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PRAP Level II 

Report Summary 

Rice Creek Watershed District 

What is a PRAP 
Performance Review?  

The Board of Water and 
Soil Resources supports 
Minnesota’s counties, 
watershed districts and 
soil and water 
conservation districts 
that deliver water and 
related land resource 
management projects 
and programs. In 2007 
the Board set up a 
program (PRAP) to 
systematically review 
the performance of 
these local units of 
government to ensure 
their effective 
operation. Each year 
BWSR staff conduct 
routine reviews of 
several of these local 
conservation delivery 
entities. This document 
reports the results of 
one of those reviews. 

Key Findings and Conclusions  

Rice Creek Watershed District is doing a very good job of administering local water 
management and conducting water monitoring programs and projects. The 
organization is getting important work done in the areas of flood damage 
reduction, drainage maintenance, and water quality protection. 

With the upcoming opportunity to update the Watershed District Plan there is an 
opportunity for the Rice Creek Watershed District to focus its watershed plan to 
problems and priorities specific to the watershed’s major waterbodies, and to 
provide resource specific outcomes.  

The Rice Creek Watershed District shows excellent compliance with BWSR’s basic 
and high performance standards. 

 Resource Outcomes 

The Rice Creek Watershed District Plan does contain some resource outcome goals 
and objectives.  

Commendations 

The Rice Creek Watershed District is commended for meeting 11 out of 12 High 
Performance Standards. 

Action Item – The Rice Creek Watershed District has no action items.  
 
Recommendations:  
 

Recommendation 1:  Continue and expand the use of Prioritized, Targeted and 
Measureable as criteria for Goals and Objectives in the next water management 
plan as appropriate.  
 
Recommendation 2: Structure website information to report progress and trends 
made in achieving resource outcome goals. 
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Introduction 
This is an informational document prepared by the 
staff of the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) 
for the Rice Creek Watershed District.  This report 
presents the results of a routine performance review 
of the Rice Creek Watershed District’s (BRRWD) water 
management plan implementation and overall 
organizational effectiveness in delivery of land and 
water conservation projects and programs.   

BWSR has reviewed the BRRWD’s reported 
accomplishments of their management plan action 
items, determined the organization’s compliance with 
BWSR’s Level I and II performance standards, and 
surveyed members of the Rice Creek Watershed 
District and its partner organizations.   

This review is neither a financial audit nor investigation 
and it does not replace or supersede other types of 
governmental review of local government unit 
operations. 

While the performance review reported herein has 
been conducted under the authority granted to BWSR 
by Minnesota Statutes Chapter 103B.102, this is a staff 
report and has not been reviewed or approved by the 
BWSR board members.   

 

 

 

What is PRAP? 
PRAP is an acronym for BWSR’s Performance 
Review and Assistance Program.  Authorized by the 
2007 Minnesota legislature, the PRAP purpose is to 
support local delivery of land conservation and 
water management by periodically reviewing and 
assessing the performance of local units of 
government that deliver those services.  These 
include soil and water conservation districts, 
watershed districts, watershed management 
organizations, and the local water management 
functions of counties.   

BWSR has developed four levels of review, from 
routine to specialized, depending on the program 
mandates and the needs of the local governmental 
unit.  A Level I review annually tabulates all local 
governmental units’ compliance with basic 
planning and reporting requirements.  In Level II, 
conducted by BWSR once every ten years for each 
local government unit, the focus is on the degree 
to which the organization is accomplishing its 
watershed management plan.  A Level II review 
includes determination of compliance with BWSR’s 
Level I and II statewide performance standards, a 
tabulation of progress on planned goals and 
objectives, a survey of board or water plan task 
force members and staff of the factors affecting 
plan implementation, a survey of LGU partners 
about their impressions of working with the LGU, 
and a BWSR staff report to the organization with 
findings, conclusions and recommendations.  
BWSR’s actions in Levels III and IV include elements 
of Levels I and II and then emphasize assistance to 
address the local governmental unit’s specific 
needs. 
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Background - Rice Creek Watershed 
District  
The following background information is taken from 
the 2010 Watershed Management Plan for the Rice 
Creek Watershed District (Amended November 9, 
2016).   
 
Plan Overview 
“Focus and Purpose 
This document serves as the WMP required under MS 
103B and 103D and Rule 8410. Per statute, the WMP 
must extend for at least five years and no longer than 
10 years. The plan, which is the subject of this 
document, is a consolidation and update of the 
previous watershed plans. Specifically, this plan will 
replace the adopted 1997 WMP as amended in 2000 
and 2008.  
The WMP provides the guidance and implementation 
for the RCWD to manage the water and natural 
resources of the District into the foreseeable future 
extending through 2020. As such, the WMP 
incorporates and builds on the previous plans as well 
as the numerous studies, inventories and assessments 
that have been completed in recent history. Focusing 
on implementation also requires the RCWD to 
successfully balance conflicting water management 
laws, address funding issues, and effectively coordinate 
with constituents. 
 
The WMP and associated policies acts as one leg of a 
three-legged stool which supports District operation 
and implementation efforts. The other two legs are the 
District Rules, which incorporate the outcomes of 
Resource Management Plans, and Repair Reports 
which are developed from the WMP long range work 
plan. 
 
Planning Regions 
The RCWD jurisdictional boundary encompasses 186 
square miles of area. The expansive area is 
characterized by a range of landscape and resource 
features, which can generally be grouped into broad 
regions of the District. These planning regions will be 
used to help orient the RCWD or stakeholder when 
discussing resources, issues, or focusing on activities. 
PRs will not be used as a means to set standards or 
rules. Instead, they reflect an organizational structure 
which acknowledges general regional similarities 
within the District. 

Five PRs have been established in the RCWD, 
Hardwood Creek, Clearwater Creek, Upper Rice Creek, 
Middle Rice Creek, and Lower Rice Creek. The planning 
regions were generally determined based on basic 
hydrologic boundaries and generally reflect groupings 
of different resources (e.g. urban shallow lakes, big 
lakes, chain of lakes) and other landscape 
characteristics.  
 
Management Categories 
Rice Creek and its tributaries serve multiple purposes: 
they drain an extensive agricultural area, function as 
the stormwater outlet for communities, serve as a 
recreational resource for adjoining residences and 
public parks, provide a natural habitat for aquatic 
organisms, waterfowl and other wildlife, and also are 
an open space and greenbelt resource of unique value 
that provide an attractive locale for residential 
development. A diversity of wetland and lakes occur 
throughout the Rice Creek system.  
 
This WMP is organized around eight management 
categories, identified by the Board, Citizen Advisory 
Committee and the Technical Advisory Committee. The 
eight management categories listed below serve to 
address the diversity of resources and issues across the 
District. Management categories are broad, 
encompassing resources, actions and efforts that serve 
as a means to prioritize functions and activities. The 
management categories in no order of priority or 
importance are: 

1. Education, Data, and Information 
2. Lakes 
3. Wetlands 
4. Drainage Systems and Waterways 
5. Excess Runoff 
6. District Facilities 
7. Open Space 
8. Groundwater 

The use of management categories lends clarity and 
functionality to planning and budget needs. They are 
important because they guide implementation and 
expenditures. Chapter 3 of this WMP, Assessment of 
Issues, identifies RCWD problems, concerns, needs, and 
opportunities in accordance with management 
categories. The District acknowledges that in reality 
resource management is a multi-faceted effort. The 
dependencies, feedbacks and upstream-downstream 
dynamics of resource management make it difficult to 
truly distinguish isolated categories. 
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Geography 
Situated in the northern Twin Cities area, the RCWD is 
encompassed by the broad North Central Hardwood 
Forest Level III ecoregion of Minnesota. Ecoregions 
(Omernik, 2004) are a nationwide classification system 
for grouping areas of similar climate, soils and 
vegetation. At a finer scale, the North Central 
Hardwood Forest is comprised of six sub regions which 
are considered Level IV ecoregions, two of which 
overlap the RCWD: 

Anoka Sand Plain and Mississippi Valley 
Outwash (Eco-region 51a): “Undulating sandy 
plain with wetlands, some lakes, small grains, 
row crops, woodlands, and suburban 
development”. 
St. Croix Outwash Plain and Stagnation Plains 
(Eco-region 51h): “Rolling hills interspersed 
with depressions of small lakes and wetlands, 
extensively covered by urban and suburban 
development, but also pasture, and some crops 
and woodland”. 

