
 

Meeting: Board of Managers 
Meeting date: 5/14/2026 

Agenda Item #: 10.1 
Item type: Permit 

 
 

Title: 
 
Applicant:  
 

Permit 26-161: Cedar-Greenway Trail Connection 
 
Minnehaha Creek Watershed District, Project Planning Department 
Gabe Sherman, Senior Planner – Project Manager 
(952) 641-4510 
gsherman@minnehahacreek.org 
 

Prepared by: 
 

Abigail Couture, Permitting Technician 
(952) 641-4587 
acouture@minnehahacreek.org 
 

 
Recommendation: 
Approval of the Minnehaha Creek Watershed District (MCWD or District) permit 26-161 in accordance with the 
submitted plans and following condition:  

• Contractor information is provided for the party responsible for native plant establishment, monitoring, and 
invasive species removal during the first three years.  

 
Project Location and Scope: 
Project Purpose and Scope 
MCWD’s Project Planning team (Applicant) has applied for a MCWD permit to create a new trail under the Southwest 
Light Rail (SWLRT) Green Line extension as part of the District’s Minnehaha Creek Greenway focal geography. This linear 
project (Project) will connect the Minnehaha Creek Preserve Boardwalk to the Cedar Lake Regional Trail, providing 
pedestrian and cyclist use between the two existing trails. The 1,000-foot-long, 10-foot-wide trail will begin at the 
Meadowbrook Road and Powell Road intersection and follow the western bank of the Minnehaha Creek underneath the 
light rail overpass before tying in with the existing Cedar Lake LRT Regional Trail along the light rail. MCWD began a 
feasibility study of this area with Stantec and Inter-Fluve in 2023 to continue developing the concept design that was 
completed in 2015-16. In addition to constructing the trail, the Project will also include streambank restoration and 
stabilization.  
 
Location and Hydrology 
The Project is located at 3690 Meadowbrook Road, St. Louis Park in Hennepin County, within the Minnehaha Creek 
subwatershed and will disturb 0.88 acres of land. The project is located on three publicly owned parcels and the Light 
Rail right-of-way. Minnehaha Creek (Creek), which is a fifth order, DNR Public Water watercourse, flows through the 
Project. No wetlands were identified in the project area during a wetland delineation approved through the Wetland 
Conservation Act (WCA) process on October 29, 2025 (see Attachment A – WCA Notice of Decision). All water within the 
project drains directly to the Minnehaha Creek, which flows eastward to the Mississippi River. 
 
Regulatory Framework 
The MCWD’s Waterbody Crossings and Structures and Shoreline and Streambank Stabilization Rules are applicable for 
the Project. The Stormwater Management Rule is not applicable for the trail’s new impervious surface because the trail 
is less than 12 feet wide and bordered downgradient by pervious vegetated buffer averaging at least half the width of 
the trail, pursuant to Section 2(b)2 of the Stormwater Management Rule. MCWD does not have regulatory authority for 
the Erosion and Sediment Control Rule within the city of St. Louis Park, therefore, the City is responsible for disturbed 
site regulation. The Floodplain Alteration Rule is not applicable because all work within the floodplain conforms to 
Section 4 of the Shoreline and Streambank Stabilization Rule and is therefore not considered floodplain fill in accordance 
with Section 4(e) of the Shoreline and Streambank Stabilization Rule.  
 



MCWD staff and the District Engineer have reviewed the Project and concluded it meets applicable MCWD rules. The 
Project is before the Board of Managers because it is a District-led project.  
 
MCWD Rule Analysis: 
Waterbody Crossings and Structures Rule 
The Waterbody Crossings and Structures Rule applies when a roadway, bridge, boardwalk, utility, conveyance, or 
associated structure is placed below the top of bank of a waterbody, beneath a waterbody, or encloses any part of a 
waterbody within a pipe or culvert. The top of bank of a watercourse is defined as the break in slope. The Minnehaha 
Creek is a regulated watercourse within the Project, and two new storm sewer pipe outlets (CB-101 and CB-102) will be 
placed below the break in slope along the stream. CB-101, the northernmost structure, has a catch-basin with a 37-foot-
long PVC pipe 12 inches in diameter extending toward the Creek. CB-102, the southernmost structure, also has a catch 
basin and 24-foot-long PVC pipe 12 inches in diameter tying into the streambank. Both pipe outlets will primarily be 
flush with the proposed streambank, and only extend a few inches beyond the bank. Therefore, this rule is applicable.  
 
