





































































































































































































3.6 Review and Recommendations: Where the Organization is authorized or requested to
review and make recommendations on any matter relating to the Watershed Management
Plan, the Organization shall act on such matter within 60 days of receipt of the matter
referred. Failure of the Organization to act within 60 days shall constitute approval of the
matter referred, unless the Organization requests and receives from the referring unit of
government an extension of time to act on the matler referred. Such extension shall be in
writing and acknowledged by both parties.

The Board shall adopt an appeal procedure for any party aggrieved by a decision of the
Board or an alleged failure to implement the Plan pursuant fo Minnesota Statutes,
Chapter 103B.231, Subd. 13.

3.7 Ratification: The Organization may, and where required by this Agreement shall,
refer matters to the governing bodies of the parties for review, comment or action

3.8 Financial Matters:

A. Method of Operation: The Organization may collect and receive money and
contract for services subject to the provision of the Agreement from the parties and from
any other sources approved by the Organization. The organization may incur expenses
and make disbursements necessary and incidental to the effectuation of the purposes of
this Agreement. Funds may be expended by the Organization in accordance with
procedures established herein. Checks shall be signed by the chair or treasurer. Other
legal instruments shall be executed on behalf of the Organization by the chair or vice-
chair and an appointed Board member.

B. Operating Funds. On or before June 1¥ of each year, the Organization shall
prepare a work plan and operating budget for the following year. The annual budget shall
provide details to support the proposed revenues and expenditures for the Organization.
This detail shall be sufficient to meet standard budget and/or accounting principles
generally recognized for governmental organizations. Expenditures may include
administrative expenses, plan development costs, review expenses, capital improvement
costs authorized in Section 3.12, and insurance costs as authorized in Section 3.14. Upon
the approval of a majority of the partners of this agreement, the budget shall be
recommended to the parties for ratification along with a statement showing each party's
proposed share of the budget. The budget shall be implemented only after ratification by
all parties to this Agreement. Failure to ratify or pay its share of the budget by any party
to this Agreement shall be subject to the procedures in Section 3.6. Each party’s share of
the operating cost is based on 50% of their portion of the watershed’s Total Market Value
(TMV) and 50% of their portion of the Total Taxable Watershed Acreage (TWA).

Work Plan - (PA / WA) + (PV / WV)) / 2 = the party's percentage share of the
organization's operating budget.

PA = Party's area within the watershed organization area

SRWMO JPA version 4 August 2011 6



WA = watershed organization area
PV = party's market valuation within the watershed organization area

WYV = market valuation of the watershed organization area

Operating Costs ~ Total amount to be divided equally between members of the Joint
Powers Agreement. Operating costs per the operating budget are defined as copies,
postage, recording secretary fees, insurance, and administrative fee charged to each
member community.

After ratification by the organization, the Organization Chair or Vice Chair shall certify
the recommended budget to each party on or before June 1 of each year together with a
statement showing the budgeted amounts applicable to each party. Each party shall pay
over to the Organization the amount owing in two (2) equal installments, the first on or
before January 15 and the second on or before July 15 in accordance with the tax year for
which the amount due is being paid.

C. Review Services: When the Organization is authorized or requested to
undertake a review and submit recommendations to a party as provided in this
Agreement, the Organization shall conduct such review, without charge, except as
provided below. Where the project size and complexity of review are deemed by the
Organization to be extraordinary and substantial, the Organization may charge a fee for
such review services, the amount to be based upon direct and indirect costs attributable to
that portion of review services determined by the Organization to be extraordinary and
substantial. Where the Organization determines that a fee will be charged for
extraordinary and substantial review services, or where the flowage enters the Sunrise
River, but the party is not a member of the Sunrise River Watershed Management
Organization, the party to be charged shall receive written notice from the Organization
of the services to be performed and the fee therefore, prior to undertaking such review
services. Unless the party to be charged objects within fifteen (15) days of receipt of such
written notice to the amount of the fee to be charged, such review services shall be
performed and the party shall be responsible for the cost thereof. If the party to be
charged objects to the proposed fee for such services with fifteen (15) days and the party
and the Organization are unable to agree on a reasonable alternative amount for review
services, such extraordinary and substantial review services shall not be undertaken by
the Organization. Payment for such services shall be in advance of any work performed.

3.9 Annual Audit. The Organization shall annually prepare a comprehensive financial
report on operations and activities. An annual audit, by an independent accounting firm
or the State Auditor, shall be provided for that includes a full and complete audit of all
books and accounts the Organization is charged with maintaining. Such audit shall be
conducted in accordance with generally accepted auditing principles and guidelines. A
copy of the annual financial report and auditor’s statement shall be provided to all parties
to this agreement and to the Board of Water and Soil Resources no later than June 30™ of
each year. The report to the Board of Water and Soil Resources shall include an annual
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_ Sunrise River
Tg‘i Watershed Management

I Organization
2023 DRAFT Budget
Notes:

2/412022

Budget was developed 2020-2029 SRWMO Watershed Management Plan.

Linwood East Bethel | Columbus Ham Lake
Cost 47.04% 29.99% 19.17% 3.80%
O OPERA = » o 0

1|Non-operating General

2|Grant Search and Applications | $1,109.00] $521.67| $332.59] $212.60] $42.14

3|Multi-Partner Coordination

4|Participate in One Watershed, One Plan (1 W1P) $710.00( $333.98| $212.93] $136.11] $26.98

5|Effectiveness Monitoring

6|Lake Water Quality $4,246.00]  $1,997.32]  $1,273.38| $813.96] $161.35

7]|Surveillance Monitoring

8| Lake Level Monitoring $1,745.00 $820.85 $523.33 $334.52 $66.31

9|Secchi Transparency Lake Monitoring - volunteer coord. $972.00 $457.23 $291.50 $186.33 $36.94
10|Reference Wetland Hydrology Monitoring $2,130.00 $1,001.95 $638.79 $408.32 $80.94
11|Water Quality Improvement Projects
12[SRWMO Cost Share Grant Fund - open to public $1,500.00 $705.60 $449.85 $287.55 $57.00
13[SRWMO Cost Share Grant Fund - through lake associations $6,250.00 $2,940.00 $1,874.38 $1,198.13 $237.50
14| Ditch 20 Wetland Restoration Outreach $343.00 $161.35 $102.87 $65.75 $13.03
15{Carp Mgmt Feasibility Study or Maintenance Harvests $2,000.00 $940.80 $599.80 $383.40 $76.00
16| Alum Feasibility Study or Treatment $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
17 |Studies and Inventories
18| Linwood Lake Subwatershed Retrofitting Study | $2,000.00] $940.80]  $599.80] $383.40] $76.00
19|Education and Public Outreach
20| Newsletters $938.00 $441.24 $281.31 $179.81 $35.64
21| Website $725.00 $341.04 $217.43 $138.98 $27.55
22| Anoka Co Outreach Coordinator Position $4,606.00 $2,166.66 $1,381.34 $882.97 $175.03
23| Promote Well Water Wise $54.00 $25.40 $16.19 $10.35 $2.05
24| Rollover Funds (used to maintain a flat budget of $50K,, covering planned expenses over that amount in future years)
25|Rollover Funds $1,174.00 $552.25] $352.08] $225,06] $44.61
26|Undesignated reserve account spend down
27|Reserve spend down (negative number) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
28|SUBTOTAL $30,502.00 $14,348.14 $9,147.55 $5,847.23 $1,159.08

