
 

 

              

    RED LAKE WATERSHED DISTRICT 

October 8, 2026 

9:00 a.m. 

 Agenda 
 

9:00 am Call to Order         Action 

    

Review and approve agenda       Action 

 

Requests to appear        Information 

   

  September 24, 2026 Minutes       Action  

   

  Financial Report as of October 7, 2026     Action  

 

  Frontier Precision Renewal Quote      Info/Action  

 

  League of Minnesota Cities Workers Compensation Dividend  Information 

 

  Flage Erosion Control, RLWD Project No. 174  

   Red Lake River 1W1P - Final Pay Estimate    Info/Action  

 

  RLWD Project No. 149A, Thief River Streambank Stabilization Project 

   2026 Sites: Pay Estimate No. 3     Info/Action  

 

  Clearwater River Bank Stabilization, RLWD Project No. 149B  Information  

 

9:30 am Improvement to Polk County Ditch 39, RLWD Project No. 179 

   Bid Opening        Action  

 

  JD 4, RLWD Project No. 101, Peatland Restoration    Information 

 

  Red Lake River 1W1P, RLWD Project No. 149    Information 

   JD 60 Outlet         

   Red Lake/Polk County Line Outlet Stabilization Project     

 

  Brule Project, RLWD Project No. 149, Red Lake River 1W1P  Information  

 

  RLWD Project No. 184, Improvement to Judicial Ditch 1 – Outlet 3 Information 

   Landowner Meeting – 10/7/2026 

   Joint Ditch Meeting – 11/12/26 @ 1:00 pm  

 

  Mud River, RLWD Project No. 180C     Information 

 

  Houston Avenue Crookston – Meeting on 10/26/26     Information 

 

  RLWD Permit No. 26125: Terrebonne 6, Red Lake County   Info/Action 

 



 

 

Permits: 26126, 26127, and 26128      Action   

 

Administrator’s Report       Information 

 

  Legal Counsel Update        Information 

    

  Managers’ Updates        Information 

 

  Adjourn          Action  

 
 

 

UPCOMING MEETINGS:  

October 8, 2026   RLWD Board Meeting, 9:00 am 

 October 8, 2026   JD 11/JD 21 Meeting, 9:30 am, Grygla  

October 20, 2026  RRWMB Meeting, 10:00 am, Ada 

October 22, 2026  RLWD Board Meeting, 9:00 am 

October 28, 2026  Clearwater 1W1P Policy Committee Meeting, 9:00 am 



 

 RED LAKE WATERSHED DISTRICT 

Board of Managers Minutes  

September 24, 2026 

 

President, Gene Tiedemann, called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. at the Red Lake Watershed 

District Office, Thief River Falls, MN. 

 

Managers Present: Gene Tiedemann, Tom Anderson, Brian Dwight, Terry Sorenson, LeRoy Ose, 

Al Page, and Grant Nelson. Staff Present: Tammy Audette, Melissa Bushy, Elaine Rychlock, 

Corey Hanson, Tony Olson, and Legal Counsel, Delray Sparby.  

 

The Board reviewed the agenda. A motion was made by Sorenson, seconded by Anderson, and 

passed by a unanimous vote that the Board approve the agenda, with additions as noted. Motion 

carried.   

 

The Board reviewed the September 10, 2026, Board meeting minutes. Motion by Sorenson, 

seconded by Nelson, to approve the September 10, 2026, Board meeting minutes, with 

corrections as noted. Motion carried.    

 

The Board reviewed the Financial Report as of September 23, 2026.  Motion by Anderson, 

seconded by Nelson, to approve the Financial Report as of September 23, 2026. Motion carried.    

 

Manager Ose discussed the November 2026 board meeting dates: November 12 and November 

26. November 26 is Thanksgiving Day. After much discussion, a motion was made by Ose, 

seconded by Page, to change the November 26 board meeting date to November 24, 2026 at 9:00 

am at the Red Lake Watershed District board room. Motion carried. 

 

The Board reviewed Pay Estimate No. 2 for the Clearwater River Bank Stabilization, Project, 

RLWD Project No. 149B, in the amount of $198,310.66, to Quality Spray Foam LLC dba 

Anderson Excavating. Motion by Sorenson, seconded by Anderson, to approve Pay Estimate No. 

2 for the Clearwater River Bank Stabilization Project, RLWD Project No. 149B, to Quality 

Spray Foam LLC dba Anderson Excavating. Motion carried.  

