
and how the water does and doesn’t flow there. He noted that the District also had authority to work with 125 
the cities to do planning for stormwater conveyance systems under chapter 103B.  He stated that this is a 126 
situation that has happened many times in the past because of the piecemeal approach to things, but in 127 
this case, it was active.  He stated that he felt it was important for the District to not just consider the 128 
elevation of the culvert and the capacity of the actual drainage ditch, but also what the road situation was 129 
in 1890, the impact of building a road through a wetland with muck soil versus permeable soils, and how it 130 
would impact the area.  He stated that he can remember seeing pictures of the same type of thing while 131 
serving on the Board a number of years ago on ditch 55 where all the homes were being put in on the west 132 
side. He stated that he felt that when the Board holds their workshop, they need to look at more than just 133 
chapter 103E but also what they can do about working with the cities for the other part.  134 

Manager Robertson stated that she wanted to once again suggest that this item be brought to a workshop.  135 
She stated that she feels that sometimes Open Forum turns into an agenda item which should really just be 136 
an opportunity for the Board to hear the concerns of the residents and then for staff to take direct to place 137 
it on the workshop agenda.  She stated that she felt it wasn’t appropriate to dialogue this matter during 138 
the Open Forum portion of their meeting and suggested that the Board move on to the next agenda item.  139 

President Bradley stated that the Board had already directed staff to bring this item back to the workshop 140 
meeting in October. He noted that they have also had discussions with the City of Columbus about the need 141 
for systemic planning because this is something that the District alone cannot fix.    142 

ITEMS REQUIRING BOARD ACTION  143 
1. 2025 Stormwater Management Grant Release 144 

Watershed Technician/Inspector Roach presented the program documents for the 2025 Stormwater 145 
Management Program.  He noted that they had been presented to the CAC at their September 4, 146 
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2024 meeting and based on their feedback, the documents have had a few revisions. He gave a brief 147 
overview of the recommended changes and updates from the CAC for the program documents and 148 
the grant agreement.  He explained that the RFP had also been revised to note that applicants 149 
should review the program documents and stated that staff was recommending authorization of 150 
the program, solicitation of applications through the RFP process, and approval of HEI Task Order 151 
2024-008 for engineering review of the applications.  152 
 153 
Manager Wagamon referenced page 34 of the packet in the bottom paragraph where it states, ‘will 154 
not consider projects from entities that owe funds to the District’.  He asked if that meant funds in 155 
arrears or if it meant that if they had another project going that they were paying on if they would 156 
not be eligible.  157 
 158 
President Bradley stated that he felt that the intent was if someone owed the District money 159 
because they hadn’t paid.   160 
 161 
Manager Wagamon referenced page 45 of the packet on the grant agreement, Section I. A (2), where 162 
it says, ‘the District for the Administrator’s written approval, not to be unreasonably withheld.’  He 163 
stated that he felt the use of the word ‘unreasonably’ was pretty subjective and asked what it 164 
actually meant.  165 
 166 
District Attorney Holtman explained that the wording was part of the existing boilerplate language 167 
and noted that it was a standard formulation where it is giving the other party the opportunity to 168 
present something different than what the agreement provides. He noted that the District would 169 
retain the discretion to decide whether the proposal would be consistent with program purposes or 170 
not, but also wanted to give some assurance that it would make that decision in good faith and not 171 
in a random manner.   172 
 173 
Manager Wagamon thanked him for the explanation and asked if the District had any idea about 174 
the cost differences and if they were causing a lot of extra costs for people just applying for the 175 
program and explained that he did not want this to be so expensive that people do not even apply.   176 
 177 
President Bradley noted that it has not been a problem so far.   178 
 179 
Manager Wagamon agreed that it hadn’t been a problem, but now they were adding additional 180 
items and was just curious about the overall costs and if the things that the District was asking for 181 
were expensive.  182 
 183 
District Administrator Tomczik stated that he did not believe that these requests were expensive 184 
because they were all fairly routine items.  He stated that he believed the work that Watershed 185 
Technician/Inspector Roach and the CAC have done was to get it more in the forefront discussion 186 
so everyone was thinking about it ahead of time.  187 
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 188 
Manager Robertson noticed that the majority of the red language highlighted was related to 189 
reporting and the aftermath.  She asked if the requirement for reporting was based on previous 190 
grants that have been awarded where the standards were not met.  She stated that she 191 
understands the desire for ‘before’ and ‘after’ to ensure that the work was done.  She stated that 192 
some of the language included such as, requiring people for up to 10 years to report to the District, 193 
seemed a bit excessive to her.  She suggested that the reporting period could perhaps be done 194 
when the District can ensure that the project was completed to the appropriate standards.  She 195 
asked if there was going to be a template available for the applicant to use for the reporting 196 
requirement.  She did not want the requirement to be burdensome to the applicant.   197 
 198 
Manager Weinandt stated that these grants were requested by cities and organizations, not 199 
individuals.  She explained that it was standard practice for any State grant that if you get a chunk 200 
of public money they were required to operate and maintain it for 10 years, which is what this 201 
portion of the document outlines. She noted that she served on the CAC for a few year when they 202 
would review the applications and some of them came in not completely thought out, so she felt 203 
what has been happening year after year is that the application was becoming more and more clear.  204 
She stated that she felt that having the applicants speak to people at the District prior to applying 205 
can save a lot of time.  She stated that she felt that the CAC had really played an important role in 206 
talking about what the application looks like and also seriously reviewing the applications.   207 
 208 
President Bradley shared examples of things like iron-enhanced sand filters or SAFL Baffles which 209 
require maintenance. He explained that he believed all this was doing was saying that the District 210 
knows that they will have to do maintenance on this and would like to know how they were going 211 
to do it.  212 
 213 
Manager Weinandt asked how long the District had been awarding these grants and whether any 214 
of the projects had met the 10-year mark.  215 
 216 
President Bradley stated that they have easily met the 10-year mark. He explained that he had been 217 
on the Board for 10 years and they have done this every year he has been involved.  218 
 219 
Manager Waller stated that he did not know exactly how long they have been awarding the grants, 220 
but noted that they have been doing stormwater grants for a long time.  He stated that they have 221 
required them to continue operating and maintaining these things, but was not sure that there had 222 
actually been a continuous annual report on them from each city. He stated that he would agree 223 
that requiring 10 years of reports was excessive.   224 
 225 
Manager Robertson stated that the language in the packet identifies potential applicants as being 226 
cities, counties, school districts, libraries, and other public and private entities.  She asked if private 227 
entities also meant that residents within the District would be allowed to apply for this grant.  228 
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 229 
District Administrator Tomczik stated that within the general frame of the District’s stormwater 230 
management grant program, he would say private entity would be something like a corporate entity 231 
or a university, those landowners at would have a large campus. He noted that the public, or mom 232 
and pop landowners, would be more aligned with the water quality grant because the size of their 233 
property was typically significantly smaller and the capacity of a BMP would be significantly 234 
different.  He stated that they ‘could’ apply, but felt it went back more to the element of what 235 
Watershed Technician/Inspector Roach has brought before the Board with early and good 236 
communication about what was intended and what would be involved and aligning that opportunity 237 
with the District’s framework and experience in order for them to be successful.   238 
 239 
Manager Robertson stated that she appreciated the language about a pre-application sit-down with 240 
staff because she felt that was very important within the planning process.  She reiterated that she 241 
just did not want to make the aftermath of the grant process anymore difficult than it needed to be.   242 
 243 
Watershed Technician/Inspector Roach stated that the 10-year requirement on page 43 of the 244 
packet would be asking the applicant to provide a maintenance plan of what activities would be 245 
taking place within the first 10 years of the project.  He noted that the actual reporting aspect 246 
would only be an annual report for each year the grant was active.   247 
 248 
Manager Waller asked what the word ‘active’ meant.   249 
 250 
Watershed Technician/Inspector Roach explained that staff’s intent, when using the term ‘active’, 251 
would be reporting for the lifespan of the agreement itself.   252 
 253 
Manager Waller stated that description would make quite a bit of difference relating to that lifespan 254 
of the agreement itself versus the 10 years that had been mentioned.  255 
 256 
District Engineer Otterness stated that he had just noticed one thing that may have the potential to 257 
be misinterpreted.  He referenced page 38, ‘Project proposing the maintenance or repair of 258 
existing stormwater management infrastructure are ineligible for Stormwater Management Grant 259 
funding.’ He explained that specific wording, to him, would imply that any project that would have 260 
some component of it being repair or maintenance would make the whole project ineligible.  He 261 
stated that he felt that the intent was to make ineligible those project components that were related 262 
to maintenance.  He suggested that they amend the language to ‘Project components which are 263 
intended solely for the maintenance or repair of existing stormwater management infrastructure 264 
are ineligible for the Stormwater Management Grant funding.’ 265 
 266 
Manager Waller thanked him for that comment, because he had written a note to himself on this 267 
page that he would not vote in favor of this for that reason. He stated that he felt the language was 268 
just too broad and goes against some of the things that the District wanted to do, for example, 269 
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encourage cleaning of stormwater ponds. He referenced the next sentence at the top of page 38 270 
‘Additionally, projects that are proposed by entities that owe funds to the District will not be 271 
considered.’  He stated that he did not remember too many of the instances in his 18 years on the 272 
Board where someone owed money to the District.   He stated that in his notes, he had this whole 273 
new section underlined, and would say ‘no’ to the whole section.  He explained that he did not 274 
think the language should be amended and instead, it should be struck.  275 
 276 
Manager Weinandt asked what would happen when the 10 years was met but repairs were needed.  277 
She asked if the city or the other entity would be stuck with keeping it up.  She stated that the 278 
other clarifying question she had was that this was the Stormwater Management Grant but there is 279 
also the $500 mini grant as well as a grant in between the two, but she could not remember what it 280 
was called. 281 
 282 
District Administrator Tomczik explained that she was referring to the Water Quality Grant which 283 
the District had periodically collaborated with the municipalities when they have a road project and 284 
leverage this with the community for multiple rain gardens on private property within the right-of-285 
way.  286 
 287 
Manager Weinandt stated that the Water Quality Grant was the one that private entities with cost-288 
shares can do some of the water quality work.  289 
 290 
District Administrator Tomczik explained that his recollection from the CAC meeting and the 291 
language on the top of page 38 regarding owing funds was that it came from a member of the CAC 292 
that had business experience and had a situation arise where people were asking for more money 293 
when there were already outstanding fees owed.   294 
 295 
President Bradley stated that he did not remember the details but knows that there was a time 296 
during his tenure where there were about 4 cities that had made a promise, as a result of prior 297 
grants, to provide credits or something to the District.  He stated that the District had given them 298 
the option of either paying the money or to comply with the agreements.  He stated that he felt 299 
this proposed language would give them the opportunity to make it clear that the District expected 300 
them to honor their other obligations to the District before they considered giving them more 301 
money.  302 
 303 
Manager Robertson stated that she assumed that this was reviewed every year and stated that she 304 
had no problem with what was being proposed.  She suggested that for discussion next year that 305 
they want to work the longevity of the project into their ranking criteria along with what additional 306 
maintenance costs may be.   307 

        308 
Motion by Manager Robertson, seconded by Manager Bradley, to authorize staff to initiate the 309 
2025 Stormwater Management Grant program and to notify potential applicants of funding 310 
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availability by publishing the attached Request for Proposals, including correction of the 311 
typographical errors as indicated by staff, and the amendment to the language on page 38, 3 (1) 312 
to include language that reads, ‘Project components which are intended solely for the 313 
maintenance or repair of existing stormwater management infrastructure are ineligible for the 314 
Stormwater Management Grant funding.’ 315 
 316 
Manager Waller explained that he would be voting against this item based on the language included 317 
on page 38 because, in his opinion, it was unreasonable and unnecessary.  He stated that in his 318 
time with the District, it has not been a big enough problem to warrant including that kind of 319 
language.   320 
 321 
Motion carried 4-1 (Manager Waller opposed). 322 
 323 
Motion by Manager Robertson, seconded by Manager Weinandt, to approve the HEI Task Order 324 
2024 – 008 for Engineering review of the 2025 Stormwater Management Grant program 325 
applications.  Motion carried 5-0. 326 

 327 
2. Check Register Dated September 25, 2024, in the Amount of $259,132.30 and September Interim 328 

Financial Statements Prepared by Redpath and Company 329 
 330 
Motion by Manager Weinandt, seconded by Manager Robertson, to approve check register dated 331 
September 25, 2024, in the Amount of $259,132.30 and September Interim Financial Statements 332 
prepared by Redpath and Company.  Motion carried 5-0. 333 

 334 

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION AND INFORMATION 335 
1. Precipitation Events and the Rice Creek Watershed District Landscape 336 

District Administrator Tomcik noted that for the last few meetings, he has been holding up the DNR 337 
maps which show their analysis of water levels in the watersheds throughout the State. He noted 338 
that it was particularly wet April through August, and had finished August at 140% of normal 339 
precipitation. He stated that the message received was that it was the wettest April-June that is on 340 
record; things have dried out a bit in September; they were still well above the normal precipitation 341 
for the year; but needed rain because things were drying out.  He stated that in his mind this 342 
appears to be conflicting information and wanted to look into it more closely. He stated that he 343 
spoke extensively with Program Manager Kocian about the situation and would like to offer some 344 
context.  The hydrologic region in the State that includes RCWD is roughly 25% storage with lakes 345 
and wetlands. He noted that RCWD has 30% storage, so they were well above the region and Coon 346 
Creek has 24%.  He stated that the slope as in the drop in the landscape across the region was at 347 
7.76 feet per mile and RCWD has 2.23 feet per mile, so they are very flat which creates a bathtub 348 
that holds the water with limited ability to drain.  He stated that if they only look upstream of Long 349 
Lake for the District, storage is at 33% and the slope is 1.9 feet per mile.  He said he felt this offered 350 
context that this is one element that the Board and staff should be aware of in considering issues.  351 
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He reviewed the current conditions and noted that Clear Lake has had high water levels all year that 352 
were consistently above OHWL and they are slowly dropping.  He noted that White Bear Lake’s 353 
water level is up and stated that this has been an area of great concern following 2 years of drought, 354 
but they are nearing the long-term average.  He noted that White Bear Lake was not yet out-letting 355 
but had filled up a lot. He explained that Rice Creek had a current flow of 80 cubic feet/second and 356 
noted that the average for this time of year was 55 cubic feet/second, which means they were well 357 
above average. He stated that the message he would like the Board to take home with them about 358 
this is that the watershed has a lot of storage, a lot of wetlands on the landscape and a lot of lakes, 359 
yet very flat and so slow to drain.   360 
 361 
Manager Robertson asked District Administrator Tomczik to send a summary of the information he 362 
shared to the Board, including the DNR map information he had referenced.   363 
 364 
Manager Waller stated that he felt District Administrator Tomczik’s report demonstrated the 365 
importance of noting the impact on the roads that are built through the permeable soils and creating 366 
impermeable structures which limits the drainage, because that can make things even slower and 367 
wetter.  368 
 369 
Manager Wagamon stated that they also actually have ditches running backward. 370 
 371 
Manager Waller stated that it also shows the need for the District to have a bigger picture look at 372 
things when they are working with the cities.  373 
 374 

2. Staff Reports 375 
Manager Weinandt stated that she appreciated the staff reports and noted that it looks like they 376 
were close to getting a full team put together again.   377 
 378 

3. October Calendar 379 
District Administrator Tomczik noted that the October calendar did not include the Bald Eagle Lake 380 
de-listing celebration which will be held on October 17, 2024, at 7:00 p.m. and noted that it possibly 381 
has an incorrect address.  382 
 383 
The Board discussed the location for the event along with parking accommodations. 384 
 385 
District Administrator Tomczik stated that staff would confirm the address and communicate if there 386 
was any change.  387 
 388 
Manger Robertson stated that she will be in attendance at the CAC meeting on October 2, 2024, but 389 
may be a bit late. 390 
 391 

4. Administrator Updates 392 
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District Administrator Tomczik stated that he was continuing work on the Blue Thumb logo transfer 393 
to Metro Blooms.  He stated that related to public drainage system, RCD-4 that the survey of the 394 
banks has been completed and staff was currently working through the quantities and the estimates 395 
for bank stabilization.  He stated that for drainage and other issues on ACD 10-22-32 they are 396 
awaiting the DNR position on the rare and endangered species from which to bring the Pine Street 397 
permit back for Board consideration.  He explained that there was some discussion about the 398 
completeness of the record and discussion on the Coon Creek minutes and noted that both Coon 399 
Creek and the City of Columbus were subject to a data practices act request.  The material has 400 
been reviewed by the District Engineers as it pertains to ACD 10-22-32 and noted that Manager 401 
Wagamon had asked to look at those materials.   402 
 403 
Manager Wagamon stated that he had received the materials earlier this morning.  404 
 405 
District Administrator Tomczik stated he had additional copies available if anyone else on the Board 406 
would like to see this material.  He noted that he had engaged with Jack Davis, City Administrator 407 
in the City of Columbus, about the flooding concerns.  He had extended the cost-share study of the 408 
area to him and noted that he believed the value in that would come from their land use plans and 409 
that the representative engineers would best consider the parameters that might be included in any 410 
such study to see if it would be viable and supportive of both entities.  He stated that District 411 
permits consider and work to mitigate the impacts of development on the landscape and how 412 
development will affect landowners downstream.  He explained that the rules work towards 413 
having it contained within the properties and also have studies and projects with municipalities.  414 
He noted that there would be several updates related to administrative housekeeping matters in 415 
the employee handbook on the horizon and explained that he planned to bring them to future Board 416 
meeting.   417 
 418 

5. Managers Update 419 
Manager Waller stated that a resident who lives in Forest Lake near the 180th Street area by the 420 
pipeline that crosses JD-2 had informed him that he had signed an easement with the Northern Gas 421 
Company to put in a third pipeline which means it was no longer rumor and asked staff to make sure 422 
that this does not just go by the wayside.   423 
 424 
District Administrator Tomczik stated that he believes that Regulatory Manager Hughes has been in 425 
contact with the company regarding their proposed work.  426 
 427 
Regulatory Manager Hughes clarified that he had just had a conversation with Manager Waller 428 
about this situation just prior to the meeting, so he was aware of it.  429 
 430 
President Bradley stated that he had attended the recent CAC meeting and was impressed with how 431 
they came forward with ideas and suggestions based on their annual reviews and frustrations with 432 
the grant process.  433 
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 434 
ADJOURNMENT 435 
Motion by Manager Robertson, seconded by Manager Wagamon, to adjourn the meeting at 10:08 a.m.  436 
Motion carried 5-0. 437 
 438 
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CONSENT AGENDA    
The following items will be acted upon without discussion in accordance with the staff recommendation 
and associated documentation unless a Manager or another interested person requests opportunity for 
discussion: 
Table of Contents-Permit Applications Requiring Board Action 
No. Applicant Location Plan Type Recommendation 
24-062 Shuda Farms LLC Lino Lakes Final Site Drainage Plan CAPROC 9 items 

24-064 Lake Johanna Fire Arden Hills Final Site Drainage Plan CAPROC 6 items 
 Department 

24-065 Construction Columbus Final Site Drainage Plan CAPROC 6 items 
 Technology, Inc. 

