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PERMIT REPORT 

To: Board of Managers 

From: Elizabeth Showalter, Permitting Technician 

Date: January 7, 2018 

Re: Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board; Permit 18-635: Lake Nokomis Shoreline 

 

 

Recommendation: 

Approval of MCWD permit application on the following conditions: 

1. Identification of the contractor responsible for implementing the erosion control plan; 

2. Submission of an NPDES permit; 

3. Execution of a maintenance agreement for maintenance wetland buffers and hydraulic 

structures, including: 

a. A wetland buffer signage plan including signs with a maximum spacing of every 

100 feet 

b. Confirmation by staff  that the plan is consistent with MCWD buffer-maintenance 

standards 

And stipulation: 

1. The maximum encroachment of riprap in “Shoreline Stabilization Style 1” shall be ten 

feet waterward from the Ordinary High Water Level. 

 

Approval of a Wetland Conservation Act no-loss determination, exemption, and revision of a 

boundary and type determination on the following conditions: 

1. Use of erosion control materials designed to prevent entanglement of animals such as 

natural netting, rectangular netting, or flexible netting.  

 

Background: 

The Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board (Applicant) has applied for a Minnehaha Creek 

Watershed District (MCWD) permit for the enhancement of the shoreline of Lake Nokomis and 

replacement of two stormwater outfalls. The project goals include increasing the natural 

landscape, reduction in impacts from invasive vegetation around the lake, and improvement of 

recreation access to the lake. The project is an integral part of the park Master Plan. The 

applicant has requested an exception from the buffer provision of the Wetland Protection Rule. 

The application was complete on November 14, 2018.  

 

The project triggers the District’s Erosion Control, Floodplain Alteration, Wetland Protection, 

Shoreline and Streambank Stabilization, and Waterbody Crossings and Structures rules. The 

applicant also has sought approval of the work under the Wetland Conservation Act, which is 

administered by the District in the City of Minneapolis. Additionally, the project plans show a 
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shortfall from the applicable wetland buffer requirement, therefore the applicant has requested 

approval of an exception. 

 

The Applicant is seeking authorization under DNR General Permit 2001-6009, which authorizes 

work in public waters subject to MCWD Rules. Staff has notified the DNR area hydrologist of 

the project, who concurred the project is within the scope of the general permit. 

 

District Rule Analysis: 

 

Erosion Control Rule 

The District’s Erosion Control Rule is applied to projects proposing 5,000 square feet of 

disturbance or 50 cubic yards of fill, excavation, or stockpiling on-site. The Applicant is 

proposing 4.5 acres of disturbance, therefore the rule is triggered. In accordance with the rule 

provisions, the Applicant has submitted an erosion control plan which identifies erosion and 

sediment control best management practices.  These include a rock construction entrance, silt 

fence down gradient of disturbed areas, concrete washout locations utilizing impermeable liners, 

and inlet protection where necessary. The total disturbed area is less than 5 acres, therefore a 

temporary sediment basin is not required under the Rule Policy for MS4 Compliance (Resolution 

15-054). Additionally, a vegetative stabilization plan including the incorporation of six-inches of 

topsoil into underlying soils prior to final stabilization has also been provided.  

 

Identification of the responsible contractor and submission of an NPDES permit are listed as 

recommended conditions of approval. Upon satisfaction of the recommended conditions, the 

project meets the Erosion Control Rule. 

 

Floodplain Alteration 

The Floodplain Alteration Rule is triggered whenever land altering activity is proposed beneath 

the 100 year flood elevation of any waterbody. The Applicant is proposing disturbance in the 

floodplain of Lake Nokomis, therefore the rule is triggered. The applicant is proposing grading 

for the shoreline restoration that will flattening out eroded slopes with disturbance exclusively 

between the 100 year elevation (819.7) and OHW (815.4) with no additional material or removal 

of material and cut and fill for the two outfall replacements which results in a creation of flood 

storage, as shown in the table below. 

 

As stated in the District’s Floodplain Alteration Rule section 3(a), “fill shall not cause a net 

decrease in storage capacity below the projected 100-year high water elevation of a waterbody.” 

As shown in Table 1 below, the applicant is increasing the flood storage capacity of Lake 

Nokomis by 119 cubic feet. The grading for the shoreline stabilization is confined to the 

floodplain and will be a field fitting exercise with no addition of new material, as shown in the 

plans. The applicant has, therefore met section 3(a).  

 

 Total Fill (cf) Total Cut (cf) 

North Outfall 239 0 

South Outfall 0 358 
Table 1: Floodplain Cut and Fill 
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Section 3(b) of the rule requires no increase in the 100-year flood elevation of a watercourse. 

The project does not involve a watercourse, therefore the provision does not apply. 

 

Section 3(c) of the rule states that section 3(a) of this rule does not apply to fill in a waterbasin if 

the applicant shows that the proposed fill, together with the filling of all other properties on the 

waterbody to the same degree of encroachment will not cause high water or aggravate flooding 

on other properties. Because there is a net gain in flood storage space, section 3(c) of the rule 

does not apply to this project. 

 

Section 3(d) of the rule requires that no new impervious surface be created in the lesser of 25 feet 

of the centerline of a watercourse or the 10 year floodplain, unless that surface is an integral 

component of a linear public roadway or trail. No new impervious surface is proposed within the 

floodplain. 

 

Section 3(e) of the rule is not applicable, as no ice ridge grading is proposed. 

 

Section 3(f) of the rule requires that the low openings to all structures be a minimum of 2 feet 

above the 100 year high water elevation. No structures are proposed and all existing structures 

have low openings at least 2 feet above the 100 year high water elevation. 

 

Therefore, the project meets the Floodplain Alteration Rule. 

 

Wetland Conservation Act 

The wetland boundary and types were delineated on in September of 2017 and approved by the 

District on December 6, 2017 (Attachment 5). The delineation indicated the location of all water 

resources, not only wetlands subject to regulation under WCA. During a later Technical 

Evaluation Panel (TEP) meeting, the TEP determined that an eroded point which was identified 

as wetland, is more accurately considered part of the deepwater habitat of Lake Nokomis and 

should not be indicated as wetland. The TEP reviewed a revised boundary (included in the Joint 

Application Form-Attachment 2) and determined that the boundary should be revised as part of 

the applicant’s no-loss application.  

 

The Wetland Conservation Act regulates draining, filling, and excavation in wetlands. The 

project is proposing grading in the wetlands as part of the shoreline restoration to repair erosion 

and establish native vegetation. Under 8420.0415 D, activities conducted by public agencies for 

the purpose of wetland restoration or fish and wildlife habitat restoration qualify for a no-loss 

determination if they are conducted in accordance with restoration guidance cited in the WCA 

rule.1 The proposed project is being conducted for wetland and habitat restoration in accordance 

with the guidance referenced in the WCA, and therefore meets the no-loss criteria, and 

                                                           
1 Wetland Restoration Guide, Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (December 1982) and Wildlife Habitat 

Improvements in Wetlands: Guidance for Soil and Water Conservation Districts and Local Government Units in 

Certifying and Approving Wetland Conservation Act Exemption Proposals, Minnesota Interagency Wetlands 

Group, December 2000. 
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replacement is not required. The project will be achieving the restoration through the repair of 

erosion along the shoreline and establishment of native vegetation that will provide long term 

bank stability and wetland habitat for aquatic and terrestrial species.  

 

The applicant is also proposing the replacement of two stormwater outfalls that contribute to the 

bank erosion. The two outfalls will result in a total wetland impact of 454 square feet. The north 

outfall currently enters the lake at an angle, which causes scour into the bank. To reorient it to 

enter perpendicular to the bank some wetland impacts are proposed. The eastern outfall is made 

up of two pipes which currently outfall separately and the applicant is proposing to construct a 

box culvert to allow access to the pipes for maintenance. Further analysis of alternatives 

explored is provided in the Waterbody Crossings and Structures section. Under 8420.0420 Subp. 

6., replacement is not required for impacts resulting from installation, maintenance, or repair of 

utility lines if impacts have been avoided and minimized to the greatest possible extent and it 

does not propose alteration or modification to more than one half acre of wetland. The applicant 

has demonstrated the proposed alternative is minimally impactful (a thorough alternatives 

analysis regarding the placement of utilities is provided under the Waterbody Crossings and 

Structures heading) and the proposed impact is less than one half acre, therefore, the utilities 

exemption applies.  

 

The Notice of Application for the no-loss determination and exemption approval was provided to 

the Technical Evaluation Panel (TEP) and the TEP met on November 30, 2018. A comment was 

received from the DNR requesting the applicant be required to utilize wildlife friendly erosion 

control products with natural or biodegradable netting, rectangular netting and/or non-welded 

mesh instead of the traditional photodegradable plastic square netting which poses a risk for 

entanglement of small animals. Otherwise, the TEP determined that the project qualified under 

the requested no-loss and exception criteria, and recommended revision of the approved 

boundary. Staff recommends approval of the exemption and no-loss determination and approval 

of a revised wetland boundary with the condition that erosion control products used be designed 

to prevent entanglement of animals.   

 

Wetland Protection 

The buffer provision of the Wetland Protection Rule is applicable whenever MCWD’s 

Waterbody Crossings and Structures Rule is triggered. Since disturbance is proposed for the 

enhancement of the shoreline and buffer areas, the buffer provision of the Wetland Protection 

rule is applicable. 

 

The project site contains a fringe wetland present along the shoreline of Lake Nokomis. The 

wetland was only delineated in the areas proposed for disturbance, but does extend around much 

of the shoreline of the lake. The portions not exhibiting wetland characteristics are primarily 

either beaches or have intact WPA retaining walls.  

 

Per section 5(a) of the Wetland Protection rule, buffers must be provided around all disturbed 

wetlands and on wetland edges downgradient of disturbance. The applicant has provided plans 

including wetland buffers on all disturbed wetland and wetland contiguous to disturbed wetland. 

Portions of the shoreline with wetland present that are separated by upland from disturbed 
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wetland have not had buffers applied. Additional analysis on buffer width has been provided 

under section 6(c) below.  

 

Per section 5(b) of the rule, buffers are required, and have been analyzed under section 6, below. 

 

Per section 5(c) of the rule, buffers must be documented by a declaration or other recordable 

instrument. The Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board does not have a programmatic 

maintenance agreement, and therefore a project specific agreement is listed as a recommended 

condition of approval to satisfy this requirement. 