The RCWD has abundant lakes and wetlands providing 
an environment conducive to wildlife and popular for 
recreation. The watershed is a complex environment 
that ranges from rural, undeveloped or agricultural 
areas in the north and east, to suburban and urban 
areas in the south and west. 
 
Geographic proximity to Minneapolis and St. Paul is a 
significant element shaping the issues relevant to the 
RCWD. Specifically, the area that comprises the District 
has seen extensive growth in recent decades. Anoka, 
Hennepin, Ramsey and Washington Counties currently 
comprise four of the top five most populous counties in 
the state. The 1950 population of Anoka County was 
35,579; by 1970, it had increased over 330% to 
154,556; and in 2006 the population was estimated to 
be 327,005, a 110% increase from 1970. The 
development of these second and third ring suburbs 
has been the main source of growth in the District in 
the past decade. For example, while the population of 
Fridley declined nearly 9% from 1970 to 2005, Blaine 
saw an increase of over 160%. 
 
Topography and Drainage 
Rice Creek begins at Clear Lake just south of Forest 
Lake and meanders southwestward through a chain of 
lakes to Fridley where it joins the Mississippi River. Rice 
Creek has two major tributaries, Hardwood Creek and 

Clearwater Creek, which drain the eastern part of the 
watershed. The elevation of Rice Creek drops 84 feet 
during its 28-mile course from Clear Lake, which has an 
ordinary high water elevation 890.3 feet above mean 
sea level (Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, 
2008), to its confluence with the Mississippi River. 
Most of that decline in elevation occurs in the last 8 
miles before the junction with the Mississippi River. The 
upper 20 miles of Rice Creek has a fall of about 1 foot 
per mile resulting in relatively poor drainage, and 
providing abundant lakes and wetlands. The very flat 
topography in the northern part of the watershed 
makes drainage divides difficult to distinguish. The 
highest point in the District is more than 1,100 feet 
above mean sea level in Arden Hills; the lowest point is 
in Fridley where Rice Creek flows into the Mississippi 
River. 
 
Subwatersheds 
Subwatersheds can be used as a method of reducing 
the large and somewhat heterogeneous RCWD into 
smaller compartments that have similar features and 
physical characteristics, which is a useful management 
tool. Various approaches have been implemented to 
identify subwatersheds. One of the approaches is 
under development by the U.S. Geological Survey 
(USGS) with input from the Minnesota Department of 
Natural Resources (MnDNR), the Minnesota 
Department of Transportation (MnDOT), and the 
University of Minnesota, describes watersheds in finer 
detail than the 8-digit Hydrologic Units (HU) developed 
by the USGS in the 1970s. 
It goes under a variety of names including the on-line, 
‘Interactive Watershed’, and the Lake Watershed 
Delineation (‘Lakeshed’) Project promoted by the  
MnDNR. (http://gisdmnspl.cr.usgs.gov/index.htm) 
An example of the Interactive Watershed output for 
Clearwater Creek in the RCWD, which is contained 
within the 8-digit HU 07010206, shows that it has a 7-
digit minor watershed code of 2007800 with a 
drainage area of13.04 square miles. Within that 
drainage are the cities of Hugo and Centerville, and 
Oneika Lake. Upstream and draining into that minor 
watershed is 2008000 which includes Bald Eagle and 
Otter Lakes. Minor watershed 2008000 receives 
drainage from 2008100 which includes White Bear 
Lake and part of the city of White Bear Lake. The three 
minor watersheds that comprise Clearwater Creek 
have a total drainage area of 40.17 square miles. 
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In addition to larger subwatersheds defined by 
agencies external to the RCWD, numerous micro 
subwatersheds have been delineated within the 
District. These small-scale subwatersheds reflect 
localized information during studies and assessments, 
and the permitting process. The small-scale nature of 
the delineations means that they often change through 
time as a result of continued land use improvements or 
drainage projects, or may not be relevant beyond the 
specific study area. 
 
Groundwater 
Many of the bedrock formations discussed previously 
contain groundwater aquifers that are important 
sources of water for many of the communities in the 
RCWD. While the southern cities near St. Paul including 
Arden Hills and Roseville are supplied by the Saint Paul 
Regional Water Services, most of the remaining 
communities including the cities of New Brighton, Lino 
Lakes, Centerville, and all of the cities in Washington 
County rely on ground water for their primary source of 
supply. Most of this is drawn from the bedrock aquifers 
including the Prairie Du Chien – Jordan aquifer which is 
extensive in the southern part of the RCWD. More 
northern communities such as Blaine and Lino Lakes 
probably draw water from the Franconia-Ironton-
Galesville aquifer. Although contaminants have been 
detected and are a problem in some communities, 
these aquifers generally are well protected from 
widespread contamination. Where contaminants have 
been detected in water supplies, treatment 
technologies have been employed to make the water 
safe for public consumption. 
 
Surface Waters 
Average annual runoff for the RCWD is between 5 and 
8 inches based on data collected during 1951-80 
(Gebert and others, 1987). This is considerably less 
than the average annual precipitation of about 32 
inches. Average annual runoff is the amount of water 
that actually leaves a watershed after evaporation, 
transpiration, and infiltration are subtracted from 
precipitation. Due to the age of the data, the average 
annual run-off may not correctly account for the 
effects of changing land use and climate. 
 
The flat topography and shallow water table in the 
RCWD, particularly in the northern portions, provide 
many surface water features evident throughout the 

District. Extensive wetlands drain into small streams 
which drain into shallow lakes and larger streams. 
While streams and lakes generally feed into 
progressively larger surface water features, many of 
the lakes are isolated from each other or have stream 
channels that transition into wetlands or other flat 
areas. Lakes which have no outlets and intermittent 
streams suggest a subsurface connection through the 
ground water system. 
 
During seasonal dry conditions or droughts, many 
streams will slow to a trickle or cease to flow. Land-
locked lakes may drop several feet in elevation which 
may inconvenience shoreline landowners who find that 
their shoreline is several feet beyond where it used to 
be. The converse also may occur during wetter than 
normal conditions causing flooding of shorelines and 
nearby dwellings, erosion, and connection of water 
bodies that otherwise were isolated. 
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Findings 
This section describes what BWSR learned about the 
performance of the Rice Creek Watershed District 
during the PRAP process. 

The 2010 Watershed Management Plan for the Rice 
Creek Watershed District (Amended November 9, 
2016) identifies goals and policies. 

Goals and Policies 

“The RCWD goals, policies, and action items presented 
in the chapter address the requirements set forth in 
Minnesota Rule 8410.0080. The goals, policies and 
action items establish the direction for the RCWD and 
provide an indication of how problems and issues will 
be approached and resolved. The RCWD Rules embody 
these goals and objectives by creating legal 
requirements to achieve successful implementation. 

The District goals are organized by management 
category. Policies and actions support the goals for the 
management category. Management categories are 
defined by this plan as: 

Broad areas encompassing the actions and 
efforts of the District related to its day to day 
operations and long-range goals for managing 
water and land related resources; 

A means to communicate District efforts and 
activities to the cities and citizens; and 

An organizational framework to guide yearly 
implementation activities and the expenditure 
of District financial resources. 

The management categories are: 

Education, Data and Information; 
Lakes; 
Wetlands; 
Drainage Systems and Waterways; 
Excess Runoff; 
District Facilities; 
Open Space; and 
Groundwater. 

Education, Data and Information 

Goal: Use education and outreach tools as an integral 
element within the many aspects of the operation of 
the District to credibly convey data and information, 
thereby increasing knowledge, awareness and the 

capacity for decision-making among the constituents 
of the District. 

Lakes 

Goal: Manage lake systems for their ecological and 
community value, in a manner consistent with user 
expectations and technically achievable goals and the 
resources available for preservation, maintenance and 
restoration. 

Wetlands 

Goal: Manage wetlands in a manner which improves 
diversity and ecological integrity on a district-wide 
basis, consistent with the Wetland Conservation Act 
and local opportunities for preservation, enhancement, 
and restoration, while balancing multiple resource 
issues. 

