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RCWD BOARD OF MANAGERS WORKSHOP

Monday, June 12, 2023, 9:00 a.m.

Rice Creek Watershed District Conference Room

4325 Pheasant Ridge Drive NE, Suite 611, Blaine, Minnesota

or via Zoom Meeting:

Join Zoom Meeting

https://us06web.zoom.us/j/84872738925? pwd=0WxlalBDcG9GUDRWWEd5RGJEZG02Zz09
Meeting ID: 848 7273 8925

Passcode: 706227

Dial by your location +1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago)

Meeting ID: 848 7273 8925

Passcode: 706227

Agenda
ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION (times are estimates only)
9:00 Metro Shooting Settlement Agreement Implementation

10:00  District Funds —4M Fund Investment & Release Budget Planning
Schedule

10:45  Centerville Lake Water Management District
11:30  Water Quality Grant Program Update
Administrator Updates (If Any)

4325 Pheasant Ridge Drive NE #611 | Blaine, MN 55449 | T: 763-398-3070 | F: 763-398-3088 | www.ricecreek.org

BOARD OF Jess Robertson Steven P. Wagamon  Michael J. Bradley Marcie Weinandt John J. Waller
MANAGERS Anoka County Anoka County Ramsey County Ramsey County Washington County
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9:00 Metro Shooting Settlement Agreement
Implementation



MEMORANDUM S

Rice Creek Watershed District REWR
Date: June 6, 2023

To: RCWD Board of Managers

From: Nick Tomczik, Administrator

Subject: Metro Shooting Settlement Agreement Implementation

Introduction

At its February 6, 2023 workshop meeting, the Board of Managers asked the District administrator to
prepare a recommendation as to how the Rice Creek Watershed District should understand and fulfill its
obligations under the 2005 settlement agreement with Metro Shooting Center Corp. (MSCC). | have
reviewed the agreement with District staff, engineer, and counsel, and offer my recommendation at the
close of this memorandum.

Background

The Settlement Agreement

In February 2005, the District, Anoka County, the Minnesota Department of Transportation, and the City
of Blaine, as defendants, and MSCC as plaintiff, entered into a “Settlement Agreement and Order.” The
settlement resolved a lawsuit that MSCC had brought against the defendants related to management of
Anoka County Ditch (ACD) 53-62. Under the settlement agreement:

e The defendants paid MSCC a total of $437,500 (the District’s share was $217,500) for damages
related to alleged past inadequate maintenance and obstruction of ACD 53-62.

e MSCC concurred in the elevation of 891.46 feet MSL for the ACD 53-62 main trunk upstream of
Lexington Avenue (this elevation since has been established as the as-constructed and
subsequently improved condition, or ACSIC).

e Of MSCC’s 135-acre parcel, the District agreed that MSCC would be “entitled to a minimum of
one hundred (100) consolidated, contiguous, non-wetland acres suitable for development
purposes.” To the extent the Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) and the District’s
wetland rule would require a future development to provide wetland replacement credits
beyond what would have been required at the time of settlement, the District would provide
these credits.

e Blaine agreed to supply the first 6.7 acres of any District wetland replacement credit obligation,
under terms set forth in a separate agreement.

The scope of the District’s obligation under the third bullet is the subject of this memo and the
workshop discussion. In the intervening 18 years, there has been development interest in the MSCC
property, yet none rising to the level of submitting a permit application to the District and so to require
a focus on and answer to this question. With recent evidence of development interest, and related
communications from Rick Wilder of MSCC asking about how the District would review a development
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Rice Creek Watershed District

proposal, the Board has decided that it is time to establish how the District will approach development
involving the MSCC property.