 

Section 5(d) of the rule requires a permanent wetland buffer monument to be installed at each lot 

line where it intersects the buffer, and where needed to indicate the contour of the buffer, with a 

maximum spacing of 100 feet. This requirement has been analyzed and satisfied under section 

7(b) below, as the Applicant will be submitting a conforming maintenance agreement with the 

District including the locations of the required monuments. 

 

Per section 6(a) of the rule, buffer width requirements are determined by the management class 

of the wetland (Table 2). The District’s Functional Assessment of Wetlands did not identify the 

shoreline wetland and therefore a management class was not assigned. The Minnesota Routine 

Assessment Method (MnRAM) classifies the wetland as a Preserve, the most protected 

management class, which corresponds to a 75-foot buffer. The Applicant has requested a 

reduction in buffer width to a width of 67 feet due to Type A soils (allowing a reduction of 6 

feet) and 10% slopes (allowing a reduction of 4 feet).  
 

Management Class Base Buffer Width Minimum Applied Buffer Width 

Manage 3 20 feet 16 feet 

Manage 2 30 feet 24 feet 

Manage 1 40 feet 34 feet 

Preserve 75 feet 67 feet 
Table 2: Wetland Management Classifications & Buffer Widths 

Per section 6(c) of the rule, buffer averaging is permitted should the full width of the buffer not 

be able to be provided in all locations. Under this provision of the rule, buffer averaging may 

encompass minimum buffer widths of 37.5 feet, with a maximum width of 150 feet for Preserve 

wetlands, provided that there is no reduction in total buffer area (assumes an area equal to a 

uniform 75 foot buffer along the length of the wetland). Based on review of the plans and 

specifications, the project as proposed does not meet MCWD buffer requirements in two ways: 

the applicant has not provided the required buffer area or met the minimum buffer widths. The 

buffer is width is not being met due to existing structures and the desire to maintain park space 

for recreation. The Applicant has requested an Exception to section 6(c) of the Wetland 

Protection rule, which has been analyzed under the ‘Exception’ heading below. 
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Section 6(d) of the rule does not apply as the Applicant has not requested a reduction in Applied 

Buffer Width based on the proposed buffer providing value equal to or greater than would be 

provided by a buffer of the applicable Applied Buffer Width. 

 

Section 6(e) of the rule does not apply as this is not a Linear Reconstruction Project. 

 

Section 6(f) of this rule does not apply as this project is not a New Principal Residential 

Structure. 

 

The applicant has submitted plans and specifications sufficient to show conformance with 

section 7(a) of the Wetland Protection rule, which prohibits actions such as mowing, fertilizing 

or placement of yard waste within the buffer area. Submission of a maintenance agreement 

including these provisions is listed as a recommended condition of approval. 

 

Section 7(b) of the rule allows public land, homeowners associations, and right-of-way to 

comply with buffer monumentation, buffer monitoring, and vegetation management through a 

written maintenance agreement with the District that provides for compliance with the MCWD 

monumentation, monitoring and vegetative-management requirements. The applicant provided a 

maintenance and monitoring plan for the first five year of vegetation establishment including 

performance standards for each year. The plan includes spot herbicide treatment of invasive 

species and mowing. If the performance standards for percent native cover and species diversity 

are not met, the applicant will prepare a remedial plan which will be submitted to the District as 

required by the maintenance agreement. 

 

Per section 7(c) of the rule, any buffer areas that will be disturbed by grading or other site 

activities during construction must be replanted and maintained according to the following 

standards: 

 Soils must be decompacted to a depth of 18 inches and organic matter must be 

incorporated into soils before revegetation; 

 Erosion/sediment control practices consistent with the requirements of the District 

Erosion Control rule must be employed during buffer establishment; 

 Buffers shall be planted with a native seed mix and/or native plantings approved by the 

District; and 

 Buffer maintenance and monitoring shall be performed and meet the standards of the 

District’s Wetland Buffer Monitoring requirements. 

Review of the plans, specifications, and additional information the Applicant submitted showed 

large portions of the proposed buffer will be disturbed by construction, and therefore will be 

subject to the items listed above. The Applicant has provided information that sufficiently 

addresses the requirements, including specifications for decompaction of soils, submission of an 

erosion control plan, and native seed mix specifications (Pilot State Seed Mix: Low-Growing 

Solar Array South and West).  The Applicant meets the requirement of section 7(c) of the 

Wetland Protection rule. 
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In summary, upon satisfaction of the recommended conditions, the project meets the 

requirements of the Wetland Protection Rule, apart from section 6(c), as noted above, for which 

the Applicant has requested an Exception. 

 

Shoreline and Streambank Stabilization 

The Shoreline and Streambank Stabilization Rule regulates alterations and improvements to the 

banks of watercourses. The project is proposing stabilization of approximately 4,800 linear feet 

of shoreline through three treatments. A severely eroded point will be stabilized with riprap with 

an area between 1 and 2 feet above the OHW vegetated, and all areas at the elevation 1 foot 

above the OHW and below will be strictly structural stabilization. Two stormwater outfalls are 

being replaced and energy dissipation will be installed at the outfalls consisting of riprap with 

cordgrass joint plantings, and the rest of the project area which will be stabilized through strictly 

vegetative means utilizing seed and plant plugs with coir logs and erosion control blanket.  

 

Per sections 2(b) and 3(a) of the rule, applications for shoreline stabilization must complete the 

Erosion Intensity Scoresheet. The applicant completed the scoresheet for the three areas 

proposed for structural stabilization. Based on this information, the Applicant has met section 

3(a) of the rule. 

 

Per section 3(b) of the rule, the proposed stabilization practice must be consistent with the 

shoresheet. The first area proposed for structural stabilization is a point on the east side of the 

lake which scored in the “high” category (score of 51, high is between 49 and 78) which permits 

the use of structural stabilization. The applicant is proposing to use a combination of riprap with 

some vegetation starting one foot above the OHW.  The areas with proposed outfall replacement 

scored in the “medium” category (score of 38, medium is between 31 and 48) which permits the 

use of bioengineered techniques. Bioengineering is proposed for the stabilization of the two 

outfalls utilizing riprap with cordgrass planted in the joints. The rest of the shoreline scores in the 

medium category (score of 38), allowing bioengineering or biological stabilization. The 

applicant has proposed biological stabilization in the area. 

 

Per section 5 of the rule, the District may approve alternative stabilization techniques if the 

applicant provides sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the proposed stabilization practice 

represent the minimal impact solution with respect to all other reasonable alternatives. The 

applicant is exclusively proposing stabilization techniques that fall within the allowed range of 

stabilization techniques based on the erosion intensity scores. 

 

Per section 6(a) of the rule, the applicant must demonstrate: 

 The installation of structural stabilization practices occurs only where there is a 

demonstrated need to prevent erosion or to restore eroded shoreline/streambank; 

o The applicant has submitted documentation of the erosion that has occurred on the 

shoreline at the areas proposed for stabilization. 

 Removal of native vegetation within the streambank stabilization zone is limited, 

especially clear cutting within the access corridor and preservation of native vegetation 

outside of the access corridor; 
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o Most vegetation in the project area will be removed, but will be replaced with 

native vegetation that provides greater habitat and water quality benefits. The 

extant vegetation is either invasive or is maintained as turf. 

 Stabilization practices are installed at a 3:1 slope or flatter where practical or feasible; 

o The Applicant has submitted plans and cross-sections showing rip-rap 2.5:1 slope 

due to the steep bathymetry of the shoreline. Based on staff and the District 

Engineer’s analysis, the Applicant has met this criteria of the rule. 

 Encroachment from shorelines shall be minimized to the greatest extent practical, 

typically no more than 5 feet waterward, and with a maximum encroachment of 10 feet.  

o The Applicant has submitted plans depicting a 2.5:1 slope, due to the steep 

bathymetry in the area to meet the ten foot maximum encroachment. The ten foot 

maximum encroachment is not specified in the plans, and is therefore included as 

a recommended stipulation on the permit. 

 Stabilization practices cannot reduce the cross-sectional area of the channel nor result in a 

net increase in the flood stage upstream or at the site of the streambank stabilization 

practice unless it can be demonstrated to not exacerbate high-water conditions; 

o The project does not involve stabilization of a streambank. 

 Streambank stabilization practices shall conform to the natural alignment of the bank; 

o The stabilization practices maintain the undulating shoreline of the lake. 

 The design shall reflect the engineering properties of the underlying soils and any soil 

corrections or reinforcements. For a streambank, design shall conform to engineering 

principles for the hydraulic behavior of open-channel flow; 

o The Applicant has submitted plans including grading the underlying soils to 

support the proposed stabilization plans which are designed to reflect the fill soils 

present on the shoreline. The District Engineer has reviewed the plans and 

concurs the plans are appropriate for the characteristics of the underlying soils. 

 For sites involving aquatic plantings or removals, a separate Aquatic Plant Management 

Permit shall be obtained from the DNR, when applicable; 

o No aquatic plant management is proposed, therefore the criteria is not applicable. 

 Any work below the OHW shall be encircled by a floatation sediment curtain; 

o The applicant has submitted an erosion control plan including the use of floating 

silt curtain. 

In summary, the Applicant has demonstrated, and staff and the District Engineer concur that all 

applicable aspects of section 6(a) of the rule have been met. 

 

Per section 6(b) of the rule, the applicant must meet the following criteria for bio-engineering 

techniques: 

 Live plantings incorporated into the shoreline or bank shall be native aquatic and/or 

native upland vegetation know to occur in the North Central Hardwood Forest eco-region 

of Minnesota; 

o All proposed seed and plant plugs are native to the area and appropriate to the 

conditions. 
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 Vegetative treatments shall be installed in accordance with the Natural Resource 

Conservation Service “Engineering Field Handbook Chapter 16”  

o The proposed shoreline stabilization, as shown in the construction and landscape 

plans, is designed in accordance with the referenced resource. The Applicant has 

met this criteria of the rule.  

 If wave barriers are utilized, they shall be located within the 3 foot water depth or less 

and may not create obstruction to navigation. Wave barriers shall be removed within 2 

years of installation. 

o The wave barriers will be located in areas with 2 foot water depth and will be only 

located in areas where emergent vegetation is proposed. The plans indicate the 

barriers will be removed within 2 years of installation. 

 Bio-engineered stabilization also must comply with the criteria in 6(c)(1-3) and (5). 

o This has been analyzed below. 

 

Per section 6(c) of the rule, the applicant must meet the following criteria for structural 

stabilization: 

 Hard-armoring inert material, such as riprap, shall be considered wetland fill only if 

proposed to be placed within an area identified as wetland. 

o No riprap is proposed within wetlands. 

