
 

DRAFT 1 

 2 

MINUTES OF THE POLICY & PLANNING COMMITTEE 3 

 4 

December 8th, 2016 5 

 6 

CALL TO ORDER 7 

 8 
Manager Miller called the Committee to order at 4:35 p.m. at the District Offices, 9 

 10 

15320 Minnetonka Blvd 11 

Minnetonka, MN 55345 12 

 13 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT 14 

 15 
Brian Shekleton, Dick Miller, and Kurt Rogness.  16 

 17 

NON-COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT 18 

 19 
Bill Becker and Sherry Davis White.  20 

 21 

OTHERS PRESENT 22 

 23 
Anna Brown, Planner & Project Manager 24 

Becky Christopher, Lead Planner & Project Manager 25 

Craig Dawson, Director of Research & Monitoring 26 

David Mandt, Director of Operations & Support Services 27 

Eric Fieldseth, AIS Program Manager 28 

James Wisker, Director of Planning & Projects 29 

Jill Sweet, AIS Technician 30 

Katherine Sylvia, Permitting Program Lead 31 

Kelly Dooley, Water Quality Manager 32 

Lars Erdahl, District Administrator 33 

Maddie Johnson, Technical Support Services Specialist 34 

Marcie Lapointe, District Representative – Water Quality 35 

Matthew Cook, Planning Assistant 36 

Michael Hayman, Planner & Project Manager 37 

Renae Clark, Planner & Project Manager 38 

Yvette Swanson, Water Quality Manager 39 

 40 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 41 

 42 
The agenda was approved without amendment.  43 

 44 

 45 

 46 
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MEETING SUMMARY 47 
 48 

Aquatic Invasive Species – Program Priorities 49 

 50 

Staff stated that the AIS program pursues the following initiatives: 51 

 52 

 Prevention of AIS spread 53 

 Monitoring for the presence of AIS 54 

 Rapid response to AIS infestations 55 

 Research regarding AIS 56 

 Management of AIS 57 

 58 

Staff reviewed the intent, practice, and utility of each of these initiatives.  59 

 60 

Staff recommended that AIS program activities be prioritized as follows:  61 

 62 

1. Management / Control, when criteria are met (e.g., for common carp) 63 

a. Prioritize and coordinate with Planning staff and project development 64 

b. Manage species with a high ecological impact 65 

 66 

2. Early Detection Monitoring and Rapid Response 67 

a. Engage in response when specific criteria are met (to be developed) 68 

 69 

3. Promoting Research 70 

a. Informs District AIS activities 71 

b. Prioritized based on specific criteria (to be developed) 72 

 73 

4. Prevention, through partnerships 74 

a. Develop a framework to reduce District resources invested in prevention, yet 75 

maintain support for partners’ efforts in local prevention efforts.  76 

 77 

Staff also recommended that the District explore means to reduce the cost of “prevention” 78 

activities, yet continue to collaborate on AIS prevention efforts with cost-sharing partners.  79 

 80 

The Managers and staff noted that attempting to manage AIS populations on lakes with many 81 

uncontrolled accesses and few controlled accesses seems ineffective.  82 

 83 

Organizational Planning Model 84 

 85 

Staff presented a concept draft of a planning model for ongoing District function.  86 

 87 

Given the call to integrate the District’s water resource protection efforts with current land use 88 

change and future land use planning, Mr. Wisker noted that the District needs a method to 89 

continuously collect and analyze information regarding landscape change within specific 90 
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geographies. He stated that the District will be more effective if it adapts in real time to shifting 91 

threats and opportunities, rather than attempting to hammer out previously-set objectives based 92 

on dated information.  93 

 94 

Mr. Wisker noted that this level of organizational planning – gathering and synthesizing land use 95 

and water resource information and prioritizing opportunities – had been discussed through 96 

strategic planning as a principal role of the Planning Department. He explained that workflow, 97 

and other operational details would need to be determined to support the role of the Planning 98 

Department in assembling and reporting information to the Managers, who would then establish 99 

priorities and determine the (re)allocation of resources based on clearly delineated objectives.   100 