The Village Meadows Comprehensive Wetland Management Plan

MSCC’s right under the settlement agreement to “100 acres” of non-wetland has its origin in the
“Comprehensive Wetland Management Plan” (CWMP) that the District had adopted a year prior for a
defined area draining to ACD 53-62, including the MSCC parcel, referred to as the “Village Meadows.”
The CWMP was a “comprehensive wetland protection and management plan” under WCA (Minn. Rules
8420.0830). Under this WCA provision, a WCA-implementing unit of government, on the basis of a plan,
may specify wetland impact/replacement rules for a defined area that differ from standard WCA rules.
The Board adopted the CWMP in November 2003, and its implementing rule (“Rule M”) in January 2004.

The CWMP was an attempt to resolve long-standing conflict surrounding repair of ACD 53-62:
landowner demands for improved drainage; disagreement over repair depth; constraints on system
function, even if well maintained; and wetland impact replacement costs associated with repair.

The CWMP organized the Village Meadows area into a development footprint on each parcel, and a
large, contiguous Wetland Preservation Area (WPA) lying across the several parcels. Landowners would
be permitted to fill wetland within identified development footprints. They would be required to replace
impacts to certain wetlands (Types 3, 4), which they would do within the WPA. But they would be
exempted from replacing impacts to other wetlands (Types 1, 2, 6), on the reasoning that the CWMP
was an alternative to ACD 53-62 repair, and the latter wetland types would fall under the WCA drainage
exemption.

The wetland resource benefit of establishing the WPA would justify application of the drainage
exemption while avoiding the actual repair action. Over time, the WPA would provide for regional
stormwater flow, and portions of ACD 53-62 within developing areas would be abandoned. The
intended outcome of the CWMP was economic value for landowners, creation and protection of a
higher-valued ecological resource, and avoided drainage system repair and maintenance costs.

The “100 acres” in the settlement agreement is the portion of the 135-acre MSCC site that the District,
in the CWMP map, allocated as the MSCC development footprint.

CWMP Implementation Frustrated

The District was not able to implement the CWMP in the manner envisioned, due to the unwillingness of
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to conform its own federal wetland (“Section 404”) review to the
CWMP framework.

The District pressed the USACE to collaborate, but by the later part of 2005, the USACE had evidenced
conclusively that it was unwilling or unable to do so. Without a parallel federal framework for approval,
including the exemption for filling of Type 1, 2 and 6 wetlands, it would be fruitless for a landowner to
press forward a development plan that aggregated site wetlands pursuant to the CWMP.

Also, the CWMP rested on the expectation of a development surge. The initiative envisioned a period of
active development within the Village Meadows area, during which the WPA would take form from
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MEMORANDUM 2
Rice Creek Watershed District
easement dedications of multiple contiguous landowners, and ACD 53-62 would come off-line step by
step. The surge did not immediately materialize. Then, the 2008 housing market crash definitively
altered the development environment for several years. By the time development activity
recommenced, the landowner interest in implementing the CWMP plan had dissipated and the District
had been, for several years, engaged in the conventional maintenance of ACD 53-62. Since the signing of

the settlement agreement, the District has repaired all elements of ACD 53-62 that may provide
beneficial drainage of the MSCC parcel.

Settlement Agreement Terms
The following are notable terms of the settlement agreement:

e The District’s commitment concerns only what is within its control: how it applies WCA and its
own wetland rule. The agreement specifically states that the District is not responsible for
wetland impact replacement that the USACE requires under Section 404 permitting.

e The commitment is for 100 acres of contiguous non-wetland. The agreement specifically states
that the District does not guarantee the buildability of those 100 acres. For example, use of the
full 100-acre footprint may be constrained by the City of Blaine or other land use authority (e.g.,
floodplain restrictions), or certain non-wetland soils may not be suited for development.

e The agreement states that the parcel owner may rely on the wetland delineation prepared for
the CWMP and will not need to submit a new one. However, the prior delineation is now some
18 years old, whereas WCA explicitly limits a delineation’s validity to five years. The agreement
cannot override state law, and so the landowner will need to supply a new delineation.