 Riprap shall extend no higher than the top of the bank, or two feet above the 100-year 

high water elevation, whichever is lower; 

o Per the plans and cross-sections submitted by the Applicant, staff and the District 

Engineer have determined that hard-armoring stabilization practices will be 

placed at the top of the bank, below the 100-year flood elevation of the new 

channel. Based upon this analysis, the Applicant has met this criteria of the rule. 

 Riprap materials shall be durable stone meeting the size and gradation requirements of 

MnDOT Class III or IV riprap. Toe boulders shall be at least 50% buried and may be as 

large as 30 inches in diameter. 

o Per the plans, cross-sections, and specifications submitted by the Applicant, staff 

and the District Engineer have determined that the materials utilized for hard-

armoring meet the criteria for MnDOT Class IV riprap, and all toe boulders are 

anchored at least 50% in the underlying substrate. Based upon this analysis, the 

Applicant has met this criteria of the rule. 

 A transitional granular filler meeting requirements of MnDOT 3601.B, at least 6 inches 

in depth, shall be placed between the native shoreline and the riprap to prevent erosion of 

fine grained soils. A geotextile filter fabric meeting the requirements of MnDOT 3733 

shall be placed beneath the granular filler where appropriate. 

o Per the plans, cross-sections, and specifications submitted by the Applicant, staff 

and the District Engineer have determined that the granular filler and geotextile 

fabric meet the requirements and specifications of MnDOT 3601.B and MnDOT 

3733. Based upon this analysis, the Applicant has met this criteria of the rule. 
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 Structural stabilization practices, including riprap, are recommended to include plantings 

between individual boulders or native upland plantings to retard runoff and prevent 

erosion wherever feasible and practical. 

o Lake Nokomis is part of the Grand Rounds historic district and therefore, federal 

approvals involve a review of impact to cultural resources, through coordination 

with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). In preapplication consultation 

with the SHPO, MPRB was encouraged to design the project to mimic the historic 

condition of Lake Nokomis (the historic condition being the post dredging 

condition with retaining walls on most banks). Unvegetated riprap more closely 

mimicked the retaining walls and was therefore the selected alternative. Upland 

buffer will be estabilished upgradient of the riprap at the point and the uppermost 

foot of the riprap will be vegetated with soil placed on top of the rock. The 

applicant is proposing planting the joints of the riprap at the outfalls with 

cordgrass. 

 

In summary, the Applicant has demonstrated, and staff and the District Engineer concur, that all 

applicable aspects of section 6(b) and (c) of the rule have been met. 

 

Section 8(a-d), and 9(a-c) regulate the placement of sandblankets. Restoration of vegetation 

above sand beaches will be modified by the proposed project, but no additional sand is proposed, 

therefore this section does not apply. 

 

Section 10(a-d) of the rule are not applicable, as no retaining walls are proposed with the project. 

 

Section 11 regulates boat ramps and other shoreline improvements. No new boat ramps or canoe 

launches are proposed or will be modified. 

 

In summary, based on the analysis of staff and the District Engineer provided above, the 

applicant has met all the applicable criteria of the Shoreline and Streambank Stabilization rule, 

upon satisfaction of the recommended stipulation.  

 

Waterbody Crossings and Structures 

The Waterbody Crossings and Structures Rule is triggered whenever a structure is placed in the 

bed or bank of a waterbody. The project includes replacement of two outfalls on the bank of the 

lake, which triggers the rule.  

 

The applicant is proposing the replacement of two failing outfalls that have scoured the bed and 

bank of the lake. The northern outfall currently enters the lake at an angle, which makes scour 

more likely. That outfall will be replaced to outlet perpendicularly to the bank and a 

hydrodynamic separator will be added in-line to remove particulates. The eastern outfall is made 

up of two pipes that currently outlet separately to the lake. The pipes accumulate sediment 

quickly and require frequent jetting to maintain capacity and reduce sedimentation to the lake. 

The applicant is proposing connecting both pipes to a single box culvert, instead of separate 
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flared end sections, to allow access for maintenance. The pipes are located too close together to 

allow separate manholes to be used for access, so a combined structure was proposed.  

 

Per section 3(a) of the rule, the use of the bed or bank shall meet a demonstrated public benefit. 

The applicant has stated that the replacement of the outfalls will support better water quality and 

an improved aesthetic by repairing and preventing scour. Staff and the District Engineer concur 

with the Applicant’s findings that the proposed replacements will reduce scour and provide water 

quality improvements. The Applicant has met this criteria of the rule. 

 

Per section 3(b) of the rule, use of the bed or bank shall retain adequate hydraulic capacity, and 

may not result in upstream or downstream increases in flood stage for crossings involving 

watercourses. The flows through each of the outfalls are constrained upstream and the applicant 

has provided calculations – summarized in the table below – demonstrating that the flow rate 

will be maintained and that the velocity will decrease at each of the outfalls. Based on this 

analysis, staff and the District Engineer have determined that the Applicant has met this criteria 

of the rule. 

 

 

Site 

Outlet Size/Diameter Flow Rate (cfs) Velocity (ft/s) 

Existing Proposed Existing Proposed Existing Proposed 

Northern Outfall 21” 30” 15.9 15.9 7.4 5.2 

Eastern Outfall 2 x 36” 10’x4’ 47.2 47.2 7.5 6.1 
Table 3: Existing & Proposed Outfall Comparison 

 

Per section 3(c) of the rule, the use of the bed or bank shall retain adequate navigational capacity 

pursuant to any requirements of the waterbody’s classification by the District. Stormwater 

outfalls are not used for navigation, therefore the requirement does not apply. 

 

Section 3(d) of the rule requires waterbody crossings and structures to preserve wildlife passage. 

As buried utilities, the outfalls do not in existing or proposed form impact wildlife passage. 

Therefore the section of the rule has been met. 

 

Per section 3(e) of the rule, use of the bed or bank shall not adversely affect water quality. The 

outfalls are designed to reduce scour and erosion of the bank and the northern outfall 

replacement involves addition of a hydrodynamic separator which will remove pollutants prior to 

discharge. Furthermore, the applicant has proposed permanent energy dissipation, through 

vegetated riprap, which will prevent future scour from displacing sediment. Based on this 

analysis, staff and the District Engineer have determined that the Applicant has met this criteria 

of the rule. 

 

Per section 3(f) of the rule, the use of the bed or bank shall represent the “minimal impact” 

solution to a specific need with respect to all other reasonable alternatives, including, but not 

limited to vegetation or bioengineering for bank stabilization, structural stabilization, acquisition 

of additional easements, or installation of upstream control to manage stream flow. For both 

outfalls, the applicant considered the no-build scenario but determined that the outfalls in their 



 
 
 

12 

current state would continue to erode the banks. The applicant also considered reinstalling 

energy dissipation around the outfalls but determined that the cause of erosion would not be 

rectified and future disturbance would be needed. Installation of a headwall on the box culvert 

was considered instead of an end section. The headwall would have required greater disturbance 

of the shoreline and would reduce the natural appearance of the shoreline. Staff finds that the 

proposed outfalls are the minimally impactful solutions. 

 

Section 3(g) of the rule is not applicable, as no bored utility lines are proposed underneath the 

bed or bank of a watercourse. 

 

Section 3(h) of the rule is not applicable, as no installation, modification, or excavation of 

sanitary sewer beneath a waterbody is proposed as a component of this project. 

 

In summary, the proposed outfalls have been determined by staff and the District Engineer to 

meet the criteria of the Waterbody Crossings and Structures rule. 

 

Per section 6 of the rule, maintenance requirements for the crossings will be met through the 

existing programmatic maintenance agreement between the City of Edina and the District. 

 

In summary, based on the analysis of staff and the District Engineer provided above, the 

applicant has met all the applicable criteria of the Waterbody Crossings and Structures rule. 

 

Exception 

The Variance and Exception Rule allows the Board of Managers to grant exceptions from a 

provision of the rules on a determination that the proposed application will achieve a greater 

degree of water resource protection than strict compliance with the provision. The Applicant has 

requested an exception from the buffer provision of the Wetland Protection Rule. 

 

The applicant is not meeting the required buffer width or area. The proposed project will restore 

4,800 linear feet of shoreline, 4,500 feet of which has fringe wetland present. The required buffer 

area on the wetland is 6.9 acres, when reducing the required buffer width to 67 feet to account 

for beneficial soils and slopes, as allowed under 6(b) of the Wetland Protection Rule. The upland 

buffer provided totals 2.5 acres. The total acreage of vegetative restoration is 4.5 (when 

including the wetland fringe and emergent vegetation), which will be providing equivalent 

functions and values to a native wetland buffer. The width of the buffer ranges from 0 feet to 60 

feet. The narrowest combination of upland buffer and shoreline vegetation is 8 feet. As this 

project area is parkland and a project goal is to provide intentional recreational access to the 

water, the design of the restoration takes into consideration the location of the trails around the 

lake and existing recreation areas. The applicant stated in the Exception request form that upland 

buffer has been included in all areas where buffer would not unreasonably impede upon the 

recreational opportunities in the park.  

 

The wetland buffer provision of the Wetland Protection Rule is intended to provide water quality 

treatment to stormwater prior to entering a waterbody and to provide habitat adjacent to 

waterbodies. The applicant has provided a plan for a restoration project with the goals of water 
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quality treatment and habitat restoration. The project involves establishment of native vegetation 

in areas that are either vegetated with invasive species, maintained as turf, or not vegetated due 

to erosion.2 In those areas water quality and habitat will be improved by the work in the buffer 

area, as well as the shoreline wetland fringe, and the emergent zone. Native vegetation provides 

greater filtration of stormwater and a greater reduction in erosion than the existing vegetation and 

provides a more diverse habitat than the existing vegetation.  

 

The project design of the upland buffer, wetland fringe, and emergent zone exceeds what would 

be required by the wetland protection rule. Where feasible, diverse native vegetation will extend 

50 feet into adjacent upland areas. Conversely, the applicant could meet the rule requirements by 

ceasing to mow or fertilize the existing mixture of invasive species and low maintenance turf in 

area within 67 feet of the wetland edge, since the disturbance to the buffer is proposed for the 

purpose of native vegetation establishment, and would not otherwise occur. Instead, the applicant 

has applied for an exception from the rule on the basis that the vegetative restoration of the three 

zones provides a greater degree of natural resource protection than establishment of a buffer that 

utilizes the existing poor quality vegetation as allowed by the rule.  