Linwood East Bethel | Columbus | Ham Lake
Cost 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
OPERA 5

29|Opera XpEnses
30| Recording Secretary services $1,600.00 $400.00 $400.00 $400.00 $400.00
31| Liability Insurance $1,613.00 $403.25 $403.25 $403.25 $403.25
32| Administrative fee charged to member communities, component activities/costs listed below
33 On-call Administrative Assistance - ACD|  $8,800.00 $2,200.00 $2,200.00 $2,200.00 $2,200.00
34 Annual Written Communication to Member Communities $665.00 $166.25 $166.25 $166.25 $166.25
35 Annual Reports to BWSR, State Auditor| $1,220.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00
36 Advertise Bids for Pro Services (req'd in odd yrs) $100.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00
37|Reserve spend down (negative number) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
38|SUBTOTAL — $13,998.00 $3,499.50 $3,499.50 $3,499.50 $3.499.50
39
40{GRAND TOTAL $44,500.00] $17,847.64 $12,647.05 $0,346.73 $4,658.58




City Council Mtg. Minutes
April 20,2015

11.0 CITY ADMINISTRATOR — None

12.0 COUNCIL BUSINESS

12.1 Committee Repotts

Councilmember Kirkeide stated that there was a Road Committee meeting last week regarding the
installation of a signal light at 143™ Avenue NE and Highway 65. Administrator Nivala stated that
MnDOT will not commit to the installation for a signal light until the properties are developed on the
southeast and southwest corners of 143" Avenue NE and Highway 65 as MnDOT makes decisions on
existing traffic volumes, not projected traffic volumes. Councilmember Kirkeide stated that service
lanes (roads) work a lot better to get to the businesses than slowing down traffic on Highway 65.
Councilmember Kirkeide stated that Highway 65 is a thoroughfare and is meant to get traffic flowing
faster.

- 12.2 Discussion of the 2016 Budget for Sunrise and Upper Rum River Watershed Management

Organizations (WMQO’s)

Administrator Nivala reviewed the 2016 Budgets for Sunrise and Upper Rum River Watershed
Management Organizations and stated that the budgets are similar to previous years. Administrator
Nivala stated that it has been discussed by the Council that the budgets are set up with all the cities
sharing in the administrative costs equally. Administrator Nivala stated that there has been discussion
of possibly withdrawing from the two WMO’s and there is a provision in the JPA (Joint Powers
Agreement) that allows for that to happen with a 60-day notice. Engineer Collins stated that Minnesota
Statute requires that a City be within a watershed district. Engineer Collins stated that BWSR (Board
of Water and Soil Resources) administers the watersheds and they stated that if the city withdrew from
the WMO’s then Coon Creek Watershed District could petition for the expansion of the entire city to be
in their district, which is what the city was trying to accomplish last year. Engineer Collins stated that
initially BWSR stated that they would not support the change in the WMO’s but has now changed their
position. Engineer Collins stated that BWSR is first asking that the City request a revised JPA to the
administrative costs. Engineer Collins stated that currently the City is only 1% of the Upper Rum River
and 4% of the Sunrise Watershed District, but are being charged an administrative fee of 17% in Upper
Rum River and 25% in Sunrise Watershed District. The Council discussed what would happen if the
City decided to withdraw from the JPA and BWRS did not approve the change in the WMO’s.
Engineer Collins stated that in the Statute it states that if the City is not within a watershed district or
watershed management organization, the ovetsight is then provided by the County. Motion by
Kirkeide, seconded by Van Kirk, to table the approval the 2016 Budget for Sunrise and Upper
Rum River Watershed Management Organizations until other alternatives can be explored
regarding opting out of the JPA (Joint Powers Agreement), which could possibly allow BWSR
(Board of Water and Soil Resources) to approve all of Ham Lake to be located in the Coon Creek
Watershed District or requesting the adjustment of the administrative costs of the JPA with the
Sunrise and Upper Rum River Watershed Management Ovganizations. All present in favor,
motion carried,

12.3  Discussion of Charter Commission Amendment relating to referendums

Councilmember Kirkeide explained that the Charter Commission would like to explore the options of
requiring any City referendum only be allowed on a general election year. Councilmember Kirkeide
also stated that they would like to research if school referendums can be required to be on a general
election year. It was the consensus of the City Council to concur with the recommendation of the
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CITY OF HAM LAKE

15644 Central Avenue NE
Ham Lake, Minnesota 55304
(763) 434-9556
Fax: (763) 434-9599
June 22, 2015
Jack Davis, Administrator
City of East Bethel

2241 221 Ave. NE
East Bethel, MN 55011

Elizabeth Mursko, Administrator
City of Columbus

16319 Kettle River Blvd.
Columbus, MN 55025

Judy Hanna, Clerk

Linwood Township

22817 Typo Creek Drive NE
Stacy, MN 55079

Re:  Sunrise River Watershed Management Organization JPA
Dear City Administrator/Clerk:

The Ham Lake City Council directed the City Attorney to prepare the attached amendment to the
Sunrise River WMO Joint Powers Agreement. This was a result of discussions at several City
Council meetings. The attached minutes from the April 20" Council meeting summarize the
origin of the proposed amendment.

Section 3.8 of the Joint Powers Agreement references the Work Plan costs based on market value
and watershed acreage, and Operating Costs (split equally between member cities). The Work
Plan cost computation incorrectly references “operating costs” in the discussion of market value
and watershed acreage. The amendment proposes to revise Operating Costs to also be based on
market value and watershed acreage, similar to Work Plan costs. Per Section VII of the JPA,
the proposed JPA amendment has been submitted to the Chair for consideration of an
amendment.