 101 

Mr. Wisker distributed two handouts, drawn from Hennepin Community Works models, 102 

illustrating how staff might compile and package information for Board review. He explained 103 

that by reconciling resource needs with available opportunities on the landscape and relational 104 

considerations, the District could improve its decision making processes on how to best align and 105 

prioritize its programs internally to implement multi-jurisdictional programming alongside 106 

District partners.  107 

 108 

As an example of potential workflow considerations Mr. Wisker stated that Planning staff may 109 

need to report to the Board quarterly or bi-annually, with a synthesis of information from staff 110 

workgroups and external inputs, and work with the Board to prioritize opportunities against 111 

existing initiatives. 112 

 113 

The Committee generally supported the concept model as presented.  114 

 115 

Mr. Wisker stated that the operational details, workflow, and organizational structure necessary 116 

to implement the organizational planning model would be developed in the coming months in 117 

coordination with the Board, through the final steps in strategic planning.  118 

 119 

COMMITTEE MEETING 120 
 121 

Mr. Wisker provided a brief outline for the meeting:  122 

 123 

1. Strategic Planning Status Update 124 

2. Aquatic Invasive Species Program – Priorities and Direction 125 

3. Organizational Planning Model – Concept Introduction and Discussion 126 

 127 

Mr. Wisker noted that the Committee would review information regarding AIS and Ed/Comm at 128 

the December meetings, and transition to discussions on organization-wide balance across 129 

programs at the January PPC meetings.  130 

 131 

Aquatic Invasive Species Program 132 

 133 
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Mr. Wisker stated that the purpose of Research and Monitoring (R&M), as identified by staff, 134 

includes performance of the following four duties: 135 

 136 

 Broadly characterize ecological health 137 

 Diagnose ecosystem drivers 138 

 Collaborate on management planning 139 

 Communicate analyses and management strategies 140 

 141 

Mr. Wisker stated that the priorities of the R&M program are as follows, in order:  142 

 143 

1. Diagnostic monitoring – identify causes of impairments and inform management (at a 144 

project-specific scale) 145 

2. E-Grade – broadly assess ecosystem health (at a subwatershed scale) 146 

3. Anchor monitoring – track long term system trends (at the watershed-wide scale) 147 

 148 

Mr. Wisker noted that the overall purpose and priorities of the R&M program appeared clear 149 

following recent discussions with the PPC. He stated that the PPC had requested additional 150 

discussion on the District’s role in AIS and the priorities of the AIS program. 151 

 152 

Mr. Wisker stated that the AIS program currently pursues the following initiatives in the 153 

following order of relative priority, and that program staff would recommend reoriented 154 

priorities later in the meeting that were projected to better align with the MCWD mission and 155 

purpose of the Research & Monitoring Department. 156 

 157 

 Prevention of AIS spread 158 

 Monitoring for the presence of AIS 159 

 Rapid response to AIS infestations 160 

 Research regarding AIS 161 

 Management of AIS 162 

 163 

Mr. Wisker stated that past discussions appeared to have the Board and staff agreeing with the 164 

clear purpose of monitoring and management of AIS, but noted that staff and the Managers 165 

requested more clarity in order to prioritize the other program initiatives – Prevention, Rapid 166 

Response, and Research.  167 

 168 

Mr. Fieldseth provided a brief summary of how the AIS program’s initiatives relate to one 169 

another. He explained that prevention activities are meant to slow, not stop, the spread of AIS 170 

and the corresponding natural resource impacts. Mr. Fieldseth stated that where prevention fails, 171 

and infestations caught early enough and under the right conditions, the District may intervene 172 

through rapid response.  173 

 174 

 175 

 176 
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Mr. Fieldseth stated that rapid response efforts can help inform research efforts and vice versa, 177 

which in turn inform long-term management strategies for established populations of AIS, like 178 

carp. He noted that monitoring for AIS is an ongoing activity that informs the other program 179 

functions.  180 

 181 

AIS Program Activity: Management 182 
 183 

Mr. Fieldseth noted that management of present AIS species, that are well understood and have 184 

known impacts on ecosystems, directly improves the ecological condition of the area 185 

surrounding treatment. He added that such activities clearly fit the organization’s mission to 186 

protect and improve the landscape, and that initiatives like the Six Mile – Halsted Bay carp 187 

management planning were already under way and aligned with MCWD priorities.  188 