Staff Recommendation

Implementing the Settlement

The District administrator, with the concurrence of the District engineer and counsel, recommends that
the District implement the settlement agreement as follows:

o Staff will require a current wetland delineation with a development application.

e If the MSCC parcel owner wishes to proceed under the agreement, staff will support the
preparation of a development plan consistent with the CWMP. Using the current wetland
delineation and other site-level data, and in accordance with the CWMP, the property owner
will define up to a 100-acre footprint of non-wetland on the southern part of the parcel, and a

minimum of 35 acres of WPA on the northern part.

o The owner will apply to the USACE for Section 404 review.
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o The District will review the application under WCA and its wetland rule (Rule F). If this
review identifies wetland impact replacement beyond what the USACE or any other
regulatory approval requires, the District (and the City of Blaine) would be responsible
to supply this additional replacement.

e If the owner of the MSCC parcel elects not to apply to the USACE for review of a development
proposal conforming to the CWMP, it may prepare and proceed to USACE and District review
with any other development plan of its choosing. In this event, the owner would not be
proceeding under the settlement framework and so would be responsible for all wetland credit
replacement associated with the development.

e If the District ultimately is obligated to provide replacement credit, it should be noted that
under its rules, the District has obtained, and in the MSCC case would obtain, easement rights
within the WPA that would allow it to move earth and manage hydrology. Accordingly, the
District could undertake to create the required credits through its actions within the WPA.

e The District will continue to maintain ACD 53-62. The District engineer anticipates that the MSCC
site development could require realignment of ACD 53-62 Branch 5 at the north end of the
property to accommodate a turn lane along 109" Ave., but that no other modifications to the
ACD 53-62 system would be required.

Finally, it should be noted that the circumstances under which development now would come forward
may lie outside the range of assumptions at the time the settlement was signed. For example, the
settlement was drafted in expectation that the MSCC property would develop as a part of broad CWMP
implementation; instead, CWMP implementation has been partial at best, and the District has
proceeded with a full repair of ACD 53-62. Counsel has not reviewed whether these considerations may
legally modify the District’s settlement obligations, but can do so if at any point the Board finds it
appropriate.

Request for Board Consensus
Staff are seeking Board discussion and consensus on the intended implementation of the settlement.

Attachment

Metro Shooting Center Corporation vs. Rice Creek Watershed District, Anoka County, Department of
Transportation of the State of Minnesota, and City of Blaine-Settlement Agreement and Order dated
March 31, 2005

4|Page












10



11



12



13



14



15



16



17



18



19



20



21



22



23



24



25



26



27



28



29



30



31



32



33



34



10:00 District Funds — 4M Fund Investment & Release
Budget Planning Schedule
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MEMORANDUM S

Rice Creek Watershed District iy
Date: June 5, 2023

To: RCWD Board of Managers

From: Nick Tomczik, Administrator

Subject: District Funds — 4M Fund Investment

Introduction
The District is considering options for investing its funds.

Background
The District is considering long-term investment of its funds. The District Managers met in 2022 with

Corey Boyer of PMA Financial Network representing the 4M Fund, the District official depository, to
discuss available investment options. Since that time the District has adopted a revised Accounting,
Funds Management & Investment Manual in March 2023 and considered cash flow needs to meet
anticipated demands. The cash flow needs, as anticipated, are below cash reserves due to the District’s
past and continued project approach to save in advance versus borrowing for projects. The District
created its Project Anticipation Fund (fund 99) in its budget to better identify the designation of these
project anticipation funds and be good stewards of the public funds.

Development of resource project opportunities and plans, such as South Hansen Park, continue. The
funds designated to the Project Anticipation Fund are not projected to be drawn upon in the immediate
foreseeable budgets or all at once. The current Project Anticipation Fund balance is $4.5 million. These
funds or a portion there of may be invested with the intent to secure better rates of return, adhere to
the District’s Accounting, Funds Management and Investment Manual policy, and notably Minnesota
Statutes chapter 118A Deposit and Investment of Local Public funds. The approach to sustain the
security of the funds and sufficient liquidity under District plans.