 

Administrator Audette presented a temporary construction easement for the 2026 Thief River 

Bank Stabilization Sites, RLWD Project No. 149A, Thief River 1W1P. This would be for the 

Rodahl/Lunke site. Discussion ensued as to how much to reimburse the renter for the .587 acres 

of crop damage. Motion by Ose, seconded by Anderson, to approve reimbursing the renter, Brad 

Lunke, $1000 for the .587 acres of crop damage. Motion carried.  

 

Tony Nordby, Houston Engineering, discussed permitting on the Brule Bank Stabilization, 

RLWD Project No. 149. After discussion amongst the Board, the consensus was to move 

forward with obtaining the archeological quotes for the project.  

 

Staff member, Corey Hanson, discussed the North Cormorant Streambank Project, RLWD 

Project No. 149C, Upper Red Lake 1W1P. The streambank erosion problem was identified using 

LIDAR analysis for the Upper/Lower Red Lakes Watershed. Lance and Natalie Nistler are the 
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landowners and are on board with a range of solutions including rock, sloping, and/or toe-wood 

sod mat. The location of the bank is about 5.4 miles SW of Kelliher and 11.6 miles north of 

Blackduck. Hanson said that watershed-based implementation funding can be used to develop 

the project. The ULRL 1W1P Policy Committee will decide on the cost-share percentage that 

will be required for construction. Motion by Dwight, seconded by Anderson, to move forward 

with North Cormorant Streambank Project, RLWD Project No. 149C, Upper Red Lake 1W1P.  

Motion carried.  District staff will report back to the Board with the cost share amount.   

 

Administrator Audette discussed the TRF Westside FDR Project No. 178. Audette received a 

letter from the Minnesota Management and Budget (MMB) Office approving the sale of this 

bond-financed property to Tango, TNE, LLC and the Carlson Trust. Once MMB has procured 

the MnDNR Commissioners signature, the documents will be forwarded to the District for 

recording.  

 

Administrator Audette discussed the Improvement to JD1, RLWD Project No. 184. There is a 

landowner’s meeting scheduled for Wednesday, October 7, 2026, at 5:00 pm. Nate Dalager, 

HDR Engineer, will be present at the meeting to discuss the project. Discussion was held on the 

re-establishment of records and a Joint Ditch meeting.   

 

Administrator Audette discussed Turtle Connection Cross Lakes, RLWD Project No. 114 as it 

relates to landowner easements. Audette noted that Polk County and the MnDNR are working on 

their easements, with two additional easements needed from private landowners.  Discussion was 

held on the possibility of using Eminent Domain for the project to be able to proceed.   

 

Administrator Audette and Nate Dalager, HDR Engineering, , discussed Mud River, RLWD 

Project No. 180C. Discussion was held on the Project Team meeting held on September 16, 

2026. Dalager noted that a Joint Powers Agreement will be needed between the USFWS, 

MnDNR and the District, as the District is not the landowner. Dalager further stated that the 

USFWS and/or MnDNR will need to be the permit applicant. Funding recommendations from 

the Lessard Sam Outdoor Heritage Counsel will be released on September 30th.  

 

Administrator Audette reviewed the quotes received for the Burnham Creek Channel, RLWD 

Project No. 43B. Lyle Wilkens submitted the lowest quote in the amount of  $11,337 for the 

project repairs. Motion by Page, seconded by Nelson to approve the quote from Lyle Wilkens in 

the amount of $11,337 for repairs to the Burnham Creek Project, RLWD Project No. 43B.   

Motion carried.  

 

Administrator Audette discussed RLWD Project No. 179, Improvement to Polk County Ditch 

39. The bid opening is scheduled for October 8, 2026, at 9:30 a.m. at the District office. Audette 

is waiting for an Addendum from Pribula Engineering. Discussion was held on the development 

of a standard easement for permanent and temporary easements. Legal Counsel Sparby will 

develop the easement, with the legal description being provided by Pribula Engineering. 