 189 

Manager Miller asked how AIS staff intended to distinguish between threatening and non-190 

threatening invasive species.  191 

 192 

Mr. Fieldseth stated that, as Manager Miller noted, not all non-native species act in an invasive 193 

manner and jeopardize other species.  194 

 195 

Mr. Fieldseth explained that before the District engages in AIS management activities, the 196 

following approximate criteria ought to be met:  197 

 198 

 Management activity would be part of a larger MCWD approach to improvement in the 199 

area 200 

 Ecological impacts of the AIS are well understood 201 

 Research clearly shows how management could improve ecological conditions 202 

 Management strategies are well understood 203 

 Staff and financial resources are available and prioritized, and aligned with other MCWD 204 

initiatives and supported through partnerships 205 

 206 

Mr. Fieldseth stated that while the costs of management can be high, management of certain AIS 207 

helps to protect and improve natural resources and build partnerships with the communities that 208 

benefit from the management.  209 

 210 

AIS Program Activity: Rapid Response 211 
 212 

Mr. Fieldseth stated that the primary purpose of rapid response measures is to prevent the 213 

establishment of AIS as they appear.  Secondarily, rapid response helps inform the applied 214 

research community’s understanding of AIS management. He noted that in order for rapid 215 

response to be an effective strategy, the District needs to maintain its early detection monitoring. 216 

Mr. Fieldseth added that program staff have experience and expertise in rapid response.  217 

 218 

Mr. Fieldseth noted that the District can provide financial or technical assistance and coordinate 219 

interagency rapid response efforts if the following criteria are met:  220 
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 221 

 AIS population is localized 222 

 AIS is a species of concern (threatens ecological conditions) 223 

 Response would meaningfully reduce likelihood that AIS spreads 224 

 Partners support District action 225 

 If possible, control measures established and proven 226 

 227 

Mr. Fieldseth stated that the staff costs of rapid response efforts are typically high, and that the 228 

District has spent between $10,000 and $30,000 on rapid response efforts in past years. He noted 229 

that successful rapid response efforts protect natural resources and build partnerships with 230 

affected communities.  He recommended that the District continue to support rapid response as a 231 

secondary priority within the program. 232 

 233 

AIS Program Activity: Research 234 
 235 

Mr. Fieldseth stated that AIS research efforts can inform District action and improve strategies 236 

for management, early detection monitoring, rapid response and prevention. He explained that 237 

while the District may not opt to lead academic research it may wish to play a role in supporting 238 

and facilitating the research efforts of others to be conducted on MCWD resources, which would 239 

provide direct benefit to the resources of the watershed.  District can promote and facilitate 240 

research efforts by others within the watershed when the following criteria are met:  241 

 242 

 Financial cost and staff time required are low 243 

 District’s participation builds relationship(s) 244 

 Research findings inform District action 245 

 Subject of research concerns an emerging issue 246 

 247 

Mr. Fieldseth cited the example of the District has recently partnered on AIS research projects 248 

with the University of Minnesota, Montana State University, the Minnesota AIS Research 249 

Center, and the USGS.  250 

 251 

Mr. Fieldseth stated that AIS research can serve to improve ecological conditions, build 252 

partnerships, and enhance District initiatives. He noted that the District’s financial participation 253 

is, and should likely remain, minimal for such activities. Mr. Fieldseth added that a modest 254 

amount of staff time is often required to support partner research in the watershed and to 255 

maintain contacts with the research community.  256 

 257 

Manager Miller asked how AIS research can inform District action.  258 

 259 

Mr. Fieldseth explained that through the District’s involvement in addressing the recent 260 

infestation and treatment of Lake Minnewashta, District staff learned that a lower dosage of 261 

chemical application than prescribed on the manufacturer’s label is sufficient to control AIS. He 262 