The District’s Treasurer Manager Weinandt and staff met with Mr. Boyer at its quarterly treasurer’s
meeting in May to discuss investment matters. The recommendation to the Board for consensus is to
invest up to $4 million dollars of the Project Anticipation Fund, and potentially more funds based on
cashflow, into equal divisions of fixed rate certificates of deposit in ladder fashion for 1-, 2-, 3-, and 4-
year terms. Investing in the current timeframe places future maturity dates just ahead of District budget
planning in subsequent years.

Mr. Boyer will attend the workshop to present updated information and answer questions. Please see
attached past investment materials on District cash flow, cash balances, and U.S. Treasury yields as well
more recent 4M Fund CD Quick Quote.

Request for Board Consensus
Staff are seeking Board discussion and consensus on the intended funds investment.

Attachment
Past Investment Materials
4M Fund CD Quick Quote

1|Page
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Rice Creek Watershed District
4325 Pheasant Ridge Dr, #611
Blaine, MN 55449

DTC - 732 Days, Maturing on 05/27/2025

Bank Backing
Western Alliance Bank DTC

DTC Totals & Weighted Avg for
Term:

CD - 731 Days, Maturing on 05/23/2025

Bank Backing FDIC #
Cornerstone Bank FDIC 5496
EMPOWER FDIC 3025
Baxter Credit Union FDIC 68187
Totals & Weighted Avg for
Term:

CD - 549 Days, Maturing on 11/22/2024
Bank Backing FDIC #
First Pryority Bank FDIC 4185
Totals & Weighted Avg for
Term:

5/23/2023 | 10:58:52 AM

CD Quick Quote

05/23/2023

FDIC #
57512

City, State
York, NE
Syracuse, NY

Vernon Hills, IL

City, State
Pryor, OK

City, State
Phoenix, AZ

Invested
$226,250.00
$227,250.00
$227,500.00
$681,000.00

Invested
$231,650.00
$231,650.00

Settle Date

05/26/2023

Net Interest
$23,390.02
$22,392.03
$22,119.12
$67,901.17

Net Interest
$18,017.91
$18,017.91

PMA Financial Network
2135 CityGate Lane

7th Floor

Naperville, IL 60563
Phone: 630-657-6400
Fax: 630-718-8701

PMA Client #: 35465 - 101
Phone: (763) 398-3070
Fax: (763) 398-3088

Invested
$250,000.00
$250,000.00

Total
$249,640.02
$249,642.03
$249,619.12
$748,901.17

Total
$249,667.91
$249,667.91

Net Rate
4.856
4.856

Net Rate
5.060
4.920
4,770
4.916

Net Rate
5.137
5.137



DTC - 547 Days, Maturing on 11/29/2024

Bank Backing
Discover Bank DTC

DTC Totals & Weighted Avg for
Term:

CD - 366 Days, Maturing on 05/23/2024

Bank Backing
ServisFirst Bank FDIC
ARTESIA FDIC
Totals & Weighted Avg for

Term:

FDIC #
57993
62783

FDIC #
5649

City, State
Tampa, FL
Artesia, NM

City, State

Greenwood, DE

Invested
$237,450.00
$237,700.00
$475,150.00

Settle Date
06/01/2023

Net Interest
$12,442.81
$12,060.57
$24,503.38

Invested
$250,000.00
$250,000.00

Total
$249,892.81
$249,760.57
$499,653.38

Net Rate
4.905
4.905

Net Rate
5.226
5.060
5.143

The information contained herein is based on sources, which we believe to be reliable, but is not guaranteed by us and is not considered all-inclusive. It is not to be construed as an offer,or the solicitation

of an offer, to sell or buy securities herein mentioned

5/23/2023 | 10:58:52 AM



Q \
MEMORANDUM S

Rice Creek Watershed District RSN
Date: June 6, 2023

To: RCWD Board of Managers

From: Nick Tomczik, Administrator

Subject: 2024 Proposed Budget Schedule

June 12, 2023 — Review proposed schedule for 2024 budget planning
July 5 - Preliminary draft 2024 budget provided in workshop packet