 

The applicant has also provided additional water quality treatment through the improvements to 

the outfalls, which currently contribute sediment and phosphorus loading to the lake, which are 

not required to meet other regulatory requirements. The northern outfall in particular provides 

water quality treatment through the use of a hydrodynamic separator to remove sediment from 

the stormwater discharge. The hydrodynamic separator will provide 100% removal of floatables 

and 80% removal of total suspended solids for the pipeshed of the outfall. Due to the large grass 

area upgradient of the wetland and wetland buffer, sediment deposition to the lake from 

stormwater entering the lake overland is minimal. The hydrodynamic separator will provide 

sediment removal from and outfall receiving water from streets with more substantial sediment 

flow. Additionally, the repair of erosion on the shoreline, and the stabilization achieved through 

restoration of the riparian zone will reduce the concentration of suspended sediments, which are 

currently released from the shoreline to the lake as the shoreline continues to erode. The 

establishment of vegetation in the emergent zone provides nutrient uptake and provides shelter 

for aquatic animals, which is not currently present in the lake. Amphibians and other semi-

aquatic species utilize different vegetative communities throughout their life cycle and 

throughout the seasons, and are therefore provided a better continuum of habitat within and 

around the water resource. By combining the three treatments, a greater habitat benefit is 

provided than by establishment of the same acreage of any one treatment.  

 

The applicant indicates in the request that the project balances achieving the water quality 

improvements, restoration of ecological integrity and promoting and enhancing the value of 

water resources, through maintenance of a valuable recreational resource around the lake, which 

are three of the four goals central to the mission of the MCWD. Staff concurs with the analysis 

and technical justifications provided by the applicant.  

                                                           
2 The rule requires establishment of native species in the areas not vegetated due to erosion, but in the rest of the 
buffer area, the existing vegetation can remain unless disturbed. The eroded areas make up approximately 100 
square feet of the buffer. 



 
 
 

14 

 

Summary: 

The Minneapolis Parks and Recreation Board has applied for a Minnehaha Creek Watershed 

District permit under the Erosion Control, Floodplain Alteration, Wetland Protection, Shoreline 

and Streambank Stabilization, Waterbody Crossings and Structures, and Variance and Exception 

rules for a restoration of the shoreline of Lake Nokomis. The proposed project meets the 

applicable requirements under the applicable rules, upon satisfaction of the recommended 

conditions and approval of the exception by the Board of Managers. Staff recommends approval 

of the permit with the conditions listed. 

 

Attachments: 

1. Water Resources Application Form 

2. Combined Joint Notification Form 

3. Exception Request 

4. Site Plans 

5. Boundary and Type NOD 





Minnehaha Creek Watershed District 

Water Resource Permit Application Form – Supplemental Information 

Lake Nokomis Shoreline Enhancement Project (WCA Application Number W17-42) 

 

Supporting Narrative: 

- Stabilization 7.c.6 – The designer will stake the location of the shoreline treatments in the field before 

construction and will inspect the progress regularly. 

- Stabilization 7.g.1. – Riprap will only be applied at the eastern “point” along the shoreline and at 

stormwater outfalls, as shown in the standard plates and plan details to protect the area around the 

drainage pipe/box culvert and the area directly below it. The “point” is categorized as “High” on the 

Erosion Intensity Scoresheet. 

 

- Stabilization 7.g.2. – Riprap was minimized by applying TRM with native vegetation along other eroded 

areas along the shoreline. The riprapped area on the “point” was minimized after a field visit which 

confirmed that only the north facing slopes were without vegetative cover. The top 2.5 feet of the riprap 

will have 6” of topsoil placed with deep rooted native vegetation to minimize the appearance of riprap 

from shore. 

 

Waterbody Structures 

1. Demonstration of public benefit – See Joint Application Form, Part Three 

2. Retention of adequate hydraulic capacity – Two storm sewer outfalls will be improved with this 

project. One is currently a 21” RCP draining to an outlet control structure that is angled at 

adjacent shoreline such that it is creating a scourhole and the other site has dual 36” RCPs that 

extend 30’ into the lake and are falling apart. The goal of the improvements is to reduce erosion 

and scour at the outfalls by properly directing the outfalls, providing permanent erosion control, 

and increasing the outlet size. To do design this, we do not need to model the outfalls using 

hydraulic models, only to use the Open Channel equation. The upstream capacity (Q) is 

restricted by the size of the pipe system and tends to be 10 year design or less. As the flow area 

within the final section of pipe are increased to 30” and 10’ x 4’, respectively, the velocity 

decreases.  The tailwater elevation of the lake will also not change with this project. Therefore 

hydraulic capacity of the storm sewer system is not changed with the modifications of the 

outfalls. 

3.  

  Outlet Description Flow Rate Velocity 

  Existing Proposed Existing Proposed Existing Proposed 

      cfs cfs fps fps 

Site #7 21" 30" 15.9 15.9 7.4 5.2 

Site #16 2-36" 10'x4' 47.2 47.2 7.5 6.1 

  

3. Represent minimal impact solution – See Joint Application Form, Part Three 

 

Volume of Excavation and Fill - See Joint Application Form, Attachment 4 
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Joint Application Form for Activities Affecting Water Resources 

in Minnesota 

This joint application form is the accepted means for initiating review of proposals that may affect a water resource (wetland, 

tributary, lake, etc.) in the State of Minnesota under state and federal regulatory programs. Applicants for Minnesota Department 

of Natural Resources (DNR) Public Waters permits MUST use the MPARS online permitting system for submitting applications to 

the DNR.  Applicants can use the information entered into MPARS to substitute for completing parts of this joint application form 

(see the paragraph on MPARS at the end of the joint application form instructions for additional information). This form is only 

applicable to the water resource aspects of proposed projects under state and federal regulatory programs; other local 

applications and approvals may be required. Depending on the nature of the project and the location and type of water resources 

impacted, multiple authorizations may be required as different regulatory programs have different types of jurisdiction over 

different types of resources.  

Regulatory Review Structure 

Federal 

The St. Paul District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is the federal agency that regulates discharges of dredged or fill 

material into waters of the United States (wetlands, tributaries, lakes, etc.) under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and 

regulates work in navigable waters under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act.  Applications are assigned to Corps project 

managers who are responsible for implementing the Corps regulatory program within a particular geographic area. 

State 

There are three state regulatory programs that regulate activities affecting water resources.   The Wetland Conservation Act 

(WCA) regulates most activities affecting wetlands. It is administered by local government units (LGUs) which can be counties, 

townships, cities, watershed districts, watershed management organizations or state agencies (on state-owned land). The 

Minnesota DNR Division of Ecological and Water Resources issues permits for work in specially-designated public waters via the 

Public Waters Work Permit Program (DNR Public Waters Permits).  The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) under Section 

401 of the Clean Water Act certifies that discharges of dredged or fill material authorized by a federal permit or license comply 

with state water quality standards. One or more of these regulatory programs may be applicable to any one project.   

Required Information 

Prior to submitting an application, applicants are strongly encouraged to seek input from the Corps Project Manager and LGU staff 

to identify regulatory issues and required application materials for their proposed project. Project proponents can request a pre-

application consultation with the Corps and LGU to discuss their proposed project by providing the information required in 

Sections 1 through 5 of this joint application form to facilitate a meaningful discussion about their project.  Many LGUs provide a 

venue (such as regularly scheduled technical evaluation panel meetings) for potential applicants to discuss their projects with 

multiple agencies prior to submitting an application. Contact information is provided below. 

The following bullets outline the information generally required for several common types of determinations/authorizations. 

• For delineation approvals and/or jurisdictional determinations, submit Parts 1, 2 and 5, and Attachment A. 

• For activities involving CWA/WCA exemptions, WCA no-loss determinations, and activities not requiring mitigation, 

submit Parts 1 through 5, and Attachment B. 

• For activities requiring compensatory mitigation/replacement plan, submit Parts 1 thru 5, and Attachments C and D. 

• For local road authority activities that qualify for the state’s local road wetland replacement program, submit Parts 1 

through 5, and Attachments C, D (if applicable), and E to both the Corps and the LGU.
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Submission Instructions  

Send the completed joint application form and all required attachments to: 

U.S Army Corps of Engineers. Applications may be sent directly to the appropriate Corps Office.  For a current listing of areas of 

responsibilities and contact information, visit the St. Paul District’s website at: 
http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory.aspx and select “Minnesota” from the contact Information box.  

Alternatively, applications may be sent directly to the St. Paul District Headquarters and the Corps will forward them to the 

appropriate field office. 

Section 401 Water Quality Certification: Applicants do not need to submit the joint application form to the MPCA unless 

specifically requested.  The MPCA will request a copy of the completed joint application form directly from an applicant when they 

determine an individual 401 water quality certification is required for a proposed project.   

Wetland Conservation Act Local Government Unit:  Send to the appropriate Local Government Unit. If necessary, contact your 

county Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD) office or visit the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) web site 

(www.bwsr.state.mn.us) to determine the appropriate LGU.   

DNR Public Waters Permitting: In 2014 the DNR will begin using the Minnesota DNR Permitting and Reporting System (MPARS) for 

submission of Public Waters permit applications (https://webapps11.dnr.state.mn.us/mpars/public/authentication/login).   

Applicants for Public Waters permits MUST use the MPARS online permitting system for submitting applications to the DNR.  To 

avoid duplication and to streamline the application process among the various resource agencies, applicants can use the 

information entered into MPARS to substitute for completing parts of this joint application form.  The MPARS print/save function 

will provide the applicant with a copy of the Public Waters permit application which, at a minimum, will satisfy Parts one and two 

of this joint application.  For certain types of activities, the MPARS application may also provide all of the necessary information 

required under Parts three and four of the joint application.  However, it is the responsibility of the Applicant to make sure that 

the joint application contains all of the required information, including identification of all aquatic resources impacted by the 

project (see Part four of the joint application).  After confirming that the MPARS application contains all of the required 

information in Parts one and two the Applicant may attach a copy to the joint application and fill in any missing information in the 

remainder of the joint application.  
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 Project Name and/or Number:  Lake Nokomis Shoreline Enhancement 

PART ONE: Applicant Information 
If applicant is an entity (company, government entity, partnership, etc.), an authorized contact person must be identified.  If the 

applicant is using an agent (consultant, lawyer, or other third party) and has authorized them to act on their behalf, the agent’s 

contact information must also be provided. 