noted that reduced application lowers District costs and lessens negative ecological impacts of 263 

treatment.  264 
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 265 

AIS Program Activity: Prevention 266 
 267 

Mr. Fieldseth stated that the purpose of prevention programs were to slow the spread of AIS and 268 

to increase the awareness of the public.  As such, he outlined that the District’s role in preventing 269 

the spread of AIS should be to support partner led efforts to operate prevention programs by 270 

acting as a partner and technical advisor to influence, engage, and identify funding sources to 271 

assist programs aimed at slowing the spread of AIS. 272 

 273 

Mr. Fieldseth explained that the District may act to prevent the spread of AIS when the following 274 

criteria are met:  275 

 276 

 Initiatives are led by partners 277 

 Partners contribute financially 278 

 Ample District funds and staff time are available 279 

 280 

Mr. Fieldseth stated that while prevention efforts will, realistically, only slow the spread of AIS, 281 

prevention activities still stand to benefit ecological conditions and strengthen District 282 

partnerships. He noted that though the staff time required to maintain prevention efforts is low, 283 

the financial cost to the District can be high.  284 

 285 

Mr. Fieldseth stated that the District currently matches partner funding or in-kind contribution to 286 

prevention efforts. He noted that the District’s current partners that receive matched funds 287 

include:  288 

 289 

 Carver County (County) – $17,600 290 

o Lake Minnewashta 291 

 Minneapolis Parks and Recreation Board (MPRB) – $86,000 292 

o Chain of Lakes 293 

 Lake Minnetonka Conservation District (LMCD) – $18,781 294 

o Lake Minnetonka 295 

 City of Shorewood (Shorewood) – $44,010 296 

o Christmas Lake 297 

 298 

Mr. Fieldseth broadly characterized the relative efficacy of the programming being funded, 299 

noting that Lake Minnetonka has a vast number of private accesses, making full coverage of 300 

entry/exit inspections improbable. He noted that for Christmas Lake and Lake Minnewashta, 301 

there are primary public accesses for the lake, with a small number of private accesses, making 302 

adequate inspection coverage possible. Mr. Fieldseth explained that the Minneapolis Chain of 303 

Lakes are public-access only, making entry/exit control the most manageable.  304 

 305 

Manager Miller noted that Cedar Lake has a number of private accesses, and is hydrologically 306 

connected to the Chain of Lakes.  307 

 308 



Policy & Planning Committee 

Board of Managers 

Minnehaha Creek Watershed District 

12-08-16 
 

8 
 

Mr. Fieldseth stated that, moving forward, the District must determine what the appropriate 309 

amount of funding to provide should be in direct financial support of these programs. He noted 310 

that the District currently provides 50% of the funds for its partners’ prevention efforts.  311 

 312 

Mr. Fieldseth stated that the staff recommendation regarding District involvement in AIS 313 

prevention is comprised of the following points: 314 

 315 

 Maintain 2017 financial and technical partnerships to prevent the spread of AIS 316 

 Identify additional funding sources to lower District cost contributions while supporting 317 

partner programs 318 

 Begin reducing the District’s financial assistance and help partners to be less dependent 319 

on District funds 320 

 321 

Mr. Fieldseth noted that priority level of continuing funding would be determined by the Board 322 

in comparing such AIS prevention activities against other District activities.  323 

 324 

Mr. Fieldseth summarized that staff recommended that AIS program activities be prioritized as 325 

follows:  326 

 327 

1. Management / Control, when criteria are met (e.g., for common carp) 328 

a. Prioritize and coordinate with Planning staff and project development 329 

b. Aligned with other MCWD priority initiatives 330 

c. Supported by partnerships 331 

d. Manage species with a high ecological impact 332 

 333 

2. Early Detection Monitoring and Rapid Response 334 

a. Engage in response when specific criteria are met 335 

 336 

3. Promoting the watershed as a living laboratory for research  337 

a. Informs District AIS activities 338 

b. Prioritized based on specific criteria 339 

 340 

4. Prevention, through partnerships 341 

a. Develop a framework to reduce District resources invested in prevention, but 342 

maintain partnerships 343 

 344 

Manager Rogness asked if the state had a specific charge for watersheds regarding the 345 

management of AIS.  346 

 347 

Mr. Dawson stated that the DNR has some resources available, but watersheds are largely left to 348 

their own devices regarding AIS.  349 

 350 

Mr. Erdahl noted that no state-level agency has charged watersheds with managing AIS.  351 

