TOWN of MAY
WASHINGTON COUNTY, MINNESOTA
OFFICIAL TOWN BOARD MINUTES
February 5%, 2026

The Board of Supervisors of the Town of May convened their regular monthly meeting on
Thursday, February 5%, 2026, at the May Town Hall. Those present included: Board members
John Pazlar and Don Rolf. Clerk/Treasurer Bobbi Hummel; Deputy Clerk/Treasurer Marsha
Olson, and those with business before the Town. Planner Nate Sparks; Attorney Dave Snyder;
Engineer Mark Erichson, Board member Julie Andrich were absent. Chair John Pazlar called the
meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

MINUTES

Pazlar moved, seconded by Rolf to approve the minutes from the January 8, 2026 Board Meeting.
All'in favor. Motion passed.

Pazlar moved, seconded by Rolfto approve the minutes from the January 13,2026 Special Meeting.
All in favor. Motion passed.

CHECKS AND TREASURER’S REPORT

Treasurer Olson read the Treasurer’s report, showing total cash and investments of $2,570,692.45,
of which $594,195.32 is in investments, $2,299,711.91 is committed, and $270,980.54 is non
committed.

Pazlar moved, seconded by Rolf to approve the cash control statement from 01/01/2026 to
01/31/2026. All in favor. Motion passed.

Checks #22785 to #22811 and EFT020526B, EFT020526F, and EFT050526S are also presented.

Pazlar moved, seconded by Rolf to approve the Treasurers Report. All in favor. Motion passed.

FElectronic Funds Transfer Policy (EFT)

Treasurer Olson presented the Board with a required yearly approval for township electronic
payments. Currently the township pays 3 EFT payments per month (benefits, state taxes, and
federal taxes). The policy authorizes the Treasurer to process all EFT payments and appoint
someone else to assist if needed. Treasurer Olson will oversee all transactions.

Pazlar moved, seconded by Rolf to approve the Electronic Funds Transfer Policy as presented.
All in favor, motion passed.

Board of Audit for 2025
Treasurer Olson presented the Board of Audit to Chair Pazler, requiring Board signatures. The
pages contain all of 2025 receivables and payables.
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CITIZEN ENGAGEMENT (must state name and address)

Residents that live on Keystone Ave. would like to request better plowing/road service along their
road. There have been issues this year with salt/sand applications.

Pazlar acknowledges that service/road needs to be improved. Keystone has a significant tree
canopy and it is difficult for large plowing trucks to travel on the road without hanging or
protruding branches scraping the plow truck. The township has utilized services from other
entities to salt/sand the road that have a smaller truck that can safely travel the road.

The township will make a plan to have the canopy and roadside tress cut back on Keystone in the
spring to allow for access to the road.

PLANNING COMMISSION

Nothing to report-no January meeting

ENGINEERING AND ROADS
Noting to report

NEW BUSINESS
Resolution 2026-03. A Resolution Appointing Election Judges for the March 10, 2026 Township
FElection.

Clerk Hummel presents a required resolution appointing election judges for the upcoming March
10t 2026 Township Election. All appointed judges for this election have helped in the past and
are up to date on training.

Pazlar motions to approve Resolution 2026-03, seconded by Rolf. Roll Call Vote: Pazlar YES,
Rolf YES, Andrich ABSENT. Motion passed.

Resolution 2026-04. Town Hall Park Expansion

There may be an opportunity in the future to expand the land around the town park. ARPA funds
during Covid were left unspent, a land purchase fits within the allowance of spending ARPA funds.
Conversations with the land owners about the desire to purchase land when/if they want to sell have
taken place over several years. An appraisal has been completed and is acceptable to the land
owners at this time. The lot lines are being finalized with Planner Sparks.

This resolution was suggested by the Town Attorney and it authorizes the Board to complete the
purchase if a final proposal is agreed upon.

Rolf agrees that this discussion has taken place over several years and if the opportunity is
presented, he would like to move forward.

Preserving and expanding the park area is good for the future of the township. The expansion is
land to the east and south of the current park. There is interest in land to the north, but that land is
not currently available.
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Once a final agreement is reached on the lot lines, there will be a special meeting to review the
expansion. Planner Sparks is working to get this complete.

Pazlar motions to approve resolution 2026-04. A Resolution Authorizing Consideration of
Acquisition of Property for Township Purposes. Seconded by Rolf. Roll Call Vote: Pazlar YES,
Rolf YES, Andrich ABSENT. Motion passed.

WHEREAS, the Town Board of May Township is authorized to purchase and acquire publicly
owned real property for public purposes; and

WHEREAS, the Town Board has been notified that a landowner in the Township is potentially
interested in and desirous of conveying property adjacent to the Town Hall parcel; and

WHEREAS, the Township believes that the acquisition of land for public purposes in this case
may be in the public interest by creating opportunity for buffering, Town park protection, and
long term usage; and

WHEREAS, the Town has observed that opportunities to acquire additional property for public
use in the vicinity the Town Hall are rare and limited.

NOW, THEREFORE,BE IT RESOLVED by the Town Board of May Township, Washington
County, Minnesota, that:

e The Township is authorized to explore and evaluate a purchase agreement for the subject
property, said purchase agreement to be considered by the Town Board at a later meeting.

e The Town observes that the acquisition does not implicate or relate to the comprehensive
plan and, therefore, additional review of the acquisition is not needed.

Meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m. without objection.

Bobbi Hummel John Pazlar
Clerk/Treasurer Board Supervisor, Chair.
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Name of Fund

General Fund

Road and Bridge

Levied Park Fund

Fire Fund

201 Sewer Fund

COVid Relief Fund
General Capital Projects
Park Acquisition and Development
201 Sewer Replacement
201 Pumping Fund
Midcontinent Security
Total

MONEY MARKET

INVESTMENTS

TOTAL CASH & INVESTMENTS*

¥

€ P D PP P YLD B P

Beginning
Balance

271,658.73
878,347.22
45,948.05
18,658.99
145,314.34
460,400.61
2,210.26
135,724.48
13,640.47
5,000.00
1,976,903.156

€ D P PP PO LB PP P

Total
Receipts
3,226.21
29,849.00
15.99

59.17
161.18
Q.77
37.01

33,349.33

TOWN OF MAY
CASH CONTROL STATEMENT
For the Period: 02/01/2026 To 02/28/2026

B P DO P P WO BB PP Y WD

Total

Disbursed

34,090.71
8,275.99
375.00
4,885.71

47,627.41

M P PP PP WP B P PP

$

Ending

Balance
240,794.23
899,920.23
45,589.04
18,658.99
140,487.80
460,561.79
2,211.03
135,761.49
13,640.47
5,000.00
1,962,625.07

1,962,625.07

595,930.52

[$ 2,558,555.59 |

W PP PP PP BB P P P

Some of these funds are restricted for specific uses and are unavailable for general use in the town.

Less Deposits
In Transit

¥ PP P PP B PP PP B

Plus Outstanding

Checks
41414
87,825.33
61.94
5.40
14.00

88,320.81

Total Per
Bank Statement
$ 241,208.37
$ 987,745.56
$ 45,650.98
$ 18,658.99
$ 140,493.20
$ 14.00
$ 460,561.79
$
$
$
$
$

2,211.03
135,761.49
13,640.47
5,000.00
2,050,945.88



COMMITTED AND UNCOMMITED DOLLARS BY FUND

28-Feb

GENERAL FUND

MONEY MARKET

INVESTMENTS

COMMITTED

ESCROWS (inciuding Road Escrows)
CONTINGENCY

COMMITTED TOTAL
UNCOMMITTED

ROAD & BRIDGE FUND
MONEY MARKET
INVESTMENTS
COMMITTED
CAPITAL PROJECTS:
ROAD CONSTRUCTION
INVESTMENTS
BLACKTOPPING
INVESTMENTS - BLACKTOPPING CD
INVESTMENTS - BLACKTOPPING MONEY MARKET
LYNCH ROAD
MILL & OVERLAY FUTURE SPEND
PANORAMA - FUTURE SPEND (2026)
SEALCOATING/CRACK SEALING - FUTURE SPEND
LYNCH ROAD
CALCIUM CHLORIDE
COMMITTED TOTAL
UNCOMMITTED

LEVIED PARK FUND
MONEY MARKET
COMMITTED TOTAL

FIRE FUND
MONEY MARKET
COMMITTED TOTAL

201 SEWER FUND
MONEY MARKET
COMMITTED TOTAL

ARPA
MONEY MARKET
INVESTMENTS
COMMITTED TOTAL

CAPITAL FUND

MONEY MARKET
INVESTMENTS

COMMITTED

HEAVY EQUIPMENT

SNOW PLOW CONTRACT 2026
COMMITTED TOTAL

PARK FUND
MONEY MARKET
INVESTMENTS
COMMITTED TOTAL

201 REPLACE
MONEY MARKET
INVESTMENTS
COMMITTED TOTAL

201 PUMPING
MONEY MARKET
INVESTMENTS
COMMITTED TOTAL

MIDCONTINENT SECURITY
MONEY MARKET
COMMITTED TOTAL

Total Money Market
Total investments

Total Committed
Total Uncommitted

$240,794.23
$67,795.45

$201,731.83
$178,740.50
$380,472.33
($71,882.65)