Section 3(a) states that the use of the bed or bank of a waterbody must serve a public purpose for projects in public 
waters. The purpose of shifting the storm sewer pipe below the break in slope, which will place the outlet below the 
trail, is to provide piped conveyance preventing surface overflow and trail inundation, where there will be public 
pedestrian and cyclist use. This provides a public purpose that will allow safe, public use of the trail.  
 
Section 3(b) requires that the project retains adequate hydraulic capacity, and if a structure is located in a watercourse, 
it may not increase upstream or downstream flood stage. The structure is located in a watercourse, but the pipe outlet 
is located above the OHW and 100-year floodplain elevation on the Creek. Therefore, the structure will not impact the 
flood stage of the Creek. The Applicant has also modeled the impacts from both pipe outlets into the watercourse to 
demonstrate there is no increase in flood stage on the watercourse due to water conveyed through the new pipe. Table 
1 and 2 show the changes on the 100-year floodplain elevation of the Minnehaha Creek. Therefore, this rule 
requirement is met. 
 
Section 3(c) requires that the project preserve navigational capacity. The navigational capacity of this section of the 
Creek is used by kayaks and canoes. The proposed storm sewer outlet will not extend past the proposed slope of the 
streambank and the storm sewer outfall is located above the ordinary high-water elevation (OHW) and 100-year 
floodplain elevation. Therefore, navigational capacity will be preserved with the Project.  
 
Section 3(d) requires that aquatic and upland wildlife passage be preserved. The proposed storm sewer outfall will be 
located below the top of bank, so upland wildlife passage along the top of bank will be preserved. Since the outfall is 
located above the OHW and 100-year floodplain, aquatic wildlife passage will be retained. Therefore, this requirement is 
met. 
 
Section 3(e) requires that the structure be designed to not promote erosion or scour, or otherwise affect bed or bank 
stability or water quality within the wetland. The streambank below the CB-102 outfall will be stabilized with a geocell 
bioengineering wall and riprap toe at the outfall to dissipate flow and prevent erosion and scour. The streambank below 
the CB-101 outfall will be stabilized with the FES lifts and riprap toe. Therefore, this rule requirement is met. 
 
Section 3(f) requires that the structure be the “minimal impact” solution to the specific need. Two alternatives were 
considered. The first alternative is a no-build alternative, which limits impacts below the top of bank but would cause 
the existing drainage structures to surface discharge upgradient of the trail. This presents safety concerns for trail users 
during and after storm events. The second alternative is to install a trench drain at CB-101 and a catch basin inlet at CB-
102. The use of a trench drain at CB-101 would have reduced capacity in comparison to a catch basin and water would 
overflow onto the trail during larger storm events, limiting trail access and causing safety concerns. Therefore, staff have 
reviewed these alternatives and determined that they are not the minimal impact solution, and providing two storm 
sewer outlets below the trail at CB-101 and CB-102 minimizes impacts to the bank of the Creek while providing safe 
access to the trail. Therefore, staff have determined the proposed design to be the minimal impact solution. 
 
Sections 3(g) and (h) are not applicable as no subsurface, sanitary sewer, or siphon crossings are proposed.  
 



Staff and the District Engineer have reviewed the proposal against the rule criterion and determined that the Project 
meets requirements of the Waterbody Crossings and Structures Rule.  
 
Shoreline and Streambank Stabilization Rule  
The Shoreline and Streambank Stabilization Rule applies to any disturbance below the OHW of a waterbasin or 
watercourse for the purpose of stabilization, or to serve an amenity or other beneficial purpose. The Project proposes 
work below the OHW on Minnehaha Creek, a watercourse, for the purpose of stabilizing three sections along the 
western bank of the Creek. Two bioengineering designs, a Geocell wall and fabric encapsulated soil (FES) lifts, are 
proposed along the Project corridor. Therefore, this rule is applicable. 
 
According to Section 3, erosion intensity calculations are required to support an application for a stabilization practice 
other than a biological practice. As two bioengineering practices are proposed along the Creek’s western bank, the 
bankful stream velocity and shear stress on the streambank calculations were provided and are included in the permit 
application design memo in Attachment B. Pursuant to Section 5(a)(2), the higher of the two intensity scores is used, 
corresponding to a medium erosion intensity, allowing a bioengineering practice.  
 
Section 4 of the rule outlines standards for stabilization designs. Sections 4(a) and (b) apply to this project; Section 4(c) 
and 4(d) pertain to “structural designs” and retaining walls, and are not applicable, except as section 4(b) incorporates 
parts of section 4(c), as reviewed below. Retaining walls are structural designs with a slope of 2:1 or steeper. While some 
portions of the Project’s stabilization design have 2:1 slopes, it is staff’s judgment and interpretation of the rule (in 
consultation with counsel) that the design is a bioengineering design and not a structural design because of the 
predominance of natural elements and the limited extent of hydraulic force deflection of the proposed biological 
materials.   
 