Drainage Systems and Waterways 

Goal: Manage and operate drainage systems and 
manage and use waterways in a manner which 
recognizes the origin of the system (e.g., constructed 
vs. natural), the interconnectedness of resources, and 
present and future conveyance needs, while 
considering legally established rights. 

Excess Runoff 

Goal: Minimize the potential damage to public and 
private infrastructure, private property, the land and 
other important water related natural resources 
caused by excess runoff and flooding. 

District Facilities 

Goal: Construct, maintain and operate facilities owned 
or operated by the District in accordance with their 
resource management purposes and gage their 
effectiveness over time. 

Open Space 

Goal: Capitalize on opportunities to enhance water 
quality, reduce runoff volume and flood damages, and 
enhance ecological resources by using open space and 
greenways. 

Groundwater 

Goal: Incorporate ground water considerations into the 
decision making process with mindfulness of the 
interconnectedness of water and water dependent 
natural resources. 
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Findings Part 1:  Planning 

The District has identified 189 actions for these goals 
for which the Rice Creek Watershed District is 
considered the lead agency. This report assesses those 
189 implementation actions.    

According to the progress report, RCWD is making 
progress on 154 of their planned action items, have 
completed 60 items with 94 actions ongoing and have 
not started 35 planned action items.   

Findings Part 2:  Performance Standards 

During a Level II performance review, BWSR uses 
performance standards to assess four areas of 
operation: administration, planning, execution, and 
communication/coordination.  The standards that 
apply to the RCWD are divided into two categories; 
basic (21) and high performance (12).  

The 21 basic standards describe practices that are 
either legally required or fundamental to watershed 
district operations. The 12 high performance 
standards describe practices that reflect a high level of 
performance. While all watershed districts should be 
meeting the basic standards, only the more ambitious 
ones will meet many high performance standards.  

The Level II review for the Rice Creek Watershed 
District evaluation includes a report of compliance 
with 21 of the 21 basic and 11 of the 12 high 
performance standards for Minnesota metro 
watershed districts. These results put the Rice Creek 
Watershed District at the top of the highest 
performing local governments in Minnesota. 

The results for the District are listed in Appendix B. 

Wetland Conservation Act Compliance: Beginning in 
2017, local government unit (LGU) compliance with 
the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) was added to the 
PRAP Level II assessments.  In 1991, the Legislature 
passed the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) in order 
to achieve a no-net loss in the quantity, quality, and 
biological diversity of Minnesota’s wetlands.  In doing 
so, they designated certain implementation 
responsibilities to local government units (LGUs) and 
soil and water conservation districts (SWCDs) with the 
Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) to provide 
oversight.  One oversight mechanism is an 

administrative review of how LGUs and SWCDs are 
carrying out their responsibilities.  

BWSR uses the administrative review process to 
evaluate LGU and SWCD performance related to their 
responsibilities under the WCA.  The review is 
intended to determine if an LGU or SWCD is fulfilling 
their responsibilities under WCA and to provide 
recommendations for improvement as applicable.    

The BWSR Wetland Specialist assigned to assist Rice 
Creek Watershed District conducted an evaluation of 
LGU performance in carrying out the responsibilities as 
described in Minnesota Rules 8420. 

Data for WCA program review was collected via direct 
interview(s) with staff, a review of an appropriate 
number and type of project files, a review of existing 
documentation on file (i.e. annual 
reporting/resolutions), and through prior BWSR staff 
experience/interaction with the LGU or SWCD.  In 
some cases, a project site review may be necessary.  
Generally, interviews, project file reviews and site 
visits were done with two BWSR staff on agreed upon 
dates.  A review of implementation of the Wetland 
Conservation Act found that Rice Creek Watershed 
District is generally implementing the program in 
compliance with Minnesota Rule 8420. A copy of the 
WCA report is located in Appendix D. 
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Targeted Watershed Demonstration 
Program  
In 2013, the Minnesota Legislature passed Laws of 
Minnesota 2013, Chapter 137, Article 2, Section 7(a), 
requiring the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil 
Resources (BWSR), using Clean Water Fund 
appropriations, to award competitive grants to local 
government units that will result in a significant 
reduction in water pollution in a selected 
subwatershed. Priority in making grants must be given 
to the three to six best designed plans each year. 
Based on this legislation, BWSR created and 
implemented the Clean Water Fund Targeted 
Watershed Demonstration Program (TWDP).  
 

The program focuses on watersheds where the 
amount of change necessary to improve water quality 
is known, the actions needed to achieve results are 
identified, and a majority of those actions can be 
implemented within a four-year time period. Its 
emphasis is on demonstrating water quality 
improvements, not on sustaining high quality systems. 
The program stresses the importance of incorporating 
the wealth of science-based information, summarized 
in TMDLs, WRAPS and other technical reports, into 
sound decision-making. However, managing water 
resources is an ongoing task and the lag time between 
when actions are taken and environmental 
improvements are observed depends on the scale of 
the problem. 

Rice Creek Watershed District received a Targeted 
Watershed grant of $3,000,000 in 2014 to construct 
urban stormwater practices in Hansen Park, 
streambank protection in Middle Rice Creek and carp 
management in the watershed district. Below is a 
discussion of the project progress and value provided 
by Rice Creek Watershed District staff.  

At Hansen Park, all that remains is final completion 
and paving of a park trail that was raised by the 
project along with some finish grading and native plant 
and turf revegetation work.  We expect that the iron-
enhanced sand filter will begin formal operations this 
summer.  At Mirror Lake, all that remains is final 
grading of the flood protection berm and some 
revegetation work.  The new meandered channels at 
Middle Rice Creek were all brought ”online” this winter 
and the old channels were filled.  Revegetation will 

wrap up this spring and the site will enter a monitoring 
phase.  The project is practically complete.  Carp 
Management activities continue as we test and fine-
tune operation the low-voltage electric barriers.  
Permanent installations at the two barrier sites will 
likely utilize the remainder of our budget within that 
activity.  Other smaller carp management activities 
may also be pursued this year.  There were a few 
smaller BMPs contemplated at Hansen Park and Mirror 
Lake that were not pursued within the grant window, 
either due to site constraints or lack of adequate 
cost/benefit ratios.  These will be addressed specifically 
in the final report for the grant, which is due after the 
end of the calendar year. 

All in all, the TWD grant provided critical funding for a 
suite of projects that would likely not have been 
possible without the financial support from BWSR.  OR, 
possibly, it would have at least taken us many more 
years to implement them.  Partnerships have been 
strengthened with the Cities of New Brighton and Saint 
Anthony as well as Ramsey County.  We were able to 
also combine the water quality improvements 
associated with some of the projects with urban flood 
storage improvements, meeting additional local goals 
not even contemplated by the original grant 
application.  Construction delays due to inadequate 
weather were a constant battle on all three major 
projects, however, the four-year grant window offered 
through the TWD program allowed for all projects to 
be completed on time.  In all, BWSR’s investment of 
$3.0 million was matched with approximately $4.0 
million of additional local investment into the projects 
implemented through this program either directly or 
indirectly. 
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Findings Part 3:  LGU Self-Assessment 

The information in parts 3 and 4 is based on responses 
to surveys developed by BWSR to obtain the opinions 
of both board members and staff and the RCWD’s 
partner organizations about district performance. At 
BWSR’s request, district staff identified current 
managers and staff and representatives from those 
partner organizations with which they have an on-
going working relationship. BWSR sent an online 
survey to the individuals identified, and analyzed the 
results.   The identity of survey respondents is 
unknown to both BWSR and the watershed district. 

Part 3 summarizes the results from the survey of 
managers and staff regarding the accomplishments of 
the organization over the past several years.  

A total of 18 board members and staff were invited to 
take the survey and 14 (78%) responded. The full 
responses are reported in Appendix C, and 
summarized here.  

When asked to list the district’s successes, managers 
and staff mentioned the following: 

Long Lake Targeted Watershed Demonstration 
Project, Bald Eagle Lake Alum Treatment, 
Southwest Urban Lakes Implementation 
Program, Hardwood Creek Restoration Project, 
development of the Stormwater Reuse for 
Irrigation Assessment Methodology, various 
grant programs, regulatory program, surface 
water monitoring program, public drainage 
system inspection/maintenance/repair 
program, ACD Ditch 31 & 46 repair and 
maintenance projects. 