 

Staff member Corey Hanson, and Administrator Audette discussed with the Board One 

Watershed One Plan (1W1P) streambank stabilization projects that are located within legal ditch 
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system under the jurisdiction of the District. As an example, Audette referenced the 2026 Thief 

River Bank Stabilization Projects (149A), Clearwater River Bank Stabilization (149B), and the 

potential Lost River Bank Stabilization (149B). Hanson stated that 1W1P projects typically 

require a cost share agreement. Audette and Hanson questioned the Board on how the District 

would like to handle the cost share portion of bank stabilization projects while utilizing ditch 

and/or District funds. After much discussion, a motion was made by Ose, seconded by Nelson, to 

split the 10% cost share (50/50) between the legal ditch fund and the District, with the District’s 

share coming out of  1W1P Match, RLWD Project No. 182, 182A, 182B, or 182C.   Motion 

carried.  

 

Administrator Audette discussed the comments of the USACOE Draft Minnesota Mitigation 

Guidelines included in the Board packet.  

 

RLWD permit no. 26118 was discussed. The proposed work is in Section 6, Terrebonne 

Township, in Red Lake County. Motion by Page, seconded by Anderson, to deny RLWD permit 

no. 26118. Motion carried.  

 

The Board reviewed the following permits for approval. Motion by Sorenson, seconded by Page, 

to approve the following permits with conditions stated on the permit: No. 26111, Red Lake 

County Highway Dept., Gervais Township, Red Lake County; No. 26112, MnDOT, Rocksbury 

Township, Pennington County; No. 26113, MnDOT, Emardville Township, Red Lake County; 

No. 26114, Richard Salentiny, Mayfield Township, Pennington County; No. 26115, Clarence 

Smith, Benville Township, Beltrami County; No. 26116, Clarence Smith, Spruce Grove 

Township, Beltrami County; No. 26117, Brady Lee, Badger Township, Polk County; No. 26119, 

Luke Forness, Louisville Township, Red Lake County; No. 26120, Kevin Landsverk, 

Brandsvold Township, Polk County; No. 26121, Marshall County Highway Dept., Moylan 

Township, Marshall County; No. 26122, Daniel Paulson, Eden Township, Polk County; and No. 

26123, Kyle Mehrkens, Sanders Township, Pennington County.   

 

Administrator’s Report: 

• FDRWG meeting: Audette attended the FDRWG on 9/22/26 in Ada.  

• RRWMB: Audette attended the RRWMB meeting on 9/15/26 in Ada. Discussion was 

held on legislative events. 

• River Watch kickoff event: The District office hosted the 2026 River Watch event on 

September 23; with close to 100 students in the building. 

• Judicial Ditch 1: Engineer Mike Flaagan will arrange a Joint Ditch meeting as it relates 

to the Improvement to JD 1, RLWD Project No. 184.  

• Out of the Office: Audette will be on vacation October 1 & 2, 2026 

 

Legal Counsel Sparby stated he is working on the blanket easement for RLWD Project No. 179 

and working with Red Lake County attorney, Greg Widseth regarding the easements for the 

RLWD Project No. 114.   

 

Manager Sorenson discussed Turtle Connection Cross, RLWD Project No. 114.  
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Motion by Ose, seconded by Nelson, to adjourn the meeting. Motion carried. 

 

 

 

_____________________________ 

          LeRoy Ose, Secretary  



Ck# Check Issued to: Description Amount

online EFTPS/MN Withholding Withholding FICA,Fed, Medi, & MN Tax (10/7/26 pp) $6,496.26
online PERA 10/7/26 pp $3,338.27
42448 Quality Spray Foam Pay Est. #2 Clearwater River Stab. (board appr. 9/23/26) $198,310.66
42451 Brad Lunke Temporary Easement - Crop Damage $1,000.00
42452 Dave Radi Grade Stabilization Red Lake 1W1P MOA 1/2026 $17,090.18
42453 Donaldson Precision Spraying Cattail Spraying Grand Marais Brandt & Ditch 15 $5,858.50
42454 Farmers Union Oil Fuel for Vehicles $1,588.84
42455 HDR ***see details below $60,607.29
42456 Hugo's Meeting Supplies $324.14
42457 Olson Construction Mowing Parnell,Ditch 10, 11& 15 & Black River $15,600.00
42458 Jeremy Rychlock Read & Observe Moose River Impoundment $4,026.30
42459 Larson Helicopters LLC Cattail Spraying Ditch #1, JD4, 14,City of TRF #122,115 $3,268.65
42460 LP Contracting LLC Beaver Dam Removal on JD #2 $774.00
42461 Marco Canon Copier Monthly Contract Fee $374.73
42462 Northdale Oil Inc. Fuel for Vehicles $236.55
42463 Pennington SWCD ***see details below $41,625.00
42464 Red Lake County SWCD ***see details below $17,276.56
42465 RMB Enviromental Lab Water Quality Lab Analysis & Courier Fees $3,585.00
online WEX Medical Care Reimbursement $88.12
online WEX Monthly Fee $11.00
online Pure Water Office H2O $38.00
online Garden Valley Internet Expenses $68.95
online AT&T Cell Phone $405.67
online Corporate Technologies Microsoft 365 & Managed IT Services $2,358.80
online Medica Staff Health Insurance Premiums $11,319.06
online Card Members Elan Credit Card Charges $2,416.01
online Voya HCSP Contribution for emoployees $450.54
online Delta Dental Dental Insurance Premium $631.22
online NCPERS Staff Life Insurance $128.00
direct Brian Dwight Mileage $622.60
direct Terry Sorenson Mileage $114.00
direct Al Page Mileage $57.76
direct Grant Nelson Mileage $48.64
direct Board & Staff Payroll 10/7/26 pp $18,656.10