Section 4(a) outlines the stabilization design standards for any design other than a retaining wall: 
 

Pursuant to Section 4(a)(1), a stabilization practice is required at these locations due to ongoing erosion and 
human alterations to the bank, which are causing failing streambanks that will not be able to adequately support 
the trail in existing condition.  
 
Section 4(a)(2) requires that the slope not exceed 3:1 unless impractical due to site-specific conditions. The 
slopes will be set steeper than 3:1, however, more gradual slopes are not feasible because it is a narrow stretch 
of bank along the Creek and safe trail alignment would not be able to be provided for the FES lift locations. For 
the Geocell Wall locations, a more gradual slope would require impacts to existing retaining walls on adjacent 
properties and redesign of storm sewer infrastructure in the parking lot, which are not feasible. Documentation 
(Permit Memo, Attachment B) of previous erosion along the streambank over the past 10+ years has been 
provided, demonstrating that the existing bank is not the original bank grade. Because the streambank 
stabilization design does not encroach past the previous bank grade as it is restoring it to previous conditions, 
the encroachment requirements in the subsection do not apply. Therefore, this section of the Rule is met. 
 
Section 4(a)(3) requires that the design reflect the engineering properties of the underlying soils and that it 
conforms to engineering principles for the hydraulic behavior of open channel flow. The MCWD District Engineer 
has reviewed the design and confirmed adequate engineering principles are used to stabilize this section of the 
Creek’s bank. 
 
Pursuant to Section 4(a)(4), native vegetation will be used within the streambank stabilization practices and the 
natural, historic shape of the streambank will be maintained. 
 
Pursuant to Section 4(a)(5), a floating sediment curtain will be placed in the Creek along the streambank 
stabilization areas during construction to prevent sediment from moving into the watercourse and will be 
removed afterwards. 
 

Section 4(b) outlines the standards for biological and bioengineering design requirements. Because the streambank 
stabilization designs are bioengineering designs, this section of the Rule is applicable. 



 
Pursuant to Section 4(b)(1), a list of live plantings, native to Minnesota, have been provided in Section 4.1.4 of 
the design memo in Attachment B.  
 
Pursuant to Section 4(b)(2), the plantings will be placed within the bioengineering designs in such a way that 
limits the soil disturbance and provides for successful establishment. The plants placed within the FES lifts and 
Geocell Wall opening will be shorter stature cultivars due to the limited space, which will help them establish 
evenly. The methods and schedule of planting are provided in the memo and construction plans (Attachments B 
and C, respectively), and parties responsible for maintaining proper vegetation establishment in the first three 
years will be provided as a condition of this permit, in accordance with Section 6(b).  
 
Wave barriers will not be used, therefore, Section 4(b)(3) is not applicable. 
 
Section 4(b)(4) requires that structural elements within a bioengineering design conform to criteria of section 
4(c)(1) & (2). The structural elements within the bioengineering designs, namely riprap at the toe of bank slope, 
will conform to these criteria of Section 4(c). 

 
Staff and the District Engineer have reviewed the proposal against the rule criteria and determined that the Project 
meets requirements of the Shoreline and Streambank Stabilization Rule. 

 
Because the applicant is the District, the maintenance instrument requirement under Section 7 of the Waterbody 
Crossings and Structures rule is not applicable. Likewise, the financial assurance component required under MCWD’s 
Procedures Rule for the Shoreline and Streambank Stabilization Rule is not applicable. 
 
Summary and Conclusion: 
The MCWD Project Planning Department has applied for a MCWD permit under the Waterbody Crossings and Structures 
and Shoreline and Streambank Stabilization Rules. Based on review by District staff and the District Engineer, staff finds 
that the application meets all applicable MCWD rules and recommends the Board approve the permit application. 
 
Attachments: 
Attachment A – WCA Notice of Decision 
Attachment B – 90% Permit Application Design Memo 
Attachment C – Construction Plans  







Notice of Decision Template provided by MN Board of Water & Soil Resources – 10/13/2025 

☐ Board of Water & Soil Resources (see instructions below) 

If there is no established Local 
Appeal Process indicated 
above, an appeal of this 
decision may be made to BWSR 
per the instructions to the right. 

 

Note: Decisions are not final until 
the 30-day appeal window ends. 