$899,920.23
$414,080.01

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00
$66,566.31
$253,433.69
$331,000.00
$200,000.00
$60,000.00
$31,149.00
$35,000.00
$200,000.00
$977,149.00
$336,851.24

$45,589.04
$45,589.04

$18,658.99
$18,658.99

$140,487.80
$140,487.80

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$460,561.79
$0.00

$328,845.79
$131,716.00
$460,561.79

$2,211.03
$23,124.82
$25,335.85

$135,761.49
$90,930.24
$226,691.73

$13,640.47
$0.00
$13,640.47

$5,000.00
$5,000.00

$1,962,626.07
$595,930.52

$2,568,555.59

$2,293,587.00
$264,968.59

$2,558,555.59



TOWN OF MAY

CURRENT CD INVESTMENT SUMMARY

GENERAL

Security Bank - 8/11/2026
TOTAL GENERAL

ROAD & BRIDGE

Blacktopping expires 3/19/2026
Lynch Blacktopping expires 11/22/2026
Lynch Sealcoating expires 11/22/2026

TOTAL ROAD & BRIDGE
PARK
Security Bank - 8/11/2026
TOTAL PARK
CAPITAL
TOTAL CAPITAL
201 SEWER REPLACEMENT
Security Bank - 3/19/2026
TOTAL 201 REPLACEMENT
201 SEWER PUMPING FUND
TOTAL 201 PUMPING FUND

Total CDs
TOTAL INVESTMENTS

$67,795.45
$67,795.45

$66,566.31
$287,095.04
$60,418.66
$414,080.01

$23,124.82
$23,124.82

$0.00
$0.00

$90,930.24
$90,930.24

$0.00
$0.00

$595,930.52
$595,930.52

2/28/2026




MAY TOWNSHIP

ESCROW BALANCES
2/28/2026
COLE IuP 9/23/2025 S (117.25)
ELSENPETER 3/27/2025 S 193.75
FRATTALONE - IUP 7/11/2025 S (13,057.17)
FRATTALONE - AMMEND 7/11/2025 S 1,000.00
GLAMOS, ANNETTE - SUBDIV 5/2/2025 $ 1,310.00
GLAMOS, ANNETTE - PLAT 7/11/2025 S 416.50
HANSON PAVING 5/30/2024 S 25,000.00
HOLSTAD CARTWAY 7/5/2022 S 140,108.75
JOHNSON, GLEN LLA 5/2/2025 $ 226.00
JOHNSON, GLEN PLAT 5/2/2025 $ 354.70
KNUTSON SUBDIVISION 9/23/2025 S (289.87)
KNUTSON PLAT 12/20/2025 $ 156.25
KNUTSON FINAL PLAT 1/8/2026 S (1,143.00)
LIBERTY CLASSICAL 12/21/2023 S (197.75)
MARTIN/ARCOLA 2/28/2021 S 281.00
PHILIPS 4/3/2025 $ 961.50
RAGNAR 2/22/2022 S 500.00
REUTER 2/19/2025 S 62.25
ROSENBUSH 3/20/2023 S 246.65
SMITH 5/11/2020 $ (102.50)
WACO 1 PUBLIC WORKS 2/11/2022 S 225.28
PLANNING FEE ESCROWS S 156,135.09
CENTURYLINK 11/1/2007 $ 6,144.36
CONNEXUS ENERGY 8/3/2021 S 4,148.20
FRONTIER UTILITY ESCROW 4/4/2004 S 3,017.50
LUMEN 8/1/2025 $ (114.79)
MIDCO 2/29/2024 S 803.49
NORTHERN NATURAL GAS 10/7/2004 S 30,313.54
XCEL UTILITY ESCROW 5/3/2007 $ 756.54
UTILITY ESCROWS S 45,068.84
ROAD ESCROWS S 527.90

TOTAL ESCROWS

E

201,731.83 |




Town of May

Fund Name: All Funds
Date Range: 02/01/2026 To 02/28/2026
Date Remitter Receipt #

02/06/2026 Croix Valley Inspections 11164

02/10/2026 Washington County 11163

02/12/2026 Midcontinent 11165
Communications

02/28/2026 Security State Bank of 11167
Marine

Total for Selected Receipts

Report Version: 03/31/2015

Description

Building Permits

2026 Fuel Tax

Franchise Fees - Jan

Interest

Receipts Register

Deposit ID Void Account Name
(02/06/2026) - N Building Permits (Excludes

(02/10/2026) - N

(02/12/2026) - N

(02/28/2026) - N
Page 1 of1

surcharge)

Municipal State Aid for Streets -
Maintenance (Gas Tax, Road
Allotment)

CABLE FRANCHISE FEES

Interest Earning

Interest Earning
Interest Earning
interest Earning
Interest Earning
Interest Earning

F-A-P

100-32210-

201-33418-

100-31811-

100-36210-

220-36210-
230-36210-
401-36210-
404-36210-
406-36210-

3/1/2026

Total
S 2,434.93
$ 2,434.93
S 29,849.00
S 29,849.00
S 706.66
$ 706.66
$ 84.62
3 15.99
S 59.17
S 161.18
S 0.77
S 37.01
S 358.74
$ 33,349.33




Town of May

Fund Name:
Date Range:

Date

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

All Funds
02/01/2026 To 02/28/2026

Vendor

Payroll Period Ending 01/31/2026
Total For Check

Payroll Period Ending 01/31/2026
Total For Check

Payroll Period Ending 01/31/2026
Total For Check

Payroll Period Ending 01/31/2026
Total For Check

Payroll Period Ending 01/31/2026
Total For Check

Abdo LLP
Total For Check

Kevin & Alicia Blanchard
Total For Check

CONNEXUS ENERGY
Total For Check

CONNEXUS ENERGY
Total For Check

CONNEXUS ENERGY
Total For Check

JEANNIE DAVIS
Total For Check

FRONTIER
Total For Check

BOBBI HUMMEL

Report Version: 03/31/2015

Disbursements Register

Check # Description

22785 January 2026 Payroll
22785

22786 January 2026 Payroll
22786

22787 January 2026 Payroll
22787

22788 January 2026 Payroli
22788

22789 January 2026 Payroll
22789

22790 2025 Audit

22790

22790

22791 Driveway Escrow Return
22791

22792 201 Sewer Electric
22792

22793 201 Sewer Electric
22793

22794 201 Sewer Electric
22794

22795 Town Hall Cleaning
22795

22796 Phone listing

22796

22797 Expenses

Void Account Name

Page 1 of3

N

N

Council/Town Board

Clerk

Treasurer

Council/Town Board

Council/Town Board

Accounting

ROAD ESCROWS

201 ELECTRICAL ACCOUNT

201 ELECTRICAL ACCOUNT

201 ELECTRICAL ACCOUNT

TOWN HALL

TOWN HALL

GENERAL GOVERNMENT

F-A-O-P

100-41110-100-

100-41425-100-

100-41510-100-

100-41110-100-

100-41110-100-

100-41530-301-
100-41530-301-

100-49390-470-

230-43285-380-

230-43285-380-

230-43285-380-

100-41941-300-

100-41941-380-

100-41001-331-

3/1/2026

Total

4,250.00
4,250.00

8,500.00

1,500.00

1,500.00

70.84

70.84

72.51

72.51

62.36

62.36

90.00

90.00

6.68

6.68

v n|n wr | wr [N w | w | wr N w | n

214.30



Fund Name:

Date Range:

Date

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

All Funds
02/01/2026 To 02/28/2026

Vendor
Total For Check

JOHNSON/TURNER ATTORNEYS AT
LAW

Total For Check

LEAGUE OF MINNESOTA CITIES
Total For Check

MIDCONTINENT
COMMUNICATIONS/MIDCO

Total For Check

People Service Inc.