Sincgrely v
iioris Nival%éor

Attachments

cc: Dan Babineau, Chair
SRWMO



Amendment to WMO Agreement

This amendment is made to paragraph 3.8 (B) of that certain Joint Powers Agreement (the
“Agreement”) executed by the City of Ham Lake, Minnesota dated April 20, 2011 and including all
amendments thereto among certain Minnesota Cities also including the Cities of East Bethel, Ham Lake,
Columbus, and Linwood (hereafter referred to as “member cities” or “member city”) regarding the
Sunrise River Watershed Management Organization (SRWMO).

The Portion of Section 3.8 (B) headed “Operating Costs” of Section 3.8 (B) of the Agreement (the
“Amended Language” is hereby amended as follows:

1. The Amended Language is hereby deleted in its entirety.
2. The following language is hereby substituted as a new paragraph 3.8(B):

Paragraph 3.8 (B) Operating Funds.  All costs, including copies, postage, recording secretary’s fees
insurance and administrative costs, shall be allocated among the member cities on a pro rata basis, in
the same manner as above.

City of Ham Lake )

L——rM{Q 1/& k % Dated l-ﬂ ! l‘g,l |<

Michael G. Van Kirk, Mayor

&h@’f‘ f\\ Dated lﬁ)l<!|:

Denise Webster, Cltv—Ctérk




CITY OF HAM LAKE

15544 Central Avenue NE
Ham Lake, Minnesota 55304
(763) 434-9555
Fax: (763) 434-9599

August 21, 2019
Dear Sunrise and Upper Rum River WMO Board Members, City Staff and City Councilmembers:

At the August 5, 2019 Ham Lake City Council Meeting, the City Council and Member Cities
Representatives from the Upper Rum River and Sunrise River Watershed Management Organizations
thought it would be beneficial to schedule a workshop meeting to discuss each of the Watershed’s
Joint Powers Agreements, Below is the discussion from the August 5" meeting.

Discussion of the Upper Rum River and Sunrise River Watershed Management Organizations; this
discussion is in conjunction with agenda item 3.6 Member Cities Representatives from the Upper Rum
River and Sunrise River Watershed Management Organization

Dan Babineau representing the Sunrise River Watershed Management Organization (SRWMO); John
West representing the Upper Rum River Watershed Management Organization (URRWMO); Sandy
Flaherty, Ham Lake representative for both WMO's; Jamie Schurbon representing the Anoka
Conservation District (ACD); and Dan Breyen representing the Upper Rum River Watershed
Management Organization (URRWMO), wete present before the City Council to discuss the JPA
(Joint Powers Agreement) and Budget. The budget increase to the SRWMO budget is 38% and the
budget increase for the URRWMO is 422%. Bethel, East Bethel, Linwood and Ham Lake are located
within the SRWMO district. Columbus, East Bethel, Oak Grove, Nowthen, St. Francis and Ham Lake
are within the URRWMO district. The City of Ham Lake is a small portion of these watershed
districts, but all of the members pay equal amounts of the administrative costs. Councilmember
Johnson stated that the costs are only going to keep escalating. It was the consensus of the City
Council to appoint Councilmember’s Johnson and Kirkham as the liaisons to the SRWMO and
URRWMO Watersheds. Planning Commissioner Heaton was in the audience and has been a
representative of the watershed districts in the past. Commissioner Heaton suggested that the JPA be
changed and suggested that the City Council’s watershed liaison’s review the JPA’s line by line. The
City of Ham Lake has been working to amend the JPA since 2015. It was the consensus of the City
Council to have representatives from each watershed attend a workshop to discuss the JPA’s.
The JPA states that all member communities must agree to amendments.  Motion by Kirkeide,
seconded by Doyle, to ratify the 2020 budgets for both the Sunrise Watershed Management
Organization (SRWMO) and the Upper Rum River Watershed Management Organization
(URRWMO) and that the City work with Member Cities on the JPA (Joint Powers Agreement)
to amend the cost share of the administrative fees; to be completed no later than March, 2020
allowing time to resolve this issue as quickly and fairly as possible and if not resolved, allowing
time for the City of Ham Lake opt out of the JPA and expand all of Ham Lake with the Coon
Creek Watershed District (CCWD). All in favor, motion carried.

We would like to invite representatives from each of the cities to attend a workshop meeting on
Tuesday, October 1, 2018 at 6:00 p.m. The workshop will be held at the City of Ham Lake in the
Council Chambers.

\ Sincerely,

Denise Webster
City Administrator



City Council Mtg. Minutes
February 7,2022

4.9  Approve the Plans and Specifications for the 2022 tree removal project and authorize the
advertisement for bids ‘

4.10  Approval of the Contract with SafeAssure for safety training for 2022

Motion by Wilken, seconded by Doyle, to approve the February 7, 2022 Consent Agenda with the

omission of item 4.9, All present in favor, motion carried.

Acting Mayor Kirkham questioned if the Tree Removal projects for Polk Street NE and Tippecanoe Street
NE could be removed from this project in order to save money on the bidding process. Engineer Collins
stated removing these from the current project would delay the projects and may increase costs due to there
being more demand for these services towards the end of summer. Councilmember Wilken then questioned
where tree removal is done. Engineer Collins stated it was done in the City’s right-of-way. Motion by
Kirkham, seconded by Wilken, to approve item 4.9 of the Consent Agenda. All present in favor,
motion carried.

50 PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS - None
6.0 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY - None
70  APPEARANCES - None

8.0 CITY ATTORNEY

8.1  Discussion of the First Reading of an Ordinance regarding Catalytic Converters

Attorney Murphy explained the new ordinance would give the Anoka County Sheriff’s Office the authority
to charge a person with theft if during a routine traffic stop the person was found to have a catalytic converter
in their possession. Councilmember Kirkeide stated he had mixed feeling since the charge is not a felony
and questioned if it was going to be effective. Attorney Murphy stated it would be a misdemeanor charge
if caught with catalytic converter. Councilmember Wilken stated that it would be another tool that can be
used for law enforcement.

This is considered the First Reading of an Ordinance regarding Catalytic Converters.

8.2  Discussion of the 159" Avenue NE right-of-way within Ham Lake Industrial Park 4™ Addition
Attorney Murphy stated he is requesting direction from the City Council in order to proceed preparing deeds
for the 159" Avenue NE cul-de-sac that was vacated in the 1990’s. Motion by Kirkeide, seconded by
Doyle, to direct Attorney Murphy to prepare deeds conveying the vacated 159" Avenue NE cul-de-
sac within Ham Lake Industrial Park 4™ Addition to the two abutting property owners. All present
in favor, motion carried.

