
AGENDA 
MAPLE PLAIN CITY COUNCIL – WORKSHOP 

MAPLE PLAIN CITY HALL 
MARCH 23, 2015 

5:30 PM 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

2. ADOPT THE AGENDA 
 

3. LMCC SURVEY 
 

4. MEETING TIME CHANGE DISCUSSION 
 

5. WATERSHED DISCUSSION 
A. Stantec Memo 
B. Survey 

 
6. DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT UPDATE 

 
7. OTHER 

 
8. ADJOURNMENT  



 

 

 
2015 LMCC SURVEY 
 

The Lake Minnetonka Communications Commission (LMCC) is  
seeking input from member city councils to help guide budget  
decisions in the future. Please complete this quick survey  
(one per city council) and return by April 2, 2015 to jim@lmcc-tv.org  
or to LMCC, 4071 Sunset Drive, PO Box 385 Spring Park, MN 55384.  
Your input is appreciated! 
 

How high a priority is each of the following for your city? 
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Broadcasting and posting city council meetings on LMCC channels and website      

Agenda parsing* city council meetings that are posted on the LMCC website      

Broadcasting and posting other local government** meetings on LMCC channels and website      

Broadcasting and posting voter forums and candidate statements on LMCC channels and website      

Broadcasting and posting school concerts and sports on LMCC channels and website      

Broadcasting and posting community concerts and events on LMCC channels and website      

Creating, broadcasting, and posting LMCC-produced programming*** on LMCC channels and website      

Upgrading LMCC equipment and TV broadcasting to high definition (HD)      

      
 

Your City Name:          
 
*  Agenda parsing allows the online user to click on an agenda topic to go directly to that section of the video recording.             
**  Examples of other local government meetings: police boards, fire boards, school boards, Lake Mtka Conservation District, LMCC, etc. 
*** Examples of LMCC-produced programs are: The Pulse, First Responder TV, Lakeside News, Sound Check, Around the Lake, etc.      
 
Survey Updated 02.21.15 



Memo 
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To: Dan Boyum From: Peter Allen 

 St. Paul MN Office  St. Paul MN Office 

File: 193801808 Date: March 13, 2015 

 

Reference: Watershed Management Options   

The City of Maple Plain has requested that Stantec research several options that the City has 
regarding its watershed management organization. The City, as well as other communities, has 
expressed concerns about the Pioneer-Sarah Creek Watershed Management Organization 
(PSCWMO). The purpose of this memo is to provide the City with information regarding the three 
options listed below, so the City can make an informed decision regarding the future of watershed 
management within its community. 

 Option 1: Stay with PSCWMO 

 Option 2: Transfer the portion of the City that is currently within the PSCWMO into the 
Minnehaha Creek Watershed District (MCWD) 

 Option 3: The City of Maple Plain become its own WMO 

The information within this memo was collected from a research of PSCWMO, MCWD and 
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) Rules, as well as communications with MCWD 
and BWSR. No communication was conducted with PSCWMO or other communities. 

 Option 1: Stay with PSCWMO 

This is a no action option and entailed research into the status of PSCWMO’s watershed 
management plan with BWSR and the financial obligations the City has to the PSCWMO. According 
to the PSCWMO website, BWSR approved the PSCWMO Third Generation Watershed Management 
Plan on January 28, 2015. This suggests that the PSCWMO has resolved any differences it may have 
had with BSWR. Financially, the City’s fees to PSCWMO have ranged from $7,464.54 in 2012 to 
$9,855.62 in 2015.1 

If the City stays with PSCWMO, we might recommend that the City: 

 Work with PSCWMO to determine the derivation for the City’s annual fee and consideration 
of a revision to this fee, and 

 Work with the other cities in PSCWMO to change the membership of the PSCWMO 
Commission to better reflect the priorities of the cities. 

 

 

                                                      
1 2015 Budget – Pioneer Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission – Approved 2015 Member Assessments 
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SURVEY 
On January 28, 2015 the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) approved the Pioneer‐Sarah Creek Watershed 
Management Commission’s Third Generation Watershed Management Plan for a period of six years.  

BWSR has suggested that the level of commitment by the member cities is not sufficient to fund capital 
improvement projects.  The first two questions below are designed to measure support for increases in the yearly 
allocation charged to the member cities.  

1. Would your City support increasing your yearly contribution to the Watershed Commission by 100% (e.g., if 
you are contributing $15,000 in 2015, your yearly contribution for 2016 would be $30,000). Funds would be 
used to support capital improvement projects through a cost‐share program.   

    YES      NO 

2. Would your City support increasing your yearly contribution to the Watershed Commission by 200% (e.g., if 
you are contributing $15,000 in 2015, your yearly contribution for 2016 would be $45,000)? Funds would be 
used to support capital improvement projects though a cost‐share program.  

    YES      NO 

The current policies of the Commission allow up to 25% of the cost of a project paid by the Watershed Commission. 
BWSR has suggested that with a cost share provision, individual cities will have to spend additional dollars on 
projects within their Cities.  Question 3 is designed to measure support for increases in the yearly allocation charged 
to the member cities. 

3. Is your City supportive of providing funding through city taxes for water improvement projects that are 
within your cities to improve water quality? This would be in addition to the tax dollars used to pay for your 
Cities allocation provided to the Watershed Commission.  

    YES      NO 

BWSR has suggested that the Watershed Commission more assertively use Ad Valorem taxation as a means of 
funding projects.  This would allow the Watershed Commission to directly tax residents of the six member cities.  
Question 4 is designed to measure support for the use of the Ad Valorem tax. 

4. Is your City supportive of empowering your Commissioner to approve Ad Valorem taxation of residents of 
your City to support water improvement projects?  

    YES      NO 

The Pioneer‐Sarah Creek Watershed Management Commission is a joint powers organization, administered by a 
board whose members are appointed by the participating cities.  There has been discussion as to whether becoming 
a Watershed District would be a more effective form of governance.  Members of a watershed board of managers 
are accountable to the County Board of Commissioners that appointed them. 

5. Is your City supportive of replacing the Commission with a Watershed District that will remove local control?  

    YES      NO 

We invite you to share your comments, concerns and questions on the back side of this survey.  

City: _______________________________  City Administrator: ______________________________ 

Please return this survey to Judie Anderson, judie@jass.biz, no later than April 8, 2015.   
The Watershed Commission will review results of the survey before determining next steps. 
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