Total For Check

PAUSZEK INC
Total For Check

Rl's Property Maintenance
Total For Check

WASHINGTON COUNTY -
PROPERTY RECORD
Total For Check

WASHINGTON COUNTY -
PROPERTY RECORD
Total For Check

WASHINGTON COUNTY ROAD &
BRIDGE
Total For Check

WSB & ASSOCIATES, INC

Report Version: 03/31/2015

Check #

Description

22797
22797

22798
22798
22798
22798

22799
22799

22800

22800
22800

22801

22801

22802
22802

22803
22803

22804

22804

22805

22805

22806

22806

22807

22807

Legal Fees - December 25

Membership Dues

Clerk telephone

Wastewater Monthly Service

February 2026

Assessor -Feb 2026

Snow Removal

2026 Truth in Taxation

Annual Election Equipment
Maintenance

Snow & Ice Control

Planning/Engineering - January

2026

Void Account Name
TOWN HALL

N  City/Town Attorney

PLANNING FEE ESCROW

N 201 SEWER ADMIN & GEN'L

N  TOWN HALL

N 201 SEWER ADMIN & GEN'L

N ASSESSOR

N  ice and Snow Removal

N  GENERAL GOVERNMENT

N ELECTIONS - judges, non-clerk
expenses

N  Ice and Shnow Removal

N  Planning and Zoning

PLANNING FEE ESCROW

Page 2 of 3

F-A-O-P
100-41941-380-

100-41610-304-
100-41911-304-
100-41911-304-

230-43280-313-

100-41941-380-

100-41941-380-

230-43280-400-

100-41950-314-

220-43125-400-

100-41001-430-

100-41960-400-

201-43125-442-

100-41910-316-

100-41911-316-

Total
S 7.20
$ 221.50
S 698.60
S 569.10
S 528.00
$ 1,795.70
S 3,950.00
$ 3,950.00
$ 67.87
$ 105.65
$ 173.52
S 730.00
$ 730.00
$ 1,600.00
$ 1,600.00
S 375.00
$ 375.00
S 477.03
$ 477.03
$ 1,805.00
$ 1,805.00
S 7,500.99
$ 7,500.99
S 469.50
S 1,925.00



Fund Name:

Date Range:

Date

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

02/05/2026

All Funds

02/01/2026 To 02/28/2026

Vendor

XCEL ENERGY

PERA

Total For Check

Total For Check

Total For Check

Greg & Julie Padrnos

MARSHA A OLSON

BENAFICA

Total For Check

Total For Check

Total For Check

IRS - INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE

Total For Check

02/05/2026 MN DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE

Total For Selected Checks

Report Version: 03/31/2015

Total For Check

Check #

Description

22807
22807

22808
22808

22809

22809
22809
22809
22809
22809
22809

22810
22810

22811
22811

EFT020526B
EFT020526B

EFT020526F
EFT020526F
EFTO20526F
EFT020526F
EFT020526F
EFT020526F
EFT020526F
EFTO20526F
EFTO20526F
EFTO20526F
EFT020526F
EFT020526F

EFT020526S
EFT020526S
EFT020526S

Town hall electric

Coordinated & DCP
w/holdings/616000

Driveway Escrow Return

Tax Forms, Stamps

Benefits for Clerk

Federal withholdings

State withholdings ID# 2478214 N

Void Account Name

Page 3 of 3

Traffic Engineering Expenditures

TOWN HALL

Council/Town Board

Clerk

Treasurer

ROAD ESCROWS

Treasurer

Clerk

GENERAL GOVERNMENT
Council/Town Board

Clerk

Treasurer

Clerk
Treasurer

F-A-O-P
201-42601-303-

100-41941-380-

100-41110-100-

100-41110-121-
100-41425-100-
100-41425-121-
100-41510-100-
100-41510-121-

100-49390-810-

100-41510-200-

100-41425-130-

100-41001-171-
100-41110-100-
100-41110-135-
100-41110-171-
100-41110-171-
100-41425-100-
100-41425-135-
100-41425-171-
100-41510-100-
100-41510-135-
100-41510-171-

100-41425-172-
100-41510-172-

Total
775.00

3,169.50

179.67

179.67

A2 w | N Ww» |

31.00

31.00
422.50
487.50
206.45
238.22

1,416.67

1,500.00

1,500.00

65.45

65.45

1,630.00

1,630.00

(1.32)
52.13
13.53
(5.58)
38.60
868.83
94.66
404.77
674.09
46.26
197.79

2,383.76

273.07
144.09

417.16
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47,627.41




Town of May

Fund Name:

Date Range:

Date

03/05/2026

03/05/2026

03/05/2026

03/05/2026

03/05/2026

03/05/2026

03/05/2026

03/05/2026

03/05/2026

03/05/2026

03/05/2026

03/05/2026

Report Version

All Funds
03/01/2026 To 03/31/2026

Vendor

Payroll Period Ending 02/28/2026
Total For Check

Payroll Period Ending 02/28/2026
Total For Check

Payroll Period Ending 02/28/2026
Total For Check

Payroll Period Ending 02/28/2026
Total For Check

Payroll Period Ending 02/28/2026
Total For Check

Greg Walls & Julie Padrnos
Total For Check

Abdo LLP
Total For Check

CONNEXUS ENERGY
Total For Check

CONNEXUS ENERGY
Total For Check

CONNEXUS ENERGY
Total For Check

COUNTRY MESSENGER
Total For Check

CROIX VALLEY INSPECTONS, INC

Total For Check

: 03/31/2015

Check #

Disbursements Register

Description

22812
22812

22813
22813

22814
22814

22815
22815

22816
22816

22817
22817

22818
22818

22819
22819

22820
22820

22821
22821

22822
22822
22822

22823

22823
22823

February 2026 Payroll

February 2026 Payroll

February 2026 Payroll

February 2026 Payroll

February 2026 Payroll

Driveway Escrow Return

2025 Audit

201 Sewer Electric

201 Sewer Electric

201 Sewer Electric

Ordinance Notices

Void Account Name

Building Inspector - Jan & Feb

2026

Page 1 of 4

N

Council/Town Board

Clerk

Treasurer

Council/Town Board

Council/Town Board

ROAD ESCROWS

Accounting

201 ELECTRICAL ACCOUNT

201 ELECTRICAL ACCOUNT

201 ELECTRICAL ACCOUNT

Elections

Building Inspections Administration

F-A-O-P

100-41110-100-

100-41425-100-

100-41510-100-

100-41110-100-~

100-41110-100-

100-49390-810-

100-41530-301-

230-43285-380-

230-43285-380-

230-43285-380-

100-41410-350-
100-41410-350-

100-42401-315-

100-42401-315-

3/2/2026

Total

1,500.00

1,500.00

4,250.00

4,250.00

62.24

62.24

68.18

68.18

65.85

65.85

372.00
12.00

384.00

wn w | n w | | W | Wwr | v |

W

740.91

1,197.00

1,937.91













2025 Financial Statement Audit

May Township
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Introduction

- Audit Opinion and
Responsibility

- General Fund Results

- Other Governmental Funds
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Audit Results

Auditor’'s Opinion Minnesota Legal
Compliance

unmodified No mstances
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AUDIT RESULTS

Fiscal Year 2025 Findings

- Preparation of Financial Statements
- Internal Control Finding
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General Fund Budget to Actual

Budgeted Amounts Actual Variance with
Original and Final Amounts Final Budget
Revenues S 316,305 S 397,671 S 81,366
Expenditures 317,305 475,045 (157,740)
Excess of Revenues
Over (Under) Expenditures (1,000) (77,374) (76,374)
Other Financing Sources (Uses)
Transfers in 1,000 1,000 -
Net Change in Fund Balances - (76,374) (76,374)
Fund Balances, January 1 199,048 199,048 -

Fund Balances, December 31 ) 199,048 S 122,674 ) (76,374)




General Fund Revenues by Type
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General Fund Expenditures by Type
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Special Revenue Funds

Fund Balances

December 31, Increase
Fund 2025 2024 (Decrease)

Special Revenue
Major funds

Road and Bridge § 1,291,904 $ 1218389 § 73,515

Fire 26,369 17,588 8,781
Nonmajor funds

Levied Park 44,391 46,093 (1,702)

Sewer 148,141 152,424 (4,283)

Total special revenue fund balances S 1,510,805 S 1,434,494 S 76,311

Capital Projects Funds

Fund Balances

December 31, Increase
Fund 2025 2024 (Decrease)

Capital Projects
Major funds

General Capital Projects S 459,572  $ 457,627 S 1,945
Nonmajor funds

Park 25,224 24,051 1,173

Sewer Replacement 226,296 194,032 32,264

Sewer Pumping 13,530 28,558 (15,028)

Total Capital Projects fund balances $ 724622 S 704,268 S 20,354




Cash and Investments Balances by Fund Type
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Carnelian-Marine-St. Croix Watershed District

11660 Myeron Rd North - Stillwater, 55082 « Tel 651-275-745]

Date: December 30, 2025
To:  May Township Supervisors
From: CMSCWD Board of Managers

Re: Response to Comments

Introduction

The Carnelian-Marine-St. Croix Watershed District (CMSCWD) Board of Managers
has carefully reviewed the comments received from May Township officials and
residents on June 5, 2025. The primary goal of the CMSCWD is to increase
collaboration and trust with residents while also protecting water resources. As
such, the CMSCWD Board has taken the following immediate actions:

e CMSCWD has not participated in issuing additional joint Notice of Violations
to properties that are not actively modifying the shoreline/shoreland.

e Directed that future Notice of Violation Letters for non-active sites will only
be authorized through a vote of the CMSCWD Board of Managers.

e Developed a scope of work for a consultant-led survey effort and a permit
program modification scoping document. This effort will re-administer the
2020 community survey, gather feedback from 2022-2025 permittees and
Notice of Violation recipients, and facilitate Board sessions to interpret
results and guide potential updates to the regulatory program and rules.

e C(reating a Courtesy Notice of Potential Violation Communication letter to be
sent prior to issuance of a Notice of Violation, intended to proactively
collaborate on potential issues.

e Approved new cost share policies to reduce the cost of shoreline restoration
projects.

e Directed staff to prepare responses to the concerns raised at the May
Township meeting for board review and approval.