Total Checks $418,795.40

RED LAKE WATERSHED DISTRICT

Financial Report as of October 7, 2026



HDR Flage Project Construction $1,037.50
Mud River Restoration Fee $33,279.79
JD#1 Improvement T&E $26,290.00

$60,607.29

Penn Knott  - Nelson Cover Crop reimburse $40,000.00
SWCD Pheasants Forever 1/4 Match Contribution $1,625.00

$41,625.00

Red Lake Red Lake Rvr Admin/Pro.Dev  #149 1W1P $15,602.94
County & (Non Struct Ag Practices Reimbuse)
SWCD Red Lake Rvr Admin/Pro.Dev  #149 1W1P $1,673.62

$17,276.56

NSB Balance as of September 24, 2026 $557,612.56
TRF Total Checks Written -$418,795.40

Receipt #12569 Scott Sorvig Land Rent (CRP) Black River Imp. #176 $96.79
Receipt #12570 Huot Streambank Habitat Improvement #149B CPL $159,651.95
Receipt #12571 Interest for September $898.60
Receipt #12573 PRAP Assessment Grant 2026 $10,000.00
Receipt #12574 League of MN Cities WC Dividend 2026 $1,377.00
Receipt #12575 Dakota Heritage Monthly  Interest $7,296.55
Balance as of October 7, 2026 Current interest rate is 2.75% $318,138.05

American Balance as of September 24, 2026 $4,026,755.18
Federal Receipt #12572 Interest for September $11,283.53
Fosston

Balance as of October 7, 2026 Current interest rate is 3.3% $4,038,038.71



CD's Dakota Heritage 7 month CD  3.89% 500,000.00$    

Expiry 11-12-26 

Ultima Bank 3 month CD 4.06%   500,000.00$    

Expiry 11-20-26

Ultima Bank 6 month CD 4.0% 237,000.00$    

Expiry 11-29-26

Dakota Heritage 12 month CD 4.04%   250,000.00$    

Expiry 2-11-27

Ultima Bank 12 month CD 3.75% 500,000.00$    

Expiry 2-27-27

Dakota Heritage 12 month CD 4.04% 500,000.00$    

Expiry 3-4-27 

Dakota Heritage 12 month CD 4.04% 250,000.00$    

Expiry 3-4-27 

Dakota Heritage 12 month CD 4.04% 500,000.00$    

Expiry 5-06-27

Ultima Bank 9 month CD 4.06%   500,000.00$    

Expiry 5-20-27

Edward Jones 12 month CD 4.05% 239,000.00$    

Expiry 6-23-27 

Dakota Heritage 12 month CD 4.14% 250,000.00$    

Expiry 8-19-27 

Total CD Investments $4,226,000.00



NSB, AFB +CD's $8,582,176.76
Cash that has been recvd and earmarked for projects: 
(taken from remaining balance on financials)

10% pmt coming - no reconciliation needed 2023 Grant Clearwater 1W1P Project #149B -$136,475.20
2024 Grant Red Lake River 1W1P Project #149 -$82,074.13
2024 Grant Thief River 1W1P Project #149A $7,866.56
2025 Grant Clearwater 1W1P Project #149B $665,569.57
2024 CRP Payment Red Lake 1W1P $2,132.00
2025 CRP Payment Red Lake 1W1P $100,000.00
2026 Grant Red Lake River 1W1P Project #149 $856,311.50
2026 Grant Thief River 1W1P Project #149A $352,474.00
2026 MIDPOINT  Red Lake River Project #149 $10,000.00
2025 MIDPOINT  Thief River Project #149A $21,809.15

$1,797,613.45
Payables committed to by board action:
City of Grygla $12,500.00
Mud River 180C $500,000.00

$512,500.00
Total accessible cash (Est.) $6,272,063.31















 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





HEI Project No.