9.0 CITY ENGINEER — None
10.0 CITY ADMINISTRATOR — None

11.0 COUNCIL BUSINESS
11.1 Committee Reports — None

112 Discussion of cost and updates to the Upper Rum River Watershed Management Organization
(URRWMO) Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) ‘

Administrator Webster brought forward the Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) for the Upper Rum River

Watershed District. Administrator Webster stated she received an email prior to the City Council Meeting




City Couneil Mtg, Minutes
February 7, 2022

stating the Sunrise Watershed Management Organization would like to have all member cities approve the
2023 budget by April 7, 2022, The City Council questioned if it would cost more to get out of the Upper
Rum River and Sunrise Watershed Districts. Councilmember Kirkeide also wanted to know if there were
any other options. Engineer Collins stated that the other option would be to request [rom the Coon Creek
Watershed District to take over those portions of the Upper Rum River and Sunrise Watershed Districts.
Engineer Collins stated if the Council did not approve the budgets, the Watersheds then would not be able
to certify to Anoka County and the County would then have fo get involved due to non-compliance.
Engineer Collins added that there have not been any recent projects done for the City by the Watersheds.
Acting Mayor Kirkham stated that other cities within the JPA’s, with the exception of Bethel, are okay with
the funding formula and do not want to change it to the funding formula that Ham Lake is requesting, which
is Hlam Lake only pays for the portion that they city is in and not be split equally across the board with the
other cities. Engineer Collins stated that all cities have to approve the budget unanimously. It was the
consensus of the City Council that they would not be approving the budgets for the Upper Rum and
Sunrise Watershed Management Organizations unless Ham Lake’s portion of the funding and

expenses reflects the City’s geographical portions within the Upper Rum and Sunrise Watershed
Districts.

11.3  Announcements and future agenda items

Councilmember Kirkeide stated in past years, the Council would put together a list of ideas they wanted to
complete for the year and asked the other Councilmembers to think about if there are any ideas that they
would like to discuss,

Councilmember Doyle stated he has received some inquiries regarding the Snowbowl. Acting Mayor
Kirkham stated he would reach out to the Ham Lake Chamber of Commerce regarding options for possibly
bringing the Snowbowl back.

Motion by Kirkeide, seconded by Wilken, to adjourn the meeting at 6:37 p.m. All present in favor,
motion carried.

Andrea Murff, Finance Director



Sunrise River WMO loint Powers Agreement
Facilitated communities’ meeting

October 4, 2022

Columbus City Hall

Attendance:

Milt Thomas (Facilitator)

X Jamie Schurbon (SRWMO Admin)

X Janet Hegland (Columbus City Councilmember}

X Elizabeth Mursko  (Columbus Administrator)
X Bob Millerbernd (Linwood Town Supervisor)

X Pam Olson (Linwood Clerk)

Tim Harrington (East Bethel Councilmember)
(X Jack Davis (East Bethel Administrator)
Denise Webster (Ham Lake Administrator)

Xl Tom Collins (Ham Lake Consulting Engineer)
1 Gary Kirkeide (Ham Lake Councilmember)

Meeting began at 5:30pm

Introductions

Welcome by Hegland. Meeting purpose summarized by Miit. Ground rules agreed upon included
hearing each other out, balancing floor time, and ensuring we hear from council members.
Introductions were made with the note that Collins is attending in Kirkeide’s stead.

Background
Schurbon summarized the JPA history. Hegland noted the JPA and how the organization is working need

to be more frequently reviewed.

Opening statements

East Bethel — Davis noted his council and he have reviewed the JPA recommended edits and
found them straightforward and non-controversial. Interested in finding a funding formula
meeting everyone’s needs. His city council has been briefed on these topics.

Columbus — Hegland stated city council has been briefed. Housekeeping/admin edits look ok.
Want a decision on funding formula. Want a formula methodology that can be explained and
defended to others. Want to start with agreeing on a concept or methodology. Has JPA
suggestions hut will hold those until later as they are not priority.

Linwood — Olson stated that housekeeping/admin edits look ok. Linwood is where the most

- SRWMO work takes place and Linwood pays the most. In addition, Linwood also accepts

maintenance responsibilities for some SRWMO projects, which carries additional cost that only
Linwood bears. Bob continued that Linwood gets many WMO projects and he was on the
SRWMO board for 8 yrs. He has never heard any complaints from the Linwood Town Board
about SRWMO expenses and they appreciate the WMO’s work. He described the passion of the
SRWMO hoard members and lake associations, whose efforts extent beyond their own lakes.

He noted that these lake groups have donated large sums to SRWMO projects, helping to secure
large grants. Linwood is not in favor of changing the funding fermula.



» OF

= Ham Lake - Collins said Ham/Lake's concern is with the admin (operating) part of the funding
formula. They pay 3.8% for/most expenses but 25% for operating expenses. Their city council
says this must be revised for they will back out of the SRWMO. They recognize the benefits of
the SRWMO projects, but object to the admin costs.
Collins described that Hegland and Kirkeide met early this year. They discussed separating the
SRWMO levy from the city’s general levy. Webster wasn’t sure what happened to that but
thinks the city finance staff may have found they couldn’t do it. Hegland said she thought that
was strongly favored by Kirkeide and it would address much of Ham Lake’s concern. Mursko
described how it works in Columbus so residents are only taxed for the watershed they live in
and it is separate from the city levy. Columbus does this by creating special taxing districts.
Collins asked if rates are based on market valuations and Mursko replied yes. Mursko offered to
help Ham Lake staff understand how to do this. Davis said East Bethel rolls the WMO expenses
into their general budget, and they have no watershed districts with levy authority. Milt
suggested a remedy to the perceived unfairness is changing the way Ham Lake levies.

Administrative Edits
Schurbon described SRWMO Board recommended JPA edits that are likely non-controversial. Discussion
was:

# Section 3.2 - Olson asked whether it should refer to ‘'subd 4’ or 67 Schurbon to ask the attorney
to check.

» Section 3.2 = Discussion ensued about part H. H can be fully deleted because it is already
covered in the text above. However that text should be modified to make it clear that the plan
can be amended. State statute is expected to change from time to time.

Milt asked if there was agreement to accept all of the edits marked as “administrative edit” along
with the bulleted points above. All were in agreement.

Budget Ratifications
Schurbon described that the current JPA required unanimous ratification by all four cities of a budget

before it can be adopted. There is no timeline for ratifications, and no remedy if a community fails to
respond.

e Tom stated Ham Lake wants to keep the requirement of unanimous ratification. It is leverage
for their city.

o Davis said East Bethel prefers unanimous. Does not want a community’s budget decided by
others.

e Thomas clarified there are two issues: timeliness of responses to the budget and whether it
needs to be unanimous.