Comprehensive Public Drainage repair, Flood 
Control Regulatory including permit review and 
inspection services, water quality protection 
and monitoring Stormwater Reuse Public 
Drainage maintenance program, 
Communication and Outreach. 

Public Drainage Program, Comprehensive 
Repairs. 

Bald Eagle and Silver Lake meeting state 
standards, water reuse standards developed 
for BWSR, Hanson and Mirror Ponds 
addressing water retention, flooding. Overall 
Ditch repair and maintenance progress. 

Hardwood Creek Restoration, Bald Eagle Alum 
Treatment, Long Lake Targeted Watershed 
Demonstration - carp management, Middle 
Rice Creek Restoration.. 

Bald Eagle Lake Restoration Project was very 
successful. The District's cost-share programs, 
such as the Urban Stormwater Remediation 
Cost-Share program, are successful. The Forest 
Lake High School Stormwater Reuse 
Partnership Project is successful so far and is 
currently resulting in additional partnership 
opportunities and innovative projects with the 
school. 

Long Lake Targeted Watershed Demonstration 
Program (Hansen Park, Mirror Lake, Middle 
Rice Creek & Carp Management Projects) 
Public Drainage System Repair and 
Maintenance Program  

TMDL load reduction implementation flood 
reduction projects (ditch maintenance). 

Urban Stormwater Remediation, Cost-Share 
Program, Permitting Program, Water Quality 
Grant Program, Local Water Planning Process. 

Master Water Steward Program. 

Survey participants stated reasons for success included  

Staff's ongoing hard work managing multiple 
projects/programs and collaborating with each 
other, partnerships with other 
agencies/organizations/cities/counties/landow
ners, various funding sources, conscious 
messaging and outreach. 

RCWD Board listening to residents and City 
Council while working together to address high 
water table and flooding problems. 

Vision and leadership from the Board of 
Managers. Outstanding staff and consulting 
team that has had minimal turnover. Strong 
partnership and collaboration with local city 
and county partners. 

Vision and leadership from the board of 
managers and strong staff team with minimal 
turn over. 

Access to State funding for Bald Eagle, Hanson 
and Mirror pond. These types of projects are 
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probably impossible under BWSR pilot funding 
changes. Ditches are the result of long term 
planning and commitment. 

Strong partnerships and leadership. 

Actively partnering with other agencies and 
grant funding helped these projects and 
programs be successful. 

RCWD is fortunate to have quality staff, an 
understanding and responsible Board, and 
engaged partners willing to come to the table 
and make change happen. BWSR Clean Water 
Fund grants have also been critical in filling 
funding gaps for our water quality projects. 

One survey participant stated fostering partnerships 
with our communities has helped make us a successful 
District. I feel our staff strives to be reasonable and 
helpful to our communities and constituents. Our 
permitting staff consistently holds pre-application 
meetings and we meet monthly with our consultants to 
discuss improvements and issues. As of late, we have 
been working with Master Water Stewards to utilize 
them as stewards to help install projects with our 
Water Quality Grant program. We have begun meeting 
with communities in City/County Partner meetings to 
update them on District activities and solicit input. 
Through the local water planning process, we intend to 
use these plans to inform our Watershed Management 
Plan. 

Also mentioned was Pre-project feasibility and 
planning grants good staff, board, partners and grants 
as reasons the projects were successful.  

When asked which of the organization's programs or 
projects have shown little progress or been on hold, 
survey participants mentioned 

Wetland bank development, wetland 
restoration, wetland protection near ditches. 

Targeting projects in rural communities. 
Closing of historic permits. 

Rice Lake Outlet maintenance. 

One survey participant stated our water 
quality/quantity monitoring program is very effective 
and well-managed, but I feel that additional resources 
and staff should be added to make it more robust than 
it is currently. Also, our communications and outreach 

program has always suffered from lack of attention 
over the years. 

When asked why the organization has had difficulty 
with these projects and programs, one person said 
overall, these projects/programs were on hold due to 
unplanned circumstances. We had staff turnover in 
2016 that delayed some progress with the District's 
education and outreach efforts. The Peltier Lake 
Drawdown Project was also delayed due to abnormally 
high precipitation in 2016, which did not create ideal 
conditions for a drawdown. The project was able to 
start back up in the fall of 2017. 

Other reasons for difficulties included,  

We have a huge watershed with a plethora of 
resources and some are not being watched as 
well as maybe we'd like. This is strictly due to 
the extensive workloads our staff have to 
manage. While we've typically always carried 
one full-time outreach person, the program 
has not been given adequate budget by our 
Board and the staff member is routinely pried 
away to work on other programs of 
"immediate importance". 

We could use more staff to support more of 
our programs. Specific to rural issues, it can be 
difficult to find willing landowners, as trust can 
be an issue. 

Permitting, weather/site conditions, 
interpretation of rules/laws. 

Managers and staff identified good working 
relationships with BWSR, DNR, MPCA, USGS, Met 
Council, University of Minnesota, cities, counties, lake 
associations, MAWD, Met. Council, Army Corps of 
Engineers, Soil and Water Conservation Districts, DNR 
Fisheries. 

When asked who the Watershed District should 
collaborate with more, DNR, MnDOT, Army Corps of 
Engineers, were mentioned.  

When asked what the organization could do to be 
more effective in accomplishing plan goals and 
objectives, one survey participant stated better 
management plan orientation for new staff connecting 
their day-to-day tasks and work areas to goals and 
objectives laid out in the management plan. Also have 
ongoing management plan review for all staff (at least 
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annually--a lot can change in one year). Reformat the 
management plan into a more usable document 
(hyperlinks in the table of contents, etc.). 

Other suggestions for improved performance included: 

More staff (6 responses). 

Complete the ongoing strategy direction 
process and update the watershed plan 
(anticipated by 2020). 

We are currently working on our strategic plan 
to develop priorities. 

Reinstate State funding, remove unnecessary 
and slow DNR and COE permit review. 

Continued partnership with other agencies and 
organizations, increase education and 
outreach efforts to partners and the public. 

Increase funding and/or staffing for 
monitoring and outreach programs. Simplify 
District policies. Stop worrying about remote 
possibilities of litigation over decisions made. 
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Findings Part 4:  Partners’ Assessment 

A total of 28 partners from a variety of organizations 
were invited to take the online survey regarding the 
work of, and their relationship with, the Rice Creek 
Watershed District. Eighteen of the 28 partners invited 
to take the survey responded (64%).  Individual survey 
respondents are anonymous so there is no count of 
which organizations responded.   

In general, the RCWD received very high marks from 
the partners who responded.  Most partners indicated 
they had contact with the RCWD a few times to 
monthly.   

About three quarters of the WD partners indicated the 
amount of work they do with the district to be about 
right (76.5%) and 23.5% said the amount of work with 
the WD was not enough, there is more we can do 
together.    

Partners rated the RCWD in five performance areas; 
communication, quality of work, relations with 
customers, initiative and timelines/follow though.  
The table below provides partner ratings.  More than 
85% of the partners ranked the watershed district 
performance good or strong for communication, 
quality of work, initiative and timelines and follow 
through. Partners rated relations with customers 
strong by 47%, good by 29% acceptable by about 12% 
and poor by one person (5.9%).  

 

Partners also describe their working relationship with 
the watershed district mainly in a favorable way, with 
29% rating it powerful, 47 percent describing it as 

strong, and about 12 percent describing it as good and 
one person describing it acceptable and one person 
rating it poor.   

There were suggestions for needed improvements for 
the watershed district including one person stated 
much more could be happening in the Washington 
County portion of RCWD if they did more in partnership 
with other LGU and invested more in the education, 
outreach and BMP programs for those communities. 
Similarly, WCD does not provide the same level of 
water monitoring for RCWD as in the rest of the 
county's watersheds. This leads to less engagement 
with those communities.  

One survey participant stated it would be nice to have 
RCWD act as a liaison between groups for locations 
where drainage issues occur. Oftentimes, we are 
impacted by a drainage issue not being addressed by 
another group. When we seek action to remedy it, the 
issue is associated as "ours" when there are others 
contributing to it. This seems one of the primary 
reasons watershed districts were created. 