It was moved by Manager _____________ and seconded by Manager _____________, to 
approve the consent agenda as outlined in the above Table of Contents in accordance with 
RCWD District Engineer’s Findings and Recommendations, dated October 1, 2024. 
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10/3/2024  CAPROC = Conditional Approval Pending Receipt of Changes Page 1 of 1 

 
RICE CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT 

CONSENT AGENDA 
 

October 9, 2024 
 

  
It was moved by __________________________________ and seconded by 

 
______________________________ to Approve, Conditionally Approve Pending Receipt  
 
Of Changes, or Deny, the Permit Application noted in the following Table of Contents, in  
 
accordance with the District Engineer’s Findings and Recommendations, as contained in  
 
the Engineer’s Findings and Recommendations, as contained in the Engineer’s Reports  
 
dated October 1, 2024. 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

Permit 
Application 
Number Applicant     Page  Recommendation 
Permit Location Map 18 
 
24-062 Shuda Farms LLC 19 CAPROC 
 
24-064 Lake Johanna Fire Department 25 CAPROC 
 
24-065 Construction Technology, Inc 31 CAPROC 
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Permit Application Number:  24-062 
Permit Application Name: Shuda Farm 
 
Applicant/Landowner: Permit Contact: 

Shuda Farms LLC Site Design, LLC 
Attn: Alex Shuda Attn: Eli Rupnow 
8196 20th Ave N 2150 3rd St STE 12 
Lino Lakes, MN White Bear Lake, MN 55110 
Ph: 651-755-0877 Ph: 651.428.7265 
alex@alexslawnandturf.com sitedesignmn@gmail.com 
  
  
Project Name:   Shuda Farm 

Purpose: FSD – Final Site Drainage; Construction of two barns and farm access roads  

Site Size: 39.7± acre parcel / 5.5 ± acres of disturbed area; existing and proposed impervious areas are 
0 ± acres and 1.98 ± acres, respectively within the project area  

Location:   8196 20th Ave N, Lino Lakes   

T-R-S:   SW ¼, Section 1, T31N, R22W 

District Rule:  C, D 

Recommendation:  CAPROC 

It is recommended that this Permit Application be given Conditional Approval Pending Receipt of Changes 
(CAPROC) and outstanding items related to the following items: 

Conditions to be Met Before Permit Issuance: 

Rule D – Erosion and Sediment Control 

1. Submit the following information per Rule D.4: 

(c) Name, address and phone number of party responsible for maintenance of all erosion and 
sediment control measures.  

(h) Provide documentation that an NPDES Permit has been applied for and submitted to the 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA).  

Rule F – Wetland Alteration 

2. As a condition of permit issuance under Rule F.6(e)(9), a property owner must file on the deed a 
declaration, in a form approved by the District, establishing a vegetated buffer area adjacent to the 
delineated wetland edge within the final WMC and other wetland buffers approved as part of a permit 
under this Rule. A draft must be submitted for review prior to recordation. 

3. The property owner must convey to the District and record or register, in a form acceptable to the 
District, a perpetual, assignable easement over the WMC. 

4. The applicant must provide a buffer signage plan including proposed signage and placement location 
for District consideration. 

19



RCWD Permit Number 24-062 
 

Houston Engineering Inc  Page 2 of 4 10/1/2024 

Administrative 

5. Email one final, signed full-sized pdf of the construction plan set. Include a list of changes that have 
been made since approval by the RCWD Board. Final plans must include the following: 

• Ensure the datum is labeled.  
• Label and show a stabilized EOF. 

6. Submit a copy of the recorded plat or easements establishing drainage or flowage over stormwater 
management facilities, stormwater conveyances, ponds, wetlands, on-site floodplain up to the 100-
year flood elevation, or any other hydrologic feature (if easements are required by the City of Lino 
Lakes).   

7. The applicant must submit a Draft Declaration for Maintenance of Stormwater Management Facilities 
acceptable to the District for proposed onsite stormwater management and pretreatment features.   

8. The applicant must provide an attested copy of any and all signed and notarized legal document(s) 
from the County Recorder.  Applicant may wish to contact the County Recorder to determine 
recordation requirements prior to recordation.  

9. The applicant must submit a surety of $24,500 with an original executed escrow agreement 
acceptable to the District. If the applicant desires an original copy for their records, then two original 
signed escrow agreements should be submitted.   The applicant must provide the first $5000 in the 
form of a check and has the option of providing the remainder of the surety amount in the form of a 
check or a Performance Bond or Letter of Credit. The surety is based on $3,500 for 5.5 acres of 
disturbance, and $21,000 for 41,955 CF of storm water treatment. 

Stipulations: The permit will be issued with the following stipulations as conditions of the permit.  By 
accepting the permit, applicant agrees to these stipulations:  

1. Provide an as-built survey of all stormwater BMPs (ponds, rain gardens, trenches, swales, etc.) to the 
District for verification of compliance with the approved plans before return of the surety. 

2. Installation of permanent, freestanding markers at development side edge of buffer, wetland or 
otherwise, with a design and text approved by District staff in writing and in compliance with the 
approved plans 

Exhibits: 

1. Revised plan set containing 6 sheets not dated, received 9-20-2024 

2. MS4 Permit application receipt, received 8-9-2024 

3. Stormwater Calculations, dated and received 8-30-2024, containing narrative, drainage maps, 
HydroCAD report for the 2-year, 10-year, and 100-year rainfall events for proposed and existing 
conditions, boring log, dated 8-22-2024. 

4. Revised Stormwater Calculations, dated and received 9-19-2024, containing narrative, drainage 
maps, HydroCAD report for the 2-year, 10-year, and 100-year rainfall events for proposed and 
existing conditions, boring log, dated 8-22-2024. 

5. Review file 24-075R 

Findings: 

1. Description – The project proposes to construct a gravel access road and 2 barns on a 39.7± acre 
parcel located in Lino Lake. The project will increase the impervious area from 0± acres to 1.98± 
acres and disturb 5.5± acres overall. Under existing conditions, the majority of the project area will 
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drain south towards Hardwood Creek, with the remainder going north to 82nd Street E. Under 
proposed conditions, the entire project area will drain south. Hardwood Creek drains to Peltier Lake, 
which is the Resource of Concern.  The applicant has submitted a $3,000 application fee for a Rule C 
permit creating less than 5 acres of new and/or reconstructed impervious surface. 

2. Stormwater – The applicant is proposing the BMPs as described below for the project: 

Proposed BMP 
Description Location NURP 

requirement 
Water Quality 
Volume provided 

EOF 

Stormwater Basin 
(NURP Pond) 

Approximately 600 feet 
east of proposed 
buildings 

41,955± cubic 
feet 

92,001± cubic 
feet 896*± 

*Applicant to indicate on final plans 
 
Soils on site are a mix of layers ranging from HSG A to HSG D. The soils are not adequate to support 
infiltration and a NURP is acceptable to meet the water quality requirement. Per Rule C.6(c)(1), the 
Water Quality requirement is 2.2-inches over the new/reconstructed area (1.98± acres), however 
NURP sizing criteria governs. 

The pond sizing, and outlets and overflows are consistent with the design criteria of Rule C.9(d). The 
applicant has treated 100% of the project area.  Additional TSS removal is not required.  The 
applicant has met all the Water Quality requirements of Rule C.6 and the design criteria of Rule 
C.9(d).      

Point of Discharge 
2-year (cfs) 10-year (cfs) 100-year (cfs) 

Existing Proposed Existing Proposed Existing Proposed 
North 2.2 0 4.6 0 10.1 0 
South 9.3 4.3 22.3 12.5 54.4 29.5 
Totals 11.5 4.3 26.9 12.5 64.5 29.5 

 
The project is not located within the Flood Management Zone. The applicant has complied with the 
rate control requirements of Rule C.7.  

The applicant has complied with the freeboard requirements of Rule C.9(g). 

3. Wetlands – No wetland delineation was completed for the project. District staff reviewed hydric soils 
maps and historic aerial photos under review file 24-075R and determined there are no wetlands 
located within the project area. There may be wetlands on other parts of the property and a wetland 
delineation may be required for future projects. 

The project area is located within the Lino Lakes CWPMP boundary and is subject to Wetland 
Management Corridor (WMC) requirements. The project does not include wetland impacts; therefore, 
the applicant may accept the Preliminary WMC boundary as made more precise by the use of 
landscape-scale delineation methods per F.6(b)(2). 

The property owner must file on the deed a declaration in a form approved by the District establishing 
a vegetated buffer area adjacent to the delineated wetland edge within the final WMC and other 
wetland buffers approved as part of a permit under this Rule. The declaration must state that on 
further subdivision of the property, each subdivided lot of record shall meet the monumentation 
requirement of Section 6(e)(8).  
 

The property owner must convey to the District and record or register, in a form acceptable to the 
District, a perpetual, assignable easement granting the District the authority to monitor, modify and 
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maintain hydrologic and vegetative conditions within the WMC wetland and buffer adjacent to WMC 
wetland, including the authority to install and maintain structural elements within those areas and 
reasonable access to those areas to perform authorized activities, per Rule F.6(d)(f). The WMC shall 
be identified and delineated as part of the recorded easement.  

4. Floodplain – The regulatory floodplain on site is 893.1 (NAVD88). Minor amounts of fill may occur for 
the installation of the outlet pipe, however the fill will not exceed 100CY and no mitigation is required. 

5. Erosion Control – Proposed erosion control methods include silt fence, rock construction entrance, 
inlet protection and rip rap. The project will disturb more than 1 acre; an NPDES permit is required.  
The SWPPP is located on Sheets C3.0 to C3.2. The information listed under the Rule D – Erosion 
and Sediment Control section above must be submitted. Otherwise, the project complies with RCWD 
Rule D requirements.  The project is within 1 mile of Hardwood Creek which is impaired for nutrients. 

6. Regional Conveyances – Rule G is not applicable.  

7. Public Drainage Systems – Rule I is not applicable. 

8. Documenting Easements and Maintenance Obligations – Applicant must provide a draft maintenance 
declaration for approval, and a receipt showing recordation of the approved maintenance declaration 
and the drainage and flowage easements (if required). 

9. Previous Permit Information – Review file 24-075R contains wetland review information. 

 

I hereby certify that this plan, specification or report was prepared by me or under my direct supervision and 
that I am a duly Registered Professional Engineer under the laws of the state of Minnesota. 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Greg Bowles, MN Reg. No 41929 

 
 
Katherine MacDonald, MN Reg. No 44590 

 

I hereby certify that this plan, specification or report was prepared by me or under my direct supervision and 
that I am a duly Registered Professional Engineer under the laws of the state of Minnesota. 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Greg Bowles, MN Reg. No 41929 

 
 
Katherine MacDonald, MN Reg. No 44590 

10/01/202410/01/2024
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Project Location

NURP Pond Drainage Arrow

Barns

PLEASE NOTE:  The data herein are for general informational purposes only
and should not be relied on for any official purpose.  Property owners and other
interested persons should retain a licensed surveyor or other professional for
specific advice concerning their property.  The Rice Creek Watershed District
strictly disclaims any and all warranties on use of the data for any purpose.

RCWD Permit File #24-062

South

Gravel Access

Legend
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Permit Application Number:  24-064 
Permit Application Name: Lake Johanna Fire Department HQ 
 
Applicant/Landowner: Permit Contact: 

Lake Johanna Fire Department Larson Engineering, Inc. 
Attn: Tim Boehlke Attn: Mitch Honsa 
3535 Pine Tree Drive 3524 Labore Road 
Arden Hills, MN 55112 White Bear Lake, MN 55110 
Ph: 651-415-2101 Ph: 651-448-0931 
tboehlke@ljfd.org mhonsa@larsonengr.com 
  
 Larson Engineering, Inc 
 Attn: Eric Meyer 
 Ph: 651-481-9120 
 emeyer@larsonengr.com 
 
 Feders Architects, LLC 
 Attn: Modris (Mod) Feders 
 4853 Russell Ave S  
 Minneapolis MN, 55410 
 Ph: 612-270-8168 
 mod.feders@federsarchitects.com  
 
 

Project Name:   Lake Johanna Fire Department HQ 

Purpose: FSD – Final Site Drainage; Construction of new fire station headquarters to serve as fire 
station and training facility 

Site Size: 3.7± acre parcel / 3.7± acres of disturbed area; existing and proposed impervious areas are 
0.4 ± acres and 2.40± acres, respectively  

Location:   3535 Pine Street Drive, Arden Hills   

T-R-S:   NE ¼, Section 34, T30N, R23W 

District Rule:  C, D 

Recommendation:  CAPROC 

It is recommended that this Permit Application be given Conditional Approval Pending Receipt of Changes 
(CAPROC) and outstanding items related to the following items: 

Conditions to be Met Before Permit Issuance: 

Rule D – Erosion and Sediment Control 

1. Submit the following information per Rule D.4: 

(c) Name, address and phone number of party responsible for maintenance of all erosion and 
sediment control measures.  
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(e) Clear identification of all temporary erosion and sediment control measures which will remain in 
place until permanent vegetation is established. Applicant to indicate perimeter control on the 
east site of the project. 

(h) Provide documentation that an NPDES Permit has been applied for and submitted to the 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA).  

Administrative 

2. Email one final, signed full-sized pdf of the construction plan set. Include a list of changes that have 
been made since approval by the RCWD Board. Final plans must include the following: 

• Ensure the datum is labeled.  

3. Submit a copy of the recorded plat or easements establishing drainage or flowage over stormwater 
management facilities, stormwater conveyances, ponds, wetlands, on-site floodplain up to the 100-
year flood elevation, or any other hydrologic feature (if easements are required by the City of Arden 
Hills). 

4. The applicant must submit a Draft Declaration for Maintenance of Stormwater Management Facilities 
acceptable to the District for proposed onsite stormwater management and pretreatment features. 

5. The applicant must provide an attested copy of any and all signed and notarized legal document(s) 
from the County Recorder.  Applicant may wish to contact the County Recorder to determine 
recordation requirements prior to recordation. 

6. The applicant must submit a surety of $10,300 along with an original executed escrow agreement 
acceptable to the District. If the applicant desires an original copy for their records, then two original 
signed escrow agreements should be submitted.   The applicant must provide the first $5000 in the 
form of a check and has the option of providing the remainder of the surety amount in the form of a 
check or a Performance Bond or Letter of Credit. The surety is based on $2,500 for 3.7± acres of 
disturbance, and $7,800 for 15,579 CF of storm water treatment. 

Stipulations: The permit will be issued with the following stipulations as conditions of the permit.  By 
accepting the permit, applicant agrees to these stipulations:  

1. Provide an as-built survey of all stormwater BMPs (ponds, rain gardens, trenches, swales, etc.) to the 
District for verification of compliance with the approved plans before return of the surety. 