Applicant/Landowner Name: Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board 

Mailing Address: 2117 West River Road, Minneapolis, MN 55411 

Phone: 612-230-6400 

E-mail Address: NA 

 

Authorized Contact (do not complete if same as above): Jon Duesman 

Mailing Address: 2117 West River Road, Minneapolis, MN 55411 

Phone: 612-230-6471 

E-mail Address: JDuesman@minneapolisparks.org 

 

Agent Name: Douglas Mensing 

Mailing Address: 21938 Mushtown Rd, Prior Lake, MN  55372 

Phone: 612-202-2252 

E-mail Address: dougm@appliedeco.com  

 

PART TWO: Site Location Information 
County: Hennepin City/Township: Minneapolis 

Parcel ID and/or Address: 5001 W Lake Nokomis Pkwy, Minneapolis, MN 55417 

Legal Description (Section, Township, Range): S13, T28, R24 

Lat/Long (decimal degrees): 44.914/-93.236 

Attach a map showing the location of the site in relation to local streets, roads, highways.    See plans. 

Approximate size of site (acres) or if a linear project, length (feet): 4.6 acres; approximately 4,800 ft of shoreline 

 

If you know that your proposal will require an individual Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, you must provide the 

names and addresses of all property owners adjacent to the project site.  This information may be provided by attaching a list to 

your application or by using block 25 of the Application for Department of the Army permit which can be obtained at:  

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

PART THREE: General Project/Site Information 
If this application is related to a delineation approval, exemption determination, jurisdictional determination, or other 

correspondence submitted prior to this application then describe that here and provide the Corps of Engineers project number. 

Describe the project that is being proposed, the project purpose and need, and schedule for implementation and completion. The 

project description must fully describe the nature and scope of the proposed activity including a description of all project elements 

that effect aquatic resources (wetland, lake, tributary, etc.) and must also include plans and cross section or profile drawings 

showing the location, character, and dimensions of all proposed activities and aquatic resource impacts.   

Overview: The applicant is pursuing a Nationwide Permit 27 (Aquatic Habitat Restoration, Enhancement, and 

Establishment Activities) and a Utility Regional General Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), and 

an “Exemption for Utilities” and a “No-Loss Determination” from the Minnehaha Creek Watershed District 

(MCWD, the Local Governmental Unit (LGU) for the site, which also has Public Waters permitting authority via an 
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agreement with the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, MnDNR).  No mitigation is proposed, since the 

project is:  1) a voluntary ecological restoration project that will result in net increases in upland habitat and 

aquatic resource functions and services, and 2) a stormwater infrastructure repair project, which has been 

integrated into the shoreline enhancement project.  These projects will not result in the loss of Waters of the U.S., 

existing erosion areas will be repaired and stabilized, and riprap will be placed only where necessary to stabilize 

the shoreline. 

  

Previous Work/Approvals:  A pre-application consultation and site review was convened on September 11, 2017; in 

attendance were representatives of the Corps, MCWD, MnDNR, City of Minneapolis, Minneapolis Park and Recreation 

Board (MPRB), and the design team, consisting of Applied Ecological Services, Inc. (AES) and SRF Consulting Group(SRF).  

A wetland delineation of the project area was conducted by AES in September 2017.  A wetland boundary or type 

approval was issued by the MCWD/LGU on December 6, 2017.  The project number under the Wetland Conservation Act 

is Application Number W17-42, and the Corps Regulatory File No. is 2017-03022-MMJ. 

 

Purpose and Need:  Data reviewed and considered during the design of this project include but are not limited to: 

• History of the Lake Nokomis area (historical maps and records) 

• Public waters and other wetlands mapping (National Wetlands Inventory update; MCWD Functional 

Wetland Assessment) 

• Historical and current water level  

• Lake water quality  

• Fish survey  

• MnDNR Natural Heritage Database rare natural features  

• Lake bathymetry  

• Survey of shoreline, trees, and stormwater utilities 

• Nokomis-Hiawatha Regional Park Master Plan (2015) 

• Prevailing winds 

 

Historically, Lake Nokomis was a large (~300 acre) wetland.  In the early 1900s a portion of the lake was dredged to 

make the 200-acre lake we know today.  Spoils from the dredging were spread along the shoreline creating flat 

parkland, including the majority of the project area. 

 

Today, Lake Nokomis is a highly valued park within the nationally-recognized Minneapolis park system.  Popular 

uses include walking, biking, fishing, swimming, and boating.  The Nokomis-Hiawatha Regional Park Master Plan 

(2015) identified issues with Lake Nokomis, including poor water clarity and quality and a desire to increase and 

improve the park’s natural setting and landscape (including increased and improved upland buffer, shoreline, and 

emergent vegetation).  

 

The Lake Nokomis Shoreline Enhancement project includes portions of the west, north, and east shoreline, 

generally extending from the existing bituminous pedestrian trail towards the shoreline; in areas where emergent 

plantings are proposed to enhance the littoral zone, restoration will occur to a depth of approximately two feet.   

Areas containing intact historic Works Progress Administration (WPA) stone walls, recreational beaches, and 

concrete structures were not included in the project area. 

 

The project area was divided into three zones: 

• The Upland Buffer Zone (approximately 2.49 acres) extends from the existing pedestrian trail’s “clear 

zone” (extending 4 feet from the bituminous trail edge) to the edge of the delineated shoreline wetland.  

This zone is currently dominated by mowed turf grass (e.g., Kentucky bluegrass, Poa pratensis) with 

scattered planted trees, creating a parkland landscape (see Attachment 1, Photograph 1). 

• The Shoreline Zone (approximately 1.22 acre) extends from the edge of the delineated shoreline wetland 

to the water’s edge (assuming average water level).  For the majority of the shoreline length, this zone is a 

narrow strip of sloped land with trees and shrubs that create dense shade (see Attachment 1, Photograph 

2).  However, the majority of this zone’s acreage is found on the east side of the lake where two wider 

strips of wetland exist, dominated by invasive narrow-leaved cattail (Typha angustifolia), reed canary 

grass (Phalaris arundinacea), and sandbar willow (Salix exigua); see Attachment 1, Photograph 3.  
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• The Emergent Zone (approximately 0.74 acre) extends from the average water line to a depth of 

approximately two feet (part of the littoral zone).  This zone is characterized by its general lack of 

vegetation (see Attachment 1, Photograph 4). 

 

Because the majority of the project area is not wetland, and the majority of the shoreline wetland is a very narrow 

linear feature (unlike a typical wetland “basin”), a formal Minnesota Routine Assessment Method (MnRAM) was 

not completed.  Field characterization of vegetation communities identified dominance by non-native and invasive 

herbaceous species (e.g., Kentucky bluegrass, reed canary grass), with invasive common buckthorn (Rhamnus 

cathartica) and native sandbar willow present in portions of the Shoreline Zone.  Vegetation is essentially absent 

from the project’s littoral zone.  Using MnRAM’s Vegetative Diversity/Integrity assessment, the project area’s 

wetlands (i.e., Shoreline Zone and Emergent Zone) score “Low Quality” due to the abundance of invasive species 

(mostly narrow-leaved cattail and reed canary grass) and low diversity and cover by native species.  A few very 

small patches of native vegetation (believed to be remnants of previous restoration plantings) were observed 

along the shoreline; these patches contained prairie cordgrass (Spartina pectinata), green bulrush (Scirpus 

atrovirens), nodding beggartick (Bidens cernua), American water horehound (Lycopus americanus), and sedges 

(Carex spp).   

 

Portions of the project shoreline are experiencing erosion.  This erosion results in the loss of parkland, 

sedimentation in the lake (increasing turbidity and reducing littoral habitat quality), and release of nutrients into 

the water (increasing algal growth and decreased water quality).  The most severe erosion is located on the 

project’s east shoreline, known as the “Point” (see plan Sheet 17 and Attachment 1, Photograph 5).  This erosion is 

caused by wave action, steep underwater slopes, a steep bank, and lack of deep-rooted vegetation.  Limited 

erosion is also occurring south of the west beach (see plan Sheet 4 and Attachment 1, Photograph 6).  This erosion 

is caused by bare soil in the upland, lack of deep-rooted vegetation, and an existing bituminous path that sheds 

water over the bank.  Additionally, erosion is occurring at two stormwater utility outfalls.  Erosion at the north 

stormwater outfall (see plan Sheet 8 and Attachment 1, Photograph 7) is caused by stormwater discharges from 

the angled outfall located inland from the lake’s natural shoreline (resulting in an eroded plunge pool) and wave 

action around the outfall.  Erosion at the east stormwater outfall (see plan Sheet 16 and Attachment 1, Photograph 

8) is caused by prevailing winds and associated wave action, which deflects off the collapsing concrete pipes and 

has eroded the shoreline to the south.  The exposed pipes now extend nearly 30 feet into the lake, and pipe 

segment joints have broken due to significant settling.  Several small areas of minor erosion exist along the project 

shoreline (see plan Sheets 5 through 16 and Attachment 1, representative Photographs 9 and 10).  These small 

areas of erosion (generally along the edge of mowed turf) are caused by foot traffic and lack of deep-rooted 

vegetation.  An example of stabilized shoreline at Lake Nokomis exists south of the west beach, just south of the 

existing bituminous path erosion area (see Attachment 1, Photograph 11).  Years ago, riprap boulders were 

installed to stabilize this eroding shoreline, and the treatment has proven successful and attractive. 

 

In order to design appropriate shoreline stabilization treatments, the MCWD’s Erosion Intensity Scoresheet was 

completed for the lake’s north shoreline and east shoreline, including the Point.  This assessment suggests that 

erosion intensity is “medium” along the lake’s north shoreline, but it is “high” along the lake’s east shoreline at the 

Point (Attachment 2).   

 

Over the last two years, Lake Nokomis has experienced higher than normal water levels (see Attachment 3).  This is 

due to a combination of precipitation patterns, changes in the watershed’s stormwater system, and management 

of the lake’s outlet that discharges into Minnehaha Creek. 

 

According to the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR) Natural Heritage Database (2016 data), no 

rare natural features (including listed plants or animals) have been identified in the project area. 

 

Historical Works Progress Administration (WPA) walls used to exist in the project area.  However, most of these 

walls were intentionally removed decades ago, and no intact walls remain in the project area today.  A separate 

report has been prepared by Hess Roise to address the project area’s cultural resources, which are regulated under 

Section 106 and the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). 
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Proposed Conditions:  The applicant proposes to replace/repair two (2) failing stormwater utility outfalls, stabilize 

shoreline erosion, remove invasive vegetation, and install diverse native vegetation to create an attractive and 

functional continuum of shoreline zones.  These restored and enhanced native habitats will benefit both upland 

and aquatic species, including native plants and animals. 