Another survey participant stated I think they would be 
more effective if agencies like BWSR, DNR, and MPCA 
would be more willing to be creative for 
replacement/enhancement projects.  

 

 

 

 
    

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Performance 
Area 

Partner Ratings (Percent) 

Strong Good  Accep
table 

Poor Don’t 
Know 

Communication 52.9% 35.3% 5.9% 5.9% 0% 

Quality of Work 64.7% 23.5% 0% 5.9% 5.9% 

Relations with 
Customers 

47.1% 29.4% 11.8% 5.9% 5.9% 

Initiative 64.7% 23.5% 5.9% 5.9% 0% 

Timelines/ 
Follow through 

52.9% 41.2% 5.9% 0% 0% 
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Conclusions 
The Rice Creek Watershed District has been very 
effective in implementing urban stormwater practices, 
streambank protection, wetland management and 
conducting water quality monitoring programs and 
projects.  

The Watershed District has been effective in achieving 
the goals outlined in their Water Management Plan, 
and has been successful in creating partnerships and 
joint efforts to do so.     

High marks were given to the RCWD by about 85% of 
their partners in the areas of communication, quality 
of work, relationships, initiative.   

The performance standards assessment shows that 
the district is in compliance with all basic 
requirements.   

Action Items 

Action Items are based on those Part 2 Basic Practice 
performance standards for which the district is out of 
compliance. The Rice Creek Watershed District does 
not have any action items.  

Commendations 

The RCWD is commended for meeting eleven out of 12 
high performance standards which represent activity 
and effort above and beyond basic requirements.  This 
accomplishment puts the Watershed District at the top 
of all local government units in Minnesota. (See also, 
Appendix B). 

Administrator on Staff 

Board  training – orientation and continuing 
education plan and record for each board 
member 

Staff  training – orientation and continuing 
education plan and record for each staff 
person 

Operational guidelines exist and are current 

Public drainage records meet modernization 
guidelines 

Biennial Budget Request submitted within last 
24 months 

Strategic plan identifies short-term activities 
and budgets based on state and local 
watershed priorities  

Water quality trends tracked for priority water 
bodies 

Watershed hydrologic trends monitored and 
reported. 

Coordination with County Board and City/Twp. 
officials 

Partnerships:  cooperative projects/tasks with 
neighboring districts, counties, and soil and 
water districts, non-governmental 
organization.  
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Recommendations 
This section contains recommendations offered by 
BWSR to the Rice Creek Watershed District board of 
managers and staff to enhance the organization’s 
service to the residents of the district and its delivery 
of effective water and related land resource 
management.  BWSR financial assistance may be 
available to support the RCWD’s implementation of 
some of these recommendations. 

Recommendation 1:  Continue and expand the use of 
Prioritized, Targeted and Measureable as criteria for 
Goals and Objectives in the next water management 
plan as appropriate.  

The Prioritized, Targeted and Measureable criteria for 
water resource management planning goals is the new 
standard for One Watershed-One Plan efforts 
currently underway. In the next district water 
management plan, the managers and staff should 
continue to embrace this concept and structure their 
goals and objectives to explicitly acknowledge these 
criteria.  

Recommendation 2: Structure website information to 
report progress and trends made in achieving 
resource outcome goals. 

Efforts should be made to share resource progress and 
trend information in easy to understand and easy to 
access formats on the websites.  Significant water 
quality monitoring efforts have taken place in the 
Watershed District and the results should be made 
accessible to the public. 
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LGU Comments and                     
BWSR Responses 
The Rice Creek Watershed District was invited to 
provide a written response to a draft version of this 
report.  The response has been summarized and 
responded to in this section.  The full response from 
the RCWD can be found in Appendix E of this report. 

RCWD Comment #1 – The Rice Creek Watershed 
District Board of Managers is pleased with the results 
of this performance review and would like to thank 
you for the opportunity to participate in the program. 
The products derived from the PRAP process will be 
very helpful for the District in the early stages of 
developing its next Watershed Management Plan. 

BWSR Response – BWSR appreciates the comment 
and looks forward to working with the Rice Creek 
Watershed District in the future. 

RCWD Comment #2 – The two recommendations 
provided by BWSR are consistent with the District’s 
early discussions about its strategic direction for its 
new Watershed Management Plan (WMP). (See 
appendix E for full text).  

BWSR Response – BWSR looks forward to working 
with the Rice Creek Watershed District in development 
of the next Watershed Management Plan. 
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Rice Creek Watershed District Expenditures for last 10 years 
 

2008 $3,596,875.04 
2009 $3,442,131.27 
2010 $3,283,515.46 
2011 $3,823,438.48 
2012 $4,212,508.37 
2013 $3,509,240.77 
2014 $3,930,736.25 
2015 $3,527,972.21 
2016 $5,113,592.19 
2017 $6,706,183.91 
Total Expenditures –  
2008 – 2017 = $41,146,194 
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Appendix C.  Summary of Survey Results 
Survey Overview: 

The survey was developed by BWSR staff for the purpose of identifying information about the local government 
unit’s performance from both board members and staff and from the unit’s partner organizations.  The Rice Creek 
Watershed District identified, at BWSR’s request, their current board members, staff and the partner 
organizations with whom they have an on-going working relationship.  BWSR staff invited those people to take 
the on-line survey and their responses were received and analyzed by BWSR staff.  Board members and staff 
answered a different set of survey questions than the partners. The identity of the survey respondents is 
unknown to both BWSR and the Rice Creek Watershed District. 
 
In this case, 18 board members and staff, and 28 partner organization representatives, were invited to take the 
survey.  Fourteen board members or staff responded (78%).  Eighteen partners responded, a 64% response rate.   
Both sets of responses are summarized below.  Some responses were edited for clarity or brevity. 
 
Board Member and Staff Questions and Responses 

How often does your organization use your current management plan to guide decisions about what you do? 
(response percent)   

Always                  69.2% 
Usually 30.8% 
Seldom 0.0 
Never 0.0 

 

Additional Comments:  

The management plan is difficult to use on a day-to-day basis due to its length and format. It's an ongoing 
process to connect day-to-day tasks to big-picture management plan components (the connections to 
various program areas or projects are not always clear and the management plan is high-level and 
complex). 

The WMP sets District policy and guides all actions undertaken by the RCWD. 
 

List your organization’s most successful programs and projects during the past 3-5 years. 

Long Lake Targeted Watershed Demonstration Project, Bald Eagle Lake Alum Treatment, Southwest Urban 
Lakes Implementation Program, Hardwood Creek Restoration Project, development of the Stormwater Reuse for 
Irrigation Assessment Methodology, various grant programs, regulatory program, surface water monitoring 
program, public drainage system inspection/maintenance/repair program (various other projects and programs 
too that are still underway; too early to be listed as a "most successful" program or project). 

ACD Ditch 31 & 46 repair and maintenance projects. 

Comprehensive Public Drainage repair Flood Control Regulatory including permit review and inspection services 
Water quality protection and monitoring Stormwater Reuse Public Drainage maintenance program 
Communication and Outreach. 

Public Drainage Program 5 Comprehensive Repairs Built the largest flood control project in the Districts History 
Received the largest grant in Districts History. 

Bald Eagle and Silver Lake meeting State Standards. Water reuse standards developed for BWSR. Hanson and 
Mirror Ponds addressing water retention, flooding. Overall Ditch repair and maintenance progress. 

Hardwood Creek Restoration, Bald Eagle Alum Treatment, Long Lake Targeted Watershed Demonstration - carp 
management, Middle Rice Creek Restoration, Hansen Park and Mirror Lake stormwater retrofit. 
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I have worked for the Rice Creek Watershed District for less than three years, however what I've seen so far is 
the Bald Eagle Lake Restoration Project was very successful. The District's cost-share programs, such as the 
Urban Stormwater Remediation Cost-Share program, are successful in that there's a high demand from partner 
agencies and the public with many projects getting installed. The Forest Lake High School Stormwater Reuse 
Partnership Project is successful so far and is currently resulting in additional partnership opportunities and 
innovative projects with the school. 