3655-0099-006

PAYMENT NUMBER: 3

Project:

Location: FROM 9/5/2026 TO 10/6/2026

1.

NO. DATE ADDITIONS DEDUCTIONS 2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8. Retainage 5.00%

9. Previous Payments

-$                      -$                      10. Amount Due (7-8-9)

-$                      *Detailed Breakdown Attached if Non-Zero Value

Original (days) N/A On Schedule? Starting Date: 8/10/2026

Revised N/A

Remaining N/A Final Completion: 10/16/2026

CONTRACTOR'S CERTIFICATION: ENGINEER'S RECOMMENDATION:

Engineer:

By:

Date:

OWNER'S APPROVAL:

REMIT PAYMENT TO:

By:

Northern Harbor, LLC

Date:

Owner:

By:

Date:

Contractor:

Red Lake Watershed District

Tony A. Nordby

360,745.00$            

Completion Date Contract

The undersigned Contractor certifies, to the best of his/her knowledge, the following:

(1) All previous progress payments received from Owner on account of Work done under

the Contract have been applied on account to discharge Contractor's legitimate obligations

incurred in connection with the Work covered by prior Applications for Payment;

(2) Title to all Work, materials and equipment incorporated in said Work, or otherwise

listed in or covered by this Application for Payment, will pass to Owner at time of payment

free and clear of all Liens, security interests, and encumbrances (except such as are

covered by a bond acceptable to Owner indemnifying Owner against any such Liens,

security interest, or encumbrances); and

(3) All the Work covered by this Application for Payment is in accordance with the

Contract Documents and is not defective.

18,037.25$              

Work Completed*

Subtotal (4+5+6) 360,745.00$            

PERIOD OF ESTIMATE:

Change Orders

175,711.05$            

CONTRACT TIME

Stored Materials*

Adjustments*

-$                         

-$                         

166,996.70$            

Sec. 24 & 25 Excel Twp., Sec. 7 Agder Twp., Marshall County

Thief River Streambank Stabilization Project

TOTALS

NET CHANGE

Revised Contract (1+2)

CONTRACT CHANGE ORDER SUMMARY

PARTIAL PAYMENT ESTIMATE

8065 Sautbine Rd NW

Walker, MN 56484

Client Project No.

Northern Harbor, LLC

I have reviewed the progress of the work, and to the best 

of my knowledge, information and belief, in accordance 

with the terms of the Contract, the Contractor is entitled to 

a partial payment in the amount requested.

Yes

ESTIMATE

Change Order AMOUNT Original Contract 385,792.00$            

-$                         

385,792.00$            

10/6/2026
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HEI Project No. PAY ESTIMATE #: 3

Project: SUBMITTED: 10/8/2026

Location: BEGIN DATE: 9/5/2026

Contractor: END DATE: 10/6/2026

ITEM CURRENT PAY ESTIMATE PREVIOUS PAY ESTIMATES PAY ESTIMATES TO DATE

NO. DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY PRICE AMOUNT QUANTITY AMOUNT QUANTITY AMOUNT QUANTITY AMOUNT

Original Contract Items

2021.501 MOBILIZATION LUMP SUM 1. 25,000.00$            25,000.00$             0.22 5,500.00$               0.78 19,500.00$             1. 25,000.00$          

2101.501 CLEARING AND GRUBBING LUMP SUM 1. 15,000.00$            15,000.00$             0.5 7,500.00$               0.5 7,500.00$               1. 15,000.00$          

2104.503 REMOVE PIPE CULVERTS LIN. FT. 46. 50.00$                    2,300.00$               46. 2,300.00$               -$                       46. 2,300.00$            

2106.507 EXCAVATION - COMMON (P) CU. YD. 15,777. 7.00$                      110,439.00$           7,994. 55,958.00$             7,783. 54,481.00$             15,777. 110,439.00$        