Exhibits: 

1. Revised plan set containing 10 sheets dated and received 9-13-2024 

2. Permit application, dated and received 8-28-2024 

3. Stormwater Calculations, dated and received 8-28-2024, containing narrative, drainage maps, 
HydroCAD report for the 2-year, 10-year, and 100-year rainfall events for proposed and existing 
conditions 

4. Revised Stormwater Calculations, dated and received 9-13-2024, containing narrative, drainage 
maps, HydroCAD report for the 2-year, 10-year, and 100-year rainfall events for proposed and 
existing conditions 

5. Permit file 20-076 
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Findings: 

1. Description – The project proposes to construct a new fire station headquarters and training facility on 
a 3.7± acre parcel located in Arden Hills. Approximately 0.4± acres of impervious area was removed 
under permit 20-076. The total proposed impervious area is 2.40 with 3.7± acres of overall 
disturbance. Drainage from the site flows off-site to an existing previously permited BMP and then 
overland to the south along the TH 51 right-of-way to Lake Johanna, the Resource of Concern. 
Although the applicant provides fire services to municipalities, it is a private entity. The applicant has 
submitted a $3,000 application fee for a Rule C permit creating less than 5 acres of new and/or 
reconstructed impervious surface. 

2. Stormwater – The applicant is proposing the BMP as described below for the project: 

Proposed BMP 
Description Location Pretreatment Water Quality 

Volume provided 
EOF 

Surface bio-
filtration basin 

South and east 
property line 

Sumps in CBMHs  4, 
6; Rain Guardians - 2 

15,703± cubic 
feet 925.0 

 
Geotechnical information received under permit 20-076 indicate that soils on site are primarily HSG 
D, lean clays (CL) and clayed sands (SC). Thus, infiltration is not considered feasible and bio-filtration 
is acceptable to meet the water quality requirement. Per Rule C.6(c)(1), the Water Quality 
requirement is 1.69-inches over the new/reconstructed area (2.53± acres) for a total requirement of 
15,579± cubic feet. 

Adequate pre-treatment has been provided. Drawdown is expected within 48-hours using an 
appropriate rate of 1.6 inches per hour.  12-inches of sand has been provided above the drain tile. No 
groundwater was encountered during the geotechnical analysis and additionally, the clay will provide 
a barrier to any groundwater. The applicant has treated 94.4% of the project area.  Additional TSS 
removal is not practicable. The applicant has met all the Water Quality requirements of Rule C.6 and 
the design criteria of Rule C.9(c).      

Point of Discharge 
2-year (cfs) 10-year (cfs) 100-year (cfs) 

Existing Proposed Existing Proposed Existing Proposed 
To south 4.5 0.8 8.6 2.8 17.7 9.3 
To Pine Tree Drive 0.4 0.7 0.7 1.1 1.3 1.9 

Totals 4.9 1.5 9.3 3.9 19.0 11.2 
80% of existing 3.9  7.4  15.2  

 
The project is located within the Flood Management Zone. The increases to Pine Tree Drive are 
within model tolerance. The applicant has complied with the rate control requirements of Rule C.7.  

The applicant has complied with the freeboard requirements of Rule C.9(g). 

3. Wetlands – There are no wetlands located within the project area. 

4. Floodplain – The site is not in a regulatory floodplain. 

5. Erosion Control – Proposed erosion control methods include silt fence, rock construction entrances, 
sediment logs, erosion control blanket, inlet protection and rip rap. The project will disturb more than 
1 acre; an NPDES permit is required. The SWPPP is located on plan sheets C001 and C002. The 
information listed under the Rule D – Erosion and Sediment Control section above must be 
submitted. Otherwise, the project complies with RCWD Rule D requirements. The project does not 
flow to a nutrient impaired water (within 1 mile). 
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6. Regional Conveyances – Rule G is not applicable.  

7. Public Drainage Systems – Rule I is not applicable. 

8. Documenting Easements and Maintenance Obligations – Applicant must provide a draft maintenance 
declaration for approval, and a receipt showing recordation of the approved maintenance declaration 
and the drainage and flowage easements (if required). 

9. Previous Permit Information – The west and north roads were constructed under permit 20-076. 

 

I hereby certify that this plan, specification or report was prepared by me or under my direct supervision and 
that I am a duly Registered Professional Engineer under the laws of the state of Minnesota. 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Greg Bowles, MN Reg. No 41929 

 
 
Katherine MacDonald, MN Reg. No 44590 

10/01/202410/01/2024
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strictly disclaims any and all warranties on use of the data for any purpose.
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WORKING DOCUMENT: This Engineer’s 
report is a draft or working document of 
RCWD staff and does not necessarily reflect 
action by the RCWD Board of Managers. 

 

Houston Engineering Inc. Page 1 of 4 10/1/2024 

Permit Application Number:  24-065 

Permit Application Name: Garage Solutions Condominiums II – Phase 4 

 
Applicant/Landowner: Permit Contact: 

Construction Technology, Inc LHB, Inc 
Attn: Joe Bazey Attn: Jordan Cabak 
1798 Lapis Ledge CT 701 Washington Ave North STE 
Henderson, NV 89012 Minneapolis, MN 55401 
Ph: (612) 581-0591 Ph: (612) 752-6948 
joe@mancavesmn.com Jordan.Cabak@lhbcorp.com 
  
  
  
  
Project Name:   Garage Solutions Condominiums II – Phase 4 

Purpose: FSD – Final Site Drainage; Expansion of existing Garage Condos site including two new 
buildings with drives and stormwater basins to accommodate them. 

Site Size: 8.23± acre parcel / 3.52 ± acres of disturbed area; existing and proposed impervious areas 
are 3.23 ± acres and 5.25 ± acres, respectively  

Location:   13345 Lake Dr NE Columbus, MN 55025 

T-R-S:   SE ¼, Section 33, T32N, R22W 

District Rule:  C, D 

Recommendation:  CAPROC 

It is recommended that this Permit Application be given Conditional Approval Pending Receipt of Changes 
(CAPROC) and outstanding items related to the following items: 

Conditions to be Met Before Permit Issuance: 

Rule D – Erosion and Sediment Control 

1. Submit the following information per Rule D.4: 

(c) Name, address and phone number of party responsible for maintenance of all erosion and 
sediment control measures.  

(h) Provide documentation that an NPDES Permit has been applied for and submitted to the 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA).  

(i) A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for projects that require an NPDES Permit.  

Administrative 

2. Email one final, signed full-sized pdf of the construction plan set. Include a list of changes that have 
been made since approval by the RCWD Board. Final plans must include the following: 

• Ensure the datum is labeled.  
• Ensure the EOF for the expanded infiltration basin is provided. 
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RCWD Permit Number 24-065 
 

Houston Engineering Inc  Page 2 of 4 10/1/2024 

 

3. Submit a copy of the recorded plat or easements establishing drainage or flowage over stormwater 
management facilities, stormwater conveyances, ponds, wetlands, on-site floodplain up to the 100-
year flood elevation, or any other hydrologic feature (if easements are required by the City of 
Columbus).   

4. The applicant must submit a Draft Declaration for Maintenance of Stormwater Management Facilities 
acceptable to the District for proposed onsite stormwater management and pretreatment features.   

5. The applicant must provide an attested copy of any and all signed and notarized legal document(s) 
from the County Recorder.  Applicant may wish to contact the County Recorder to determine 
recordation requirements prior to recordation 

6. The applicant must submit a surety of $6,500 along with an original executed escrow agreement 
acceptable to the District. If the applicant desires an original copy for their records, then two original 
signed escrow agreements should be submitted. The applicant must provide the first $5000 in the 
form of a check and has the option of providing the remainder of the surety amount in the form of a 
check or a Performance Bond or Letter of Credit. The surety is based on $2,500 for 3.52 acres of 
disturbance, and $4,000 for 8,065 CF of storm water treatment.  

Stipulations: The permit will be issued with the following stipulations as conditions of the permit.  By 
accepting the permit, applicant agrees to these stipulations:  

1. Provide an as-built survey of all stormwater BMPs (ponds, rain gardens, trenches, swales, etc.) to the 
District for verification of compliance with the approved plans before return of the surety. 

Exhibits: 

1. Plan set containing 7 sheets dated 9-18-2024 and received 9-18-2024 

2. Permit application, dated 8-30-2024 and received 08-30-2024  

3. Stormwater Calculations, dated 8-30-2024 and received 8-30-2024, containing narrative, drainage 
maps, HydroCAD report for the 2-year, 10-year, and 100-year rainfall events for proposed and 
existing conditions 

4. Revised Stormwater Calculations, revised dated 9-18-2024 and received 9-18-2024, containing 
narrative, drainage maps, HydroCAD report for the 2-year, 10-year, and 100-year rainfall events for 
proposed and existing conditions 

5. CIC Plat dated 05-21-2024 and received 9-04-2024 

6. Permit file 19-031  

Findings: 

1. Description – The project proposes to construct two buildings, access drives, an expansion of a 
previously permitted infiltration basin, a new basin, and a section of permeable pavers on a 8.23± 
acre parcel located in Columbus, MN. This is the fourth phase of the project (previous permits 19-
031, 17-046, 07-099). See previous permit information below for additional details. The project will 
increase the impervious area from 3.23± acres to 5.25± acres and disturb 3.52± acres for this phase 
of the project. Water from the project will drain through the BMPs, discharging offsite to the east 
through a wetland complex to Rondeau Lake Resource of Concern. The applicant has submitted a 
$3,000 application fee for a Rule C permit creating less than 5 acres of new and/or reconstructed 
impervious surface. 
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2. Stormwater – The applicant is proposing the BMPs as described below for the project: 

Proposed BMP 
Description 

Location Pretreatment 
Volume 
provided  

EOF 

Expansion of 19-031 
“South Infiltration 
Basin”  

South of ”Building L” Grass swale 
8,497± cubic 
feet*  

** 

Pervious Pavers 
Between  proposed 
“Building M” and 
proposed “Building N” 

NA 
2,054 cubic 
feet 

NA 

Infiltration Basin 
Southern property line 
(south of proposed 
“Building N”) 

Grass swale 
6,167± cubic 
feet 

909.50 

*Total proposed volume (5,589± cubic foot expansion) 
**Applicant to provide 
 
Soils on site are a mix of poorly graded sands (SP) and silty sands (SM) (HSG A/B).   Thus, 
infiltration is considered feasible. Per Rule C.6(c)(1), the Water Quality requirement is 1.1-inches over 
the new/reconstructed area (2.02± acres) for a total requirement of 8,065± cubic feet.  

Adequate pre-treatment has been provided. Drawdown is expected within 48-hours using an 
appropriate rate of 0.45 inches per hour. The seasonal high-water table is estimated at elevation 
900.0, which provides a minimum of three feet of separation. The project is not located within a 
DWSM area.  The applicant has treated 93.5% of the project area.  Additional TSS removal is not 
practicable.  The applicant has met all the Water Quality requirements of Rule C.6 and the design 
criteria of Rule C.9(a).      

Point of Discharge 
2-year (cfs) 10-year (cfs) 100-year (cfs) 

Existing Proposed Existing Proposed Existing Proposed 

Totals 5.9 3.2 14.6 10.6 38.5 25.9 

 
The project is not located within the Flood Management Zone. The submitted information indicates 
that the project does not increase peak runoff rates. The applicant has complied with the rate control 
requirements of Rule C.7.  

The applicant has complied with the freeboard requirements of Rule C.9(g). 

3. Wetlands – The project is located in Zone 1 of the Columbus CWPMP and zoned 
Commercial/Industrial. There are no wetlands located within the project area and no CWPMP 
requirement.  

4. Floodplain – The site is not in a regulatory floodplain. 

5. Erosion Control – Proposed erosion control methods include silt fence, rock construction entrances, 
erosion control blanket, and inlet protection. The project will disturb more than 1 acre; an NPDES 
permit is required. The information listed under the Rule D – Erosion and Sediment Control section 
above must be submitted. Otherwise, the project complies with RCWD Rule D requirements. The 
project does not flow to a nutrient impaired water (within 1 mile). 

6. Regional Conveyances – Rule G is not applicable. 

7. Public Drainage Systems – Rule I is not applicable. 
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8. Documenting Easements and Maintenance Obligations – Applicant must provide a draft maintenance 
declaration for approval, and a receipt showing recordation of the approved maintenance declaration 
and the drainage and flowage easements (if required). 

9. Previous Permit Information – Permit #94-002 was found for the site, which subdivided the property. 
The first and second phase of the projects, located west of Humer Street were constructed under 
Permits 07-099, Columbus Storage Condos, and 17-046, Garage Solution Condominiums II. 
Construction is completed on these phases. Permit 19-031 (as amended) - Garage Solution 
Condominiums II-Phase 2, is located north of the proposed project and is currently under 
construction, including the “South Infiltration Basin”. 

 

I assisted in the preparation of this report under the supervision of the District Engineer. 
 

 

 

 

I hereby certify that this plan, specification or report was prepared by me or under my direct supervision and 
that I am a duly Registered Professional Engineer under the laws of the state of Minnesota. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Christina Traner 
 

 

 
Katherine MacDonald, MN Reg. No 44590 

10/01/2024

10/01/2024
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WATER QUALITY GRANT PROGRAM COST SHARE APPLICATION (MOLLY NELSON) 
No. Applicant Location Project Type Eligible 

Cost 
Pollutant 
Reduction 

Funding 
Recommendation 

W24-
03 

Jeff 
Burridge 

Mahtomedi Pervious 
Paver, 
Raingardens, 
and Upland 
Stabilization 

$15,194.95 Volume: 4.3 
in/yr 
TSS: 20.7 
lbs/yr 
TP: 0.15 
lbs/yr 

50% cost share of 
$7,500 not to 
exceed 50%; or 
$7,500 whichever 
cost is lower 

It was moved by Manager _____________ and seconded by Manager _____________, to 
approve the consent agenda as outlined in the above Table of Contents in accordance with 
RCWD Outreach and Grants Technician’s Recommendations dated October 3, 2024. 
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MEMORANDUM 
Rice Creek Watershed District  

1 | P a g e  
 

 

Date:    October 3rd, 2024 

To:    RCWD Board of Managers 

From:    Molly Nelson, Outreach and Grants Technician 

Subject:  RCWD Water Quality Grant Program Application 

    W24‐03 Burridge Pervious Pavers, Raingardens, and Upland Stabilization 
 

Introduction  
W24‐03 Burridge Pervious Pavers, Raingardens, and Upland Stabilization  
•  Applicant: Jeff Burridge  
•  Location: 272 Chelsea Ave, Mahtomedi, MN 55115  
•  Total Eligible Project Cost: $15,194.95  
•  RCWD Grant Recommendation: $7,500.00 (50%)  
  
Background   
This application proposes the installation of pervious pavers, three rain gardens, and upland vegetative 
stabilization using native plants on a residential property in the City of Mahtomedi. The purpose of 
installing the multiple stormwater BMPs listed is to reduce stormwater runoff velocity across the 
landscape of the property, infiltrate the stormwater runoff, and treat/filter pollutants. This project will 
help with water quality and volume control for stormwater runoff into Lake Washington. This project 
aligns with the 2017 Stormwater Retrofit Study conducted for the RCWD by the WCD as the project area 
was identified as a priority for increasing storage on private lots and backyards.  
  
The Washington Conservation District (WCD) created a design for the project and provided 
recommendations that have been included in the design. The project as proposed is designed to 
construct a three rain garden depressed basins with native plant vegetation, pervious pavers, an upland 
berm, and a native seed mix on the upland slope on the applicant’s property. RCWD staff is comfortable 
with the design presented in this application. The total catchment area for the project is 0.5 acres. The 
estimated pollutant reductions for the proposed project are: 4.3 in/yr reduction in volume, 20.7 lbs/yr 
reduction in total suspended solids (TSS), and a 0.15 lb/year reduction in total phosphorus (TP). The 
project location scored a value of 20 on the Water Quality Grant Program Screening form and is eligible 
for the RCWD Water Quality Grant program.   
  
The applicant will be completing the labor for the project and the Washington Conservation District 
provided a materials cost‐estimate amounting to 15,197.95.  
 
The project application was discussed at the CAC meeting on October 2nd, 2024. The CAC was supportive 
of the project and recommended it as presented. Motion carried 9‐0. 
 
Staff Recommendation  
Based on the submitted application and program guidelines, RCWD staff support the project award of 
$7,500.00 not to exceed 50% of eligible project expenses or $7,500.00, whichever is less.  
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MEMORANDUM 
Rice Creek Watershed District  

2 | P a g e  
 

Request for Proposed Motion 
Manager _________________ moves to authorize the Administrator, on advice of counsel, to approve 
the Water Quality Grant Contract W24‐03 of $7,500.00 not to exceed 50% of eligible project costs or up 
to $7,500.00, whichever amount is lower, as outlined in the consent agenda and in accordance with the 
RCWD Staff’s recommendation and established program guidelines.   
 
Attachments   
W24‐03 Burridge Pervious Pavers, Raingardens, and Upland Stabilization application supplemental 
documents. 
 