 352 
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Manager Miller stated that attempting to prevent the spread of AIS to or from lakes with 353 

controlled access points made sense. He noted that managing AIS in lakes with numerous 354 

uncontrolled accesses seemed an impossible task.  355 

 356 

Manager Becker noted that the District’s role in managing AIS might change from lake to lake, 357 

depending on whether or not AIS are present. He asked staff who relies on the District’s 358 

management, rapid response, research, and prevention efforts.  359 

 360 

Mr. Erdahl noted that partners rely on District funds to implement prevention efforts.  361 

 362 

Manager Becker noted that the District’s rapid response efforts serve the District’s mission. He 363 

explained that such efforts also serve those who live on or use lakes to which AIS have recently 364 

been introduced or lakes that do not contain a given AIS at all. Manager Becker added that the 365 

District relies upon the information discerned through AIS research.  366 

 367 

Manager Becker recalled comments from Gabriel Jabbour (LMCD), who noted that current AIS 368 

inspections do not ensure that inspected watercraft are not carrying AIS.  369 

 370 

Manager Shekleton stated that the District should not continue to fund prevention efforts for 371 

lakes with numerous uncontrolled accesses.  372 

 373 

Mr. Wisker noted that staff’s recommendation acknowledges the Managers’ comments about 374 

prevention efforts on controlled and uncontrolled lakes. He stated that true prevention across the 375 

watershed is virtually impossible. Mr. Wisker described current “prevention” efforts as 376 

educational programming stationed at boat launches. He underscored that staff have suggested 377 

that program priorities be rearranged so that active management of existing, damaging AIS take 378 

priority over educational “prevention” efforts, for example.  379 

 380 

Mr. Wisker stated that staff recommended continuing cooperative efforts for educational 381 

“prevention” efforts while reducing District funding.  382 

 383 

Manager Miller confirmed this understanding of shifting priorities with the group of staff and 384 

managers. 385 

 386 

Organizational Planning Model 387 

 388 

Mr. Wisker presented a conceptual model for how organizational planning efforts might work. 389 

He stated that the model presented was based on the following organizational milestones and 390 

corresponding takeaways:  391 

 392 

 In Pursuit of a Balanced Urban Ecology 393 

o Integration 394 

 The Two-Track Approach 395 



Policy & Planning Committee 

Board of Managers 

Minnehaha Creek Watershed District 

12-08-16 
 

10 
 

o Tailoring resource deployment to specific needs of geographic landscape and 396 

partners 397 

 Strategic Plan purposes: 398 

o Internal alignment 399 

o Integration 400 

o Continuous improvement 401 

o Focus  402 

o Prioritization 403 

 Role of the Planning Department  404 

o To coordinate organizational planning and prioritization with the Board   405 

(as discussed at the November 17th, 2016 PPC meeting) 406 

 407 

Mr. Wisker stated that the District has borrowed and interpolated two key tenets from Hennepin 408 

Community Works: 409 

 410 

1. Natural resources add value to the built environment 411 

2. The integration of natural resource and land use planning is needed to maximize the 412 

benefit of natural resources to the built environment and vice versa 413 

 414 

Mr. Wisker stated that the District had begun to integrate capital project planning with external 415 

partners over the past several years. He explained that as the District progressed through the 416 

strategic planning process, the need to integrate and align departments and resources internally 417 

became apparent. Mr. Wisker noted that the lessons of the Hennepin Community Works model 418 

and the District’s own experiences in integrating capital project planning with land use planning 419 

have been applied as a framework for organizational planning and prioritization.  420 