July 10 & August 7 — Budget discussions at Board Workshop, possible separate budget
workshop in between July and August workshops

August 8 (approximately) - Public notice for budget public hearing
August 23 — Budget and levy public hearing at regular Board Meeting

Late August /September 11 - (tentative) Special Board Workshop if needed to finalize budget
and levy

September 13 — Certification of budget and levy
October — Certification of water management charges to counties
December 13 — Truth-in-Final at regular Board Meeting, certification of budget and levy

**Budget will also include any proposed and previously approved water management district
(WMD) certification of changes to the counties

l|Page
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MEMORANDUM
Rice Creek Watershed District

Date: June 14, 2023

To: RCWD Board of Managers

From: Matt Kocian, Lake and Stream Program Manager
Subject: Centerville Lake Water Management District

Introduction

Seeking Board consensus to select a charge alternative and proceed with development of a Water
Management District (WMD) for Centerville Lake. The purpose of the proposed WMD would be to fund
an internal phosphorus load reduction project (e.g. aluminum sulfate, or “alum”).

Background
Centerville Lake has been experiencing severe and frequent blue-green algae blooms. The beach at the

adjacent Rice Creek Chain of Lakes regional park (Anoka Co Parks) is regularly closed due to health
concerns from blue-green algae. Residents frequently express concerns.

Recently completed diagnostic studies® suggest the internal phosphorus loading — specifically, sediment-
phosphorus release — is a significant driver of algae blooms. Other potential phosphorus sources have
been assessed, including backflow loading from Peltier Lake, common carp, and watershed runoff.
Overall, these potential sources are minor compared to internal loading.

An alum treatment on Centerville Lake is estimated to cost between $850,000 and $1.3 million?,
depending on the selected dosing option. District staff, as directed by the Board at previous Board
workshops, have engaged partners to develop funding sources. Both the City of Centerville and Anoka
County have expressed optimism for funding partnerships. District staff are currently preparing for a
Clean Water Fund grant application for a potential project (expected Aug 2023).

Centerville Lake, 2016

YInternal Load Investigation for Centerville Lake, Wenck Associates, 2019; Centerville Lake Phosphorus Dynamics,
Houston Engineering, 2022
2 Alum Longevity in Centerville Lake, Barr Engineering, 2023

l|Page
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Rice Creek Watershed District

The Centerville Lake Association (CLA) formally requested help from the District to address the algae
blooms. Specifically, they presented a letter requesting that the District develop a “special tax district”,
with revenue to fund an internal load reduction project (i.e. alum). Members of the CLA attended a
Board meeting on September 28, 2022. At that meeting, the Board directed District staff and engineer
to begin development of a Water Management District for Centerville Lake, to address internal
phosphorus loading. Subsequently, the District engineer and staff have developed funding alternatives
for a Centerville Lake WMD. The recommended alternative (HEI memo, alternative 2b) is consistent
with past District WMD’s for alum treatments —i.e. the Bald Eagle Lake WMD.

Staff Recommendation
To address algae blooms and internal phosphorus loading on Centerville Lake, Staff recommend
proceeding with development of a Water Management District to help fund an alum (or similar) project.

Request for Board Consensus
Staff request Board consensus to proceed with a Watershed Management Plan amendment to add a
Water Management District for Centerville Lake, following alternative 2b (HEI memo, June 6, 2023)

Attachments
HEl memo: Centerville Lake WMD Alternatives, June 6, 2023

2|Page
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engineering, inc.

Technical Memorandum

| hereby certify that this plan, specification, or report
was prepared by me or under my direct supervision

Rice Creek Watershed District and that | am duly Licensed Professional Engineer
under the laws of the State of MN
From: Adam Nies, PE CFM
Through: Chris Otterness, PE
Subject: Centerville Lake WMD Alternatives
6/6/2023

Date: June 6, 2023 Adam N. Nies Date
Reg. No. 53358

To: Matthew Kocian

INTRODUCTION

Centerville Lake has experienced frequent and severe algae blooms in recent years. Studies have
shown that internal phosphorus loading is driving this problem. This causes a reduction in water
quality for parcels adjacent to the lake and members of the general public who utilize the lake for its
many recreational opportunities. The Rice Creek Watershed District (RCWD) has been requested by
the Centerville Lake Association to develop a Water Management District (WMD) to assist the
financing of the internal phosphorus load reduction project.