 

39



 

▫ ▫ ▫ ▫

 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: RCWD Advisory Committee 

FROM:  Lori Tella, Landscape Restoration Specialist 

DATE: September 26th 2024 

RE: Burridge Water Quality Grant Application 
 
 

Project: Burridge Water Quality Project 
 

Jeff Burridge 

272 Chelsea Ave, Mahtomedi, MN 55115 
Total Eligible Project Cost $15,194.95 (DIY) 
RCWD Grant Recommendation: $7,500 (50%)  
 

BACKGROUND 
 
A Site visit was conducted with Jeff Burridge in the summer of 2024 to address visible erosion leaving 
the home after a large rain storm. The soils on the hillside are primarily sand and rill erosion and 
sediment deposition are a water quality concern.  This Water Quality grant application request is to 
provide assistance for stabilizing the yard with native plants, turf alternatives, permeable pavers and a 
series of Rain Gardens. The primary goals are to reduce mowing, stabilize slopes, capture runoff and 
reduce erosion. 
 
The proposed project is located in the Lake Washington Watershed. The lake is not ranked as impaired, 
but is listed at #12 in the RCWD 2020 WMP Subwatershed Assessment Priority List.  Additionally, the 
Stormwater Retrofit Study conducted for the RCWD by the WCD in 2017 identified this subwatershed as 
a priority for increasing storage on private lots and backyards. There is a stormwater pond and bmps in 
this sub watershed, but it does not have much room to expand if there are more frequent rain events.  
 
The Washington Conservation District provided a design to help slow and capture runoff from the 
hillside. The project area is 8,500 SF with 850 SF of Rain Gardens provided for treating a half-acre 
drainage area. The estimated pollutant reductions are as follows: an estimated reduction of TP loading is 
0.15 lb/ year, TSS Load of 20.7 lb/yr and a runoff reduction of 0.14 acre-ft and 4.32 in/yr.   
 
Recommendation: 
 
The applicant will be installing this project himself. It is my recommendation that this project be 
awarded 50% of eligible costs, up to $7,500.  
 
 

Material & Labor Estimate: $15,194.95 
Cost Share Request: $7,500 (50%)  
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Cost Estimate
RICE CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT

RCWD Cost‐Share
Landowner: Jeff Burridge
Project Address: 272 Chelsea Ave,

Mahtomedi, MN 55115
9/12/2024

Job Description
Project Cost = 15,194.95$    Phosphorus Reduction (lbs./yr.)

Cost Share =   TBD TP= TBD

Rain Gardens and Native Planting Qty Unit  Unit Cost Amount
Silt Fence/ Sediment Control Log Type Straw 50 LF 3.00$              150.00$                     
Site Preparation- Sod Cutter rental 1 LS 50.00$            50.00$                       
Rain Garden Excavation- Rental 1 LS 200.00$          200.00$                     
Plugs Rain Gardens 300 EA 3.00$              900.00$                     
Plugs Hillside Stabilization 400 EA 3.00$              1,200.00$                  
Seed Mix- Prairie Nursery Shady Woodland 1 EA 500.00$          500.00$                     
Seed Mix- No Mow Lawn 1 EA 125.00$          125.00$                     
River Rock 2 CY 40.00$            80.00$                       
Boulders 10 EA 15.00$            150.00$                     
Erosion Control Blanket [cat 30, all natural materials] 1 EA 150.00$          150.00$                     
Mulch (double shredded) 800 sf 8 CY 35.00$            280.00$                     
Straw Mulch (weed free) 4,000 sf 5 EA 20.00$            100.00$                     

Native Planting/ Rain Gardens 3,885.00$                  
Trees and Shrubs Qty Unit  Unit Cost Amount
Native Trees #2 8 EA 20.00$            160.00$                     
Native Shrubs #1 38 EA 11.00$            418.00$                     

Trees and Shrubs 578.00$                     
Permeable Pavers Qty Unit  Unit Cost Amount
Materials (cean aggregate, pipes, trench drain) 1 LS 800.00$          800.00$                     
Materials (pavers) 500 SF 7.50$              3,750.00$                  
Materials (Gravel Pave2, Trugrid or equal) 275 SF 10.00$            2,750.00$                  
Edging 250 LF 5.00$              1,250.00$                  

Pavers Subtotal 8,550.00$                  
Paths and Seating Area
Steps 1 LS 200.00$          200.00$                     

Path Subtotal 200.00$                     
ADDITIONAL NOTES

Project Sub-total 13,213.00$                
Contingency 15% 1,981.95$                  

Project Estimate 15,194.95$             

Cost Share estimate available Cost‐Share TBD
RCWD Cost-Share

Summary Project Cost Cost Share Grant

RCWD Cost-Share $15,194.95 TP= TBD TBD

PROJECT SUBTOTALS

Phosphorus Removed

This estimate is preliminary and does not constitute a grant award 
or agreement to preform work.

 Cost Summary

Job EstimateJob Estimate

4325 Pheasant Ridge Dr. NE #611 
Blaine, MN 55449

phone: 651.714.3729
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WCA APPLICATION REQUIRING BOARD ACTION  
No. Applicant Location Plan Type Recommendation 
24-040 Contour Land, LLC Blaine Wetland Alteration Denial 
 Menomonie Land 11, LLC 
 Rechner, LLC 
 JSN Properties, LLC 
 BlaineSpec IRA, LLC 

It was moved by Manager _____________ and seconded by Manager _____________, to deny 
WCA sequencing application 24-040 as outlined in the above Table of Contents in accordance 
with RCWD Regulatory Manager’s Recommendations and on the basis that the sequencing 
application does not meet the impact avoidance requirements of sequencing 8420.0520, dated 
October 9, 2024. 
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BWSR NOD Form - October 2019 1 

 

Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act  
Notice of Decision 

Local Government Unit:   Rice Creek Watershed District                         County: Anoka 
Applicant Name:  Contour Land, LLC  Applicant Representative: Joseph Radach 
Applicant Name:  Menomonie Land 11, LLC  Applicant Representative: Luke Appert 
Applicant Name:  Rechner, LLC  Applicant Representative: Ben Drew 
Applicant Name:  JSN Properties, LLC  Applicant Representative: Jesse Neumann 
Applicant Name:  BlaineSpec IRA, LLC  Applicant Representative: Jon Rausch 
Project Name:  Radisson Business Center  LGU Project No. (if any): 24-040 
Date Application Received by LGU: 06/04/2024 
Date of LGU Decision:  10/09/2024 
Date this Notice was Sent: 10/09/2024      

 

WCA Decision Type - check all that apply 
☐ Wetland Boundary/Type     ☒ Sequencing      ☐ Replacement Plan       ☐ Bank Plan (not credit purchase)                                  
☐ No-Loss (8420.0415)                                                                   ☐ Exemption (8420.0420) 
    Part: ☐ A ☐ B  ☐ C ☐ D ☐ E  ☐ F  ☐ G  ☐ H                               Subpart: ☐ 2 ☐ 3 ☐ 4 ☐ 5  ☐ 6 ☐ 7  ☐ 8 ☐ 9 

 

Replacement Plan Impacts (replacement plan decisions only) 
Total WCA Wetland Impact Area:     
Wetland Replacement Type:    ☐  Project Specific Credits:                                               
                                                       ☐  Bank Credits:                                                    
Bank Account Number(s):     

 

Technical Evaluation Panel Findings and Recommendations (attach if any) 
☐  Approve     ☐  Approve w/Conditions      ☒ Deny      ☐  No TEP Recommendation 
A WCA TEP Findings and Recommendations Form is attached to this decision document. 

 

LGU Decision 
☐   Approved with Conditions (specify below)1                 ☐   Approved1                                     ☒    Denied 
    List Conditions:  
 

Decision-Maker for this Application: ☐ Staff   ☒ Governing Board/Council  ☐ Other:               
 

Decision is valid for: ☒ 5 years (default)   ☐ Other (specify):                           
 

1 Wetland Replacement Plan approval is not valid until BWSR confirms the withdrawal of any required wetland bank credits. For project-
specific replacement a financial assurance per MN Rule 8420.0522, Subp. 9 and evidence that all required forms have been recorded on 
the title of the property on which the replacement wetland is located must be provided to the LGU for the approval to be valid. 
 

LGU Findings – Attach document(s) and/or insert narrative providing the basis for the LGU decision1.  
☒ Attachment(s) (specify): 

• WCA TEP Findings and Recommendations Form, signed 10/03/2024     
• Joint Application Form (Sequencing Application), signed 06/03/2024 (RCWD received 06/04/2024) 
• Email from Kjolhaug Environmental, response to TEP comments (RCWD received 08/07/2024) 
• Email from Kjolhaug Environmental, response to additional TEP comments (RCWD received 

09/04/2024) 
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• Updated concept plan with retaining wall (RCWD received 09/17/2024) 
☒ Summary:                                                  
RCWD received a WCA sequencing application on 06/04/2024 for the construction of a ∼60,000 ft2 building 
with associated parking and loading docks in Blaine.  The site is a former residential lot that was part of a two-
lot subdivision in 2005, platted as Larson’s Estates.  A drainage and utility easement was established, in favor 
of the City of Blaine, over the onsite wetlands as part of the platting process.  The other lot developed at the 
same time as the platting (RCWD #04-151) into a commercial pet care facility. 
The original application submittal proposed 1.515 acres of wetland impact to achieve the project.  The 
property is zoned as light industrial and reportedly office/warehouse space is in high demand for small 
manufacturing businesses.  The building would house two tenants with two separate business 
types/operations (a sports apparel company and an auto body shop).  The application included discussion of a 
no-build alternative as well as a complete wetland avoidance alternative.  Both of these alternatives are said 
to be infeasible as they would not meet the needs of the end user and the light industrial zoning designation.  
The applicant also assessed off-site alternative sites where the project could be located.  The search area 
included areas of Blaine, Lino Lakes along the Highway 65 and I-35W corridors. 
RCWD reviewed the application with the TEP and provided comment to the applicant on 07/17/2024.  The 
comments centered around purpose and need, avoidance, and minimization.  A response to comments was 
provided by Kjolhaug Environmental on 08/07/2024, providing information on the end-users and the project 
design.  Additional TEP comments were provided 08/22/2024 identifying that avoidance and minimization 
were still not met and expressed that the development of the property should accommodate the existing 
drainage & utility easement.  A response to comments was again provided by Kjolhaug Environmental on 
09/04/2024 identifying that the spaces have been pre-leased.  A meeting was held between Contour Land, LLC 
Menomonie Land 11, LLC, Kjolhaug Environmental, RCWD, BWSR, and ACD on 09/17/2024 to discuss the 
remaining TEP comments.  An updated design concepts was provided by Contour Land, LLC after the meeting 
that reduced the amount of proposed wetland impact to 0.777 acres by adding a retaining wall.  
The LGU and the TEP find that the sequencing application does not meet impact avoidance requirements of 
sequencing 8420.0520.   
8420.0520 Subpart 3. Impact Avoidance 
Subpart 3.A. Avoidance is required when indicated by part 8420.0515. 

• The sequencing application identifies that the construction of a stormwater pond will result in the 
take of a population of blunt-lobed grape-fern (Sceptridium oneidense).  A DNR take permit, 
consistent with 8420.0515 Subpart 2, will be required prior to site development.   

• A RCWD permit will need to be obtained prior to site development for Rule C (Stormwater 
Management), Rule D (Erosion & Sediment Control), Rule E (Floodplain Alteration), Rule F (Wetland 
Alteration), and others as applicable. 

Subpart 3.B. Wetland dependence determination 
• The LGU finds that the project is not wetland dependent. 

Subpart 3.C. Alternatives analysis 
1. The applicant has provided at least two alternatives, including a no build alternative, a no impact 

alternative, and assessment of alternative sites.  The applicant identified in Alternative #2 that a 
design that avoids all wetland impacts would require a much smaller building that would not qualify as 
a warehouse.  The LGU finds that it is feasible to have a smaller development footprint that avoids 
wetland impact and still meets the City of Blaine’s light industrial zoning requirements.  Additionally, 
the LGU finds that the project could be achieved by constructing a building supporting one tenant on 
this site and a separate building being provided on different property. 

2. The LGU finds that a no impact design is a feasible and prudent alternative. 
3. Evaluation of avoidance alternatives 

a) The proposed warehouse would house two tenants with different business types (sports 
apparel company and auto body shop).  Beyond economic considerations, the LGU finds that a 
building supporting one tenant (with the greatest square footage need) on the site is feasible 
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without impacting wetland.  The other anticipated tenant requires less square footage and 
could be achieved elsewhere within the same general area. 

b) The project site was part of a two-lot subdivision in 2005, platted as Larson’s Estates.  The 
southern lot was developed at that time and a drainage and utility easement was established 
over the onsite wetlands on the northern lot (i.e. project site) as part of the platting process.  
The area outside of the city’s easement has between 3 and 4 acres of contiguous upland that 
has access to both 101st Avenue NE and CSAH 52.  The LGU finds that an alternative design can 
stay outside of the drainage and utility easement and still achieve development of the site to a 
light industrial use. 

c) It is the LGU’s finding that the upland acreage on the site is sufficient to accommodate a light 
industrial use.  The applicant is proposing a warehouse building that would house two tenants 
with different business uses (sports apparel company and auto body shop).  The applicant has 
indicated that they entered into pre-lease agreements with the two anticipated tenants ahead 
of any WCA/RCWD approval.  Reducing the number of tenants would result in a site design 
that avoids wetland impacts. 

d) The applicant has indicated that the City of Blaine staff are not in support of a variance for 
reduced setbacks as CSAH 52 is a heavily trafficked roadway.  It is the LGU’s understanding 
that formal applications have not been made to the City of Blaine. 

e) The property is zoned for light industrial and development of the site is consistent with the 
City of Blaine’s Comprehensive Plan.  The plat being approved suggests to the LGU that the 
remaining upland provides sufficient use to develop and meet a light industrial designation. 

f) The property is within the RCWD Anoka County Ditch 53-62 Comprehensive Wetland 
Protection and Management Plan Area (CWPMP).  RCWD rule identifies that there is Wetland 
Management Corridor (WMC) on the parcel.  The WMC is a contiguous corridor encompassing 
high priority wetland resources identified at a landscape scale and is refined at the time of 
individual project permitting at a site level.  The sequencing application includes a MnRAM 
assessment of the wetland degradation type, indicating that the wetland to be impacted is 
severely degraded but is within the WMC, requiring a vegetated upland buffer and protection 
by easement and buffer maintenance declaration established at the time of 
development/permitting. 

4. If the LGU determines that a feasible and prudent alternative exists that would avoid impacts to 
wetlands, it must deny the replacement plan.  If no feasible and prudent alternative is available that 
would avoid impacts to wetlands, the LGU must evaluate the replacement plan for compliance with 
subparts 4 to 8. 

8420.0520 Subpart 4. Impact Minimization 
A. The applicant has identified that the sports apparel company needs approximately 40,000 ft2 of 

building space and the auto body shop needs approximately 20,000 ft2. 
B. The property was delineated for wetlands under RCWD file #23-205R. A notice of decision approving 

the wetland boundaries was issued on 11/07/2023.  The property is also within the RCWD regulatory 
floodplain.  An application for compliance with RCWD Rule E (Floodplain Alteration) has not been 
submitted but would be required prior to development. 

C. In addition to the building size, the development footprint includes space for parking, sidewalks, truck 
loading/docking area, fire access, and anticipated stormwater treatment needs. 

D. The property drains to the onsite wetlands, which connect in the northeast corner to Anoka County 
Ditch 53-62 Branch 6 Lateral 1.  Collectively, this system drains to Golden Lake in Circle Pines.  The 
RCWD rule set includes requirements for water quality treatment prior to stormwater discharge to 
wetlands and runoff control prior to discharge from the project site downstream.  Additionally, the 
RCWD rules have hydroperiod bounce and inundation requirements for down-gradient wetlands.  A 
RCWD permit will need to be obtained, demonstrating compliance with RCWD rule criteria, prior to 
development. 

E. As identified under paragraph B. above, the wetland boundaries were approved on 11/07/2023.  The 
sequencing application includes a MnRAM assessment for the wetland to be impacted. 
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F. The proposed wetland impact is one connected impact associated with fill and grading. 
G. The originally submitted application proposed 1.515 acres of wetland impact.  Through review and 

TEP comment, the applicant has revised their design to reduce the amount of impact to 0.777 acres.  
The proposed impact was reduced by further tailoring the design specifically to the two end-users 
needs and adding a retaining wall along the wetland edge.  This minimization is appreciated and 
recognized by the LGU and the TEP but avoidance must first be demonstrated. 

Additional detail can be found in the WCA TEP Findings and Recommendations Form that is attached to this 
decision. 
 

1 Findings must consider any TEP recommendations. 
 

Attached Project Documents 
☒ Site Location Map    ☐ Project Plan(s)/Descriptions/Reports (specify):                          

 
Appeals of LGU Decisions 
If you wish to appeal this decision, you must provide a written request within 30 calendar days of the date you 
received the notice. All appeals must be submitted to the Board of Water and Soil Resources Executive Director 
along with a check payable to BWSR for $500 unless the LGU has adopted a local appeal process as identified 
below. The check must be sent by mail and the written request to appeal can be submitted by mail or e-mail. 
The appeal should include a copy of this notice, name and contact information of appellant(s) and their 
representatives (if applicable), a statement clarifying the intent to appeal and supporting information as to why 
the decision is in error. Send to: 
 

Appeals  Regulatory Compliance Coordinator 
Minnesota Board of Water  Soils Resources 
520 Lafayette Road North 
St. Paul, MN 55155 
travis.germundson@state.mn.us 

 

Does the LGU have a local appeal process applicable to this decision? 
☐  Yes1   ☒  No 
1If yes, all appeals must first be considered via the local appeals process. 
 