The following document summarizes each comment and provides the CMSCWD
response. This format is intended to ensure transparency, accountability, and
increase collaboration between the District, May Township, and its residents.
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Background

May Township invited Administrator Mike Isensee to a May Township meeting on June 5,
2025, for a constructive dialogue between our residents and watershed district leadership.
Administrator Isensee, Carnelian-Marine-St. Croix Watershed District (CMSCWD) President,
Tori Dupre, and Managers Pat Gleason, Paul Richert, Ann Warner, and Mike White, attended
the June 5, 2025, May Township Meeting.

A number of concerns and questions were raised by the Township Supervisors, Township
Attorney, and many Township Residents. As Supervisor Pazlar noted at the beginning of the
discussion, CMSCWD was not in a position during the meeting to give a detailed account of
any CMSCWD rule, policy or procedure. Therefore, it is imperative that the May Township
Supervisors, May Township Attorney, and May Township Residents recognize that the
answers provided by Administrator Isensee on June 5, 2025, should not be deemed as full
and complete responses to the questions asked. This statement will address many of the
questions asked at that meeting

May Township-CMSCWD Future Collaboration

CMSCWD and May Township have a long working history, and it is in everyone’s best
interest that the two entities continue to work cooperatively and support each other. While
the June 5, 2025, meeting included moments of tension and strong opinions, the
conversation also highlighted the importance of open, respectful dialogue. CMSCWD
representatives attended in good faith, and the District remains committed to maintaining
constructive, candid, and collegial communication with May Township and its residents
moving forward

Question: Why is CMSCWD focusing on violations now?

Response: As May Township is aware, CMSCWD drafts a 10-year Watershed Management
Plan (“Plan”). This Plan guides CMSCWD’s priorities, and it is updated every 10 years as
required by law. Prior to each update, CMSCWD spends approximately 2 years working with
stakeholders, including the public, to ensure that the next 10-year Plan incorporates areas
of concern outlined by stakeholders and the public. CMSCWD’s most recent Plan was
updated in 2022.

Concerns raised by the public, both in stakeholder meetings and in surveys submitted to
CMSCWD, was the protection of water quality, the need for stronger enforcement of District
Rules, and preventing the spread of aquatic invasive species. Residents expressed
frustration that some lakeshore properties were making significant alterations without
obtaining the required permits. Rule enforcement was also identified as one of the priorities
in the 2020 CMSCWD survey. During the development of the 2022-2032 Watershed
Management Plan, public input identified residents want clean, safe, and resilient water
resources, achieved through rule enforcement, invasive species prevention, and water
quality projects.



Acknowledging the concerns of the public, CMSCWD included a goal in its 2022-2032 Plan
of “enforcing unpermitted major shoreland violations (entire shorelines rip-rapped, sand
blankets entire property lines, shoreland walls, etc.) and enforcing minor shoreland
violations (patios, partial shoreline rip-rap placement).” Emphasis on enforcing wetland
rules and buffers, as well as unpermitted land disturbance and construction were also
stated goals for the CMSCWD Plan. Additional references to enforcing the CMSCWD rules
occur throughout the Plan. Any member of the public is welcome to review the Plan, which
is available to public on the CMSCWD website.

To assist in implementing the goals, the position of a Riparian Permit Specialist was created.
On the Position Announcement, the duties and responsibilities of the Riparian Permit
Specialist were stated as “Overall CMSCWD program support; permit processing and
coordination; CMSCWD rules enforcement; coordination with other regulatory authorities;
inspections; shoreline evaluations; shoreline stabilization technical assistance; targeted
engagement with shoreland landowners; volunteer event coordination; aquatic invasive
species technical assistance and management. ” While enforcement of CMSCWD goals was
not the only reason a Riparian Permit Specialist position was created, it was one of the
duties and responsibilities of the position. Tom Langer was hired for this position by
CMSCWD in 2022.

Following the stated goals of CMSCWD in its Plan, Specialist Langer considered how to
implement enforcement of CMSCWD. Recognizing that the violation of CMSCWD Rules
overlapped or worked in cooperation with other government entities, Specialist Langer
started developing an enforcement process with the DNR and Washington County. While
Minnesota law gives watershed districts the right to enforce its rules, it does not provide
many tools to assist with enforcement. One benefit of partnering with the DNR and
Washington County is that both have well-established enforcement methods in place.
Because DNR, Washington County, and CMSCWD regulations are in harmony, an
enforcement proceeding by the DNR or Washington County will likely result in CMSCWD
rules being satisfied.

The process with DNR and Washington County started in December 2022. The following
meetings occurred between December 2022 and March 2025, when the first joint Notice of
Violation was issued:

e February 2023: Washington County staff and CMSCWD staff present an
informational overview of shoreline alterations to the County Board of Adjustment
and appeals;

e September 2023: Meeting with Commissioner Miron to discuss shorelines and
CMSCWD budget

o September 2023: Washington County staff and CMSCWD staff present shoreline and
overview of shoreline alterations to CMSCWD Board during a public workshop



e June 2024: CMSCWD Permit Subcommittee and Board of Managers discussed
process for informing CMSCWD Managers with a summary of the process and
current after-the-fact permits

e November 2024: CMSCWD staff, Washington County staff, and CMSCWD Board
Manager attend site visit and view significant shoreline alterations on neighboring
property that were unpermitted when installed

e February 2025: DNR staff complete draft Notice of Violation Letter and share with
CMSCWD and Washington County

The goal of increased CMSCWD rule enforcement resulted from public comment and
engagement. Implementation of the permitting process occurred with a significant amount
of thought and coordination with the DNR and Washington County. Additionally, updates
and information were provided at multiple meetings which were open to the public.

Question: What process does CMSCWD use for violations?
Response: Historic Violations — General Process

i.  Historic aerial photos are compared with recent photos.
ii.  Staff from DNR, Washington County, and CMSCWD review the photos and determine
whether to issue a Notice of Violation.
iii.  Issuejoint Notice of Violation
iv.  Work with the Property Owner(s) regarding mitigation efforts.

Criteria for Historic Alterations that Meet Notice of Violation Threshold--Set by agreement
between three entities as criteria for issuing a joint notice of violation for nonactive sites.

i.  No entity issued a permit for the shoreline work.
ii. = The property is under the same ownership as when the unpermitted work
occurred.

iii. ~ The shoreline alteration required permits from multiple regulatory entities and did
not comply with multiple rules/ordinances or was public water violation (below
OHWL),

iv.  The unpermitted work is obvious and contrary to the rules.

v.  The unpermitted work fell within the statute of limitation by an entity.

These criteria were applied to all properties on the CMSCWD 10 Priority lakes and
properties meeting these criteria were identified on Big Marine Lake, Big Carnelian Lake,
and Little Carnelian Lake.

Question: Are there more Notice of Violations to be issued?

Response: Multiple violations meeting these criteria have been identified by CMSCWD,
DNR, and Washington County. At this time, CMSCWD has not participated in issuing
additional joint Notice of Violations to properties that are not actively modifying the
shoreline/shoreland area without permits .



If CMSCWD participates in issuing future Notice of Violation Letters for non-active sites, it
will be through a vote of the CMSCWD Board of Managers.

Statute of Limitations

CMSCWD has been advised by its legal counsel that the statute of limitations to
commence a civil action for enforcement of a CMSCWD rule is 6 years, unless
there is a specific statute that alters the timeline.omment: Demonstrate other
local units of government pursuing historic violations for corrections.
Response: Local governments (counties and watershed districts) do pursue correction of
historic violations under state law, using tools like corrective action notices, compliance
orders, notices of noncompliance, and administrative penalties. These processes often
involve a stepwise approach: first giving notice and an opportunity to correct, then
escalating if needed. Historic violations aren’t automatically forgiven; sometimes past
violations are part of the consideration in assessing penalties or determining required
corrective action

Comment: Attorney Snyder suggests that the scenario of any city, township, or other
WD pursuing a group of people, subjecting them to an audit, and then pursuing them for
historical violations with criteria of trying to get it before the statue expires it would be
viewed of a very intrusive way to regulate something. This approach is foreign to regulatory
agencies.