The provision for collection of charges under MS 103D.729 gives a Watershed District, through the
amendment of its plan or during an update to the WMP, the authority to establish one or more Water
Management Districts (WMD) for the purpose of collecting revenues and paying the costs of projects
initiated under sections 103B.231, 103D.601, 103D.605, 103D.611, or 103D.730. The establishment
of a WMD requires the description of the methods used to determine the charges. This Technical
Memorandum describes several potential methods for determining the Centerville Lake Water
Management District and associated charges. It is to be used as a planning document to help guide
the RCWD in determining its preferred method of establishing a WMD. The final determination of
charges to the Centerville Lake WMD will depend on a number of different factors yet to be
determined, including project budget, local governmental cost share, and state cost share.

CHARGE METHOD DESCRIPTION

Centerville Lake is located within Anoka County adjacent to (and west of) the City of Centerville.
Approximately the north and east half of the lake’s shoreline is residential development lots, while
generally the south and west half of the lake’s shoreline is public land and park land owned by Anoka
County. Approximately 55%-60% of the riparian area and shoreline is County owned lands. Several
alternatives were considered for development of the WWMD. There are roughly 100 land parcels (with
75-80 unique property owners) within the riparian zone of Centerville Lake. Multiple homeowner
associations (HOAs) provide lake access for multi-family residential properties. There are
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approximately 400 residential parcels within the greater subwatershed of Centerville Lake, along with
parcels owned by public entities such as schools, which contribute runoff, sediment, and phosphorus
to Centerville Lake. However, there are very limited opportunities for additional stormwater retrofits in
the Centerville subwatershed and given the small size of the watershed compared to the lake area,
the riparian properties are assumed to have the most substantial impact on lake water quality and
would derive the most benefit from the project. Consistent with the prior Bald Eagle Lake WMD, this
analysis is focused strictly on WMD charge alternatives that are inclusive of riparian properties (and
in some cases, properties with deeded lake access).

The total revenue goal for the internal phosphorus load reduction project has been preliminarily set at
$1,000,000, which is dependent on a number of factors including the method of load reduction
selected. This charge is intended to be distributed annually spread out over a period of 10 years.
There is potential that state grant funds (in particular, from the Clean Water Fund (CWF)) could be
attained to offset the financial burden to parcels located within the WMD.

Two primary concepts have been developed for consideration; an impact based assessment and a
benefits based assessment, further described herein.

This concept represents an impact-based assessment that is proportional to the area from riparian
parcels along Centerville Lake. These parcels number 96 parcels as displayed in Figure 1. There are
78 unique property owners adjacent to the lake. For the purposes of this concept, public lands
(including park lands and road right-of-way) are exempt from the charge. Not assessing public
parcels is consistent with Bald Eagle WWMD. The distribution of charges for applicable parcels is
determined based on lot size in acres. This concept assumes a proportional relationship between
land area, nutrient loading, and project cost. However, it is important to note that in reality these
relationships are very complex involving many other factors.

The second concept considered is similar to concept 1a, except the charge determination is based
on each parcel’s length of shoreline. Again, public lands are not included in the charge assessment.
This methodology recognizes a relationship between shoreline length and property value. However,
such a methodology skews the charge heavily toward a smaller number of parcels having a greater
shoreline length.