Local Appeals Submittal Requirements (LGU must describe how to appeal, submittal requirements, fees, etc. as applicable) 
                         

 

Notice Distribution (include name) 
Required on all notices: 
☒ SWCD TEP Member: Becky Wozney ☒ BWSR TEP Member: Ben Meyer  
☐ LGU TEP Member (if different than LGU contact):                                                
☒ DNR Representative: Melissa Collins, Wes Saunders-Pearce      
☐ Watershed District or Watershed Mgmt. Org.:                                                   
☒ Applicant (notice only): Joseph Radach (Contour Land, LLC)  
☒ Applicant (notice only): Luke Appert (Menomonie Land, LLC) 
☒ Applicant (notice only): Ben Drew (Rechner, LLC) 
☒ Applicant (notice only): Jesse Neumann (JSN Properties, LLC) 
☒ Applicant (notice only): Jon Rausch (BlaineSpec IRA, LLC) 
☒ Agent/Consultant (notice only): Melissa Barrett (Kjolhaug Environmental Services) 

 
Optional or As Applicable: 
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☒ Corps of Engineers: Samantha Coungeris        
☐ BWSR Wetland Mitigation Coordinator (required for bank plan applications only):  Dennis Rodacker 
☒ Members of the Public (notice only): Dan Schluender, Megan Hedstrom, Teresa Barnes (City of Blaine)   
☒ Members of the Public (notice only): Mary Jo Truchon 
☒ Members of the Public (notice only): Rebecca Haug                                                    

 

Signature:                                                Date:                                                

 

This notice and accompanying application materials may be sent electronically or by mail. The LGU may opt to send a 
summary of the application to members of the public upon request per 8420.0255, Subp. 3.   
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Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act  
Technical Evaluation Panel Form 

This form can be used to document TEP findings and recommendations related to WCA decisions, 
determinations, enforcement and pre-application reviews.  

Local Government Unit: Rice Creek Watershed District                  County: Anoka               
Landowner/Applicant: Contour Land, LLC                              Agent/Representative(s): Joseph Radach               
Landowner/Applicant: Menomonie Land 11, LLC                 Agent/Representative(s): Luke Appert 
Landowner/Applicant: Rechner, LLC                                       Agent/Representative(s): Ben Drew 
Landowner/Applicant: JSN Properties, LLC                            Agent/Representative(s): Jesse Neumann 
Landowner/Applicant: BlaineSpec IRA, LLC                           Agent/Representative(s): Jon Rausch 
Project Name: Radisson Business Center                   Project No. (if any): 24-040               
Project Location: 3100 101st Ave NE Blaine, MN 55449               

 

Purpose of TEP Findings/Recommendation - check all that apply and describe 
☐ Pre-application review      ☒ Application Review (related to WCA Decision)                                     
☐ Local Government Road Wetland Replacement Program Eligibility   ☐ WCA Determination Request    
☐ Other (specify):                                                         
Describe:                                                            

  

Meeting Type – check all that apply and specify dates as applicable 
☐ In-Person Meeting(s), Date(s):                                             
☒ Electronic Exchanges (email, skype, etc.): 07/02/2024 TEP meeting, 07/17/2024 TEP comment email, 
08/14/2024 TEP meeting, 08/22/2024 TEP comment email, 09/17/2024 TEP meeting with applicant and their 
team, 09/27/2024 TEP meeting                           
☐ Onsite Review(s), Date(s):                                                   ☐ Other (specify):                                           

 

Findings and Recommendations 
RCWD received a WCA sequencing application on 06-04-2024 for the construction of a ∼60,000 ft2 warehouse 
building with associated parking and loading docks.  The site is a former residential lot that was part of a two-
lot subdivision in 2005, platted as Larson’s Estates.  A drainage and utility easement was established, in favor 
of the City of Blaine, over the onsite wetlands as part of the platting process.  The other lot developed at the 
same time as the platting into a commercial pet care facility (RCWD #04-151).   
 
The original application submittal proposed 1.515 acres of wetland impact to achieve the project.  The 
property is zoned as light industrial and reportedly office/warehouse space is in high demand for small 
manufacturing businesses.  The building would house two tenants with two separate business 
types/operations (a sports apparel company and an auto body shop).  The application included discussion of a 
no-build alternative as well as a complete wetland avoidance alternative.  Both of these alternatives are said 
to be infeasible as they would not meet the needs of the end user and the light industrial zoning designation.  
The applicant also assessed off-site alternative sites where the project could be located.  The search area 
included areas of Blaine, Lino Lakes along the Highway 65 and I-35W corridors. 
 
The LGU and TEP met to discuss the sequencing application on 07/02/2024.  The LGU provided comments on 
07/17/2024 regarding purpose and need, avoidance, minimization, alternatives, and more (attached).  A 
response to comments was provided by Kjolhaug Environmental on 08/07/2024, providing information on the 
end-users and the project design.  The LGU and TEP reconvened on 08/14/2024 and additional comments 
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were provided by the LGU on 08-22-2024 identifying that avoidance and minimization were still not met and 
expressed that the development of the property should accommodate the existing drainage and utility 
easement (attached).  A response to comments was again provided by Kjolhaug Environmental on 
09/04/2024 identifying that the spaces have been pre-leased.  A meeting was held between Contour Land, 
LLC, Menomonie Land 11, LLC, Kjolhaug Environmental, RCWD, BWSR, and ACD on 09/17/2024 to discuss the 
remaining TEP comments.  An updated design concept was provided by Contour Land, LLC after the meeting 
on 09/17/2024 that reduced the amount of proposed wetland impact to 0.777 acres.  After review, the LGU 
finds that the project does not meet the impact avoidance requirement of sequencing 8420.0520 and the TEP 
supports the determination.     
 
Per 8420.0240 Subpart C., the TEP, when requested by the LGU, must make technical findings and 
recommendations including but not limited to applications, wetland functions and the resulting public value, 
direct and indirect impacts, and comprehensive wetland protection and management plans and implement 
rules and ordinances.  The property is within the RCWD Anoka County Ditch 53-62 Comprehensive Wetland 
Protection and Management Plan Area (CWPMP).  RCWD rule identifies that there is Wetland Management 
Corridor (WMC) on the parcel.  The WMC is a contiguous corridor encompassing high priority wetland 
resources identified at a landscape scale and is refined at the time of individual project permitting at a site 
level.  The sequencing application includes a MnRAM assessment of the wetland degradation type, indicating 
that the wetland to be impacted is severely degraded but is within the WMC, requiring a vegetated upland 
buffer and protection by easement and buffer maintenance declaration established at the time of 
development/permitting.  The WMC provides value as a large, connected corridor of wetland for habitat and 
water/flood storage for areas within the ACD 53-62 drainage system.  In addition to the RCWD CWPMP 
requirements, the city’s drainage and utility easement provides protection for the wetland resource and 
therefore should be preserved. 

 

☒ Attachment(s) (specify):                                             
• TEP comment email sent on 07/17/2024 
• TEP comment email sent on 08/22/2024 

 

DNR Protected Waters and Shoreland Protection Zone 
Will the project/activity affect DNR public waters, DNR public waters wetlands or wetlands within the 
shoreland protection zone?      ☐ Yes     ☒ No    If yes, DNR representative is a member of the TEP. 

 

Signatures 
☒ LGU TEP Member: Patrick Hughes (RCWD)                             Agree with Findings & Recommendations:  ☒ Yes     ☐ No     
 
Signature:                                                                                                                                Date:                                              

☒ SWCD TEP Member: Becky Wozney (ACD)                              Agree with Findings & Recommendations:  ☒ Yes     ☐ No     
 
Signature:                                                                                                                                 Date:                                              

☒ BWSR TEP Member: Ben Meyer (BWSR)                              Agree with Findings & Recommendations:  ☒ Yes     ☐ No     
 
Signature:                                                                                                                                  Date:                                              

☐ DNR TEP Member:                                                  Agree with Findings & Recommendations:  ☐ Yes     ☐ No     
 
Signature:                                                                                                                                  Date:                                              

 

63



PatrickHughes

From: Patrick Hughes
Sent: Wednesday, July17, 20244:14PM
To: Melissa Barrett
Cc: Joseph Radach; becky.wozney@anokaswcd.org; Meyer, Ben (BWSR); Kelsey White
Subject: TEPcomments onRadisson Business Center (RCWD #24-040) 
Attachments: LARSONS ESTATES.pdf

GoodAfternoon Melissa,  

RCWDdiscussed theRadisonBusinessCentersequencing application withtheTEP.  Pleaseprovidearesponse tothe
followingcomments.  

Intheapplication itisidentifiedthatthesitesizeneedstobeatleast7acrestoaccommodate thescopeofthe
project.  Theselectedpropertywaspartofa20052-lotsubdivision calledLarson’sEstates.  Thesouthern lot
developed withoutwetland impactandadrainage & utilityeasement wasestablished overtheundeveloped
northern lot.  Theremaining portionofthelotnotencumbered byeasement isupto4acres.  TheTEP’s
argument isthatthissitetherefore shouldn’tqualifyasaminimum7-acrelot.  
Pleaseprovidefurtherexplanation ontheminimumsitedesignrequirements.  Therewasasimilardiscussion for
the35WLogisticsCentersite (RCWD #23-032).  Irecognize thateachprojectandsiteisuniqueanditis
challenging tocompare thetwo, butbothwereforlightindustrial development.  Inthatapplication itwas

2identified thataminimum standardoffice/warehouse building is100,000ft andthatapreferredbuildingdepth
2is260feet.  Inthisapplication, theproposedbuilding is60,000ft anditisidentifiedthatastandardtruckcourt

is130feet.  Arethesedifferencesduetotheanticipatedenduser?  
Alternative #2identifies thatadevelopment thatavoidsallwetland impactwouldresultinasmallerbuilding
sizethatwouldnotqualifyasawarehouse. Relatedtothecomment above, isthereastandarddefinitionfor
warehouse”? Whataretheminimum requirements?  

InAppendixD (Alternative SitesFiguresandZoningMaps), FigureEismissing. Pleaseprovide.  
IfIunderstand theplancorrectly, therearemultiple truckbaysonthenortheast sideofthebuilding.  Canthe
overalldevelopment bereducedinsizeandstillbeviable? Canonebay (orange) ortwobays (pink) beremoved

seemarkupbelow\]? Thiswouldstillhavewetland impactbutlessthantheproposed design.    
Hasanapplication beenmadetotheCityofBlaine?  PerWCA8420.0515Subpart10, theproposed designneeds
todemonstrate consistency withallotheragencylocalwatermanagement plans, landuseplans, zoning, et
cetera.  

o Similarly, thedevelopment wouldrequireapermitfromRCWDforstormwater management, erosion
andsedimentcontrol, floodplain alteration, andwetlandalteration.  Iexpectthatthiswouldbepartofa
futureapplication withthewetland replacement planbutfeelitisworthmentioning.  

ItistheTEP’sopinionthattheoffsitealternatives searchareashouldbebroaderandshouldincludethe
neighboring communities oftheNEmetroarea.  TheAnokaCountyRegional Economic Development Available
PropertyMapviewerandRamseyCountyAvailableSites & Buildingsviewersupport thatthereareindustrial
properties available.  Therearealsoundeveloped parcels inHugo, offI-35EinLinoLakes/Centerville, offI-35Ein
WBT/Vadnais/NorthOaks, andoffLakeDriveinColumbus (Waldochplat).  
HastheDNRprovided commentontheplanned impact totheblunt-lobedgrape-fern (Sceptridium oneidense)  
population?  

1
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ThankYou

PatrickHughes
Regulatory Manager
RiceCreekWatershedDistrict
4325Pheasant RidgeDr. NE, #611
Blaine, MN 55449-4539
Ph: 763-398-3080
phughes@ricecreek.org

Pleaseconsider followingtheRCWDonFacebook.  

2
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KelseyWhite

From: Patrick Hughes
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 20244:44PM
To: Melissa Barrett; becky.wozney@anokaswcd.org; BenMeyer (Ben.Meyer@state.mn.us);  

Kelsey White
Cc: Joseph Radach; LukeAppert/USA; Coungeris, Samantha SCIVUSARMY CEMVP (USA) 
Subject: RE: TEPcomments onRadisson Business Center (RCWD #24-040) (MVP-2024-00630- 

SSC) 

GoodAfternoon Melissa,  

Thankyouforthedetailedresponse tocommentsandthere-assessment ofthetenant’sbuildingsizeneedsand
associated wetland impact.  RCWDandtheTEParen’tseekingtheexactbusinesses thatarehopingtoutilizethebuilding
space, butitishelpfultounderstand theintendedusetoassessthepurposeandneedoftheproject.  Afterreview, we
arestillfinding thattheapplication doesnotdemonstrate compliance withrule. Belowisalistofremaining comments
fromtheTEP.  

TheTEPstillfindsthatthebuildingandassociated parking/drives/etc. doesnotsufficiently avoidandminimize
wetland impact.  

o Ifthetenantsarelookingtohavebothawarehouse andretailspace, cantheretailspacebeprovidedon
asecondstoryofthebuildingtoreducethefootprint?  

o Againwedon’tneedtoknowtheactualbusinesses, butitwouldseemthattheamountofloadingdocks
wouldbeunnecessary fortheintendeduse. Asquickexamples thatIamawareof, Lettermen Sportsin

2Blaineisanapproximately 16,000ft buildingandhasonetruckbayandDick’sSportingGoodsinCoon
2Rapidsisapproximately 50,000ft andalsohasonetruckbay.  Anecdotally, autobodyshopshave

vehiclebaysbutnotloadingdocks.  Ifthebuildingdesignistailoredspecifictothespecificintended
tenants, woulditslayoutchange?  

o Itisunderstandable thatthiswouldbeadesirable locationforasportsapparel companybeinginclose
proximity totheNational SportsCenterandTPC.  Canthebuildingbedesigned forthesportsapparel
companyonlyandtheautobodyportionbecompletedelsewhere?  Agooglesearchidentifies thatthere
are11autobodyshopswithina2-mileradiusfromthislocation.  RCWDandtheTEPdonotdictateland
usebutthatlessenstheperceived need.  

TheTEPisstilloftheopinion thatdevelopment ofthepropertyshould largelyaccommodate theexistingplat
anddrainage & utilityeasement.  Therewouldbegreatersupport foradesignthat “squaresoff” theexisting
wetland intoadevelopable shape (andhaslesserimpact).  
Cantheentiredevelopment beshiftedfurthernorthwest?  Irecognize thattheNWcorneroftheproperty isa
challenging shape, butthereisabitofuplandthatisnotbeingutilized.  Iftherearesetbacksorotherwise setby
theCityofBlaine, cantheapplicanthavetheserequirements lessened?  Sequencing 8420.0520Subpart
3.C.(3)(d) discusses effortsbytheapplicant toaccommodate orremoveconstraints onalternatives imposedby
zoningstandardsorinfrastructure, including requests forconditional usepermits, variances, orplannedunit
developments.  

Ifitwouldbehelpfultomeetanddiscuss, we’dbehappytofacilitateameeting.  

Thanks

PatrickHughes
Regulatory Manager
RiceCreekWatershedDistrict
4325Pheasant RidgeDr. NE, #611

1
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 Project Name and/or Number:  Sequencing Application – Radisson Business Center, Blaine (KES#2023-141)  

PART ONE: Applicant Information 
If applicant is an entity (company, government entity, partnership, etc.), an authorized contact person must be identified.  If the 

applicant is using an agent (consultant, lawyer, or other third party) and has authorized them to act on their behalf, the agent’s 

contact information must also be provided. 

Applicant/Landowner Name: Contour Land, LLC, Blainespec IRA, LLC, JSN Properties, LLC, Rechner, LLC, Menomonie Land 11, LLC 

Mailing Address:  

Phone:   

E-mail Address:  

 

Authorized Contact (do not complete if same as above): Luke Appert, Menomonie Land 11 L.L.C. 

Mailing Address: 3500 American Blvd W, Suite 200, Bloomington, MN 55431 

Phone: 952-893-8238 

E-mail Address: Luke.Appert@cushwake.com 

 

Agent Name: Melissa Barrett, Kjolhaug Environmental Services 

Mailing Address: 2500 Shadywood Road, Suite 130, Orono, MN 55331 

Phone: 952-388-3752 

E-mail Address: melissa@kjolhaugenv.com 

 

PART TWO: Site Location Information 
County: Anoka City/Township: Blaine 

Parcel ID and/or Address: 27-31-23-12-0010 

Legal Description (Section, Township, Range): Sec 27, T31N, R23W 

Lat/Long (decimal degrees): 45.15253, -93.1908 

Attach a map showing the location of the site in relation to local streets, roads, highways. See Figure 1. 

Approximate size of site (acres) or if a linear project, length (feet): 12.25 ac 

 

If you know that your proposal will require an individual Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, you must provide the 

names and addresses of all property owners adjacent to the project site.  This information may be provided by attaching a list to 

your application or by using block 25 of the Application for Department of the Army permit which can be obtained at:  

http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/Portals/57/docs/regulatory/RegulatoryDocs/engform_4345_2012oct.pdf 

PART THREE: General Project/Site Information 
If this application is related to a delineation approval, exemption determination, jurisdictional determination, or other 

correspondence submitted prior to this application then describe that here and provide the Corps of Engineers project number. 