Mail or email written request to appeal sent to BWSR within 30 days of date 
this notice was sent. Include copy of this notice, name and contact information 
of appellant(s) and their representative(s) (if applicable), a statement clarifying 
intent to appeal, and supporting information as to why the decision is in error. 

Mail check payable to MN Board of Water & Soil Resources for $500.  

Send to:  

Appeals & Regulatory Compliance Coordinator 

Minnesota Board of Water & Soil Resources 

520 Lafayette Road North  

St. Paul, MN 55155 

travis.germundson@state.mn.us.  

  





















https://usace.contentdm.oclc.org/digital/collection/p266001coll1/id/2801/
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/waters/watermgmt_section/pwi/download_lists.html
https://usace.contentdm.oclc.org/utils/getfile/collection/p266001coll1/id/7630
https://www.epa.gov/wotus/antecedent-precipitation-tool-apt
http://wetland-plants.usace.army.mil/
http://wetland-plants.usace.army.mil/


https://fwspublicservices.wim.usgs.gov/server/rest/services/Wetlands/MapServer
https://hydro.nationalmap.gov/arcgis/rest/services/nhd/MapServer
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GREENWAY TO CEDAR LAKE TRAIL CONNECTION & STREAMBANK RESTORATION PROJECT 

WETLAND DELINEATION REPORT 

Appendix B Wetland Determination Data Forms  

June 4, 2025 

 B.2 

  Wetland Determination Data Forms 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No  

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No  

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No  

Is the Sampled Area 

within a Wetland? Yes No   

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Midwest Region 

Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date: 

Applicant/Owner: 

Investigator(s): 

State: MN 
Sampling  

Point: 

Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope %: 

Subregion (LRR or MLRA):  Lat: Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification: 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation 

Are Vegetation 

, Soil 

, Soil 

, or Hydrology 

, or Hydrology 

significantly disturbed? 

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

No 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region – Version 2.0 

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.) 

Located in swale between toe of bank from Cedar Lake trail and berm in woods. Precip prior to the site visit was wetter than normal. 

Minnehaha Greenway Trail 
 

St. Louis Park/Hennepin  05/06/2025 

Minnehaha Creek WD 

KKM JAL 
 

T117N, R021W, S20 
 

Depression Concave 
 

1-2 
 

LRR M, MLRA 103 44.930612 

 

-93.379139 

 
WGS84 

Urban land-Udorthents (cut and fill land) complex, 0 to 6 percent 
slopes 
 

PFO1A 

 X 
 

  

 

 X  

   

X  

  X 
  X 

  X 

  

     

Long: 

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes 

SP01 

 
Hydrophytic 

Vegetation 

Present? Yes No  

 

 Rhamnus cathartica 85 Yes FAC 

 Acer negundo 7 No FAC 

 
  

 

Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size:              )    

1.                        

2.                        

3.                        

4.                        

5.                        

                    = Total Cover 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 

    

Tree Stratum   (Plot size:              )    

1.                        

2.                        

3.                        

4.                        

5.                        

                    = Total Cover 

 
Dominance Test worksheet: 

 
Number of Dominant Species 

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A) 

 
Total Number of Dominant 

Species Across All Strata: (B) 

 
Percent of Dominant Species 

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B) 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 

   

OBL species x 1 = 

FACW species x 2 = 

FAC species x 3 = 

FACU species x 4 = 

UPL species x 5 = 

Column Totals: (A) (B) 

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

  1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 

  2 - Dominance Test is >50% 

  3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 

  4 - Morphological Adaptations1 

(Provide supporting data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

  Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present, unless 
disturbed or problematic. 

Absolute 

% Cover 

Dominant 

Species 

Indicator 

Status 

3 

5 

60 

Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

0 0 

0 0 

110 330 

15 60 

0 0 

125 390 

3.12 

- 

X 

- 

 

 

 Quercus macrocarpa 10 Yes FAC 

 
  

    

Herb Stratum   (Plot size:              )    

1.                        

2.                        

3.                        

4.                        

5.                        

6.                        

7.                        

8.                        

9.                        

10.                      

                    = Total Cover     

Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size:              )    

1.                        

2.                        

                    = Total Cover 

 Polygonatum biflorum 10 Yes FACU 

 Lonicera tatarica 5 Yes FACU 

 Rhamnus cathartica 5 Yes FAC 

 Alliaria petiolata 3 No FAC 

 
  

 
  

10 

23 

0 X  

30 ft 

5 ft 

30 ft 

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.) 
 

92 

15 ft 



























http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/Portals/57/docs/regulatory/RegulatoryDocs/engform_4345_2012oct.pdf




http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/DelineationJDGuidance.aspx
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