Response: Township Attorney Dave Snyder shared his interpretation of the CMSCWD
enforcement process during the meeting. The CMSCWD Attorney did not attend, as the
District was informed the meeting would primarily be an opportunity to listen to public
comments rather than provide legal or procedural explanations. The Township Attorney’s
statements were based on limited information, and the CMSCWD Attorney does not agree
with his legal assessment or comments made during the meeting. The District remains
confident in the legality and appropriateness of its procedures and will continue to rely on
the guidance of its legal counsel to ensure compliance with Minnesota Statutes and
watershed law

The CMSWD remains committed to working collaboratively with shoreland and shoreline
landowners by providing complimentary site design services from a landscape architect,
technical guidance on native vegetation management, and cost-share opportunities for
shoreline restoration projects. These resources are intended to support landowners in
protecting their property while enhancing the health of local lakes.

At the same time, when alterations to shoreland or shoreline properties are made in conflict
with established rules and result in harm to water quality or lake health, it is the duty of all
local units of government to ensure that these regulations are enforced.

The studies could be in an appendix at the end
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Comment: Provide studies supporting the restoration of shorelines will
address the declining lake biology.

Response: Information has been presented at CMSCWD Board Meetings, Square Lake Open
House, Big Carnelian Open House, and Big Marine Open House. For additional information
please visit Minnesota Public Radio: Trouble by the water: Minnesota's lakes under threat.
11 segment series summarizing the risks to Minnesota’s most treasured waters — and

explore how we might protect them. https://www.mprnews.org/environment/trouble-by-
the-water

Example Scientific Studies (not a comprehensive literature review)

1. Minnesota Pollution Control Agency- Stressors to Biological Communities in
Minnesota’s Lakes February 2018 https://www.pca.state.mn.us/business-with-
us/stressor-identification

Summary: Homes built close to lakes can harm shoreline and in-water habitats,
affecting both fish and plant communities. Common impacts include clearing native
vegetation for lawns or views, adding sand for beaches, or placing rock for erosion
control. These changes reduce natural habitat and alter the balance of lake
ecosystems.

2. University of Minnesota - Shoreline Development Effects
A master’s thesis by Jennifer R. Keville (2013) investigated shoreline development
in northern Minnesota lakes using the DNR’s Score Your Shore (SYS) survey.
University Digital Conservancy https://conservancy.umn.edu/

Summary: Shorelines with development had fewer types of aquatic plants, less
growth of lily pads and other surface plants, and fewer fallen trees or branches in
the water. These changes show how altering the shoreline, such as adding rock for
erosion control, can reduce the quality of habitat along the water’s edge.

3. University of Minnesota- Assessing Cumulative Impacts to Near-Shore and In-Water
Habitat
Research led by Bruce Vondracek (2013)

Summary: Shoreline development and related structures have cumulative negative
impacts on nearshore habitats that are critical for aquatic plants and fish. Developed
sites consistently had fewer plant species, less growth of emergent and floating-leaf
plants, and reduced coarse woody structure compared to undeveloped sites. The
study developed a model to help lake managers predict these cumulative impacts,
highlighting that protecting shoreline vegetation and coarse woody debris can
improve fish habitat and overall lake health.

mncoopunit.cfans.umn.edu
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Shoreline Hardening Alters Freshwater Shoreline Ecosystems.
Wensink, Stacey & Tiegs, Scott. (2016) Freshwater Science.

Summary: This study found that natural shorelines support healthier habitats and
more diverse species, while riprap shorelines create altered conditions that function
as “novel ecosystems.” Novel ecosystems are human-altered environments with
changed species, structure, and processes that no longer resemble their natural
state.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and partner agencies:
Minnesota's Vanishing Natural Shorelines (MN DNR / partner agencies, July 2023)

Summary: Discusses how riprap and retaining walls are degrading lakeshore and
nearshore habitat: loss of aquatic plants, less shoreline vegetation, increased
nutrient runoff, impacts on fish and wildlife, poorer water clarity

Multiple Sources: Aquatic Vegetation and Fish

RadomsKi, P. and T. J. Goeman. 2001. Consequences of human lakeshore
development on emergent and floating-leaf vegetation abundance. North American
Journal of Fisheries Management 21:46-61

Rozas, L. P., and W. E. Odum. 1988. Occupation of submerged aquatic vegetation by
fishes: testing the roles of food and refuge. Oecologia 77:101-106.

Summary: The direct destruction of aquatic vegetation reduces available habitat
that indirectly influences the reproduction, survival, and abundance of some fish
species (Rozas and Odum 1988; Radomski and Goeman 2001).

Land use, water chemistry, aquatic vegetation, and zooplankton community
structure of shallow lakes. Ecological Applications 15:1191-1198. Dodson, S. I, R. A.
Lillie, and S. Will-Wolf. 2005

Summary: This study of 73 small lakes in Wisconsin shows that shoreline (riparian)
vegetation plays a key role in lake health. Lakes with intact shoreline plants had
better water quality and supported more diverse zooplankton, which are critical
food for fish. Lakes with wide vegetated buffer strips had more species than those
with narrow strips, showing that buffers help protect fisheries. Overall, healthy
shoreline vegetation connects land use to stronger aquatic food webs and better
lake ecosystems.

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources: . Impacts of lakeshore residential
development on coarse woody debris in north temperate lakes. Ecological
Applications 6:1143-1149. Christensen, D. L., B. R. Herwig, D. E. Schindler, and S. R.



Carpenter. 1996

Summary: This study looked at how shoreline development affects the amount of
fallen trees and logs, called coarse woody debris (CWD), in lakes. Lakes with more
natural forested shorelines had far more logs in the water, while lakes with many
cabins had very few. Removing dead trees from the shoreline takes away important
habitat that many fish and wildlife rely on, making the lake less healthy and less able
to support a variety of species.

Key Takeaway
Natural and soft-engineered shorelines—built with native plants and ecological design, that

includes trees and shrubs—create healthier habitats, improve water quality, and make
lakes more resilient. In contrast, riprap, turf, and sand beaches degrade lake health by
causing habitat loss, reducing biodiversity, disrupting sediment balance, and impairing
ecological connections

Comment: Provide salary of Administrator
Response: $111,044.00 per year.

Question: The Watershed District budget seems to have climbed exponentially
over the years, even with the same number of bodies of water/shorelines.
What do you see in the next 5 years?

Response: The Carnelian-Marine-St. Croix Watershed District (CMSCWD) is a special-
purpose local unit of government established to protect, manage, and improve water
resources within its boundaries. Like other watershed districts in Minnesota, CMSCWD is
authorized to collect a tax levy to fund projects, programs, and operations necessary to
implement its Watershed Management Plan.

It is important to distinguish between the tax levy and the total annual budget:

o The tax levy is the amount collected from local property taxpayers to support
watershed district activities.

e The total budget reflects the overall amount available to the District in a given year,
which includes the levy as well as additional funding sources such as state, federal,
and regional grants.

Over the past five years, CMSCWD has been increasingly successful in securing outside
grant funding to support projects that benefit local water resources. These grant awards are
reflected in the District’s annual budget and allow the Board of Managers to achieve more
without relying solely on local taxpayers.

For 2025, the Board of Managers approved a levy of $999,128, which is lower than the
$1,137,733 levy projection originally outlined in the District’'s Watershed Management Plan.
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This reduction was possible because of the District’s success in obtaining grant funding for
projects.

The total estimated levy needed to accomplish the full set of goals in the Watershed
Management Plan is outlined on page 127 of the plan, available here: CMSCWD Watershed
Management Plan.

Each year, the CMSCWD Board of Managers carefully evaluates progress toward plan goals,
available grant funding, and the needs of upcoming projects and programs. Based on this
evaluation, the Board sets both the levy and the total annual budget to balance fiscal
responsibility with the effective protection and restoration of water resources.

Question: Are other watershed districts pursuing historic alterations?
Response: Pursuing correction of historic alterations is an action taken by local units of
government, including watershed districts, when those alterations result in ongoing or
measurable impacts to public water resources. This authority is granted under Minnesota
Statutes Chapter 103D, which empowers watershed districts to administer and enforce
rules necessary to protect and restore water quality, manage floodplains, and maintain
ecological integrity.

The Carnelian-Marine-St. Croix Watershed District (CMSCWD) does not track or evaluate
which other watershed districts may or may not be pursuing historic alterations under their
respective rules. Each watershed district operates independently under its locally adopted
Watershed Management Plan and Board direction. CMSCWD’s approach is consistent with
its statutory authority and responsibilities.

Question: Please describe a time since your appointment in 2019 that you, as
the Administrator, collaborated with a lakeshore homeowner that resulted in
an outcome that was a win-win for both parties.”