 421 

Mr. Wisker stated that the Board and staff are poised to make critical decisions in the first 422 

quarter of 2017, regarding the following topics: 423 

 424 

 Organizational priorities 425 

 Program purpose and alignment 426 

 Operational considerations 427 

 Facilitate clear and timely decision-making for short- and mid-term items 428 

 429 

Mr. Wisker stated that plans for success are not, themselves, success. He explained that plans are 430 

static, based on current information, without knowledge of future issues and decision points. Mr. 431 

Wisker noted that the District’s 2007 Comprehensive Plan had three main drawbacks: 432 

 433 

 The Plan did not anticipate future threats and opportunities  434 

 The Plan did not include feedback loops or an adaptive framework to address changes in 435 

the environment in a strategic manner 436 

 The Plan was not always followed 437 

 438 
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Mr. Wisker stated that because of the nature of the 2007 Plan, the Board and staff made reactive 439 

decisions that, at times, lacked strategic perspective. He explained that the 2017 Plan would need 440 

to include a framework through which the District can maintain focus on long-term goals while 441 

making incremental adjustments to implementation as threats and opportunities present 442 

themselves.  443 

 444 

Mr. Wisker stated that in order to improve the District’s success moving forward, the Board and 445 

staff needed to do the following:  446 

 447 

 Assess mid- and long-term results of District initiatives 448 

o Evaluate success and failure 449 

 450 

 Create adequate feedback loops 451 

o Report to policy makers on the results of strategy and deployed resources 452 

 453 

 Continuously scan the changing environment 454 

o Emerging issues, opportunities, research, policy shifts, and relationships 455 

 456 

 Adjust priorities and adapt to change between plan cycles 457 

o Program purpose, program elements, program alignment, and level of resource 458 

deployment 459 

 460 

Mr. Wisker stated that the Board and staff must develop organizational objectives that match the 461 

needs expressed above. He described the objectives as follows:  462 

 463 

1. Maintain today’s desired alignment integration and mission focus 464 

2. Create feedback loops to report organizational success and failure 465 

3. Scan the environment to anticipate change (threats and opportunities) 466 

4. Support innovation, adaptation, and continuous improvement 467 

 468 

Mr. Wisker noted that in order to maintain a positive trajectory of continuous improvement, 469 

organizational processes and structure must be implemented to support the objectives identified 470 

above.  He outlined the basic utility of planning at several scales, and noted the need for an 471 

operational framework to support the Planning Department, Administrator and Board’s role in 472 

organizational planning.  473 

 474 

1. Comprehensive Planning: Developing a broad framework of policies and procedures 475 

2. Strategic Planning: Determining internal prioritization, direction, operations, and 476 

alignment 477 

3. Organizational Planning: Developing an operational framework to maintain alignment – 478 

scan the environment, adapt, set priorities, and improve 479 

4. Operational Planning: Execute, manage, and ensure accountability 480 

 481 
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Mr. Wisker restated that in the first quarter of 2017, the Board would need to make critical 482 

decisions. He underscored that such decisions must be made in an organizational context.  483 

 484 

Mr. Wisker handed out packets (attached) depicting how the Board and staff could compile 485 

information, evaluate opportunities and threats, and strategically align and deploy District 486 

programs for maximum return on investment. He noted that the diagrams and ideas in the 487 

packets were based on the Hennepin Community Works model and the pioneering work of 488 

Catherine Brown and others.  489 

 490 

Mr. Wisker stated that the District will have to process information from external groups, such as 491 

lake associations’ lake management plans, city CIPs, private developments, and transit authority 492 

projects. He noted that the District must reconcile this information on landscape change with 493 

known natural resource needs.  494 

 495 

Mr. Wisker suggested that land use information and natural resource information must be 496 

synthesized by someone for the Board. He explained that the Board must use the synthesized 497 

information to prioritize opportunities and deploy resources accordingly on a rolling basis as 498 

opportunities and threats present themselves.  499 

 500 

Mr. Wisker used the second packet to illustrate how different informational inputs are filtered 501 

and considered. He stated that the information to be synthesized can be divided into three major 502 