The site location and project area map is provided as Figure 1. The wetland on the site (Figure 2) was delineated 

by Kjolhaug Environmental Services in October of 2023. The RCWD issue a Notice of Decision approving the 

wetland boundary (RCWD project no. 23-205R; formerly called 3100 101st Ave NE) on November 7, 2023 

(Appendix A). Previously submitted information discussed the delineation in more detail and included National 

Wetland Inventory (NWI) and soil survey mapping. A copy of the previously submitted delineation report is 

available upon request. Table 1 summarizes the delineated wetland. 

 

Submitted 6-3-2024 
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Project Name and/or Number:  Radisson Business Center, Blaine (KES#2023-141) 

 

Table 1. Summary of the delineated wetland – Radisson Business Center 

WL ID 

Wetland 

Size 

(ac) 

Circular 

39 
Cowardin Eggers and Reed Dominant Vegetation 

1 
7.8 ac 

onsite 

Type 

5/3/2/1  

PUBG/C/B/ 

PFO1A 

Open water, shallow marsh, 

wet meadow, with some 

deciduous forested fringe 

Cattail, reed canary grass, 

Canda bluejoint, lake sedge, 

quaking aspen, black willow 

 

RCWD Wetland Management Corridors (WMC) 

The site is inside the boundaries of the Anoka County Ditch 53-62 Comprehensive Wetland Protection and 

Management Plan (CWPMP) area. The preliminary WMC overlaps Wetland 1 (Figure 2).  Therefore, Wetland 1 

on the site requires WMC buffer with site development and proposed impacts are inside of the WMC.  

 

MNRAM Analysis 

A MNRAM functional analysis was completed for existing Wetland 1. Full MnRAM output results are included in 

Appendix B. The MnRAM analysis was completed to determine the applicable RCWD Rule F wetland 

replacement ratio. 

 

Replacement Ratio 

MNRAM results were processed to determine classifications necessary for compliance with RCWD Rules. 

Specifically, MnRAM results were used to determine RCWD Wetland Degradation Types and RCWD Wetland 

Replacement Ratios (Table 2). RCWD Wetland Degradation Types were determined from Outlet Condition and 

Vegetative Diversity rankings. Outlet Condition was determined from Questions 13 of MnRAM (A = High, B = 

Medium, Low = C).  RCWD Wetland Replacement Ratios correspond to wetland locations inside or outside of the 

WMC and Wetland Degradation Types, as set forth in RCWD Rules. Generally, USACE adheres to the CWPMP-

specified replacement ratios for projects located in RCWD CWPMPs. 

 

Table 2. MnRAM Result and Applied Replacement Ratio 

Wetland 
Outlet 

Condition 

Vegetative 

Diversity/ 

Integrity 1 

RCWD Wetland 

Degradation Type 
2 

In or Out of 

WMC 3 

Replacement 

Ratio 4 

Wetland 1 Medium (B)  Low 
Severely 

Degraded 
In  2:1 

1 See Appendix B for MnRAM analyses output response records. 

2 Wetland Degradation Type is based on MnRAM results for Outlet condition/Veg Quality. 

3 See “RCWD Wetland Management Corridors” above. 

4 Replacement ratios based on Table F1 of RCWD permitting Rule F. 
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Project Name and/or Number:  Radisson Business Center, Blaine (KES#2023-141) 

 

Describe the project that is being proposed, the project purpose and need, and schedule for implementation and completion. The 

project description must fully describe the nature and scope of the proposed activity including a description of all project elements 

that effect aquatic resources (wetland, lake, tributary, etc.) and must also include plans and cross section or profile drawings 

showing the location, character, and dimensions of all proposed activities and aquatic resource impacts.   

Menomonie Land 11 L.L.C. is proposing to develop the project area to light industrial/warehouse use (Appendix 

C). The development will include the construction of one 500 ft long and 120 ft wide (60,000 sf) building with 

employee/customer parking on the west and loading dock area on the east. One stormwater treatment pond 

will be located along the northeast edge of the building pad. More than one end user is interested in the 

proposed project (this is not speculative development). 

 

It is anticipated that site grading for the proposed project will begin in fall of 2024. 

 

The project area was formerly a vacant large-lot/residential lot with outbuildings surrounded by mowed lawn 

and planted/landscape trees, with wetland to the south and east. Upland on the site was cleared of trees and a 

reclamation plan that included a berm along 101st Ave NE and rough site grading was completed in late 

2023/early 2024. 

 

The site is located within the Mississippi River - Metro (#20) Major Watershed and Bank Service Area 7 (BSA7). 

 

The project area (west half of the site) is constrained by Radisson Road NW to the west, 101st Ave NE to the 

north, an animal boarding facility to the south, and existing underground utilities to the east. 

 

The project will involve 1.5150 ac of impact to Wetland 1. Wetland impacts result from the need to construct a 

warehouse building that is of an appropriate size to meet project needs.  
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 Project Name and/or Number:  Radisson Business Center, Blaine (KES#2023-141) 

PART FOUR:  Aquatic Resource Impact1 Summary 

If your proposed project involves a direct or indirect impact to an aquatic resource (wetland, lake, tributary, etc.) identify each 

impact in the table below. Include all anticipated impacts, including those expected to be temporary. Attach an overhead view map, 

aerial photo, and/or drawing showing all of the aquatic resources in the project area and the location(s) of the proposed impacts. 

Label each aquatic resource on the map with a reference number or letter and identify the impacts in the following table.  

Aquatic Resource 

ID (as noted on 

overhead view) 

Aquatic 

Resource Type 

(wetland, lake, 

tributary etc.) 

Type of Impact 

(fill, excavate, 

drain, or 

remove 

vegetation) 

Duration of 

Impact 

Permanent (P) 

or Temporary 

(T)1 

Size of 

Impact2 

Overall Size of 

Aquatic Resource 3 

Existing Plant 

Community 

Type(s) in 

Impact Area4 

County, Major 

Watershed #, 

and Bank 

Service Area # 

of Impact Area5 

Wetland 1 Wetland Fill Permanent 1.5150 ac >7 ac Wet meadow 

and shallow 

marsh 

Anoka, 20, 7 

        

        

        

        

        

1If impacts are temporary; enter the duration of the impacts in days next to the “T”.  For example, a project with a temporary access fill that 

would be removed after 220 days would be entered “T (220)”. 
2Impacts less than 0.01 acre should be reported in square feet.  Impacts 0.01 acre or greater should be reported as acres and rounded to the 

nearest 0.01 acre.  Tributary impacts must be reported in linear feet of impact and an area of impact by indicating first the linear feet of impact 

along the flowline of the stream followed by the area impact in parentheses).  For example, a project that impacts 50 feet of a stream that is 6 

feet wide would be reported as 50 ft (300 square feet). 
3This is generally only applicable if you are applying for a de minimis exemption under MN Rules 8420.0420 Subp. 8, otherwise enter “N/A”. 
4Use Wetland Plants and Plant Community Types of Minnesota and Wisconsin 3rd Ed. as modified in MN Rules 8420.0405 Subp. 2. 
5Refer to Major Watershed and Bank Service Area maps in MN Rules 8420.0522 Subp. 7. 

If any of the above identified impacts have already occurred, identify which impacts they are and the circumstances associated 

with each: 

      

  

 
1 The term “impact” as used in this joint application form is a generic term used for disclosure purposes to identify 

activities that may require approval from one or more regulatory agencies.  For purposes of this form it is not meant to 

indicate whether or not those activities may require mitigation/replacement.     
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 Project Name and/or Number:  Radisson Business Center, Blaine (KES#2023-141) 

Attachment A 

Request for Delineation Review, Wetland Type Determination, or 

Jurisdictional Determination 

By submission of the enclosed wetland delineation report, I am requesting that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District 

(Corps) and/or the Wetland Conservation Act Local Government Unit (LGU) provide me with the following (check all that apply):  

 Wetland Type Confirmation  

 Delineation Concurrence.  Concurrence with a delineation is a written notification from the Corps and a decision from the LGU 

concurring, not concurring, or commenting on the boundaries of the aquatic resources delineated on the property. Delineation 

concurrences are generally valid for five years unless site conditions change. Under this request alone, the Corps will not address 

the jurisdictional status of the aquatic resources on the property, only the boundaries of the resources within the review area 

(including wetlands, tributaries, lakes, etc.). 

 Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination. A preliminary jurisdictional determination (PJD) is a non-binding written indication 

from the Corps that waters, including wetlands, identified on a parcel may be waters of the United States. For purposes of 

computation of impacts and compensatory mitigation requirements, a permit decision made on the basis of a PJD will treat all 

waters and wetlands in the review area as if they are jurisdictional waters of the U.S.  PJDs are advisory in nature and may not be 

appealed. 

 Approved Jurisdictional Determination. An approved jurisdictional determination (AJD) is an official Corps determination that 

jurisdictional waters of the United States are either present or absent on the property. AJDs can generally be relied upon by the 

affected party for five years. An AJD may be appealed through the Corps administrative appeal process.  

In order for the Corps and LGU to process your request, the wetland delineation must be prepared in accordance with the 1987 

Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual, any approved Regional Supplements to the 1987 Manual, and the Guidelines for 

Submitting Wetland Delineations in Minnesota (2013). 

http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/DelineationJDGuidance.aspx  
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 Project Name and/or Number:  Radisson Business Center, Blaine (KES#2023-141) 

Attachment B 

Supporting Information for Applications Involving Exemptions, No Loss 

Determinations, and Activities Not Requiring Mitigation 
 

Complete this part if you maintain that the identified aquatic resource impacts in Part Four do not require wetland 

replacement/compensatory mitigation OR if you are seeking verification that the proposed water resource impacts are either 

exempt from replacement or are not under CWA/WCA jurisdiction. 

Identify the specific exemption or no-loss provision for which you believe your project or site qualifies: 

NA 

Provide a detailed explanation of how your project or site qualifies for the above. Be specific and provide and refer to attachments 

and exhibits that support your contention. Applicants should refer to rules (e.g. WCA rules), guidance documents (e.g. BWSR 

guidance, Corps guidance letters/public notices), and permit conditions (e.g. Corps General Permit conditions) to determine the 

necessary information to support the application. Applicants are strongly encouraged to contact the WCA LGU and Corps Project 

Manager prior to submitting an application if they are unsure of what type of information to provide: 
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 Project Name and/or Number:  Radisson Business Center, Blaine (KES#2023-141) 

Attachment C 

Avoidance and Minimization 

Project Purpose, Need, and Requirements. Clearly state the purpose of your project and need for your project.  Also include a 

description of any specific requirements of the project as they relate to project location, project footprint, water management, 

and any other applicable requirements. Attach an overhead plan sheet showing all relevant features of the project (buildings, 

roads, etc.), aquatic resource features (impact areas noted) and construction details (grading plans, storm water management 

plans, etc.), referencing these as necessary: 

The purpose of the Radisson Business Center project is to construct a light industrial manufacturing warehouse 

facility with convenient access to a major transportation corridor in the City of Blaine. 

 

There is currently a high demand for office/warehouse space for small manufacturing businesses. These types of 

businesses receive, manufacture, and distribute various goods. Business locations that offer the right type of 

facility with convenient access to major transportation routes so that goods and materials can be transported 

quickly and efficiently are in high demand. The end user of the Radisson Business Center project is looking for a 

location and facility such as the one proposed in this application. 

 

Excluding the Anoka County Airport, more than one third of the City’s land area is covered by wetlands and 

open water; therefore, the potential for substantial wetland impacts is likely with any warehouse development 

project in the city, especially when considering the limited number of remaining available parcels guided/zoned 

for industrial development. 

 

In addition to existing conditions (project area size/shape, delineated wetland boundary) and City of Blaine 

planning and zoning requirements, the following design requirements and site constraints were considered with 

the development of a project layout that is both feasible and prudent. 

1. Site Access - The site will be accessed from one location along 101st Ave NE at a location set by the City 

of Blaine. 

2. Warehouse Design, Parking, & Truck Court – The facility design must meet the minimum standard 

depths for employee parking, sidewalk, landscaping, and truck loading/docking area (truck court). The 

project plan shows a truck court for semi-truck docking/loading to the east of the building. The 

standard truck court width is 130 feet; the proposed plan has reduced the width to 120 feet. The width 

of the truck dock has also been shortened to minimize wetland impacts. 

3. Parking & Safety Requirements – For safety reasons, employee parking should be separate from semi-

truck activity areas. Parking for this project is shown to the west and north of the building. A road that 

loops around the building is shown. This provides access to all sides of the building in case of a fire. 

4. Stormwater Requirements – The project plan will provide effective drainage for the site while capturing 

and treating stormwater runoff in a manner consistent with local (City and Watershed District), state, 

and federal standards. 
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Project Name and/or Number:  Radisson Business Center, Blaine (KES#2023-141) 

Avoidance. Both the CWA and the WCA require that impacts to aquatic resources be avoided if practicable alternatives exist.  

Clearly describe all on-site measures considered to avoid impacts to aquatic resources and discuss at least two project alternatives 

that avoid all impacts to aquatic resources on the site. These alternatives may include alternative site plans, alternate sites, and/or 

not doing the project. Alternatives should be feasible and prudent (see MN Rules 8420.0520 Subp. 2 C). Applicants are encouraged 

to attach drawings and plans to support their analysis: 

Alternative #1 - WCA No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative was considered as a way to eliminate wetland impacts associated with the project. 

Although the No-Build Alternative would completely avoid wetland impacts, it would not fulfill the project 

purpose, need, or requirements nor would it be consistent with local land use planning which guides the site for 

light industrial development. 

Even if the No-Build Alternative were implemented, development pressure would continue to affect the 

proposed site. Based on: (1) demand for this type of project in this location of the metro area, (2) the limited 

number of available and feasible parcels for the proposed use, and (3) local land use planning, this would likely 

cause similar development proposals to arise for the property. For these reasons, the No-Build Alternative was 

rejected as an approach to avoiding wetland impacts. 

Alternative #2 - WCA Complete Avoidance/USACE No Action Alternative – Smaller Warehouse 

An alternative that would completely avoid impact to all wetlands would require that a much smaller 

warehouse be built on the site. An alternative that provides a smaller warehouse would not meet the needs of 

the end user, nor would it be appropriate for light industrial use (i.e., building size would not qualify as a 

warehouse) and was therefore eliminated from consideration. 

 

Minimization. Both the CWA and the WCA require that all unavoidable impacts to aquatic resources be minimized to the greatest 

extent practicable.  Discuss all features of the proposed project that have been modified to minimize the impacts to water 

resources (see MN Rules 8420.0520 Subp. 4): 

Alternative #3 - Proposed Alternative 

The proposed plan showing wetland impacts for the Radisson Business Center project is provided in Appendix C. 

A general overview of impact area is shown on Figure 3. The proposed design considers site constraints and 

meets all of the project requirements as described previously. 

 

In compliance with RCWD Rule F 5(a), avoidance and minimization alternatives for each individual contiguous 

wetland impact area was considered. 

 

Impacts to Wetland 1 result from the construction of the warehouse facility, employee parking, loading lock, 

and fire lane. At 60,000 sf this facility is smaller than many new warehouse facilities; however, it meets the 

needs of the end user. Complete avoidance of Wetland 1 was discussed in the previous section of this 

application. Impacts to Wetland 1 have been minimized to the extent possible by constructing ~3.75 to 1 side 

slopes along the edge of wetland fill. 

 

In summary, the proposed project design meets the project purpose, need, and requirements. The proposed 

project represents an orderly and logical use of the subject property and is consistent with applicable land use 

and policy plans envisioned by the City of Blaine. 
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Project Name and/or Number:  Radisson Business Center, Blaine (KES#2023-141) 

Off-Site Alternatives.  An off-site alternatives analysis is not required for all permit applications.  If you know that your proposal 

will require an individual permit (standard permit or letter of permission) from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, you may be 

required to provide an off-site alternatives analysis.  The alternatives analysis is not required for a complete application but must 

be provided during the review process in order for the Corps to complete the evaluation of your application and reach a final 

decision.  Applicants with questions about when an off-site alternatives analysis is required should contact their Corps Project 

Manager. 

Geographic Area and Alternative Sites 

The geographic area considered for potential project locations was comprised of those portions of the City of 

Blaine and the City of Lino Lakes along the Highway 65 and I35W corridors. Light industrial businesses are in high 

demand in these cities and specifically when able to be accessed via these two high-use roadways. 

 

City zoning maps were used to identify properties within the geographic area that would potentially meet the 

project needs. Twelve potential alternative sites, not including the proposed site, were selected based on the 

following site screening/selection criteria. 

1. Located within City of Blaine or City of Lino Lakes (the geographic area). 

2. Site size that is at least 7 acres. 7 acres represents the minimum site size that can accommodate the 

scope of the project (warehouse building, employee parking, semi-truck loading/docking). 7 acres does 

not include area needed for stormwater treatment purposes. 