Response: The following are examples for properties owned by individuals on Big
Carnelian Lake that worked with CMSCWD resulting in a “win-win” for both parties (the
property owner’s name will not be referenced, but is available upon request):

. 2 Landowners assisted with DNR approval anchoring of downed woody habitat
. 8 Landowners assisted with shoreline restoration planning and native plantings

Since 2022, the CMSCWD has provided technical assistance to 243 landowners and
approved 36 cost-share projects across the watershed. These numbers are documented in
the District’s Annual Reports, available at www.cmscwd.org/documents.

e 2022: 79 landowner site visits; 12 cost-share projects
e 2023: 73 landowner site visits; 11 cost-share projects
e 2024:91 landowner site visits; 13 cost-share projects
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Each year, these efforts reflect landowners working collaboratively with the District on win-
win projects—most often focused on restoring and protecting shorelines. Additional details
are provided in the CMSCWD Technical Assistance and Cost-Share Program sections of the
reports.

Question: With the rapidly increasing levies and taxes, is there a budget for
how that money is allocated? For example, enforcement vs. future planning

vs. managing existing runoff issues.”

Response: The public have multiple opportunities to participate in the budget process for
each year. A preliminary Budget is reviewed every July, a Budget Workshop occurs in early
August, and the Managers approve the preliminary budget in September. A public hearing is
also held for members of the public to comment on the preliminary budget in September.
Members of the public are also welcome to speak with the Administrator or any Manager
regarding the Budget. The final Budget for the following year is approved in December.

» «

The District’s budget is organized by program areas rather than “enforcement,” “future
planning,” or “runoff.” For 2025, projected spending of about $1.55 million is distributed
across administration ($133,000), regulatory program ($30,000) technical assistance and
cost-share ($211,200), communications and outreach ($33,273), inspections and
maintenance ($81,980), monitoring ($139,897), aquatic invasive species management
($56,700), and capital projects ($393,200). While “enforcement” is not a major line item ($0
in 2025), most of the budget directly supports implementation and water quality projects.
Importantly, grant funding—over $400,000 in 2025—supplements the levy to reduce

taxpayer burden and expand project capacity

These investments support water quality protection, lake resiliency, and collaborative
landowner projects.

Question: How much is allocated in the CMSCWD Budget to enforcement?
Response: $6,000.00 in 2024; $0 in 2025

Question: How much is allocated in the CMSCWD Budget to future planning?
Response: There is no specific line item labeled “future planning” in the CMSCWD
Budget; however, planning is a major focus of the District’s work each year. Nearly all
programs and investments are informed by ongoing and forward-looking planning efforts
that guide future restoration, capital improvements, and resource management.

Future planning activities include implementation and periodic updates of the District’s
10-Year Watershed Management Plan, which establishes priorities, measurable goals,
and implementation strategies. Other planning initiatives underway include:
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o Wetland restoration and resiliency planning to identify and restore degraded or
high-priority wetland systems.

e (Capital improvement planning for large-scale water quality, habitat, and flood
reduction projects.

e Climate resiliency and flood mitigation planning to assess vulnerabilities and
develop adaptation strategies.

o Subwatershed analysis studies to evaluate drainage patterns, pollutant loading,
and targeted restoration opportunities at a finer geographic scale.

e Channel Operations and Maintenance Plan for the Carnelian Channel, which will
more effectively predict and plan for maintenance needs and expenditures for the
channel and approximately three miles of outlet piping.

These planning efforts ensure that District investments are strategic, science-based, and
coordinated with partners across jurisdictions to protect and enhance local and regional
water resources

Question: How much is allocated in the CMSCWD Budget to known runoff?
Response: The CMSCWD Budget does not contain this category. The programs that address
known runoff are: technical assistance and cost share, capital improvements,
communications and outreach, and the permit programs.

Additional Information Regarding the 2025 CMSCWD Budget:
The approved budget for each year is located on the CMSCWD website under “Financial
Documents” https://www.cmscwd.org/documents.

The Carnelian-Marine-St. Croix Watershed District’s 2025 income is projected at
approximately $1.56 million, though revisions reduce this by about $810,000 due to project
delays, particularly the Panorama/133rd capital project and associated grants and
contributions. The District’s levy remains steady at $999,282, lower than the long-range
plan projection due to successful grant awards and timing of project expenditures.
Additional revenue sources include permit application fees, nonprofit contributions, loan
repayments, and investment income. Importantly, over $400,000 in grant funding supports
2025 efforts, including major projects on Big Carnelian Lake, Silver Creek, and climate
resiliency initiatives.

On the expense side, a total of 2025 projected costs are about $1.55 million, reduced by
nearly $768,000 from original planning due to project delays. Administration expenses
remain stable at about $133,000, while most spending is directed toward implementation
programs such as technical assistance and cost share ($211,200), inspections and
maintenance ($81,980), monitoring ($139,897), and aquatic invasive species management
($56,700). Capital projects total $393,200 in 2025, with significant investments and grants
for the Goose Lake internal load treatment and Big Marine retrofits, though
Panorama/133rd construction is postponed. Overall, the District continues to balance long-
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term watershed goals with fiscal responsibility, leveraging grants and partnerships to
reduce levy reliance while adjusting budgets to reflect project timing and priorities.

Comment: Permitting process for home construction is not collaborative.

Response: We are continually seeking ways to improve our permitting process, and we
welcome any specific recommendations you may have for consideration. At times, what
may be perceived as a lack of collaboration is simply the result of staff applying
established rules consistently rather than making exceptions.

It is also important to note that shoreline and shoreland development or redevelopment
typically involves requirements from multiple agencies. The CMSCWD Board of
Managers has authority only over its own rules, and any flexibility must be granted
through the variance process, where requests for reduced requirements are reviewed by
the Board.

Many local governments allow a blanket 25% impervious surface coverage on a lot,
regardless of natural features such as steep slopes, wetlands, or drainage patterns. In
practice, each site within the watershed is unique, and development or redevelopment at
the maximum impervious limit can be challenging without adversely affecting water
quality, vegetation, or natural resources. The District’s permitting standards are designed
to evaluate these site-specific conditions to ensure that land use remains compatible with
long-term resource protection.

Watershed District staff are committed to being responsive, providing clear and accurate
information, and assisting landowners in navigating the permitting processes across
multiple entities. The District’s goal is to help landowners achieve successful projects
that meet both property objectives and the shared responsibility of protecting public water
resources.

Comment: The mission statement of the CMSCWD. The feeling/experience is
that the watershed district is not collaborative, set in their ways, and not
interested in citizen concerns.

Response: Most importantly, CMSCWD immediately took actions listed at the top of this
letter to address concerns raised by residents. It is our sincere hope that these immediate
actions demonstrate our commitment to improving collaboration.

We take comments like this seriously, as our mission is centered on protecting water
resources while working in partnership with the communities within our boundaries.
Collaboration with residents is an important part of that work, and we recognize that the
permitting process and regulatory requirements can sometimes seem rigid. This is because
staff are charged with applying rules consistently and transparently, rather than making
exceptions on a case-by-case basis.
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However, when a property presents circumstances unique to the property not caused by
the landowner, the CMSCWD Board of Managers may consider exceptions through the
formal variance process. Variances are evaluated carefully to ensure that reasonable
property use is maintained while still protecting water quality and natural resources.

Comment: Decisions are made without public input.

Response: Public input is an important part of the District’s work, and we encourage and
welcome it. Community members may share feedback directly with District staff at any
time, and there is also an opportunity for public comment during each of the District’s
regular public meetings. These comments are heard and considered by the Board of
Managers as part of their decision-making process.

We understand it can sometimes feel as though decisions are made without input, especially
when rules or requirements must be applied consistently. However, the District remains
committed to transparency and to creating opportunities for residents and stakeholders to
be part of the conversation.

As an example, at the August 27, 2025, regular meeting, the Board of Managers
acknowledged the feedback received from landowners in recent years regarding the
District’s regulatory program. Since 2022, changes in Board composition and perspectives
have brought renewed discussion about how regulation supports the Watershed
Management Plan.

To directly address these concerns, the Board authorized staff to develop a scope of work
for engaging a private consultant. The draft scope includes repeating the 2020 community
survey, surveying permittees from 2022-2025, conducting follow-up interviews with past
permittees and individuals who received Notices of Violation, and facilitating Board
sessions to guide survey development, interpret findings, and consider future updates to
the District’s regulatory program and rules.

Comment: Rules are dense and jargon filled. Landowners have a hard time
understanding what they are being told to do.