categories:  503 

 504 

 Ecological Situation 505 

o Watershed resource and ecological health 506 

 What Are We Building? 507 

o Public plans and built environment 508 

 Understanding Community 509 

o Community and relational considerations 510 

 511 

Mr. Wisker explained that by reconciling resource needs with available opportunities on the 512 

landscape and relational considerations, the District can implement multi-jurisdictional 513 

programming alongside District partners. He cited the District’s work on the Arden Park project 514 

as a prime example of the District aligning water resource protection efforts with community 515 

land use priorities. Mr. Wisker noted the use of grant funding, site-specific monitoring, and 516 

active community engagement demonstrated the District’s capacity to pursue a multi-517 

jurisdictional solution to water resource and land use issues.  518 

 519 

Mr. Wisker stated that changes made to District function to operationalize such a planning model 520 

would have to occur over a number of years, rather than all at once. He explained that annual 521 

reporting, evaluation, and adjustment will be necessary.  522 

 523 

Mr. Wisker underscored that once the Board has set program direction and reviewed detailed 524 

overviews of program operations as part of the strategic planning process, staff expects the 525 
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Board to operate at a policy level as staff works to implement the changes made by the 526 

Managers.  527 

 528 

Manager White noted that leaving more operational matters to staff and focus on policy direction 529 

would be an ideal role for the Board.  530 

 531 

Manager Miller thanked Mr. Wisker for the clarity and thoroughness of his presentation.  532 

 533 

Manager Rogness stated that he sees the District as a learning organization.  534 

 535 

Manager Becker underscored that while well-designed, the success of the planning model would 536 

depend on how effectively the District can execute its plans. He asked how the re-tooling of 537 

“prevention” efforts as AIS educational programming would be reviewed for alignment with the 538 

mission and other District initiatives.  539 

 540 

Mr. Wisker stated that Planning staff would work with the Board and the Administrator to collect 541 

information, synthesize it, and set priorities. He noted that the Leadership Team – the District 542 

Administrator and Department Directors – would be responsible for program accountability and 543 

execution of the priorities.  544 

 545 

Mr. Erdahl noted that while the District has improved its organizational effectiveness over recent 546 

years and through the strategic planning process, maintaining the organization’s momentum 547 

through the remaining phases of the strategic planning process will be crucial to achieve the 548 

District’s potential.  549 

 550 

Managers Becker, Miller, Rogness, and White expressed their support of the concept model.  551 

 552 

Mr. Wisker stated that the operational details, workflow, and organizational structure necessary 553 

to implement the organizational planning model would be developed in the coming months.  554 

  555 

The Committee meeting adjourned at 6:20 p.m. 556 

 557 

Respectfully submitted,  558 

 559 

Matthew Cook 560 

Planning Assistant 561 



December 8, 2016





ResearchPrevention
Rapid 

Response
Management

Monitoring



Purpose: To improve ecological conditions and protect from 
further degradation

• Meets District Mission of improving and protecting water
• AIS are known drivers of change
• Manage when specific criteria are met



Role: Engage in management when criteria are met



Cost/Benefits



Purpose: Prevent establishment of AIS



Role:  
• Technical & Project Lead
• Financial Assistance









Recent Examples:

Research Project District 
Funds

Partner Funds Grant Funds Partners

Hybrid Milfoil Study (2015-2016) $0 $0 $35,417 (Hennepin
County AIS Grant)

University of Minnesota
Montana State University

Zebra Mussel Veliger Control Study 
(2016)

$0 $0 $24,000 (Hennepin 
County AIS Grant)

Minnesota AIS Research 
Center

USGS – Temp-dependent toxicity
of molluscicides to zebra mussels

$20,000 $141,330 
(includes in-kind)

$186,999 (MAISRC 
Grant through ENRTF)

USGS

USGS – Zequanox Study $0 unknown unknown USGS, Marrone Bio 
Innovations













Spectrum of “slowing the spread” 