3. Convenient access to the major transportation corridors of Highway 65 or I35W, and 

4. Undeveloped land guided for light industrial development (zoning maps attached – Appendix D). 

 

The location of twelve (12) potential alternative sites plus the proposed site are shown on Figures A, B, C, and D 

(Appendix D). The practicability of the identified sites plus the proposed site are summarized in Table A on the 

following page. 

Site Level LEDPA Determination 

Of the twelve potential alternative sites, four (4) of the sites were determined to be practicable alternative sites 

(Alternative Sites H, I, J, and K – Appendix D). The four practicable alternative site and the Proposed Site were 

examined further to identify the site that represents the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 

Alternative (LEDPA). 

 

The LEDPA evaluation focused on predicted wetland impacts. Wetland areas were based on known/available 

delineated wetland boundary data (Alternative Sites H and J) or estimated based on NWI mapping information 

(Alternative Sites I and K). 

 

The Proposed Site is the LEDPA (Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative) because, compared to 

viable practicable Alternative Sites H, I, J, and K, development of the project on the Proposed Site will result in 

the least amount of total impact to wetlands/aquatic resources while meeting project purpose, need, and 

requirements. 
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Project Name and/or Number:  Radisson Business Center, Blaine (KES#2023-141) 

 

Table A – Radisson Business Center - LEDPA Determination 

Alternative 

Site 

Site Size 

(ac) 
Factors LEDPA 

Site A 2.76 
Zoned light industrial. Two (2) adjacent parcels which 

are both 1.28 acres in size. One-third mile from I35W. 

Not Practicable Site - 

too small 

Site B 2.70 
Zoned light industrial. One (1) parcel 2.70 acres in 

size. One-tenth mile from I35W. 

Not Practicable Site - 

too small 

Site C 4.80 

Zoned light industrial. One (1) parcel 4.80 acres in size 

~3.0 acres of which is east of a ditch/tributary and 

accessible via I35W frontage road. Less than one-half 

mile from I35W. 

Not Practicable Site - 

too small 

Site D 3.77 
Zoned light industrial. One (1) parcel 3.77 acres in 

size. ~1.3 miles from I35W via primary roadways. 

Not Practicable Site - 

too small 

Site E 4.03 

Zoned light industrial. One (1) parcel 4.03 acres in 

size. Less than one-half mile from Highway 65 via city 

roadway. 

Not Practicable Site - 

too small 

Site F 16.21 

Zoned light industrial. One (1) parcel 16.21 acres in 

size. Immediately adjacent to Highway 65 but 

currently inaccessible until the city frontage road is 

constructed. Highway project is on hold until Federal 

obligations are satisfied (unknown time period). 

Not Practicable Site - 

not accessible for 

development for 

foreseeable future 

Site G 24.11 

Zoned light industrial. Five (5) parcels totaling 24.11 

acres in size. Immediately adjacent to Highway 65 but 

currently inaccessible until the city frontage road is 

constructed. Highway project is on hold until Federal 

obligations are satisfied (unknown time period). 

Not Practicable Site - 

not accessible for 

development for 

foreseeable future 

Site H 19.36 

Zoned light industrial. One (1) parcel totaling 19.36 

acres in size. ~1.0 mile from I35W. Extensive wetland 

with varying/mosaic boundary. Estimated 4.18 ac fill 

needed to accommodate proposed project. 

Practicable Site but 

more wetland impacts - 

Not LEDPA 

Site I 17.64 

Zoned light industrial. One (1) parcel totaling 17.64 

acres in size. ~1.1 miles from I35W. Majority of site is 

wetland. Estimated 2.89 ac fill needed to 

accommodate proposed project. 

Practicable Site but 

more wetland impacts - 

Not LEDPA 

Site J 14.79 

Zoned light industrial. One (1) parcel totaling 14.79 

acres in size. ~1.5 miles from I35W. Extensive wetland 

with varying/mosaic boundary. Estimated 5.07 ac fill 

needed to accommodate proposed project. 

Practicable Site but 

more wetland impacts - 

Not LEDPA 

Site K 11.49 

Zoned light industrial. One (1) parcel totaling 11.49 

acres in size. ~0.70 miles from I35W. Entirety of site is 

wetland. Estimated 6.5+ ac fill needed to 

accommodate proposed project. 

Practicable Site but 

more wetland impacts - 

Not LEDPA 

Site L 3.09 
Zoned light industrial. One (1) parcel 3.77 acres in 

size. ~1.3 miles from I35W via primary roadways. 

Not Practicable Site - 

too small 

Proposed 

Site 
12.25 

Zoned light industrial. One (1) parcel totaling 12.25 

acres in size. ~1.0 mile from I35W. The majority of the 

east half of the site is wetland. 1.5 ac fill needed to 

accommodate proposed project. 

Practicable Site - Yes 

LEDPA 
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Project Name and/or Number:  Radisson Business Center, Blaine (KES#2023-141) 

 

Wetland Impact Rectification 
Temporary impacts to wetlands are not proposed; impact rectification does not apply. 

 

Wetland Impact Reduction or Elimination Over Time 
Implementation of the stormwater management plan will help to reduce or eliminate potential effects of 

impervious stormwater runoff from the proposed development to onsite and offsite water resources including 

wetlands. 

 

Prior to and during construction, erosion and sediment controls (BMPs such as silt fence, etc.) will be installed 

and maintained per the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and NPDES Construction Stormwater 

permit requirements. 

 

Known Local, State, Federal Permits 

Multiple permits will be needed from the City of Blaine, MPCA (NPDES permit), and RCWD. WCA Replacement 

Plan approval is needed from the WCA LGU (RCWD), and an Individual Permit for commercial development is 

needed from the USACE. A take permit from the MN DNR is also anticipated to be needed. 

 

MN Rare Species Considerations 
Minnesota Rules Part 8420.0515 specifies that endangered and threatened species must be considered when 

submitting a wetland replacement plan. 

 

A rare plant survey was completed by Midwest Natural Resources (MNR) in October of 2023 (Appendix E). One 

population of blunt-lobed grape-fern (Sceptridium oneidense), a state-threatened species, was observed just 

west of the boundary of Wetland 1 in an area that appears to be periodically disturbed for overhead utility 

clearing. The population consists of 2 individuals. 

 

The identified rare plants are proposed for impact for construction of a stormwater pond (Figure 3). A take 

permit application will be submitted to MN DNR for proposed impacts to protected species. 

 

Federal Rare Species Considerations 
Approval of wetland impacts under Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act must comply with Section 7 of 

the Endangered Species Act. Review of the USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) website 

with a polygon encompassing the project area identified the federally-threatened northern long-eared bat 

(NLEB) for review (Appendix F) and provided a letter stating that “Based upon your IPaC submission and a 

standing analysis, your project is not reasonably certain to cause incidental take of the northern long-eared bat. 

Unless the Service advises you within 15 days of the date of this letter that your IPaC-assisted determination was 

incorrect, this letter verifies that the Action is not likely to result in unauthorized take of the northern long-eared 

bat” (Appendix G).  

 

The NLEB hibernates in caves during winter and establishes maternity roosting colonies under the loose bark of 

trees during the summer. There are no known NLEB hibernacula or roosting colonies in the project vicinity 

(Appendix H). 

 

Other federally protected species potentially found within or near the site include: 

 Monarch Butterfly (Danaus plexippus) - Candidate – No Effect 

 Rusty Patched Bumble Bee (Bombus affinis) - Endangered – Not Likely to Adversely Affect 

 Tricolored Bat (Perimyotis subflavus) - Proposed Endangered – No Effect 

 

The No Effect determination letter is included in Appendix I. 

 

There are no critical habitats at this location. 
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 Project Name and/or Number:  Radisson Business Center, Blaine (KES#2023-141) 

Attachment D 

Replacement/Compensatory Mitigation 

Complete this part if your application involves wetland replacement/compensatory mitigation not associated with the local road 

wetland replacement program. Applicants should consult Corps mitigation guidelines and WCA rules for requirements. 

Replacement/Compensatory Mitigation via Wetland Banking. Complete this section if you are proposing to use credits from an 

existing wetland bank (with an account number in the State wetland banking system) for all or part of your 

replacement/compensatory mitigation requirements. 

Wetland Bank 

Account # 
County 

Major 

Watershed # 

Bank 

Service 

Area # 

Credit Type 

(if applicable) 
Number of Credits 

TBD TBD TBD 7 TBD 3.0300 

                                    

                                    

 

Replacement Overview 

The project site is located in the Anoka County Ditch 53-62 area. The intent of the RCWD CWPMPs is to 

preserve/enhance high-priority wetland/wetland corridors as identified by the landscape scale/preliminary 

Wetland Management Corridor (WMC). Because the site lacks wetland creation or restoration potential, onsite 

mitigation was not considered to be a feasible mitigation plan. 

 

Instead, required replacement will be accomplished via the purchase of wetland banking credits from a 

qualifying wetland bank. Additionally, because replacement will be via an established wetland bank, the 

replacement plan will not adversely affect other habitat types or ecological communities that are important in 

maintaining the overall biological diversity of the area. 

 

Replacement ratios follow those outlined in RCWD Rule F as presented in Table 2 of this document. Wetland 

impacts will be replaced at a 2:1 ratio via the purchase of wetland bank credits from a qualifying wetland bank 

located within the RCWD contributing drainage area, Major Watershed #20 (Mississippi Metro), and Bank 

Service Area 7 (BSA7) which is the same Bank service Area as the project location. A wetland bank will be chosen 

after initial review of this application by the regulatory agencies has occurred. 

Applicants should attach documentation indicating that they have contacted the wetland bank account owner and reached at 

least a tentative agreement to utilize the identified credits for the project. This documentation could be a signed purchase 

agreement, signed application for withdrawal of credits or some other correspondence indicating an agreement between the 

applicant and the bank owner.  However, applicants are advised not to enter into a binding agreement to purchase credits until the 

mitigation plan is approved by the Corps and LGU. 

Project-Specific Replacement/Permittee Responsible Mitigation. Complete this section if you are proposing to pursue actions 

(restoration, creation, preservation, etc.) to generate wetland replacement/compensatory mitigation credits for this proposed 

project. 

WCA Action Eligible 

for Credit1 

Corps Mitigation 

Compensation 

Technique2 

Acres 
Credit % 

Requested 

Credits 

Anticipated3 
County 

Major 

Watershed # 

Bank 

Service 

Area # 

NA                                           
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1Refer to the name and subpart number in MN Rule 8420.0526. 
2Refer to the technique listed in St. Paul District Policy for Wetland Compensatory Mitigation in Minnesota. 
3If WCA and Corps crediting differs, then enter both numbers and distinguish which is Corps and which is WCA. 

Explain how each proposed action or technique will be completed (e.g. wetland hydrology will be restored by breaking the tile……) 

and how the proposal meets the crediting criteria associated with it. Applicants should refer to the Corps mitigation policy 

language, WCA rule language, and all associated Corps and WCA guidance related to the action or technique: 

   NA 

Attach a site location map, soils map, recent aerial photograph, and any other maps to show the location and other relevant 

features of each wetland replacement/mitigation site. Discuss in detail existing vegetation, existing landscape features, land use 

(on and surrounding the site), existing soils, drainage systems (if present), and water sources and movement. Include a 

topographic map showing key features related to hydrology and water flow (inlets, outlets, ditches, pumps, etc.): 

NA 

Attach a map of the existing aquatic resources, associated delineation report, and any documentation of regulatory review or 

approval. Discuss as necessary: 

NA 

For actions involving construction activities, attach construction plans and specifications with all relevant details.  Discuss and 

provide documentation of a hydrologic and hydraulic analysis of the site to define existing conditions, predict project outcomes, 

identify specific project performance standards and avoid adverse offsite impacts. Plans and specifications should be prepared by 

a licensed engineer following standard engineering practices. Discuss anticipated construction sequence and timing: 

NA 

For projects involving vegetation restoration, provide a vegetation establishment plan that includes information on site 

preparation, seed mixes and plant materials, seeding/planting plan (attach seeding/planting zone map), planting/seeding 

methods, vegetation maintenance, and an anticipated schedule of activities: 

NA 

For projects involving construction or vegetation restoration, identify and discuss goals and specific outcomes that can be 

determined for credit allocation. Provide a proposed credit allocation table tied to outcomes: 

NA 

Provide a five-year monitoring plan to address project outcomes and credit allocation: 

NA 

Discuss and provide evidence of ownership or rights to conduct wetland replacement/mitigation on each site: 

NA 

Quantify all proposed wetland credits and compare to wetland impacts to identify a proposed wetland replacement ratio. Discuss 

how this replacement ratio is consistent with Corps and WCA requirements: 

NA 

By signature below, the applicant attests to the following (only required if application involves project-specific/permittee 

responsible replacement): 

 All proposed replacement wetlands were not: 

 Previously restored or created under a prior approved replacement plan or permit 

 Drained or filled under an exemption during the previous 10 years 

 Restored with financial assistance from public conservation programs 
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 Restored using private funds, other than landowner funds, unless the funds are paid back with interest to the   individual 

or organization that funded the restoration and the individual or organization notifies the local government unit in 

writing that the restored wetland may be considered for replacement. 

 The wetland will be replaced before or concurrent with the actual draining or filling of a wetland. 

 An irrevocable bank letter of credit, performance bond, or other acceptable security will be provided to guarantee successful 

completion of the wetland replacement. 

 Within 30 days of either receiving approval of this application or beginning work on the project, I will record the Declaration of 

Restrictions and Covenants on the deed for the property on which the replacement wetland(s) will be located and submit proof 

of such recording to the LGU and the Corps. 

Applicant or Representative:       Title:       

Signature:  Date:       

 Project Name and/or Number:        
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Radisson Business Center, Blaine 

Sequencing Application 

FIGURES 

1. Site Location & Major Watershed 

2. Existing Conditions 

3. Proposed Plan and Wetland Impact 
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Mississippi River - Twin Cities

© OpenStreetMap (and) contributors, CC-BY-SA

Figure 1 - Site Location & Major Watershed
Radisson Business Center (KES 2023-141)

Blaine, Minnesota
Note: Boundaries indicated
on this figure are approximate 
and do not constitute an 
official survey product.
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Figure 2 - Existing Conditions (March 2024 Google Earth Photo)
Radisson Business Center (KES 2023-141)

Blaine, Minnesota
Note: Boundaries indicated
on this figure are approximate 
and do not constitute an 
official survey product.
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Figure 3 - Proposed Plan and Wetland Impact
Radisson Business Center (KES 2023-141)

Blaine, Minnesota
Note: Boundaries indicated
on this figure are approximate 
and do not constitute an 
official survey product.
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BWSR NOD Form - October 2019 1 

Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act 
Notice of Decision

Local Government Unit:   Rice Creek Watershed District    County: Anoka 
Applicant Name:  Mohammed Ahmed  Applicant Representative: 
Project Name:  3100 101st Ave NE  LGU Project No. (if any): 23-205R 
Date Application Received by LGU: 10/5/2023 
Date of LGU Decision:  11/7/2023 
Date this Notice was Sent:  11/7/2023  

WCA Decision Type - check all that apply 
Wetland Boundary/Type      Sequencing    Replacement Plan     Bank Plan (not credit purchase)   
 No-Loss (8420.0415)  Exemption (8420.0420) 

Part: ☐ A ☐ B  ☐ C ☐ D ☐ E  ☐ F  ☐ G  ☐ H Subpart: ☐ 2 ☐ 3 ☐ 4 ☐ 5  ☐ 6 ☐ 7  ☐ 8 ☐ 9

Replacement Plan Impacts (replacement plan decisions only) 
Total WCA Wetland Impact Area:    
Wetland Replacement Type:    ☐  Project Specific Credits: 

☐ Bank Credits:
Bank Account Number(s):  

Technical Evaluation Panel Findings and Recommendations (attach if any) 
  Approve     Approve w/Conditions      Deny    No TEP Recommendation 

A joint application for wetland boundary/type was provided by Kjolhaug Environmental Services on 
10/5/2023. A site visit was attended on 10/30/2023 by representatives from BWSR, ACD, RCWD, and Kjolhaug 
Environmental Services. No formal comments were provided. 

LGU Decision 
  Approved with Conditions (specify below)1       Approved1         Denied 
List Conditions: The applicant needs to submit a survey of the wetland boundary as well as gps points of 

the wetland delineation in a form acceptable to the RCWD. 
Decision-Maker for this Application: ☐ Staff   ☐ Governing Board/Council  ☐ Other:
 

Decision is valid for: ☐ 5 years (default)   ☐ Other (specify):
1 Wetland Replacement Plan approval is not valid until BWSR confirms the withdrawal of any required wetland bank credits. For project-
specific replacement a financial assurance per MN Rule 8420.0522, Subp. 9 and evidence that all required forms have been recorded on 
the title of the property on which the replacement wetland is located must be provided to the LGU for the approval to be valid. 