» Hegland would like to see a time period for responses and then a process to address any
concerns.

e Olson stated there needs to be a reason why a community doesn’t ratify the budget. And that
reason should be something in the budget that the SRWMO board has the authority to change.
It should not be a concern with the JPA that the SRWMO board can’t change.

e All discussed a 60 day period for responses to a budget and a requirement to provide a
rationale for any “no.” Also, no response within 60-days should constitute ratification.
Thomas asked if all agreed? Yes, all agreed.

» The group polled themselves regarding whether budgets should require unanimous ratification
(East Bethel and Ham Lake in favor) or % communities (Linwood and Columbus ok with this).

® The process of dealing with budget concerns was discussed.



o Hegland suggested mediation as an option.

o Olson asked if there is a budget concern and the SRWMO amends the draft budget, then
does it need to go back to all the cities. Schurbon suggested yes, and a second review
would be 45 days. Davis felt 30 days would be sufficient. Mursko asked about timing of
when communities set their levies (Linwood in March) and that Linwood must use a
draft budget when setting their levy.

o Decisions agreed upon:

= A period of 60 days should be allowed for community’s initial review of a draft
SRWMO budget. Failure to respond within this time period constitutes
ratification.

* |fthere are objections to the budget the SRWMO may amend the budget and
send it back to the communities for review. That second review is 30 days.
Failure to respond within this time period constitutes ratification,

»  Objections to ratifying the budget must include a reason which must be about
the budget, not about the JPA terms.

* Unanimous budget ratification by all four communities is required.

= All of the above points are agreed upon, but a final decision to accept them is
notyet made. They will be revisited after a funding formula resolution is found.

o Davis—the need for unanimous ratification can be up for discussion.

o Hegland — Budgets shouldn’t be a surprise because they follow the SRWMO's 10-year
plan which communities approve.

Funding Formula

Schurbon summarized the current formula, which splits operating costs equally amongst
communities and the non-operating costs are split by formula that gives equal weight to land
area and market valuation in the SRWMO.

Collins said Ham Lake has no problem with the formula for non-operating, but does not want
operating expenses split equally. They want all expenses to use the formula that is currently
used for non-operating.

Hegland said Columbus explored taking public lands aut of the formula, and found it makes an
incansequentially small change. Olson said Linwood found the same.

Hegland suggested a minimum contribution from every community, and then apply the formula.
Wants a formula method that makes sense and is defensible. Doesn’t think market value should
matter in water management. Major considerations should be land area and amount of work
being done. Like a minimum contribution and then 50% land and 50% water area.

Collins agreed that market valuation is not important to include.

Olson thinks there is a market valuation connection because that is how property tax levy is
done. Spreading costs over lower income homes can be an issue.

Olson noted the time spent for administration (operating expenses) like meeting packets equally
apply to all communities.

Olson noted Linwood began paying a larger share of costs in 2019 when some costs where
switch from operating to non-operating.

Hegland said it is tough to explain to the public why they are paying when only a sliver of Coon
Lake is in their city. The funding method needs to make sense.

Collins said he is ok with not including market valuations in the funding formula.

Davis said he is satisfied with the current formula and like anyone is not interested in paying
more.



Davis asked if there are line items that can be shifted out of operating expenses. Schurbon
replied that current items in that category include required items like state reporting, audits,
insurance, recording secretary, the watershed coordinator, etc. It is at the group’s discretion to
redefine what belongs in that category.
Hegland suggested a minimum contribution for all and then the remainder split by formula.
Operating costs would not be considered separately — all costs would be treated the same.
Millerbernd said it feels like we are trying to appease one city that doesn’t like the formula and
is threatening to leave if they don’t get their way,
Hegland explained she felt public lands should be excluded because most projects are not done
on public lands.
Collins said that Ham Lake’s current portion of the budget for operating expenses is $1,059 and
anything more will not be supported.
¢ Davis suggested philosophy behind a funding mechanism is more important than the dollar
amount. He's ok with funding formula ideas, but whatever is decided can’t be a big change in
the amount paid relative to other cities.
Davis noted that Coon Lake is a common resource for three cities.
Thomas asked if the previously-discussed levy method is a solution (for Ham Lake to separate
WMO from general city levy). Schurbon replied that Ham Lake needs to pursue this and Mursko
has offered to provide guidance.
Hegland noted that taxpayers already pay based on market valuation,
* Olson likes option #3 in the meeting packet (minimum contribution, private land, public waters).
Prefers to see market valuation still in the formula.
O\Se~ 3 " Davis and oHins prefer market valuation be kept in the formula.
¢ Hegland prefers private land area option #3 in the meeting packet (minimum contribution,
private land, public waters). Would like to know acres of public waters in the SRWMO.
= Davis sees roadblocks could accur to this method because it looks at subcategories of land.
Schurbon asked what the group wishes to do with Ham Lake’s strong position of not wanting
operating expenses split equally? Olson says it is equitable to split such administration costs.
Schurbon noted that the current method of equally splitting administration costs is not much
different than the minimum contribution option that some in the group favor. Currently that
equal share of operating is about $3,500/community.
Hegland likes the simplicity of not having separate operating and non-operating, but having a
minimum contribution.
Schurbon noted that a minimum contribution as a dollar amount may lose its appropriateness
over time due to inflationary changes.
Davis discussed next steps, saying he plans a city council work session to discuss all this and
suggests the same for others.
Schurbon was directed to:
o Prepare percent and actual costs for scenarios including:
®  Current funding formula
= Private lands, public waters
= Private lands, public waters and market valuation
= All expenses split by formula (operating expenses not split equally)

o Poll the group to find a date soon for a Zoom meeting to review these scenarios so that
everyone has their questions answered and can present these to their city council ar
town board.

o Direct the attorney to make the JPA edits that were agreed upon at this meeting.

L ]



Bylaws

Hegland explained that some items currently in the JPA could be moved to bylaws. in that way,
they could be more frequently and easily updated.

Collins asked whether the cities would review and need to unanimously approve the bylaws?
Hegland replied “no,” bylaws would be developed and approved by the SRWMO board.

Collins would like to see any bylaws. Hegland replied that the content would include items
already marked in the draft JPA from the meeting packet.

Olson is ok with bylaws.

it was asked whether there was any more discussion and whether the group wished to edit the
IPA in favor of allowing bylaws. All were in support.