 

The alternatives analysis for the repair of the two (2) failing stormwater utility outfalls includes the No Build Option 

and two repair/restoration options for each outfall.   

• North Stormwater Outfall.   

o No Build option -  would result in retaining this unsightly piece of infrastructure that was poorly 

designed and has resulted in significant erosion of the shoreline.   

o Erosion Correction option - would leave the 1970s outfall in place and simply install riprap around the 

eroded bank; this option was not favorable because it did not improve water quality or fix the cause 

of erosion, and would have a limited life span.  

o Rebuild Option – the proposed solution includes replacing the angled pipe with a straight pipe, 

extending the pipe to the natural shoreline, restoring a more natural and stable shoreline, and 

installation of a CDS hydrodynamic separator that will improve the quality of stormwater discharged 

to the lake.  This solution will have a longer life span than the simple riprap approach, and the public 

will benefit from improved aesthetics along the shoreline and improved water quality in the lake.   

• East Stormwater Outfall.   

o No Build option - would result in retaining this unsightly, severely eroded and collapsing piece of 

infrastructure that was constructed in the 1940s; these pipes have resulted in significant erosion of 

the shoreline, and they are separated at their joints as the pipes are settling severely.   

o Outfall replacement with a Box Culvert and Headwall - would require construction of a headwall; this 

approach would require significant shoreline disturbance to install the required footings for such a 

structure and would be more costly. 

o Outfall replacement with a Box Culvert and End Section - the proposed solution includes replacing the 

damaged pipes with a concrete box culvert at the shoreline, and restoring a more natural and stable 

lakeshore edge.  The public will benefit from improved aesthetics along the shoreline and an 

observation/access point on top of the box culvert, providing access/views at the shoreline and an 

opportunity for fishing. 

 

Hard armoring was minimized in the design of this shoreline enhancement and stabilization project.  Of the 

project’s approximately 4,800 linear feet of shoreline, only 175 feet (3.6 percent) will be stabilized with riprap.  Use 

of hard armoring in these select areas was justified by the MCWD’s Erosion Intensity Scoresheet and the repair of 

the two stormwater utility outfalls.  Shoreline smoothing at the two stormwater outfalls (Sheet 25) will result in a 

net gain of 4.4 cubic yards of floodplain storage and lake surface area will be retained.  (The 4.4 cubic yards of soil 

will be used to repair a nearby curb cut swale (Sheet 18), which is located above the 100-yr floodplain elevation).  

No loss of Waters of the U.S. will occur.  See Attachment 4 for volume of excavation and fill calculations and 

assumptions. 

  

Additional project tasks and elements include: 

• Installation of erosion control measures, including 2,732 linear feet of wave break/fish exclusion barrier 

(in Emergent Zone planting areas), 315 linear feet of flotation silt curtain (in three locations where 

shoreline will be re-graded), and 500 linear feet of wood chip filter socks (in locations where minor soil 

knock-down/smoothing will occur). 

• Removal of turf grass and invasive woody and herbaceous plant species from Upland Buffer and Shoreline 

Zone. 

• Removal of 530 square feet of bituminous trail (south of west beach). 

• Re-grading of eroded shoreline areas to provide a more natural shoreline edge and a more stable and 

gradual land-to-water transition.  200 square yards of turf reinforcement mat (TRM), 200 square yards of 

degradable erosion control blanket installed on top of the TRM, and an additional 145 square yards of 

erosion control blanket will be installed to stabilize areas with existing or potential soil erosion.  Soil (fill) 

will not be imported to the site, except 2.5 cubic yards of topsoil for restoration where the existing 

bituminous path will be removed at Repair Site 1.  Aside from the Point and stormwater outfall repairs, 

earthwork will be limited to minor grading using existing soil and resulting in no wetland fill or loss of 
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floodplain storage.  Riprap is not counted as fill for this project because it is being used in locations where 

soil has eroded from the original shoreline. 

• Installation of riprap (boulders) along the Point where the shoreline is experiencing significant erosion 

(see Attachment 1, Photograph 11 for riprap treatment similar to what is proposed for this project).  The 

justification for using riprap was determined by completing the MCWD Erosion Intensity Scoresheet, 

which rated the Point as “High” erosion intensity (see Attachment 2).  Riprap size was determined using 

FHWA Hydraulic Toolbox Wave Attack Analysis.  The riprap’s influence on floodplain storage has been 

minimized while still providing the required stability (Sheet 22, Detail 1). 

• Shoreline grading, riprap placement, and other construction activities within Lake Nokomis will not occur 

during the MnDNR’s fish spawning dates for lakes (April 1 through June 30). 

• Installation of context-sensitive native seed and live plants in the 2.49-acre Upland Buffer, 1.22-acre 

Shoreline Buffer, and 0.74-acre Emergent Zone.  

• Soil will not be tilled during restoration activities. Turf grass and herbaceous invasive species will be 

treated with appropriate herbicide, and native seed will be installed either by no-till seed drill and/or 

raking seed down to the soil surface.  This approach will retain soil-anchoring roots and prevent erosion.   

• Installation of 4,950 linear feet of protective fencing around Upland Buffer and 2,732 linear feet of wave 

break/fish exclusion fencing around Shoreline Zone plantings. 

• Establishment of resilient access points for people to reach the lakeshore at designated locations. 

• Regrading and stabilization of a nearby curb cut swale (south of the lake, above the 100-yr floodplain, 

Sheet 18). 

• Vegetation management and monitoring during the initial establishment period (i.e., through end of 

2020).  After that, the MPRB is committed to long-term management of the restoration plantings and has 

operational funds dedicated for this maintenance. 

• Development of a written management plan that prescribes specific protocols for long-term maintenance. 

 

MnRAM’s vegetation diversity/integrity measure will improve significantly by removal of turf grass and invasive 

vegetation and replacement with diverse native species.  Regarding other ecosystem functions addressed by 

MnRAM, the proposed project will: 

 

• not affect hydrologic regimes, 

• not affect floodwater storage 

• improve stormwater management and water quality (through installation of a stormwater treatment 

structure and dense, deep-rooted, native buffer plantings along the lakeshore), 

• protect the shoreline through erosion correction, stabilization, and native plantings (along shoreline and 

in littoral zone), 

• improve fish and wildlife habitat through installation of diverse native vegetation in uplands, shoreline 

wetlands, and the littoral zone, 

• improve aesthetics through context-sensitive native plantings, 

• provide opportunities for education (e.g., interpretive signage regarding shoreline enhancement project), 

• not compromise recreation or cultural values, 

• not affect commercial uses, and 

• not affect groundwater interaction. 

 

The proposed project will result in the replacement/repair of two failing stormwater utility outfalls; work in these 

areas falls under the Exemption for Utilities (see Attachment B).  The proposed project will also result in “no-loss” 

of wetland quantity, quality, or biological diversity (see Attachment B – No-Loss Applicability). The comparison of 

the project area’s existing and proposed conditions indicates a significant increase in ecological functions and 

services of the lake’s Upland Buffer Zone, Shoreline Zone, and Emergent Zone.  The proposed project will result in 

a diverse, native lakeshore buffer, stable shoreline, and native-vegetated littoral zone, similar to restored and 

naturalized portions of Lake of the Isles shoreline in Minneapolis (a similar ecological reference site).  

Restoration/enhancement actions and native plantings will not obscure views of the lake and will allow people to 

access the shoreline in designated locations. 
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Schedule: The proposed shoreline enhancement and stormwater outlet repair schedule follows: 

• Spring/Summer 2019: Conduct site preparation (herbicide turf and invasive vegetation). 

• Spring/Summer 2019.  Cut and remove invasive woody vegetation, thin aggressive/dense native woody 

vegetation, and prune select trees. 

• Summer 2019:  Conduct soil knock-down/smoothing of small erosion areas. 

• Summer 2019 (after June 30):  Install riprap and other stabilization at Point. 

• Summer 2019 (after June 30):  Replace two (2) stormwater outfalls. 

• Summer 2019:  Install native seed and live native plantings in all zones. 

• Late Summer 2019 through end of 2020:  Conduct monitoring and initial management. 

• 2021 and Beyond:  Long-term maintenance of native plantings. 

 

Monitoring and Maintenance Plan:  The following tasks will be conducted to ensure the project is constructed and 

managed properly during establishment and over the course of long-term maintenance. 

• Routine Erosion Control Inspections will be conducted during construction per the Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP) – see Sheets 33-35 of plan set.  Inspections will be conducted: 

o Once every seven days during active construction, and 

o Within 24 hours of a half inch or more precipitation. 

• Construction Oversight will be conducted throughout initial construction/implementation, including 

installation of erosion control products, vegetation removal/treatment, seeding and planting, grading, and 

placement of riprap. 

• Establishment Maintenance (2019-2020) will include: 

o 2019 – one to two spot herbicide treatments; two restoration mowing, and 

o 2020 – one to two spot herbicide treatments; one restoration mowing; one foliar herbicide 

treatment of invasive woody vegetation. 

• Long-Term Maintenance (2021 and beyond) will include: 

o Annual walkabout to determine maintenance needs, and 

o Targeted spot herbicide/mowing as and where warranted. 

 

Performance Standards: Performance standard to be applied to the wetland follow: 

1) Within the construction limits, the combined cover of invasive cattail, reed canary grass, and other 

invasive vegetation shall not exceed 10% total cover within any given 100 sq ft area at any time from 

Summer 2019 until the end of 2020. 

2) By late Summer 2020, total vegetation cover within Upland Buffer Zone and Shoreline Zone areas shall be 

no less than 80% (not including open water areas). 

3) By late Summer 2020, Upland Buffer Zone and Shoreline Zone areas shall contain a minimum of: 20% 

cover by native grass/sedge species, 20% cover by native forb species, and 33% of installed species 

present. Emergent Zone areas shall exhibit at least 33% survivorship of installed herbaceous plants, 

including at least 3 planted species widely dispersed throughout the planted area. 

If any performance standards are not met, Contractor shall work with Client or Client Representative to 

develop a remedial plan.  Execution of remedial plan shall be completed by Contractor at no additional cost to 

Client.  