LGU Findings – Attach document(s) and/or insert narrative providing the basis for the LGU decision1. 
☒ Attachment(s) (specify):

• Figure 2 Existing Conditions by Kjolhaug Environmental Services, no date (RCWD received 10/5/2023).
☒ Summary: The LGU finds the wetland boundaries illustrated in the attached figure titled: Figure 2 Existing
Conditions by Kjolhaug Environmental Services, no date (RCWD received 10/5/2023) accurate and supported
by the submitted wetland delineation for the LGU administration of the WCA.
This decision is not intended to define boundaries of MN DNR jurisdiction or regulate activities under the
jurisdiction of the MN DNR, except to the extent that MN DNR finds the decision consistent with their
requirements.
The local government unit decision is valid for five years.  However, the decision will cease to be valid before
then, if the Technical Evaluation Panel determines that the wetland boundary or type has changed due to
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BWSR NOD Form - October 2019 2 

natural or artificial changes to the hydrology, vegetation, or soils of the area.  The LGU finds that the wetland 
typing may need to be reviewed in conjunction with any future project.  
Advisory Note: 
A Wetland Replacement Plan application must include a statement from the MnDNR, or the applicant’s 
licensed professional, based on MnDNR database review, as to the potential presence of an endangered or 
threatened species or potential impact to a rare natural community (Minn. Rules 8420.0330, subp. 3.A(5); 
8420.0525).  Applicants should initiate this review early. 

1 Findings must consider any TEP recommendations. 

Attached Project Documents 
☒ Site Location Map    ☐ Project Plan(s)/Descriptions/Reports (specify):

Appeals of LGU Decisions 
If you wish to appeal this decision, you must provide a written request within 30 calendar days of the date you 
received the notice. All appeals must be submitted to the Board of Water and Soil Resources Executive Director 
along with a check payable to BWSR for $500 unless the LGU has adopted a local appeal process as identified 
below. The check must be sent by mail and the written request to appeal can be submitted by mail or e-mail. 
The appeal should include a copy of this notice, name and contact information of appellant(s) and their 
representatives (if applicable), a statement clarifying the intent to appeal and supporting information as to why 
the decision is in error. Send to: 

Appeals & Regulatory Compliance Coordinator 
Minnesota Board of Water & Soils Resources 
520 Lafayette Road North 
St. Paul, MN 55155 
travis.germundson@state.mn.us 

Does the LGU have a local appeal process applicable to this decision? 
☒ Yes1   ☐  No
1If yes, all appeals must first be considered via the local appeals process.

Local Appeals Submittal Requirements (LGU must describe how to appeal, submittal requirements, fees, etc. as applicable) 
See RCWD Board of Managers Resolution 2019-13 regarding delegated decisions and appeal, available at 
www.ricecreek.org on the Board Agendas, Minutes & Resolutions page. 

Notice Distribution (include name) 
Required on all notices: 

 SWCD TEP Member: Becky Wozney  BWSR TEP Member: Ben Meyer 
 LGU TEP Member (if different than LGU contact): 
 DNR Representative: Melissa Collins 
 Watershed District or Watershed Mgmt. Org.: 
 Applicant (notice only): Mohammed Ahmed  Agent/Consultant (notice only): Melissa Barrett 

Optional or As Applicable: 
 Corps of Engineers: TBD 
 BWSR Wetland Mitigation Coordinator (required for bank plan applications only):  
 Members of the Public (notice only): Dan Schluender   Other: 

Signature: Date: 

This notice and accompanying application materials may be sent electronically or by mail. The LGU may opt to send a 
summary of the application to members of the public upon request per 8420.0255, Subp. 3.   

11/07/2023
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© OpenStreetMap (and) contributors, CC-BY-SA

Figure 1 - Site Location
3100 101st Ave NE (KES 2023-141)

Blaine, Minnesota
Note: Boundaries indicated
on this figure are approximate 
and do not constitute an 
official survey product.
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Figure 2 - Existing Conditions (April 2020 Metro Photo)
3100 101st Ave NE (KES 2023-141)

Blaine, Minnesota
Note: Boundaries indicated
on this figure are approximate 
and do not constitute an 
official survey product.
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MNRAM 3.2 Wetland Assessment Data Form Page 1

Date

Special Features (from list, p.2--enter letter/s) - ____ - ____ - ____ - ____

#1
Community Number (circle each community which 

represents at least 10% of the wetland)

Community Type (wet meadow, marsh) 13B Shallow Marsh - - - - - -

Community Proportion (% of total)

     Dominant Vegetation / Cover Class

    Invasive/exotic Vegetation / Cover Class

Community Quality (E, H, M, L) L 0.1 0 0 0

Community Type (wet meadow, marsh) 9B Shallow, Open Water - - - - - -

Community Proportion (% of total)

     Dominant Vegetation / Cover Class

    Invasive/exotic Vegetation / Cover Class

Community Quality (E, H, M, L) L
0.1 0 0 0

Community Type (wet meadow, marsh) 15B Fresh(wet) Meadow - - - - - -

Community Proportion (% of total)

     Dominant Vegetation / Cover Class

    Invasive/exotic Vegetation / Cover Class

Community Quality (E, H, M, L) M 0.5 0 0 0

Community Type (wet meadow, marsh) 16B Seasonally Flooded Basin - - - - - -

Community Proportion (% of total)

     Dominant Vegetation / Cover Class

    Invasive/exotic Vegetation / Cover Class

Community Quality (E, H, M, L) M
0.5 0 0 0

Circular 39 Types (primary <TAB> others)

Cowardin Types

Photo ID

0.5 Medium 0 - 0 - 0 -

0.30 Low - - - - - -

0.20 Low 0.00 - 0.00 - 0.00 -

#4 Listed, rare, special plant species? n Y     N Y     N Y     N Y     N

#5 Rare community or habitat? n Y     N Y     N Y     N Y     N

#6 Pre-European-settlement conditions? n Y     N Y     N Y     N Y     N

3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 7A, 7B, 8A, 8B, 

10A, 13A, 13B, 12B, 14A, 15A, 

15B, 16A, 16B

3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 7A, 7B, 8A, 8B, 

10A, 13A, 13B, 12B, 14A, 15A, 

15B, 16A, 16B

3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 7A, 7B, 8A, 8B, 

10A, 13A, 13B, 12B, 14A, 15A, 

15B, 16A, 16B

#2 & #3                           ~ Describe each community type individually below ~                                                 ~ Describe each community type individually below ~ 

P
la

n
t 
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m

m
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y
 #

1

15%

10%

3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 7A, 7B, 8A, 8B, 

10A, 13A, 13B, 12B, 14A, 15A, 

15B, 16A, 16B

50%

25%

Average vegetative diversity/integrity:

Weighted Average veg. diversity/integrity:

P
la

n
t 

C
o
m

m
u
n
it
y
 #

2
P

la
n
t 

C
o
m

m
u
n
it
y
 #

3
P

la
n
t 

C
o
m

m
u
n
it
y
 #

4
*

Highest rated community veg. div./integ:

Cover Class Class Range
1                   0 - 3%
2                  3 - 10%
3                 10 - 25%
4                25 - 50%
5                50 - 75%
6                75 - 100%

Floodplain Forest [1A, 2A, 3A] * Hardwood Swamp [3B]  *  Coniferous Bog [2A, 4B] *  Coniferous Swamp [4B]   *  Open Bog [1B, 5A, 5B, 6A, 7A, 9A, 
10A]  *  Calcareous Fen [7B, 11B, 14A]  * Shrub Swamp [6B]  *  Alder Thicket [8A]   *  Shrub-carr [8B]   *  Sedge Meadow [10B, 11A, 12A, 13A]  * 
Shallow Marsh [13B]   *  Deep Marsh [12B]  *  Wet to Wet-Mesic Prairie [14B, 15A]  *  Fresh (Wet) Meadow [15B]  * Shallow, Open Water [9B, 16A]  * 
Seasonally Flooded Basin [16B]

*If there are more than four plant community types, use the next column over to enter the rest and do not rely on the automatic average calculations.

Wetland name / ID
_______WL1___________

Wetland name / ID
___________________

Wetland name / ID
__________________

Wetland name / ID
__________________
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MnRAM_3.2_Score_Sheet.xls

1

2

3
4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36
37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

A B C D E F G H I J K L M N P

MnRAM 3.2 Digital Worksheet, Side 2

Question Description Rating
Highest-rated:

1 Veg. Table 2, Option 4 0.20 0.5

TOTAL VEG Rating 0.2 L

4 Listed, rare, special plant species? n next

5 Rare community or habitat? n next

6 Pre-European-settlement conditions? n next

7 hydrogeo & topo #N/A

8 Water depth (inches)

Water depth (% inundation)

9 Local watershed/immedita drainage (acres)

10 Existing wetland size 7

11 SOILS: Up/Wetland (survey classification + site)

12 Outlet characteristics for flood retention C 0.1

13 Outlet characteristics for hydrologic regime B 0.5

14 Dominant upland land use (within 500 ft) C 0.1 1

15 Soil condition (wetland) B 0.5

16 Vegetation (% cover) 75% M 0.5

17 Emerg. veg. flood resistance B 0.5

18 Sediment delivery A 1

19 Upland soils (based on soil group) A 0.1

20 Stormwater runoff pretreatment & detention A 1 0.1

21 Subwatershed wetland density C 0.1

22 Channels/sheet flow A 1

23 Adjacent naturalized buffer average width (feet) 20 L WQ 0.1 L 0.1

24 Adjacent Area Management: % Full 80% 0.8 2 0.82

adjacent area mgmt: % Manicured 0% 0

adjacent area mgmt: % Bare 20% 0.02

25 Adjacent Area Diversity & Structure: % Native 0% 0 1 0.5

adjacent area diversity: % Mixed 100% 0.5

adjacent area diversity: % Sparse/Inv./Exotic 0% 0

26 Adjacent Area Slope: % Gentle 100% 1 1 1

adjacent area slope: % Moderate 0% 0

adjacent area slope: % Steep 0% 0

27 Downstream sensitivity/WQ protection A 1

28 Nutrient loading B 0.5

29 Shoreline wetland? N N

30 Rooted shoreline vegetation (%cover ) Enter a percentage

31 Wetland in-water  width (in feet, average) Enter a percentage

32 Emergent vegetation erosion resistance Enter valid choice

33 Shoreline erosion potential Enter valid choice

34 Bank protection/upslope veg. Enter valid choice

35 Rare Wildlife N N

36 Scarce/Rare/S1/S2 local community N N

37 Vegetation interspersion cover (see diagram 1) 3 M 0.5

38 Community interspersion (see diagram 2) 2 M 0.5 0

39 Wetland detritus N/A N/A

40 Wetland interspersion on landscape B 0.5 0.5

41 Wildlife barriers B 0.5

42 Amphibian breeding potential-hydroperiod A 1

43 Amphibian breeding potential--fish presence A 1

44 Amphibian & reptile overwintering habitat B 0.5

45 Wildlife species (list)

46 Fish habitat quality N/A N/A

47 Fish species (list)

48 Unique/rare educ./cultural/rec.opportunity N N

49 Wetland visibility B 0.5

50 Proximity to population N 0.1

51 Public ownership C 0.1

52 Public access C 0.1

53 Human influence on wetland C 0.1

54 Human influence on viewshed C 0.1

55 Spatial buffer A 1

56 Recreational activity potential C 0.1

57 Commercial crop--hydrologic impact N/A N/A
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User 

entry This comes in from Side 1  automatically using the 
weighted average.  To use the highest rated veg. 
Community rating, please manually overwrite that 
value (shown to the right) into the field at E5.

Enter data starting here.  Yellow 
boxes are used in calculations.

Scroll 
down to 
answer 
more 

questions 
and see 
formula 

calculations
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72
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128

129

130

131

132

133

134

135
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137

138

139

140

141

A B C D E F G H I J K L M N P

58   GW - Wetland soils - R or  D Enter "R" or "D"

59   GW - Subwatershed land use - R or  D Enter "R" or "D"

60   GW - Wetland size and soil group - R or  D Enter "R" or "D"

61   GW - Wetland hydroperiod - R or  D Enter "R" or "D"

62   GW - Inlet/Outlet configuration - R or  D Enter "R" or "D"

63   GW - Surrounding upland topographic relief - R or  D Enter "R" or "D"

64 Restoration potential w/o flooding Y or N 0

65 Landowners affected by restoration E a  b  c Enter valid choice

66A Existing wetland size (acres) [from #10] 7 __ acres

66B Total wetland restoration size (acres) __ acres 0.1

66C (Calculated) Potential New Wetland Area [B-A] -7 __ acres ####

67 Average width of naturalized upland buffer (potential)0 __ feet 0.1 value: ####

68 Likelihood of restoration success a b  c Enter valid choice

69 Hydrologic alteration type Outlet, Tile, Ditch, GW pump, Wtrshd div., Filling

70 Potential wetland type (Circ. 39) 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8

71 Wetland sensitivity to stormwater E a b c

72 Additional stormwater treatment needs a b c

Function Name Formula shown to the right.

Vegetative Diversity/Integrity 0.20 L

Hydrology - Characteristic 0.30 Low

Flood Attenuation 0.52 Med

Water Quality--Downstream 0.62 Med

Water Quality--Wetland 0.39 Med

Shoreline Protection N/A N/A

Characteristic Wildlife Habitat Structure 0.39 0.39 Med

Maintenance of Characteristic Fish Habitat ###### N/A N/A

Maintenance of Characteristic Amphibian Habitat 0.23 Low

Aesthetics/Recreation/Education/Cultural 0.21 0.21 Low

Commercial use N/A N/A 0

Special Features listing: - ____

Groundwater Interaction recharge

Groundwater Functional Index no special indicators

Restoration Potential (draft formula) #VALUE! #####

Stormwater Sensitivity (not active)
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© OpenStreetMap (and) contributors, CC-BY-SA

Figure A - Alternative Sites Overview
Larson's Estate (KES 2023-141)

Blaine, Minnesota
Note: Boundaries indicated
on this figure are approximate 
and do not constitute an 
official survey product.
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Figure B - Light Industrial - south Blaine
Larson's Estate (KES 2023-141)

Blaine, Minnesota
Note: Boundaries indicated
on this figure are approximate 
and do not constitute an 
official survey product.
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Figure C - Light Industrial - west Blaine
Larson's Estate (KES 2023-141)

Blaine, Minnesota
Note: Boundaries indicated
on this figure are approximate 
and do not constitute an 
official survey product.
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Figure D - Light Industrial - central Blaine
Larson's Estate (KES 2023-141)

Blaine, Minnesota
Note: Boundaries indicated
on this figure are approximate 
and do not constitute an 
official survey product.
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Figure E - Alternative Site H
Larson's Estate (KES 2023-141)

Blaine, Minnesota
Note: Boundaries indicated
on this figure are approximate 
and do not constitute an 
official survey product.
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Figure F - Alternative Site I (with NWI overlay)
Larson's Estate (KES 2023-141)

Blaine, Minnesota
Note: Boundaries indicated
on this figure are approximate 
and do not constitute an 
official survey product.
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Figure G - Alternative Site J
Larson's Estate (KES 2023-141)

Blaine, Minnesota
Note: Boundaries indicated
on this figure are approximate 
and do not constitute an 
official survey product.
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PEM1F

PEM1A

PEM1C

Figure H - Alternative Site K
Larson's Estate (KES 2023-141)

Blaine, Minnesota
Note: Boundaries indicated
on this figure are approximate 
and do not constitute an 
official survey product.
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B-1 - Neighborhood Business

B-2 - Community Commercial

B-3 - Regional Commercial

B-4 - Office Research Park

B-5 - Town Commercial

PBD - Planned Business District

PBD-A - Planned Business District - Airport

RR - Regional Recreation

I-1 - Light Industrial

I-1A - Light Industrial

I-2 - Heavy Industrial

I-2A - Heavy Industrial

POD - Planned Office District

R-1 - Single Family

R-1A - Single Family

R-1AA - Single Family

R-1B - Single Family

R-2 - Two Family

R-3A - Low Density Multi-Family

R-3B - Medium Density Multi-Family

R-3C - High Density Multi-Family

R-4 - Mobile Homes

RE - Residential Estate

RF - Residential Flex

FR - Farm Residence

AG - Agriculture

DF - Development Flex

Airport

Zoning Map

This map is in draft form and should not be looked upon
as a legal document.

Map Created By City of Blaine GIS
Data provided by City of Blaine Planning Department

Map Date:  June 2022

Planning\Projects\Zoning Map Small.mxd

0 ¼ ½ ¾ 1

Miles

Disclaimer: This document has been compiled using information
gathered from various governmental offices and other sources and is
to be used for reference purposes only.  Every effort has been made
to make sure the completeness and accuracy on this document.  The
City of Blaine does not represent that the data can be used for exact
measurement of distance or direction or precision in the depiction of

geographic features.  If errors or discrepancies are found, please
contact (763) 717-2639.BlaineMN.gov
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Zoning Map of Lino Lakes

Lino Lakes
Community Development
600 Town Center Parkway
Lino Lakes, Minnesota 55014

Phone (651) 982-2400
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R       Rural

R-X    Rural Executive

R-1    Single Family Residential

R-1X  Single Family Executive
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R-3    Medium Density Residential

R-4    High Density Residential

R-5    High Density Residential and Business

R-6    Manufactured Home Park

NB     Neighborhood Business
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GB     General Business
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Maps are for illustrative purposes only.
Recent changes may not be included.

Land Use and Zoning Information
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