Response: The rules have not significantly changed since 2010. The Board of Managers and
staff recognize that regulatory rules can feel dense and full of technical language, and that
this can make them difficult to understand. The goal is to communicate requirements as
clearly as possible and to provide guidance that is practical for landowners to follow.
Watershed District staff are always available to explain rules in plain language, answer
questions, and walk through what specific requirements mean for a particular project.
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We continue to improve how information is presented—such as simplified guidance
documents, checklists, and visual examples—so landowners can more easily understand
what is being asked and why it matters for protecting water resources. Clearer
communication is a priority, and specific feedback helps us identify where improvements
are needed.

Comment: Landowner dissatisfied that the application of rules did not address
her concerns on an adjacent property. County and Watershed need to work
together and do a better job of explaining it to landowners.

Response: While we review and enforce the rules within our jurisdiction, there are times
when a concern may fall outside of our authority, or within the County’s, and vice versa. In
this case, the concerns that were raised were not enforceable under the Watershed
District’s rules. This is why we work closely with other regulating entities to help
landowners navigate questions and ensure that concerns are directed to the agency with
the proper authority.

This experience highlights how important it is that we communicate more clearly about
these distinctions so landowners understand who is responsible for what. In rare cases,
when an issue does not fall under the rules of any regulating authority, that creates a
coverage gap. Those types of gaps are important to identify, as they can help inform
potential revisions to rules or ordinances in the future.

Comment: Landowner has been trying to find information and answers from
the Watershed District and has been frustrated for 2 years. She still doesn’t
understand.

Response: We work with over 100 landowners each year, so without knowing the specific
property or circumstances, we're not able to provide a direct response to the statement. We
encourage the landowner to share more details, and we’d be happy to review the situation
and help clarify how the County and Watershed rules may apply and how best to proceed.

Comment: Stormwater cistern on Panorama Ave is not being maintained.
Response: These devices are not part of CMSCWD’s maintenance responsibilities. Review of
the 2002 plans and bid documents indicates that May Township constructed the pipes and
cisterns in 2002, with Bill Voedisch signing the construction contract. The TKDA plan was
provided to May Township on July 14, 2025, and the structures will be removed as part of
the Panorama/133rd project.
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Comment: Dissatisfied with the communications and process surrounding the
CMSCWD proposed rules revision process.

Response: We understand the concern about communication during the District’s
consideration of rule revisions. To clarify, the CMSCWD Board of Managers decided not to
begin a formal rulemaking process; it was only discussed and then tabled.

By law, any future rule changes would require public notice, a hearing, and formal adoption
by the Board. Beyond these requirements, the District also involves its Technical Advisory
Committee (local officials and agencies) and provides plain-language summaries and Q&A
opportunities. While not legally required, this added outreach is the best practice used to
ensure that rules reflect both science and community values.

Comment: Landowners cannot trust the CMSCWD. Perception that offers help
voluntarily can result in enforcement of rules.
Response:

The District has never pursued an enforcement scenario based on a request for assistance.
Staff and Board Managers welcome and encourage landowners to reach out for help. When
landowners voluntarily seek guidance, the District provides education, technical support,
and cost-share opportunities — not enforcement.

Comment: Landowners want to protect the lake, but the way the CMSCWD is trying to
protect the lake is not right.

Response: We recognize that some landowners on Big Carnelian Lake are upset about the
enforcement of a historic shoreline violation. In response, the Board has changed this
process — enforcement of historic violations is currently paused and will not proceed
without future Board approval.

Landowners and the District share the same goal: protecting and improving the health of
our lakes. Protection is not possible without rules which are designed to safeguard the
water quality and ecological health of the lake. The District’s approach aims to ensure
protection measures are effective, consistent, and fair across the watershed.

We also know that landowners care deeply about both their property and the lake. That is
why the District has numerous opportunities to protect shoreland property and the lake.
We welcome ideas on how to reduce conflict and strengthen collaboration, and we are
committed to working with landowners in proactive and constructive ways. Protecting
water resources is a shared responsibility, and we value partnerships with landowners to
achieve lasting, positive results for our lakes.
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Comment: Landowners complained that they could not use their shoreline for
2.5 years because of the delay in approvals to put in steps and a patio.
Response: Patios and steps require permits from the County, not the Watershed District.
However, if their construction meets watershed permit triggers, then stormwater
management, erosion and sediment control, and in some cases habitat protection or
restoration are required. Many of the concerns and complaints we hear actually stem from
County or City requirements, though they are often perceived as District rules. We are
actively working with our County and City partners to help residents better understand
these distinctions.

Comment: Supervisor Magner stated “the science is clear that the loss of shoreline
habitat is driving declining ecological health of the lake”. Supervisor Manger stated the
science is not clear. Better and clearer explanation for residents dealing with the WD. The
WD is supposed to help and be a resource to educate the folks on the shoreland to ensure
the water stays clean and safe. The concern from many is “how” it is being done.

Response: The science on the relationship between shoreline habitat loss and declining
lake ecology is well established and has been presented by CMSCWD through numerous
public meetings, open houses, newsletters, newspaper articles, and responses to resident
questions. These communications have consistently shared the findings of state and
university research showing that the loss of natural shoreline vegetation directly
contributes to declining water quality and habitat health.

Most of the Watershed District’s programs and investments focus on identifying and
collaboratively addressing the sources of water quality issues through education,
technical assistance, cost-share programs, and partnership projects. The regulatory
program, while a smaller portion of the District’s overall work, plays an essential role in
protecting public water resources and ensuring that gains made through restoration and
stewardship are not undermined by unpermitted alterations.

The District’s strong preference is always to work cooperatively with landowners to find
solutions that balance property use with resource protection. However, it is also important
to hold all landowners to the same standards to ensure fairness and consistency in
protecting shared public waters. The lack of consistent enforcement in the past has
contributed to the ongoing loss of natural shoreline and the resulting decline in ecological
health of Big Carnelian Lake, underscoring why this work remains necessary and
important.

Comment: CMSCWD should start with meeting with landowners through a
letter, phone call, or door knocking to discuss issues prior to sending a Notice
of Violation.

Response: We understand the suggestion that the District should use alternative means to
contact landowners rather than sending a Notice of Violation. The District’s process already
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emphasizes communication, and staff often contact property owners to discuss issues
before formal notice of violation is necessary.

The District will work with our partners to craft a courtesy letter as a means of reaching out
to landowners prior to sending a Notice of Violation. However, it is important to note that
Notices of Violation are a required tool to ensure consistent and timely enforcement of
watershed rules. The District continues to encourage early communications to avoid the
need for any enforcement.

Comment: CMSCWD Board should vote to approve notice of violation before it
is sent.
Response: This is now the policy of the Board.

Comment: May Township should be copied on every notice of violation sent.
Response: CMSCWD already provides copies of all permits requiring a building permit to
the May Township Building Inspector. For projects outside of shoreland, we coordinate with
the Township Planner, consistent with the Township’s land use authority. Within shoreland,
Washington County is the permitting authority, and CMSCWD copies the County Planner.
This process ensures that the appropriate local authority is informed at each stage.

Comment: CMSCWD needs better communication, take more feedback form
residents at meetings. There is a feeling that the WD is ruled with iron fist
with a velvet glove.

Response: We value this feedback and take it seriously. The District has been improving
communication and creating more opportunities for residents to share input during design
of projects and during meetings. The public is always welcome to provide input to Board
Managers and staff at any time, and the District receives and responds to many comments
and constructive feedback each year. While our responsibility is to apply consistent rules
that protect shared water resources, our goal is to do so in a way that is transparent,
collaborative, and respectful.

Comment: Township should take over permitting.

Response: We understand the comment that the Township should take over permitting.
The Watershed District is willing to explore this option in partnership with the Township.
We are open to considering ordinance revisions and establishing agreements to facilitate
this approach if it is determined to be the best path forward. This is a viable option, and the
City of Hugo provides a good model for how a local government, and the Watershed District
can work together to transition permitting responsibilities. In Hugo, the Watershed and City
entered into agreements that allow the City to issue permits consistent with watershed
rules, while the District provides technical expertise and oversight where needed. A similar
approach could be considered with the Township to ensure permitting remains clear,
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consistent, and effective in protecting water resources, while also streamlining the process
for residents.

Comment: Township should consider an informal moratorium on NOVs.
Response: This authority does not rest with the Township. The ability to issue or pause
enforcement actions lies with the Watershed District under Minnesota Statutes, which
assign the District responsibility for ensuring consistent and timely enforcement of
watershed rules. The Watershed Board has clarified that NOVs for non-active sites will only
be issued after a vote of the Board.

Comment: Future rules revisions need to include rationale for the rules and
cost/benefit analysis.

Response: The District’s rules, located at www.cmscwd.org/rules, already include rationale
for each rule. A cost/benefit analysis is not required for rules development, but the Board
can consider engaging a consultant to conduct a cost/benefit analysis to support future rule
revisions.

Comment: Panorama 133rd tree cutting needed sediment control.