 

Other Enclosures with this Submittal 

1. 90% Construction Plans for Shoreline Stabilization, Stormwater Outfall Repairs, and Landscaping 

2. Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) – see Sheets 33-35 of plan set 

3. Wetland Delineation Report 

4. Wetland Boundary and Type Approval (Notice of Decision) 

5. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers wetland delineation letter of concurrence 

 

Pending Submittals (to be acquired prior to construction) 

1. Minnehaha Creek Watershed District (MCWD) Water Resource Permit Application 

2. MCWD Erosion Control Supplemental Form 

3. City of Minneapolis Sediment and Erosion Control Permit 

4. National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit 

5. Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR) Aquatic Plant Management Permit  
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 Project Name and/or Number:  Lake Nokomis Shoreline Enhancement 

PART FOUR:  Aquatic Resource Impact
1
 Summary 

If your proposed project involves a direct or indirect impact to an aquatic resource (wetland, lake, tributary, etc.) identify each 

impact in the table below. Include all anticipated impacts, including those expected to be temporary. Attach an overhead view 

map, aerial photo, and/or drawing showing all of the aquatic resources in the project area and the location(s) of the proposed 

impacts. Label each aquatic resource on the map with a reference number or letter and identify the impacts in the following table.  

Aquatic Resource 

ID (as noted on 

overhead view) 

Aquatic 

Resource Type 

(wetland, lake, 

tributary etc.) 

Type of Impact 

(fill, excavate, 

drain, or 

remove 

vegetation) 

Duration of 

Impact 

Permanent (P) 

or Temporary 

(T)
1 

Size of Impact
2 

Overall Size of 

Aquatic 

Resource 
3 

Existing Plant 

Community 

Type(s) in 

Impact Area
4 

County, Major 

Watershed #, 

and Bank 

Service Area # 

of Impact Area
5
 

Lake Nokomis 

shoreline wetland 

Wetland 

(between 

OHWL and 

delineated 

wetland 

boundary) 

Remove 

vegetation, re-

plant with 

diverse native 

vegetation 

T(90) 1.29 ac 

(see Sheets 

4-17) 

N/A Floodplain 

Forest; Fresh 

(Wet) Meadow 

Hennepin Co., 

Major 

Watershed 20, 

BSA 7 

Lake Nokomis 

shoreline wetland 

Wetland 

(between 

OHWL and 

delineated 

wetland 

boundary) 

Excavate/fill 

(grading to 

repair 

stormwater 

outfalls, 

smooth cut 

banks, install 

riprap and box 

culvert) 

P 454 sf 

(see Sheets 

8, 16 & 17) 

N/A Floodplain 

Forest; Fresh 

(Wet) Meadow 

Hennepin Co., 

Major 

Watershed 20, 

BSA 7 

Lake Nokomis Lake 

(below OHWL) 

Fill (install 

riprap at 

eroding 

shoreline and 

around 

stormwater 

outfalls) 

P 1,574 sf 

(see Sheets 

8, 16 & 17) 

N/A Shallow, Open 

Water 

Communities 

Hennepin Co., 

Major 

Watershed 20, 

BSA 7 

1
If impacts are temporary; enter the duration of the impacts in days next to the “T”.  For example, a project with a temporary access fill that 

would be removed after 220 days would be entered “T (220)”. 
2
Impacts less than 0.01 acre should be reported in square feet.  Impacts 0.01 acre or greater should be reported as acres and rounded to the 

nearest 0.01 acre.  Tributary impacts must be reported in linear feet of impact and an area of impact by indicating first the linear feet of impact 

along the flowline of the stream followed by the area impact in parentheses).  For example, a project that impacts 50 feet of a stream that is 6 

feet wide would be reported as 50 ft (300 square feet). 
3
This is generally only applicable if you are applying for a de minimis exemption under MN Rules 8420.0420 Subp. 8, otherwise enter “N/A”. 

4
Use Wetland Plants and Plant Community Types of Minnesota and Wisconsin 3

rd
 Ed. as modified in MN Rules 8420.0405 Subp. 2. 

5
Refer to Major Watershed and Bank Service Area maps in MN Rules 8420.0522 Subp. 7. 

If any of the above identified impacts have already occurred, identify which impacts they are and the circumstances associated 

with each: 

      

  

                                                 
1
 The term “impact” as used in this joint application form is a generic term used for disclosure purposes to identify 

activities that may require approval from one or more regulatory agencies.  For purposes of this form it is not meant to 

indicate whether or not those activities may require mitigation/replacement.     





 

Minnesota Interagency Water Resource Application Form February 2014 Page 11 of 23 

 Project Name and/or Number:  Lake Nokomis Shoreline Enhancement 

Attachment A 

Request for Delineation Review, Wetland Type Determination, or 

Jurisdictional Determination 

By submission of the enclosed wetland delineation report, I am requesting that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District 

(Corps) and/or the Wetland Conservation Act Local Government Unit (LGU) provide me with the following (check all that apply):  

 Wetland Type Confirmation  

 Delineation Concurrence.  Concurrence with a delineation is a written notification from the Corps and a decision from the LGU 

concurring, not concurring, or commenting on the boundaries of the aquatic resources delineated on the property. Delineation 

concurrences are generally valid for five years unless site conditions change. Under this request alone, the Corps will not address 

the jurisdictional status of the aquatic resources on the property, only the boundaries of the resources within the review area 

(including wetlands, tributaries, lakes, etc.). 

The applicant is requesting a wetland boundary and type modification to the Notice of Decision dated December 6, 2017.   

Upon further review, the Lake Nokomis “Point” (see Sheet 17 of plans) does not meet wetland criteria; the area is an 

eroded, unvegetated bank.  Please see attached revised Wetland Delineation Map. 

 Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination. A preliminary jurisdictional determination (PJD) is a non-binding written indication 

from the Corps that waters, including wetlands, identified on a parcel may be waters of the United States. For purposes of 

computation of impacts and compensatory mitigation requirements, a permit decision made on the basis of a PJD will treat all 

waters and wetlands in the review area as if they are jurisdictional waters of the U.S.  PJDs are advisory in nature and may not be 

appealed. 

 Approved Jurisdictional Determination. An approved jurisdictional determination (AJD) is an official Corps determination that 

jurisdictional waters of the United States are either present or absent on the property. AJDs can generally be relied upon by the 

affected party for five years. An AJD may be appealed through the Corps administrative appeal process.  

In order for the Corps and LGU to process your request, the wetland delineation must be prepared in accordance with the 1987 

Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual, any approved Regional Supplements to the 1987 Manual, and the Guidelines for 

Submitting Wetland Delineations in Minnesota (2013). 

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

 



 

Minnesota Interagency Water Resource Application Form February 2014 Page 12 of 23 

 



 

Minnesota Interagency Water Resource Application Form February 2014 Page 11 of 21 

 

 Project Name and/or Number:  Lake Nokomis Shoreline Enhancement 

Attachment B 

Supporting Information for Applications Involving Exemptions, No Loss 

Determinations, and Activities Not Requiring Mitigation 
 

Complete this part if you maintain that the identified aquatic resource impacts in Part Four do not require wetland 

replacement/compensatory mitigation OR if you are seeking verification that the proposed water resource impacts are either 

exempt from replacement or are not under CWA/WCA jurisdiction. 

Identify the specific exemption or no-loss provision for which you believe your project or site qualifies: 

Exemption for Utilities (MN Rule Chapter 8420.0420, Subpart 4 and Subpart 6) 

The proposed shoreline enhancement project includes repair to two (2) existing stormwater utility outfalls.  These outfalls 

are failing and contributing to shoreline erosion.  The proposed project would replace failing infrastructure and restore, 

smooth, and stabilize these shoreline areas using appropriate outfall structures, riprap, and native vegetation. 

 

No-Loss Applicability (MN Rule Chapter 8420.0415, No-Loss Criteria D) 

The proposed shoreline enhancement project has been designed as a “no-loss”, “self-mitigating” project.  The project 

area’s existing conditions are characterized by non-native and invasive vegetation (dominating the ground layer and 

present in the shrub layer), sections of shoreline erosion (some severe), two failing stormwater outfalls, and an absence of 

emergent vegetation.   The proposed project will not result in the loss of wetland quantity, quality, or biological diversity.  

Rather, the project will: 

1) retain existing wetland acreage; 

2) stabilize currently eroding sections of shoreline, 

3) enhance the biological integrity of those acres through removal of invasive vegetation; 

4) revegetate the project area with a diversity of native wetland and upland species; 

5) provide upland and wetland habitat diversification and enhancement (including pollinator habitat); 

6) replace/repair failing stormwater outfalls (eliminating current erosion), and 

7) provide ecological monitoring and long-term maintenance. 

 

Provide a detailed explanation of how your project or site qualifies for the above. Be specific and provide and refer to attachments 

and exhibits that support your contention. Applicants should refer to rules (e.g. WCA rules), guidance documents (e.g. BWSR 

guidance, Corps guidance letters/public notices), and permit conditions (e.g. Corps General Permit conditions) to determine the 

necessary information to support the application. Applicants are strongly encouraged to contact the WCA LGU and Corps Project 

Manager prior to submitting an application if they are unsure of what type of information to provide: 
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Technical Evaluation Panel Concurrence:  Project Name and/or Number:  Lake Nokomis Shoreline Enhancement 
 

TEP member:       Representing:       

Concur with road authority’s determination of qualification for the local road wetland replacement program?  Yes    No 

Signature:  _________________________________________  Date:        

TEP member:       Representing:       

Concur with road authority’s determination of qualification for the local road wetland replacement program?  Yes    No 

Signature:  _________________________________________  Date:        

TEP member:       Representing:       

Concur with road authority’s determination of qualification for the local road wetland replacement program?  Yes    No 

Signature:  _________________________________________  Date:        

TEP member:       Representing:       

Concur with road authority’s determination of qualification for the local road wetland replacement program?  Yes    No 

Signature:  _________________________________________  Date:        

 

 

Upon approval and signature by the TEP, application must be sent to: Wetland Bank Administration 

 Minnesota Board of Water & Soil Resources 

 520 Lafayette Road North 

 Saint Paul, MN 55155 
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Project Name and/or Number:  Lake Nokomis Shoreline Enhancement 

 

Attachment 1 

Site Photographs 
 

Photo 1.  Existing Conditions - Upland Buffer Zone (dominated by turf grass and planted trees). 

 

 

Photo 2.  Existing Conditions – Shoreline Zone (narrow strip of trees and shrubs along lakeshore). 
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Photo 3.  Existing Conditions – Shoreline Zone (with invasive reed canary grass and cattails). 

 

 

Photo 4.  Existing Conditions – Emergent Zone (open water lacking littoral vegetation). 
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Photo 5.  Existing Conditions – Erosion along lake’s east “Point”. 
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Photo 6.  Existing Conditions – Erosion along lake’s west shoreline (south of west beach). 

 

 

Photo 7.  Existing Conditions – Erosion at north stormwater outfall. 
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Photo 8.  Existing Conditions – Erosion at east stormwater outfall. 