Long Lake Targeted Watershed Demonstration Program (Hansen Park, Mirror Lake, Middle Rice Creek & Carp 
Management Projects) Public Drainage System Repair and Maintenance Program Bald Eagle Lake Improvement 
Project. 

TMDL load reduction implementation flood reduction projects (ditch maintenance). 

Urban Stormwater Remediation Cost-Share Program Permitting Program Water Quality Grant Program Local 
Water Planning Process. 

Targeted Watershed Demonstration Projects (Hansen Park, MRC restoration, Mirror Pond, Carp Mgmt.), BEL 
Alum Project, ACD 31/46 repair project, ACD 10-22-32 Repair Project, ACD 53/62 Br 1 Repair Project, ACD 
5/AWJD4 Repair-Maintenance Project, Cost-Share program, USWR cost share program, Master Water Steward 
Program. 

 
 

What helped make these projects and programs successful? 

Staff's ongoing hard work managing multiple projects/programs and collaborating with each other, 
partnerships with other agencies/organizations/cities/counties/landowners, various funding sources, conscious 
messaging and outreach. 

RCWD Board listening to residents and City Council while working together to address high water table and 
flooding problems. 

Vision and leadership from the Board of Managers. Outstanding staff and consulting team that has had minimal 
turnover. Strong partnership and collaboration with local city and county partners. 

Vision and leadership from the board of managers and strong staff team with minimal turn over. 

Access to State funding for Bald Eagle, Hanson and Mirror pond. These types of projects are probably impossible 
under BWSR pilot funding changes. Ditches are the result of long term planning and commitment. 

Strong partnerships and leadership. 

Actively partnering with other agencies and grant funding helped these projects and programs be successful. 

RCWD is fortunate to have quality staff, an understanding and responsible Board, and engaged partners willing 
to come to the table and make change happen. BWSR Clean Water Fund grants have also been critical in filling 
funding gaps for our water quality projects. 

Pre-project feasibility and planning grants good staff. 

Fostering partnerships with our communities has helped make us a successful District. I feel our staff strives to 
be reasonable and helpful to our communities and constituents Our permitting staff consistently holds pre-
application meetings and we meet monthly with our consultants to discuss improvements and issues. As of late, 
we have been working with Master Water Stewards to utilize them as stewards to help install projects with our 
Water Quality Grant program We have begun meeting with communities in City/County Partner meetings to 
update them on District activities and solicit input. Through the local water planning process, we intend to use 
these plans to inform our Watershed Management Plan 

Staff, Board, partners, grants. 
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During the past 3-5 years, which of your organization’s programs or projects have shown little progress or 
been on hold? 

None that I know of. 

There has been progress on all prioritized program and project areas. 

I believe all programs are making progress. 

None. 

Unsure. 

I have worked for the Rice Creek Watershed District for less than three years, however I recall in 2016 aspects of the 
District's Education and Outreach Program and the Peltier Lake Drawdown Project were on hold. 

Our water quality/quantity monitoring program is very effective and well-managed, but I feel that additional resources and 
staff should be added to make it more robust than it is currently. Also, our communications and outreach program has 
always suffered from lack of attention over the years. 

Wetland bank development wetland restoration wetland protection near ditches. 

Targeting projects in rural communities Closing of historic permits. 

Rice Lake Outlet maintenance. 
 

List the reasons why the organization has had difficulty with these projects and programs. 

NA 

There are more emerging issues than anticipated and priorities change. 

N/A 

Unsure 

Overall, these projects/programs were on hold due to unplanned circumstances. We had staff turnover in 2016 
that delayed some progress with the District's education and outreach efforts. The Peltier Lake Drawdown 
Project was also delayed due to abnormally high precipitation in 2016, which did not create ideal conditions for 
a drawdown. The project was able to start back up in the fall of 2017. 

We have a huge watershed with a plethora of resources and some are not being watched as well as maybe we'd 
like. This is strictly due to the extensive workloads our staff have to manage. While we've typically always 
carried one full-time outreach person, the program has not been given adequate budget by our Board and the 
staff member is routinely pried away to work on other programs of "immediate importance". 

We could use more staff to support more of our programs. Specific to rural issues, it can be difficult to find 
willing landowners, as trust can be an issue. 

Permitting, weather/site conditions, interpretation of rules/laws. 
 
 

Regarding the various organizations and agencies with which you could cooperate on projects or programs… 

List the ones with which you work well already 

BWSR, DNR, MPCA, USGS, Met Council, University of Minnesota 

Some local cities 

Cities, Counties, lake associations, most state agencies, MAWD, Met. Council 

BWSR, ACD, RCD, WCD, ACOE, MnDNR 
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BWSR, Non- Project Lake Organizations as well as cities and counties 

BWSR 

Soil Water Conservation Districts, Cities, BWSR, Met. Council 

Many of our cities have been active and engaged partners, key examples are New Brighton, Roseville, Forest 
Lake & Hugo. All three SWCDs (Anoka, Ramsey, Washington) in our jurisdiction are excellent partners. 

BWSR, DNR Fisheries, County SWCDs 

BWSR on WCA items; Soil and water conservation districts are great 

Cities, BWSR, SWCDs, DNR 

 

List the ones with which better collaboration would benefit your organization 

MN DNR, MnDOT ACOE 

Army Corps, DNR on occasion. 

Army Corps, DNR 

DNR, COE 

Counties 

MnDOT, first and foremost. Certain cities are less engaged for various reasons. 

ACOE, DNR Waters 

DNR 

 

If you don’t know much about your organization’s working relationships with partners, enter “I don’t know” 

I don't know. 

I don't know much yet. 
 
 

What steps could your organization take to increase your effectiveness in accomplishing your plan goals and 
objectives? 

Better management plan orientation for new staff connecting their day-to-day tasks and work areas to goals 
and objectives laid out in the management plan. Also have ongoing management plan review for all staff (at 
least annually--a lot can change in one year). Reformat the management plan into a more usable document 
(hyperlinks in the table of contents, etc.). 

More staff. 

Complete the ongoing strategy direction process and update the watershed plan (anticipated by 2020). 

We are currently working on our strategic plan to develop priorities. 

Reinstate State funding, remove unnecessary and slow DNR and COE permit review. 

More staff. 

Continued partnership with other agencies and organizations, increase education and outreach efforts to 
partners and the public, and potentially add more staff in the future. 

Increase funding and/or staffing for monitoring and outreach programs. Simplify District policies. Stop worrying 
about remote possibilities of litigation over decisions made. 
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Hire additional staff. 

Additional staff/funding. 
 

How long have you been with the organization?                                                            (response percent)        
Less than 5 years 38.5% 
5 to 10 years 53.8% 
More than 15 years 7.7% 

 
Partner Organization Questions and Responses 
 

Question:  How often have you interacted with this organization during the past two to three years?    Select the 
response closest to your experience.                                                                           (response percent) 

Not at all 0.0% 
A few times 5.9% 
Several times a year 29.4% 
Monthly 41.2% 
Almost every week 23.5% 
Daily 0.0% 

 
 

Is the amount of work you do in partnership with this organization…                                                    (percent) 
Not enough, there is potential for us to do more together 23.5% 
About right 76.5% 
Too much, they depend on us for work they should be doing for themselves 0.0% 
Too much, we depend on them for work we should be doing ourselves or with 
others 

0.0% 

 
Additional Comments:   

None 
 

Based on your experience working with them, please rate the organization in the following areas: 
 

Performance Characteristic 
Rating (percent of responses) 

Strong Good Acceptable Poor I don’t 
know 

Communication (they keep us informed; we know their activities; 
they seek our input) 

52.9% 35.3% 5.9% 5.9% 0% 

Quality of work (they have good projects and programs; good 
service delivery) 

64.7% 23.5% 0% 5.9% 5.9% 

Relationships with Customers (they work well with landowners 
and clients) 

47.1% 29.4% 11.8% 5.9% 5.9% 

Initiative (they are willing to take on new projects, try new ideas) 
 

64.7% 23.5% 5.9% 5.9% 0% 

Timelines/Follow-through (they are reliable and meet deadlines) 
 

52.9% 41.2% 5.9% 0% 0% 
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How is your working relationship with this organization? (percent) 
Powerful, we are more effective working together 29.4% 
Strong, we work well together most of the time 47.0% 
Good, but it could be better 11.8% 
Acceptable, but a struggle at times 5.9% 
Poor, there are almost always difficulties 5.9% 
Non-existent, we don’t work with this organization 0% 

 
Comments from Partners about their working relationship with the Rice Creek WD. 