Comprehensive
Limited 

presence

MPLS Chain of Lakes
MCWD: $86,000

MPRB:  $86,000 +

Christmas Lake
MCWD: $44,010

Shorewood/CLHA: $44,010

Lake Minnewashta
MCWD: $17,600
Carver: $17,600

Lake Minnetonka
Multiple accesses
MCWD: $18,781
LMCD: $18,781

DNR: In-Kind Inspections
TRPD: In-Kind Inspections







AIS Activity Prioritization

1. Management/Control when criteria are met (e.g., common carp)
 Prioritized & coordinated with planning & project development
 Manage high ecological impact species – meets criteria

2. Early Detection & Rapid Response
 Engage in response when specific criteria are met

3. Promoting Research
 Informs District AIS activities
 Prioritized with specific criteria

4. Prevention through partnerships
 Develop a framework to reduce District resources but still maintain 

partnerships



STRATEGIC PLANNING DISCUSSION December 8, 2016 PPC Meeting



MEETING OUTLINE

1. Strategic Planning Status 

2. Aquatic Invasive Species 
• Program Priorities and Direction

3. Organizational Planning Model
• Introduce concept and discuss



STRATEGIC PLANNING STATUS

AIS
Ed. & 
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X

X X?
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AQUATIC INVASIVE SPECIES INTRODUCTION

Research and Monitoring Program Purpose:

• Broadly characterize ecological health 

• Diagnose ecosystem drivers

• Collaborate on management planning

• Communicate analyses and management strategies

Research and Monitoring Program Priorities:

1. Diagnostic monitoring – identify causes of impairments and inform management (project scale)

2. E- Grade – broadly assess ecosystem health (subwatershed scale)

3. Anchor Monitoring – track long term system trends (watershed scale)



AQUATIC INVASIVE SPECIES

• Prevention

• Monitoring

• Rapid Response

• Research 

• Management



AQUATIC INVASIVE SPECIES

• Prevention

• Monitoring

• Rapid Response

• Research 

• Management



AQUATIC INVASIVE SPECIES

Understood significance

• Monitoring

• Management

Need to understand and prioritize

• Prevention

• Rapid Response

• Research 



ORGANIZATIONAL PLANNING MODEL INTRODUCTION

• Balanced Urban Ecology

• Integration

• 2-Track Approach 

• Tailored resource deployment

• Strategic Plan Direction 

• Alignment, integration, improvement

• Planning Department’s Role

• Coordinating organizational planning and prioritization with Board



POISED TO MAKE DECISIONS

1st Quarter 2017 Strategic Planning:

• Organizational Priorities

• Directional Program Alignment

• Operational consideration points and decisions

• Facilitate clear and timely, short and mid-term decisions



NEED FOR ORGANIZATIONAL PLANNING MODEL

• Plans          success 

• Plans are static:
• Based on today’s information

• Do not predict the issues or decisions for the future

• 2007 Comprehensive Plan:
• Didn’t anticipate future threats and opportunities

• Not always followed

• No feedback loops or adaptive framework

• Resulted in reactive decisions



NEEDS FOR FUTURE SUCCESS

1. Assess mid and long term results
 Evaluate success and failure

2. Create adequate feedback loops
 Report to policy makers on results of strategy and deployed resources

3. Continuously scan the changing external environment
 Emerging issues, opportunities, science, policy shifts, relationships, 

4. Adjust priorities and adapt to change, between plan cycles
 Program purpose, program elements, program alignment, level of resource deployment



OBJECTIVES OF PLANNING MODEL

1. Maintains today’s desired alignment, integration and mission focus

2. Creates feedback loops that report organizational success/failure

3. Scans the environment to anticipate change (threats and opportunities)

4. Supports innovation, adaptation and continuous improvement



Comprehensive Planning
 Broad framework of policies and procedures 

Strategic Planning
 Internal prioritization, directional, operational/alignment roadmap

Organizational Planning Model
 Operational framework to maintain alignment, scan, adapt, set priorities, improve

Operational Planning
 Execute, manage, accountability for priorities



BACKGROUND
• Hennepin Community Works

• Minnehaha Creek Greenway

• Balanced Urban Ecology

• Self-Assessment

• Comprehensive Plan

• Strategic Plan

• So, operational or organizational planning model





NEED ORGANIZATIONAL PLANNING FRAMEWORK
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