 

 

Photo 9.  Existing Conditions – Minor erosion along lake’s north shoreline 
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Photo 10.  Existing Conditions – Minor erosion along lake’s east shoreline.  

 

 

Photo 11.  Existing Conditions – Riprap/boulders stabilizing west shoreline. 
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 Project Name and/or Number:  Lake Nokomis Shoreline Enhancement 

 

Attachment 2 

MCWD Erosion Intensity Scoresheet 
  

  



EROSION INTENSITY SCORESHEET 

SHORELINE 

VARIABLES 

DESCRIPTIVE CATEGORIES 
EROSION INTENSITY (EI) VALUE IS LOCATED IN PARENTHESIS ON 

LEFT SIDE OF EACH CATEGORY BOX 

EI 

VALUE 

AVERAGE FETCH –  
Average distance (miles) across open 
water to the opposite shore.  

(0) <1/10 (2) 1/10-1/3 (4) 1/3-1 (7) 1-3 (10) >3  

DEPTH AT 20 FEET –  
Depth of water (feet) 20 feet from the 

shoreline. 

(1) <1 (2) 1-3 (3) 3-6 (4) 6-12 (5) >12  

DEPTH AT 100 FEET – 
Depth of water (feet) 100 feet from the 

shoreline. 

(1) <1 (2) 1-3 (3) 3-6 (4) 6-12 (5) >12  

BANK HEIGHT – 
Measure from toe of bank to top of 

bank-lip (feet). 

(1) <1 (2) 1-3 (3) 3-6 (4) 6-10 (5) >10  

INFLUENCE OF ADJACENT 

STRUCTURES –  
Likelihood that adjacent structures are 
causing flank erosion at the site. 

(0) no hard 

armoring on 

either adjacent 

property 

(1) hard 

armoring on 

one adjacent 

property 

(2) hard 

armoring on 

both adjacent 

properties 

(3) hard 

armoring on 

one adjacent 

property with 

measurable 

recession 

(4) hard armoring 

on both adjacent 

properties with 

measurable 

recession adjacent 

to both structures 

 

AQUATIC VEGETATION –  
Type and abundance of vegetation 

occurring in the water off the 
shoreline. 

(0) rocky substrates 

unable to support 

vegetation. 

(1) dense or 

abundant emergent, 

floating or 

submergent 

vegetation 

(4) scattered or 

patchy emergent, 

floating or 

submergent 

vegetation 

(7) lack of 

emergent, floating 

or submergent 

vegetation 

 

BANK VEGETATION –  
Type and abundance of vegetation 

occurring on bank face and 

immediately on top of bank lip. 

(0) bank composed 

of rocky 

outcropping unable 

to support 

vegetation. 

(1) dense 

vegetation, upland 

trees, shrubs and 

grasses, including 

lawns 

(4) clumps of 

vegetation 

alternating with 

areas lacking 

vegetation 

(7) minimal 

vegetation(due to 

shading or erosion) 

 

BANK STABILITY –  
Degree to which bank and adjacent 

area (within 10 feet of bank lip) is 

stabilized by natural ground, shrub, 
and canopy vegetation. Human 

disturbance is typified by tree 

removal, brushing, mowing, and lawn 
establishment. 

(0) established 

lawn with few 

canopy trees 

and/or shrubs 

(1) established 

lawn with 

moderate to 

dense canopy 

trees and/or 

shrubs 

(4) moderate to dense 

natural ground 

vegetation and canopy 

trees with shrub layer 

substantially reduced; 

or few canopy trees 

with moderate to dense 

natural shrub layer 

(7) moderate to dense 

canopy trees with 

moderate to dense 

natural shrub layer; 

or other natural 

features prevents 

establishment of 

ground vegetation 

 

SHORELINE GEOMETRY –  
General shape of the shoreline at the 

point of interest plus 200 yards on 

either side. 

(1) cove or sheltered area (4) irregular shoreline or 

straight shoreline 

(8) headland, point, or 

island 

 

SHORE ORIENTATION –  
Geographic direction the shoreline 

faces. 

(0) <1/3 mile fetch (1) north to east to 

south-southeast 

(349
o
-360

o
, 1

o
-

168
o
) 

(4) south to west-

southwest (169
o
-

258
o
) 

(8) west to north-

northwest (259
o
-

349
o
) 

 

BOAT WAKES –  
Proximity to and intensity  of boat 
traffic. 

(1) broad open 

waterbody with 

limited traffic; 

constricted shallow 

water body; or no-

wake zone  

(4) limited traffic 

within 200 yards; 

moderate traffic 

200 yards to ¼ 

mile offshore 

(8) moderate traffic 

within 200 yards; 

or  intensive traffic 

200 yards to ¼ 

mile offshore  

(12) intensive 

traffic within 200 

yards  

 

TOTAL EROSION INTENSITY SCORE =  

 

EROSION INTENSITY CLASSIFICATION: LOW = 5-30, MEDIUM = 31-48, HIGH = 49-78 
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A 

C 

B

V 
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o 
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EROSION INTENSITY SCORESHEET GUIDANCE 

 

1. AVERAGE FETCH* – Fetch is the distance (miles) across open water to the opposite shoreline. Fetch 

is measured at a 45
o
 angle from the shoreline on either side. The longest possible fetch is also measured. 

The average of these 3 values represents the average fetch.  

 

A = Fetch at 45
o 

B = Fetch at 45
o
  

C = Longest possible fetch
 

 

Ave. Fetch = (A + B + C) / 3 

 

Note: Fetch measurements should 

not be taken through a channel or 

other narrow area where waves 

would not maintain their energy.
 

 

 

2. DEPTHS AT 20 AND 100 FEET* - Depths (feet) can be estimated by MCWD staff using bathymetric 

maps, or more precise measurements can be provided by the applicant. 

 

3. BANK HEIGHT – Bank height is the vertical measure (feet) from the bank-toe to the top of the bank-

lip. (Note: bank-toe may be below the water level.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. AQUATIC VEGETATION – Estimate of the percent of the lake bottom  that is visually obstructed by 

plants during the growing season (June 1 - September 15): 

> 50% - Dense or abundant  

5-50% - Scattered or patchy  

< 5% - Lack of vegetation 

 

5. BANK VEGETATION – Estimate of the percent of ground cover on the bank:  

> 75% - Dense vegetation 

25-75% - Clumps of vegetation 

< 25% - Minimal vegetation  

Bank-lip 

Bank-toe 

Bank Height 
Water Level 

Lake Bed 



 

6. BANK STABILITY – Represents the degree of human disturbance. A shoreline that has had little or no 

disturbance (with natural tree and shrub layers) but still exhibits erosion indicates that the existing 

vegetation may not be sufficient to stabilize the shoreline and a more structural solution may be needed. 

Alternatively, a shoreline that has an established lawn up to the bank may experience erosion simply due 

to the lack of deep-rooted vegetation, so a biological or bioengineering solution may be suitable. 

 

7. SHORE ORIENTATION* –  

 
 

8. BOAT WAKES – “Intensive traffic” is defined as a major thoroughfare or an area with regular 

recreational traffic such as a ski lane. “Limited traffic” means a channel, bay, or lake that is generally 

only used by the people who live in the surrounding area.  

 

 

*Values will be provided by the MCWD at the request of the applicant. 
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Attachment 4 

Volume of Excavation & Fill Calculations 

 

 
Site 7 (North 

Stormwater Outfall) 

Site 16 (East 

Stormwater Outfall) Curb Cut Swale Project 

Cut Fill Net Cut Fill Net Cut Fill Net Total 

Elevation cf cf cf cf cf cf cf cf cf cf 

815             0 

816   60.4 60.4 -59.6 -59.6     0.8 

817   115.7 115.7 -179.0 -179.0     -63.3 

818   59.1 59.1 -119.4 -119.4     -60.3 

819   3.8 3.8             3.8 

Above Floodplain 

(834-835)             119.0 119.0 119.0 

           

Fill (+) or Cut (-) Total for Project:   0.0 cf (no net soil import/export from project area)    

Fill (+) or Cut (-) Total w/in Floodplain:  -119.0 cf or -4.4 cy   

           

Ordinary High Water Level:  815.4 

100-Yr Floodplain Elevation:  820.0 

 

Assumptions:         

- Riprap not counted as fill because riprap will be placed on locations where soil has eroded from its original 

condition. 

 
 



REQUEST FOR EXCEPTION FROM A RULE PROVISION

MINNEHAHA CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT (MCWD)
15320 MINNETONKA BLVD. Phone: 952-471-0590
MINNETONKA, MN 55345         Fax: 952-471-0682

A request for an exception must be accompanied by a MCWD Water Resources Application

Project Details:

Project address:   City:   State:  Zip:

County: Property ID number (PID):

The Board of Managers may grant an exception from a provision of the rules on a determination that the proposed 
application will achieve a greater degree of water resource protection than would strict compliance with the provision. An
exception must be approved by a two-thirds majority of managers voting.

Exception Requested From MCWD Rule(s): 

Erosion Control
Floodplain Alteration
Wetland Protection
Shoreline & Streambank Stabilization

Waterbody Crossings & Structures 
Stormwater Management
Appropriations
Illicit Discharge

Provision(s) and Requirement(s) of the Rule(s):

Requested Exception:

Describe how the proposed design will achieve a greater degree of water resource protection than strict compliance with
the provision, referring to the impacts on water quality, water quantity, and ecological integrity.

Lake Nokomis Minneapolis MN 55417
Hennepin Multiple

Minimum wetland buffer width and area.

Provide 2.5 acres of upland buffer, instead of the required 6.9 acres with a width ranging from 0-60
feet instead of the required 67 feet. The proposed total vegetative restoration area is 4.5 acres.

The project design includes a spectrum of habitat including emergent, riparian, and upland areas which will be restored
with native vegetation. The smaller native buffer combined with the wetland and emergent areas will provide a higher
quality of habitat than the required buffer made up of unmowed turf grass and invasive species, which results in a
greater habitat benefit than strict compliance with the rule. The combination of treatments supports a greater diversity
of species and species throughout their lifecycle and seasons. The stormwater filtration benefits of the buffer are
provided through the establishment of the 4.5 acres of native vegetation, which provides greater filtration and the
installation of a hydrodynamic separator to remove sediment from storm sewer discharge. The stormwater flow from
the outfall has a higher sediment concentration than the water that would flow through the buffer, which is primarily
runoff from grassy areas in the park, instead of more sediment laden streets.







NOTES:
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Figure 5. Wetland Delineation 
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