We are not always identified as a project partner when we do have stakes or potential investment into the 
opportunity. 

Need to work to eliminate redundant regulation and responsibilities revolving around MS4 requirements. 

There is always room for improvement. 

 

Do you have additional thought about how the “subject” organization could be more effective? 

Much more could be happening in the Washington County portion of RCWD if they did more in partnership with other LGU 
and invested more in the education, outreach and BMP programs for those communities. Similarly, WCD does not provide 
the same level of water monitoring for RCWD as in the rest of the county's watersheds. This leads to less engagement with 
those communities. 

It would be nice to have RCWD act as a liaison between groups for locations where drainage issues occur. Oftentimes, we 
are impacted by a drainage issue not being addressed by another group. When we seek action to remedy it, the issue is 
associated as "ours" when there are others contributing to it. This seems one of the primary reasons watershed districts 
were created. 

I think they would be more effective if agencies like BWSR, DNR, and MPCA would be more willing to be creative for 
replacement/enhancement projects. 

Not to be redundant, but redundancies of regulation and oversight is our main concern. The district rules mirror regulations 
from the MPCA that are already on the books. Cities in the district are all MS4s, and are therefore, bound by these rules. 
Yet, RCWD requires maintenance agreements, conducts erosion control inspections, reviews plans and performs other 
functions, all of which are already required under NPDES/MS4 rules. We would also favor a more accountable board (one 
which is elected). 

 

How long have you been with your current organization?                                                (response percent) 
Less than 5 years 47% 
5 to 15 years 47% 
More than 15 years 6% 
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Appendix D.  Wetland Conservation Act 
 

WCA Performance Standards Staff Review Questions for LGU 
 
Administration  
 

1) Does the LGU have a written acknowledgment and adopting resolution assuming WCA responsibilities on 
file? If so, when was this executed?  A copy should be provided.  
 
Yes, RCWD Board Resolution 8-25-1993.  8420.0200 Duties: must send an acknowledgement. BWSR has in 
Anoka files: 1992 interim rule adoption through July 1993. Aug. 5, 1993 Resolution adopting WCA 
program within the boundaries of the district. Resolution attached in email to BWSR. 
 

2) Does the LGU have copies of resolutions from other cities/municipalities who have delegated WCA to the 
LGU? Is there a matching resolution that the LGU accepts this delegation?  Copies should be provided. 
 
RCWD understands this item to not be applicable to metro area PRAP reviews.  RCWD is the LGU with no 
city/municipality is defined as LGU. RCWD notes that two cities, Hugo and Circle Pines have assumed WCA 
regulatory authority. 
 

3) Has the LGU granted decision making authority to staff?  If so, is there a resolution, rule or ordinance in 
place indicating this?  What decisions are delegated to staff and/or consultant? Does the resolution or 
rule include all decision types? A copy should be provided.  
 
Yes, some WCA decision authority delegated to District Administrator.  The delegated WCA authority 
under RCWD Resolution 2009-07 is to: 

Wetland Type 
Wetland Boundary 
No-Loss 
Exemption 
Certain Replacement Plan Amendments replacement plan determinations meeting the following 
criteria: 

Amendments to Board-approved replacement plans adjusting wetland replacement design 
(layouts, alignments, dimensions and footprint) provided replacement requirements are met. 
Amendments to Board-approved replacement plans reflecting changes to wetland impact 
(layouts, alignments, dimensions and footprint) provided that there is no increase in wetland 
impact or change to type of wetland impacted. 

Resolution attached in email to BWSR. 
 

4) Does the LGU have knowledgeable and trained staff that manages the WCA program or has secured a 
qualified delegate?   Evaluate primary staff person. Secondary staff should be included as applicable.    

 
Staff OR Qualified delegate/Consultant    OR None 

 
a. What background, training, and/or experience does this person have?  
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Nick Tomczik – Permit Coordinator/Wetland Specialist 
Check All That Apply with Approximate Dates if known  

 5 Day WDCP Basic Delineation Training Class Attendance Attended in early 2000 timeframe 
 Delineation Certification – Professional/In-Training Professional Certification # 1050 

September 2005 
 BWSR Academy WCA Session Attendance Routine attendance; last in 2017 emphasis on WCA 

and Wetland related items  
 Soils Training/Education – BWSR Academy/WDCP/Other Past BWSR Academy 
 Hydrology Training/Education – BWSR Academy/WDCP/Other Past BWSR Academy 
 Vegetation Training/Education – BWSR Academy/WDCP/Other Past BWSR Academy  
 College Degree – AA/AS/BA/BS/MS – Natural 

Resources/Hydrology/Soils/Vegetation/Biology/Environment/Policy  B.A. Local & Urban Affairs 
 Other: WPA Forums 
 Other:Click here to enter text. 

 
b. Years of Experience Administering WCA (<2 yrs. OR 2-5 yrs. OR >5 yrs.)? Experience greater than 5 

years.  Employment with WCA administration duties started in May of 2000 with Benton County 
and continued uninterrupted with WCA administration continuing at RCWD in 2008 until today. 
 

c. Has there been recent staff changes?   No. 
 

d. Are there identified areas in which staff requires additional training or experience?  
WDCP type refresher course. 

 
Patrick Hughes – Regulatory Assistant 

Check All That Apply with Approximate Dates if known  
 5 Day WDCP Basic Delineation Training Class Attendance Fall 2016 
 Delineation Certification – Professional/In-Training 
 BWSR Academy WCA Session Attendance 2014 and 2017 
 Soils Training/Education – BWSR Academy/WDCP/Other 
 Hydrology Training/Education – BWSR Academy/WDCP/Other 
 Vegetation Training/Education – BWSR Academy/WDCP/Other 
 College Degree – AA/AS/BA/BS/MS – Natural 

Resources/Hydrology/Soils/Vegetation/Biology/Environment/Biology, Society, and 
Environment 

 Other:Click here to enter text. 
 Other:Click here to enter text. 

 
 

e. Years of Experience Administering WCA (<2 yrs. OR 2-5 yrs. OR >5 yrs.)? 2-5 yrs 
 

f. Has there been recent staff changes?   No 
 

g. Are there identified areas in which staff requires additional training or experience?  
Patrick to take Certification test in 2018. 
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5) Is there a local appeals process set up by resolution, rule or policy?  If so, does it address all decision types 
and adequately lay out the process? Does it include a public hearing process?  Explain and/or attach a 
copy. 
 
Delegated decision appeal process is defined in RCWD Resolution 2009-07; bringing the appeal to RCWD 
Board for consideration.  All other decisions are Board decisions in which case appeal is considered by 
BWSR.  Resolution 2009-07 attached in email to BWSR. 
 

6) Other questions specific to Region or LGU as determined by the reviewer.  Consider questions on 
administration of local rules/ordinances, CoWPMP, or local violation resolutions as applicable.   

 
Question 1.    CWPMP. Yearly report are sent to BWSR. 
 
Question 2. RCWD does get pass through NRBG, LGU reporting district-wide. Both Anoka and 

Ramsey County pass through NRBG funding.  
 