Joining other joint powers agreements

Hegland described that the JPA gives the SRWMO authority to enter into contracts and is silent
regarding entering into joint powers agreements. The SRWMO recently joined the Lower St.
Croix Partnership, along with about 15 other watershed organizations, counties and soil and
water conservation districts. Because it is a collaboration, there is liability exposure for the
SRWMO. Schurbon noted that the SRWMO communities all were notified when the SRWMO
was considering joining this group, and asked to provide input. Hegland further described
concerns with the Partnership now that it is operating, and that the SRWMO may leave.
Hegland recommended that the SRWMO JPA should require the communities review and
approve before the SRWMO joins any JPO in the future.

Olson and Davis supported the recommendation that this should go back to the communities.
The group decided to accept Hegland’s recommendation and direct the SRWMO JPA be edited
accordingly.

The meeting concluded at 8:35pm.

Compiled by J. Schurbon
Meeting recorded by E. Mursko



Sunrise River WMO Joint Powers Agreement
Facilitated communities’ meeting

October 19, 2022
Zoom

Attendance:

[] Milt Thomas
Jamie Schurbon
Janet Hegland
& Elizabeth Mursko
Bob Millerbernd
] Pam Olson

& Tim Harrington
Jack Davis

& Denise Webster
X Tom Collins

(] Gary Kirkeide

(Facilitator)

(SRWMO Admin)

(Columbus City Councilmember)
(Columbus Administrator)
(Linwood Town Supervisor)

(Linwood Clerk)

(East Bethel Councilmember)
(East Bethel Administrator)
(Ham Lake Administrator)

(Ham Lake Consulting Engineer)
(Ham Lake Councilmember)

Meeting began at 4:00pm

Funding Formula Scenarios

Schurbon reviewed the four funding formula scenarios, plus alternates A and B.

Summary of Scenarios
SCENARIO 1 - SCENARIO 2 - SCENARIO 3 - SCENARIO 4 - VARIATION A; All  |VARIATION B:
Current SRWMO  |Private lands, Private lands, Private lands, lakes|expenses split by |Minimum
formula public waters public waters, & streams (a formula (operating |contribution
market valuations |subset of public expenses not split
waters where equally).
projects are most
Factor likely).
Land area 50% Show as "HA" Can be applied to
Market value 50% 33% below for each any scenario. Not
Private land area 50% 33% 50%|scenario. shown below.
Public water area 50% 33%
Lakes and streams 50%

Discussion of Funding Formula Scenarios

e Ham Lake, Collins

29 . a 0.0

o Columbus, Hegland
o Wants a formula that is defensible and makes sense. Asked Ham Lake to not favor only
the option that costs them the least because if every community takes that stance there
will be gridlock. Asked that the reasoning for a favored option not simply be that it
costs one community the least.
o Favors option 4, and especially 4b.

Don‘t like the inclusion of market valuation (options 1 & 3),
Favors option 1a.
Least likes 3a.
Wants whatever option is lowest cost for Ham Lake.
City council input needed.




Linwood, Olson
o If a minimum contribution is used, it should be subject to inflationary adjustment.
» Hegland agreed and suggested an annual meeting of the cities where the
minimum contribution is revisited.
e Olson expressed hesitation because this may make budgeting difficult if
Linwood doesn’t know what minimum contribution will be selected year
to year.
o Ifa minimum contribution is used, it seems like it is just going right back to the
operating costs split out, which is in the current formula.
» Schurbon noted an alternative - that in the current formula the items
that are “operating” could be reviewed and narrowed.
o Olson feels that staff time needed to operate the organization is
a direct and necessary expense and should not be pulled out of
the operating expenses.
Fast Bethel, Davis
o Suggested a goal for today of eliminating two of four options, then allowing city councils
discussion.
o City council work session planned for Nov. 7.
o Favors options 1 & 4.
o Likes option b, but we need realistic numbers for what the minimum contribution would
be.
Using market valuation in the formula
o Hegland noted that residents’ property taxes are calculated from their property’s
market valuation, so it is inherently in any formula.
o Olson expressed concern about lack of tax base and reservations about not having
market valuation in the formula.
o Davis noted that using market valuation reflects ability to pay.

Summary outcomes of discussion above

Funding Ham Lake Columbus Linwood East Bethel Decision
formula
scenario
1 Like 1a Like 1 but 0OK. 1b Keep option
opposed to maybe ok.
la
2 Removed
from

consideration
by consensus

3 Dislike Like : Removed
from
consideration
by consensus

4 Dislike 4b Like 4, Like 4, Keep option
especially 4b | especially 4b
Variationa | Like Dislike Keep option

Variation b Like Like Keep option




Next Steps
e  Schurbon to:

o Remove options 2 & 3 from consideration in future handouts/meeetings.

o Variation B — Review past budgets to estimate typical amount of operating costs,
excluding watershed coordinator staff time. Minimum contributions could be based on
this amount.

o Poll for a Zoom meeting between Nov 21 and the scheduled Dec 6 facilitated meeting
of cities.

e “If need be options” — Schurbon asked all communities to identify both their most favored
option and options that could be acceptable if need be.

e Council reviews — Each community to have internal review of funding formula options by Nov 21
and report outcomes to Schurbon. '

e “if needed” Zoom meeting — between Nov 21 and the scheduled Dec 6 facilitated meeting of
cities.

The meeting concluded at 5:00pm.

Compiled by J. Schurbon
Meeting recorded by J. Schurbon



Watershed Management Organization

Member Community Contributions

SCENARIO EXPORATION: T7his spreadsheet compares funding cantributions from each community under
the currant SRWMO joint powers agreement and scenarios requested at a 10/4/2022 meeting of member cammunities.

—

IMPORTANT NOTE: Land areas and market valuations used are as of Oct 2022 for all scenarios below. Therefore the scenario 1
percents for each community will not excactly match what you see in most recent SRWMO budgets.
This method allowed the greatest comparability amongst scenarios. Market valuations vary annually and the SRWMO
updates community contributions with the latest market valuations every five years (last done in 2019). The SRWMO boundary
was changed in 2021.

OPTIONS CONSIDERED BY MEMBER COMMUNITY REPS AND REMOVED: Option 2: 50% weight on each private lands & public waters.
Option 3: 33% weight on each private lands, public waters, & market valuation.