Response: The District does not regulate tree removals without grubbing in areas outside
of designated buffers, which is consistent with the MPCA Stormwater Manual. As a result,
this project did not require a permit. However, the District did apply other erosion and
sediment control standards, including seeding and hydromulching.

Comment: White Bear Lake has many riprapped shorelines and it is fine.
Response: Scientific studies in Minnesota and elsewhere show that while riprap and other
hard armoring methods can protect individual properties from erosion in the short term,
they harm overall lake health:

Loss of Habitat: Riprap eliminates natural shoreline vegetation and shallow-water zones
that fish, amphibians, insects, and birds rely on for spawning, feeding, and nesting. Studies
have shown that armored shorelines support fewer species and less biodiversity compared
to natural vegetated shorelines.

Water Quality Impacts: Natural shorelines filter runoff and trap nutrients before they reach
the lake. Riprap, by contrast, does little to filter water, increasing phosphorus and sediment
delivery, which drives algal growth and reduces water clarity.

Increased Erosion Elsewhere: Hard armoring reflects wave energy rather than absorbing it,

which can increase erosion on adjacent unarmored properties and along the lake bottom.
This destabilizes natural sediment processes.
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Cumulative Effects: As more properties use riprap, the cumulative loss of natural shoreline
accelerates declines in lake resilience, fish habitat, and water quality—paralleling the
impacts of broader shoreline development.

Summary: Just as with shoreline development, the science is clear that widespread use of
riprap and hard armoring degrades the long-term health of lakes. Natural or bioengineered
shorelines with vegetation provide far greater ecological benefits while still protecting
property from erosion.

Comment : Removing riprap from shorelines will create greater impacts to the
lake that the ecological gains for the restoration.

Response: That statement is not accurate. Riprap actually increases erosion and reduces
habitat, while restored natural shorelines absorb wave energy, protect property, and
improve water quality. The long-term ecological and stability benefits of restoration far
outweigh any short-term disturbance from removing riprap.

Comment: Minnesota DNR has not issued any other NOV’s in Washington
County over the past 10 years except for CMSCWD.

Response: This assertion was shared with Minnesota Department of Natural Resource Area
Hydrologist Dan Scollan, who could not confirm this comment.

Comment: CMSCWD does not really know if restoration of shorelines will
address the declining lake ecology.

Response: The statement is inaccurate. The District’s work is firmly grounded in science
and supported by state-led research. For example, the Lower St. Croix River Watershed
Stressor Identification Report - Lakes (MNDNR & MPCA, April 2023) (available at
www.cmscwd.org/big-carnelian-lake in “Studies”) specifically identifies physical habitat
alteration from shoreline development and vegetation loss as a major stressor affecting lake
fish communities, including Big Carnelian Lake

This means that restoring natural shorelines is directly linked to addressing the very
stressors driving ecological decline.

Scientific studies consistently show that healthy shorelines with native vegetation, coarse
woody debris, and intact buffers improve habitat complexity, increase biodiversity, and
support more resilient fish and wildlife populations. Conversely, hardened or altered
shorelines (riprap, lawns, sand beaches) reduce habitat, disrupt sediment processes, and
impair ecological connections.
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http://www.cmscwd.org/big-carnelian-lake

The April 2023 report reinforced that Big Carnelian is considered vulnerable to future
impairment precisely because of these shoreline-related stressors and recommended
proactive shoreline restoration to protect fish habitat and prevent decline.

In practice, CMSCWD incorporates these findings into its Education and Communications,
Technical Assistance, and Cost-Share Programs, helping landowners implement shoreline
restorations that improve water quality and ecological health while balancing property use.

Restoration is not a guess, it is a science-based, proven approach supported by research,
state findings, and decades of ecological study.

Note: May Township minutes misquoted the following answer: “The hill on
Panorama will be seeded and fenced soon to prevent more washout into the
lake.”

Response: Isensee stated was the slopes will be raked clean of debris and hydromulched on
Tuesday (5 days from the date of the meeting).

Comment: Silt fence should have been in place prior to tree removal on
Panorama. It’s basic knowledge.

Response: This concern was discussed during the meeting. While a silt fence can be used in
some situations, it was not required in this case. The slopes were stable with topsoil and
approximately 18 cubic yards of woody debris and leaf litter, which were hand-raked off
prior to seeding and hydromulching. As planned and communicated, raking, seeding, and
hydromulching were completed within five days of the meeting.

Note: May Township minutes mis-stated Administrator Isensee's response as:
A maintenance plan is in place. Mr. Isensee will follow up; in reference to the
stormwater cisterns on Panorama Avenue.

Response: Isensee stated the CMSCWD has a maintenance program and responsibilities
that are in the CMSCWD Watershed Management Plan. To his knowledge the cisterns are
not in that maintenance plan but he will investigate who constructed the practice and is
responsible for the maintenance.

After the meeting Isensee found the construction documents and the project was bid and
constructed by May Township and the project plans were developed by TKDA. This
information was provided to May Township.

Comment: People who are not affected or live near the water do not know what the
WD actually is. More education needs to happen. Furthermore, people who live on the
lake are making changes to improve their shoreline, to better their living conditions
and improving their property. No one wants to damage the lake. There is no
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collaboration between the residents and the watershed. Property owners are simply
being told what they must do. That needs to change.

Response: We understand that many people, especially those who do not live directly on a
lake, may not be fully aware of what the Watershed District is or the role it plays. That is
why we invest in direct mailed newsletters, workshops, informational mailings, community
events, and digital outreach, to reach all watershed residents and build broader awareness
of our mission and work. We recognize that more can always be done, and we expanded our
education efforts in the current 10 year management plan so that everyone understands the
value of our shared water resources.

We also recognize and commend the many residents who are already taking steps to
improve their shorelines and invest in practices that both protect water quality and
enhance their property. These efforts demonstrate the shared commitment that both the
District and landowners bring to caring for our lakes and streams. No one wants to see
these resources harmed, and the District’s role is to support these efforts with technical
assistance, cost-share opportunities, and educational resources that make improvements
easier and more effective.

Collaboration is central to the District’s mission. While our rules establish consistent
standards to ensure that protection of water quality is fair and effective across the
watershed, our role is also to ensure compliance with those rules because protection of our
lakes is not possible without clear standards designed to safeguard long-term water quality
and ecological health. We encourage residents to engage with us early in their projects so
that we can help identify options that meet both property goals and public water quality
needs. Many successful shoreline restoration projects across the District demonstrate that
this kind of partnership is possible and beneficial.

Finally, we hear the concern that collaboration can be improved, and we are open to new
ideas about how to reduce conflicts and work together more proactively and productively.
Protecting water resources is a shared responsibility, and we want residents to see the
District as a partner in achieving lasting, positive results for both their property and the
watershed.

Comment: Perceived that the CMSCWD disregarded volunteer monitoring data
for it's own data to make management decisions.

Response: Volunteer monitoring relies on trained residents to collect basic water quality
data, such as water clarity and surface observations, which helps build community
engagement and long-term trend records. While broad in coverage, volunteer data can vary
in precision and typically does not meet quality assurance standards.

In contrast, Washington Conservation District (WCD) monitoring is conducted by
professional staff using standardized quality assurance and quality control (QA/QC)
protocols to collect comprehensive water chemistry, hydrologic, and biological data. This
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higher level of rigor ensures data is suitable for policy decisions, watershed planning, and
grant reporting. Together, volunteer and WCD monitoring complement one another by
combining community-driven coverage with professional-grade scientific analysis.

Conclusion

The Carnelian-Marine-St. Croix Watershed District (CMSCWD) appreciates the thoughtful
comments and questions from May Township officials and residents. The Board of
Managers recognizes that constructive dialogue—especially on complex regulatory and
environmental topics—strengthens relationships and improves outcomes for both
residents and local water resources.

The District’s mission is to protect and improve water resources through science-based
management, collaboration, and transparency. While rule enforcement is one tool to
uphold that mission, most District work focuses on education, technical assistance,
restoration, planning, and partnership projects. These collaborative efforts, together
with targeted capital investments, are essential to achieving long-term water quality,
flood resilience, and habitat protection.

The Board and staff remain committed to continuous improvement. Actions already
taken—including enhanced communication practices, consideration of a courtesy notice
process, and the upcoming community survey and program review—demonstrate
responsiveness to community concerns and a dedication to building trust.

These responses to comments are intended to be informational and not comprehensive.
They summarize key themes raised and the District’s current understanding and practices.
CMSCWD welcomes follow-up questions and will continue to provide additional
information, meet with residents and Township representatives, and refine materials as
needed.

CMSCWD values its long-standing partnership with May Township and remains
committed to respectful, open communication. Protecting our shared lakes, streams, and
wetlands is a collective responsibility that depends on cooperation among residents, the
Township, the County, and the District. By working together, we can ensure these public
water resources remain healthy and resilient for current and future generations.
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