Summary and Recommendations:  RCWD staff meet or exceed trained and 
knowledgeable criteria per WCA. 
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Execution & Coordination 
 

1) Does the LGU make decisions and determinations in conformance with WCA Rule? This question will be 
answered via the questions below in conjunction with an appropriate amount of project file reviews (See 
WCA Project File Review and Summary Sheet) as determined by the reviewer.  

 
a. General Workload summary (i.e. typical project review types/significant workload areas/estimate 

percent of staff time spent annually or FTE) : Workload is generalized as 50% of Permit 
Coordinator’s time and 35% of Regulatory Assistant.  However, the primary WCA staff have 
administrative and site assistance.  Office staff assist in initiating file/record setup in various 
RCWD electronic tools (Laserfiche, Permit Viewer, Database, etc.).  Additionally, RCWD has 
multiple field inspection staff.  These staff complete site inspections and ensure compliance for 
WCA items during construction and facilitate documentation, survey as built condition, for 
impacts and replacement components. 
 

b. Number and Type of Files reviewed: RCWD files reviewed: 17-078R Lot 3, Block 1, Blaine's 
Northern Asphalt, 17-024 County Rd I @ Silver Lake Road Ditching, 17-104 Reinke-Camp 3 Road 
Driveway, 17-006 Tiller Corporation 
 

c. Does the LGU provide an NOA for no loss and exemptions? By local requirement or staff choice 
based on project? (i.e. does the LGU go beyond the WCA requirements for these project review 
types in some cases?) 
Staff judgement based on given circumstance of application request.  A controversial or 
technically complex circumstance is likely to be noticed for comment. 

 
d. Does the LGU have any project specific mitigation sites within their jurisdiction that have not been 

certified as complete at this time?  If so, what is the status of these?  The reviewer should 
evaluate at least one site to determine the level of LGU oversight on these projects. 
 
RCWD has several open project specific mitigation sites.  All permits with project specific 
mitigation include stipulation requiring annual monitoring of the mitigation.  RCWD field 
inspectors manage permit stipulations to ensure applicant is aware and held to the monitoring 
requirements.  
 
There are approximately 20 project specific mitigation sites that have not been certified as 
complete at this time.  6 of these are still within the typical 5-year monitoring requirement and 
are submitting yearly reports.  The rest have a varying degree of status, including no monitoring 
reports received, no DoRC recorded on the parcel, some monitoring received but outstanding 
issues/recommendations remained.  These in part are older files being perhaps 20 years old and 
the record is not definitive on the actual communications of that timeframe.  Additionally, contact 
with the original applicants is at times futile and so as uncovered staff present the findings of the 
current condition to the TEP for consideration. 
 
RCWD is working to improve the database tracking system and intends to augment the system to 
improve tracking of site specific mitigation. 
 

e. Summary of Project Reviews noting specific examples of inconsistencies, identify any 
misapplication of exemptions or rules, the adequacy of sequencing, and/or procedural errors.  
Summary should also identify high quality work/methods as applicable. (See Project Review 
Sheet(s))  
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Overall project files reviewed meet expectations.  
 

2) What is the LGU’s record retention policy (minimum 10 yrs.) and how are records stored/filed? Does the 
LGU track current projects to insure successful review/rule application in the future (i.e. projects tracked 
via Parcel ID, Tax ID, or other)? 
 
RCWD Record Retention Policy Board Approved 6-25-2003.  RCWD board minutes attached in email to 
BWSR.  Policy states 10 year minimum.  Applications tracked by geographical location. 

 
3) Has the LGU submitted the annual report via the required form/process and does it accurately represent 

the LGU actions? If not, explain.   
 
Yes – tracking of WCA activity is completed by in-house database.  RCWD communicated to BWSR of 
possible multiple reports coming for Anoka County as ACD appears to utilize the annual reporting as 
support/documentation of NRGB pass-through dollars.  RCWD annual reporting does not include the 
cities of Hugo and Circle Pines, which have assumed WCA regulatory administration. RCWD receives 
funding from NRBG through ACD and Ramsey Co. RCWD reports one doc. for entire district (regardless of 
county). 
 

4) Does the LGU Coordinate the TEP appropriately? This may require staff interviews in conjunction with 
project file review(s).  

 
a. Does the LGU provide a staff member with expertise in water resource management to the TEP? 

Designated LGU Staff member:  Yes, Nick Tomczik, with Patrick as backup and less complicated 
sites. 

Length of Service on TEP:  Approximately 18 years, Patrick 4.5 years. 
 

b. In cases where the SWCD is Delegated as the LGU, are there two separate staff members serving 
on the TEP (i.e. one rep for LGU, one rep for SWCD)? N/A 
 

c. Is the TEP utilized when required (i.e. if formally requested, road/banking projects, 
monitoring/deposit requests, etc.)?  Yes. May include monthly schedule meetings. 

 
d. Is the TEP utilized beyond only required projects (i.e. difficult or controversial projects)? 

Estimated frequency?  Yes, regularly scheduled TEP in Anoka County.  Agendas sent out prior and 
meeting notes sent out after. RCWD protocols include TEP member participation in site visits.  
RCWD rules for CWPMPs require TEP involvement. 
 

e. Are TEP findings adequately summarized with clear recommendations? Are these produced in a 
timely manner as to provide meaningful assistance to the decision-making body?  Yes, TEP 
comments are electronically filed in official record and referenced as exhibits in permit materials. 

 
f. Does the LGU consider the TEP findings and recommendation in the decision-making 

process/NOD with an adequate summary provided?  Yes, application report, engineer’s report, 
states request for comments, comments and comments being addressed under recommendation 
to decision maker.   

 
g. If the decision is contrary to the TEP recommendation, is this adequately supported in the 

record/NOD?  N/A, No known occurrence of decision being contrary to TEP 
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comments/recommendation.  RCWD staff do an outstanding job of addressing controversial 
matters and mediating to resolve issues with applicants and applicant’s consultants.  Staff 
routinely demonstrate exemplary soft skills in navigating challenging situations with applicants, 
consultants as well as field/seasonal challenges. 

 
5) Does the LGU assist in resolving complaint’s and/or violations (i.e. consultation with TEP or SWCD as 

needed, tracking progress and keeping others informed, provide assistance as requested, etc.)? The 
reviewer should evaluate an appropriate number of examples to summarize this item.  

 
Yes, RCWD utilizes RCWD field staff to investigate potential violations and escalate as needed to WCA 
violation procedures.  These situations often include the coordination of local conservation district and 
BWSR Wetland specialist as well as city representative.  Example Main St violation 17-222R. 

 
6) Does the LGU coordinate with other LGU’s, agencies, local authorities, and/or internal staff as 

appropriate to ensure WCA rules are being followed? Give examples (i.e. COE included in all notices and 
invited to TEP, open communication when projects overlap between agencies/personal, other).  
 
Yes, RCWD coordinates with outside agencies.  The cities and counties of the RCWD are considered 
partners in RCWD WCA goals/outcomes.  ACOE and Cities are copied on all notice documents and invited 
to TEP meetings and site inspections. 

 
7) Has WCA been incorporated into the local Planning & Zoning Process (i.e. require delineations for 

platting or building permits, site visits or off-site review prior to permit issuance, etc.)? If so, how? If not, 
summarize what options are available and how to incorporate these options into the process. 

  
RCWD is not the land use authority.  Cities predominately include RCWD decisions and process as 
foundational in moving forward through the land use authorities process.  Landowners are directed to 
RCWD for projects. WCA is incorporated in to watershed district permitting process and incorporates 
WCA in the other 28 cities water plans. 

  
8) Are there areas of concern identified by the LGU? Are there opportunities to promote competency or 

efficiencies identified by the LGU? This question is intended to capture items which the LGU staff has 
identified as a problem with the goal of coming up with creative ways to address the problem (i.e. specific 
training needs, process changes, rule clarity, contact with other LGU’s, etc.).  
No 

 
9) Other questions specific to Region or LGU as determined by the reviewer: 

 
Question 1.        Staff continually handle workload and dealing with consultants 

needs/wants/complaints. Need to appease applicants with rules and oversight by board and manager. 
 

 

Summary and Recommendations: Staff routinely handles large volumes of work and has 
an excellent tracking system and rarely is out of compliance with noticing procedures. 
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Appendix E.  LGU Comment Letter 
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Appendix F.  Program Data 
Time required to complete this review 

Rice Creek Watershed District Staff: 65 hours 

BWSR Staff: 90 hours  

Schedule of Level II Review 
BWSR PRAP Performance Review Key Dates 

April 9, 2018: Initial meeting with staff and board
April 12, 2018:  Survey of Board/Committee, staff and partners
August 6, 2018:  Presentation of Draft Report to Board/Committee and staff

, 2018:  Date Transmittal of Final Report to LGU 

NOTE:  BWSR uses review time as a surrogate for tracking total program costs.  Time required for PRAP 
performance reviews is aggregated and included in BWSR’s annual PRAP report to the Minnesota Legislature. 