<

hs

Summary of Scenarios
SCENARIO 1 - Current SRWMO formula [SCENARIO 4 - Private lands, lakes & VARIATION A: All |VARIATION B:
rivers (a subset of public waters where |expenses split by |Minimum
Factor projects are most likely). formula contribution
Land area 50% Oparating and non-oparating | Operating and non-operatingll
Market value 50% ;:":’"”’ ."Jn::l costs split dif;urontl:l:ﬂr.‘::in
Private land area 50% by calculated percentaga,  |contribution from each clty
Public water area req'd, then remaining costs
split by caleulated
Lakes and rivers 50% Jpercentage.
-
Non-Operating Operating
% Average SRWMO % Average SRWMO
Community budget (last 5 yrs) budget (last 5 yrs) Total
Columbus 18.86% $5,900.46 25% $3,112.04 $9,012.49
East Bethel 30.01% $9,387.22 25% $3,112.04 $12,499.26
Ham Lake 4,12% $1,288.89 25% $3,112.04 $4,400.92
Linwoad 47.01% 514,705.73 25% $3,112.04 $17,817.77
VARIATION 1A - Operating and non-operating not differentiated.
All Expenses
% Average SRWMO
Community budget (last 5 yrs) Total
Columbus 18.86% $8,248.42 $8,248.42
East Bethel 30.01% $13,122.68 $13,122.68
Ham Lake 4,12% 51,801,77 $1,801.77
Linwood 47.01% $20,557.57 $20,557.57
VARIATION 1B - Operating and non-operating not differentiated, and minimum contribution
Minimum Contribution All Expenses after Min Contribution
% Minimum % Average SRWMO
Community Contribution* budget (last 5 yrs) Total
Columbus NA $1,300.00 18.86% $7,267.60 $8,567.60§
East Bethel NA $1,300.00 30.01% $11,562.25 512,862.25
Ham Lake NA $1,300.00 4,12% $1,587.52 $2,887.52
Linwoad NA $1,300.00 47.01% $18,113.07 $19,413.07




SCENARIO 4 - Private lands, lakes and rivers

Non-Operating Operating

% Average SRWMO % Average SRWMO
Community budget (last 5 yrs) budget (last 5 yrs) Total
Columbus 17.94% $5,613.54 25% $3,112.04 $8,725.58
East Bethel 29.13% $9,111.51 25% $3,112.04 $12,223.55
Ham Lake 6.97% $2,178.87 25% $3,112.04 $5,290.91
Linwood 45.96% $14,378.37 25% $3,112.04 $17,490.41
VARIATION 4A - Operating and non-operating not differentiated.

All Expenses

% Average SRWMO
Community budget (last 5 yrs) Total
Columbus 17.94% $57,847.34 $7,847.34
East Bethel 29.13% 512,737.25 $12,737.25
Ham Lake 6.97% 53,045.91 $3,045.91
Linwood 45.96% $20,099.95 $20,099.95

-{VARIATION 4B - Operating and non-operating not differentiated, and minimum contribution

Minimum Contribution All Expenses after Min Contribution

% Minimum % Average SRWMO
Community Contribution™ budget (last 5 yrs) Total
Columbus NA $1,300.00 17.94% $6,914.21 58,214.21.
East Bethel NA $1,300.00 29.13% $11,222.66 $12,522.66
Ham Lake NA $1,300.00 6.97% $2,683.72 $3,983.72
Linwood NA $1,300.00 45.96% $17,709.86 $19,009.86




VARIATION B - MINIMUM CONTRIBUTION amount considerations

Operating Breakdown

contributi

*Minimum cantribution amount applied in Scenarios above:

nt. 51,300 is an ex I

—

$1,300.00|

Member community reps discussed a possible minimum contribution from each community, but wished to further examine actual costs for
operating expenditures in order to develop a reasoning for any minimum contribution amount. Below are actual operating costs.

Mermber community reps discussed, with some support but not unanimous agreement, that the minimum contribution might be based on
operating costs excluding administrative staff costs. In the last five years, on average, that amount was $5,200. Therefore, in the Variation B
examples above, 51,300 (35,200 divided by 4 communities) was used as the minimum contribution. Further discussion by community officials
is needed to determine any mini

Note: The same numerical outcome is achieved by using Scenario 1 and excluding admin services from the definition of operating expenses.
That option would not require regularly revisiting the minimum dollar amount becuase that amount would be percentage-based.

(change this cell to update all of the above tables)

Requirad by law

Not Required, but likely assentlal

Annual reports to

Advertise bids for

Membear community
local water plans

Finanical Director

Year State professional services |review/approve Insurance Rec Sec (EB) assist

2023 $1,220.00 $100.00 50.00 $__1,613.DD 51,600.00 50.00

2022 $1,178.00 50,00 $0.00 $1,800.00 51,600,00 50.00

2021 $1,139.00 $100.00 $0.00 $1,550.00 $1,449.00 50.00

2020 $1,200.00 50.00 $1,920.00 $1,850.00 $1,400.00 $0.00

2019 $1,200.00 50.00 $0.00 $1,850.00 $1,750.00 $300.00

[LAST 5 YRS AVERAGE 51,187.40 $40.00 $384.00 51,732,60 $1,559.80 $60.00
MAX 51,220.00 5100.00 $1,920.00 $1,850.00 $1,750.00 $300.00

MOST RECENT $1,220.00 $100.00 50.00 51,613.00 $1,600.00 Donated by EB

*Admin services tasks from the most recent 5 yrs: Prepare agendas and meeting packets, advise the board, coordinate special meetings, prepare budgets,

documents, joint powers agreement updates, public notices, coordinate audits, prepare materials for State performance reviews of the WMO, WMO bounds

prepared financlal management policies for the WMO under the State Auditor's guidance, respond to public and board member inquirles, respond to inguirie

for SRWMO cost share grant funds, complete annual risk assessments required by the WMO's insurer, staff liasion to the Lower 5t, Croix One Watershed One
Recording Secretary's absence, and others,




Tom Collins

e e e — e e )

From: Denise Webster <DWebster@ci.ham-lake.mn.us>
Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 2:38 PM
To: 'Cmholt77@gmail.com'; 'tim.peterson@linwoodtownship.org'; Janet Hegland;

‘timothymelchior@gmail.com'; Tim Harrington; 'lamj3@outlook.com’; Troy Wolens; Jeff
Entsminger; 'millerberndashley@gmail.com’; 'jamie.schurbon@anokaswcd.org’

Cc: 'Wes.Saunders-Pearce@state.mn.us’; 'Lucas.Youngsma@state.mn.us’
'coonlakeimprovementassociation@yahoo.com'; Tom Collins; John Witkowski

Subject: Coon Lake Channel

Attachments: DNR Permit 2001-6042.pdf; Channel connecting South Coon Lake and Coon Lake -

Aerial Photo.pdf; 2001-6042_83391_permit.pdf

Dear Sunrise River Watershed Management Organization Board,

The attached DNR permit #2001-6042 was transferred to the City of Ham Lake from a Ham Lake resident with
frontage on Coon Lake in 2005. The resident permit was issued by the DNR in 2001, The permit allows for
sediment removal from the channel that connects South Coon Lake and Coon Lake (an aerial photo is
attached). The City of Ham Lake has not completed any sediment removal from the channel, but has renewed
the permit every 5-years. The current expiration date is August 25, 2025.