The impact-based assessments detailed within Concepts 1a and 1b have concerning challenges for
implementation. Since the stressor of Centerville Lake is phosphorus, the assignment of total
phosphorus contributions by parcel is challenging. Many factors other than land area and land use
are contributors, and loading is from multiple sources, including outside of the watershed for
Centerville Lake. Therefore, in this application, an impact-based assessment is inadvisable as
equitably quantifying phosphorus loading to the lake by parcel is not feasible.
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This concept is intended to assign project cost to the riparian / recreational benefit received from
reduced nutrient impacts. This concept is based on a basic fixed fee for each riparian property owner
along the lake, along with those landowners who have deeded access. Individual landowners with
multiple adjoining parcels will be charged only once, when only one residence exists on the lots as a
collective. With 88 property owners with direct or deeded access to the lake, a fixed fee is likely the
easiest policy to implement administratively, though it does not recognize a differing value/benefit for
riparian owners versus those with deeded access. In this scenario all units of the GLT Properties LLC
apartment complex are considered as one parcel.

This concept is similar to Concept 2a, except that non-riparian landowners with deeded access to the
lake will receive half the charge as riparian landowners. This concept is nearly identical to the charge
methodology used for the Bald Eagle Lake WMD. This alternative assumes that the GLT Properties
LLC apartment complex will be charged the base riparian fee. However, a subvariant of this concept
may include additional fees for this parcel based on the number of units with access to the lake.

Benefit-based assessments detailed within Concepts 2a and 2b also have their own challenges for
implementation. Benefits do not end with riparian and deeded parcels, but extend to a wider array of
community and public land. However, traditionally, RCWD'’s policy has been to not charge park land
within the WMD. In addition, since roads and rights of way are typically not within a defined land
parcel, assigning and collecting a charge in these areas is challenging and likely arbitrary. Rather
than assign a benefit value to the public lands, we instead recommend financial partnership with the
County and City on the project outside of the WMD charging mechanism.

CHARGE EVALUATION

The resulting WMD charges to be collected annually for concept 2a and 2b have been tabulated in
Table 1. Annualized charges are based on a $1,000,000 nominal project cost and a 10-year charge
period, with no interest applied. We understand it is the project partners’ intent to apply for grant
dollars that would reduce the overall project cost and associated VWMD charge and local match.
Table 1 indicates VWMD costs assuming various levels of grant funding contribution ranging from 0%,
25%, 50%, and 75%. If successful, the most likely outcome of a grant application is 75% funding.
After the grant dollars are applied, the remaining balance is split 50/50 between the WWMD share and
the Local Match (RCWD and other local government partners). These costs are for comparison
purposes only. Total project cost and available outside funding for this effort have yet to be
determined. Once a charge alternative has been selected and project costs and outside funding have
been more precisely articulated, further detailed tabulation of individual parcel charges can be
developed.
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Each of these concepts can be appended with the potential to add an annual contribution from local
or state partners. Additionally, if the subwatershed residential parcels contribute either a small
percentage (such as 10% annually) or a nominal fixed amount (such as $50 annually) the three main
concepts can be likewise appended. All of these alternatives have pros and cons that need to be
considered by the Board. It is anticipated that the Board would choose a maximum and minimum
annual fee for any parcel/property owner. The 2a and 2b alternatives are visually displayed in the
chart to aid in the understanding of the resulting per parcel cost breakdowns.

It is our recommendation that the benefits-based Concept 2 be pursued for this WMD with a
preference toward Concept 2b. Note that the 25% and 50% Grant funding are unlikely scenarios but
have been provided for comparison.
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Table 1: Annualized Charges Per Parcel

SO (No Grant) $500,000 S568 $625 $313
(25% Grant
$250,000 Funded) $375,000 $426 S469 $234
(50% Grant
$500,000 Funded) $250,000 5284 $313 $156
(75% Grant
$750,000 Funded) $125,000 5142 $156 S78
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mmmm Concept 2a — Benefit Based Assessment, Flat Fee

mmmm Concept 2b — Benefit Based Assessment, Stepped Fee
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Concept 2b (Riparian)
Concept 2b (Deeded)
Concept 2a

Concept 2b (Deegled)
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(25% Grant Funded) (50% Grant Funded) (75% Grant Funded)
$375,000 $250,000 $125,000

WMD Contribution
and Local Match
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