The City of Ham Lake is requesting that the Sunrise River Watershed Management Organization approve the
permit being transferred from the City to the SRWMO. The SRWMO has previously obtained Clean Water
Legacy grant funding, and the dredging project may be a good candidate project for a future grant funding
application. The dredging project is a water related problem that fits into the mission of the SRWMO of
enhancing aquatic habitat and benefitting recreational bodies. The channel can be accessed from Coon Lake
from the SRWMO member cities of East Bethel and Linwood.

The Ham Lake City Council has requested revisions to the cost-share formulas within the JPA in recent

years. The Council recently requested for all contributions to be based on the non-operating expenses formula,
which is currently 3.8%. This is partly based on a large portion of the annual project funding that is for water
quality projects that do not benefit the City of Ham Lake. An example would be the annual carp management
costs for Linwood Lake, Martin Lake and Typo Lake. The Council would approve the current JPA funding
formula, with member communities paying 25% of administrative costs, if the DNR permit was transferred to
the SRWMO.

Sincerely,

Denise Webster, City Administrator

City of Ham Lake

15544 Central Avenue NE

Ham Lake, MN 55304

dwebster@ci ham-lake mn.us

(763) 235-1680 - Direct

(763) 434-9555 — City Hall

City Hall Hours:

Monday-Thursday: 7:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.
Friday: 7:00 a.m. to 11 a.m.
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direction towards becoming an JPE. Ms. Hegland noted that the JPE would be able to create
the due process that is lacking and to ensure funding is used judiciously.

B. Lower St. Croix Partnership work plan amendment approval

Mr. Schurbon and Ms. Hegland reviewed the Lower St. Croix grant work plan amendment.
The amendment is needed to fund two large projects. It includes shifting funding amongst
grant pots of money and committing future grant dollars to a specific project. Ms. Hegland&
M. Schurbon provided a joint recommendation to not approve this work plan amendment.
The projects are good but they do not feel the SRWMO can agree to this process.

Mr. Melchoir moved to vote “no” the LSC Partnership work plan amendment and Ms.
Hegland seconded this motion. The motion carried with all in favor.

C. Anoka County aerial photo funding request

The group discussed the value of these images. Ms. Hegland said the city has to pay for image
requests from the county so she doesn’t understand why they would contribute to this cost in
addition.

The group asked Mr. Schurbon to share a concern with the county that asking for funding
from both the cities and WMOs is essentially a double-ask of the cities (which fund the
WMOs).

The consensus of the SRWMO board was not to provide 2023 funding to Anoka County for
aerial photos because it is not in the already-finalized 2023 SRWMO budget.

s~ D. Request to assume Coon Lake channel maintenance responsibilities

The group discussed the City of Ham Lake’s request that the SRWMO take over maintenance
dredging of the channel between Coon and South Coon Lake. It was noted that the city
council proposed that they would drop SRWMO funding formula concerns if the SRWMO
takes on this activity. Mr. Schurbon provided a summary memo which had been reviewed by
the Ham Lake City Administrator for accuracy.

The board noted that the SRWMO has a long standing approach and policy to not take on
long term maintenance projects, including for SRWMO’s own projects. It was noted this is
formalized in both the SRWMO joint powers agreement and SRWMO Watershed
Management Plan. In order for the SRWMO to consider this request those documents would
need to be amended to include this kind of responsibility. Ham Lake could request this
amendment to the other communities and see if there is agreement.

The SRWMO board discussed the history of this area, features on the landscape, and
challenges that would require resolution before work could begin. The board noted:

o Access — The City’s attorney indicated there is no legal access for the maintenance
work from land, and adjacent landowners are unwilling to allow it. Either cooperation
of the adjacent landowners would need to be obtained or an easement would need to
be established.

s Adjacent structures — Adjacent private retaining walls, driveways, homes, and other
structures are exceedingly close to the channel and an engineering study will likely be
needed to ensure they are not destabilized.



11.

12.
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» Achieving a boat-able depth — A boat-able depth appears to be a resident priority.
The current DNR permit allows excavation only 6 inches below the Interlachen Drive
culvert invert which is not adequate for boat passage.

o Permitting - The City’s 2005 DNR permit cannot be transferred to another party. A
new permit approval from the MN DNR is needed, which would require development
of design plans for the project for DNR consideration. Discussion at the June 2022 city
council meeting indicated the DNR may not be in favor of disturbing the sediment.

e Cost — A cost estimate and estimate of the recurrence frequency of the work is needed
after access and stabilization of the adjacent structures is resolved.

¢ Funding ~The SRWMO has found this work would not be eligible for any grants that
we have researched because it is considered maintenance. That would leave the
funding of the project falling on the four JPA communities.

Mr. Melchoeir moved to respond to the City of Ham Lake that the SRWMO could not
take maintenance dredging responsibility for the Ceon Lake to Seuth Coon Lake
channel because it is not a purpose of the SRWMO in its joint powers agreement, would
be contrary to the SRWMO Watershed Management Plan policies, and is not a priority
task in the SRMWO Watershed Management Plan. This position is to be communicated
to the City of Ham Lake by memo. Mr. Harrington seconded this metion. The motion
carried with all in favor.

Mail
Mail included:

o Advertisement letter from a website domain network.

o Pamphlet from MN Counties Intergovernmental Trust (MCIT) about insurance rate
setting. There was a 2022 dividend update from MCIT. The SRWMO will not be
receiving one this year. '

o MCIT estimated 2023 contribution for insurance in the amount of $1,774. The invoice
for next year usually arrives in December with payment due in January. Due to

‘meeting timing the board usually pre-authorizes an amount at the November meeting
so that the invoice can be paid on time.

Other

Invoice(s) approval

A. Recording Secretary services for June 2022 meeting ($200)

Ms. Hegland moved to and Mr. Harrington seconded to pay the invoice #62822,
payment for $200. The motion carried with all in favor.

B.  Anoka Conservation District 2022 services invoice 2 of 3 ($17,975.27)

Mr. Melchior moved to and Mr. Harrington seconded to pay the invoice #2022038,
payment for $17,975.27. The motion carried with all in favor.

Adjourn ~
Mr. Mager moved to adjourn the meeting and Ms. Hegland seconded this. The motion
carried and Ms. Kantor adjourned the meeting at 8:05PM.
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