2501.502 FLAP GATE FOR 18" CS PIPE EACH 1. 1,500.00$              1,500.00$               1. 1,500.00$               -$                       1. 1,500.00$            

2501.503 18" CS PIPE CULVERT LIN. FT. 148. 45.00$                    6,660.00$               148. 6,660.00$               -$                       148. 6,660.00$            

2511.507 RANDOM RIPRAP CLASS II CU. YD. 10. 130.00$                  1,300.00$               10. 1,300.00$               -$                       10. 1,300.00$            

2573.502 CULVERT END CONTROLS EACH 3. 150.00$                  450.00$                  1. 150.00$                  1. 150.00$                  2. 300.00$               

2573.503 FLOATATION SILT CURTAIN TYPE MOVING WATER LIN. FT. 300. 10.00$                    3,000.00$               100. 1,000.00$               150. 1,500.00$               250. 2,500.00$            

2573.503 SEDIMENT CONTROL LOG TYPE STRAW LIN. FT. 6,070. 4.00$                      24,280.00$             1,287. 5,148.00$               2,730. 10,920.00$             4,017. 16,068.00$          

2575.501 TURF ESTABLISHMENT LUMP SUM 1. 9,000.00$              9,000.00$               0.2 1,800.00$               0.5 4,500.00$               0.7 6,300.00$            

2575.504 ROLLED EROSION PREVENTION CATEGORY 25 SQ. YD. 14,811. 3.00$                      44,433.00$             3,370. 10,110.00$             6,946. 20,838.00$             10,316. 30,948.00$          

2577.601 TOE-WOOD DEBRIS CU. YD. 3,379. 35.00$                    118,265.00$           1,821. 63,735.00$             1,558. 54,530.00$             3,379. 118,265.00$        

2577.601 SOD MAT SQ. YD. 1,611. 15.00$                    24,165.00$             875. 13,125.00$             736. 11,040.00$             1,611. 24,165.00$          

Totals

Original Contract Amount 385,792.00$           

Extra / Change Order Amount -$                       

Work Completed 175,786.00$           184,959.00$           360,745.00$        

Northern Harbor, LLC

CONTRACT

PAY ESTIMATE

3655-0099-006

Thief River Streambank Stabilization Project

Sec. 24 & 25 Excel Twp., Sec. 7 Agder Twp., Marshall County

















 
 

Administrator’s Report 
October 8, 2026 

 
 
 
 
 
 
State Ditch 83: Gates on right-of-way for SD 83 were installed on the Mickelson property last week. Gates 
will also be installed on the Rodahl property once the construction is complete. 
 
Drainage Work Group: Included in the packet is a draft Drainage Work Group Assessment Report. 



Drainage Work Group Meeting 
 
When:  Thursday October 8, 2026  11:00 a.m. - 2:00 p.m. 
 
 
 
 

Where:  MNDOT Contact District 3 
  St. Cloud Office and Training Center 

3725 12th Street North 
St. Cloud, Mn 56303-2107 

  

Microsoft Teams Need help? 

Join the meeting now 

Meeting ID: 286 532 081 643 9 
Passcode: vZ9SX2cP 

 
Dial in by phone 

+1 651-395-7448,,354202555# United States, Minneapolis 
Find a local number 

Phone conference ID: 354 202 555# 

Join on a video conferencing device 

Tenant key: mn@m.webex.com 
Video ID: 113 294 839 1 

More info 

For organizers: Meeting options | Reset dial-in PIN 

 
 
Agenda:  

11:00 Welcome and Introductions  

11:05 Overview and any updates of agenda for the meeting 

Assessment update – Tom G. 

11:10 Share information about recent and upcoming drainage related events – All  

• MN Watersheds Drainage Workshop Dec 2, 2026 Grandview Lodge Nisswa.  

11:15 Other Group updates/information–    

11:20 Drainage Authority Initiated Abandonment Concept Update – Lukas Croaker/Subgroup 

11:50  Break 

12:00 DWG Assessment interview overview/themes Report Status and Next Steps – Kaite Pratt 

1:55 Next DWG meeting, 11:00 a.m. - 2:00 p.m., Thursday, November 5, 2026 (First Thursday of Nov) 

MN DOT St. Cloud 

2:00 Adjourn 

 

https://aka.ms/JoinTeamsMeeting?omkt=en-US
https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-join/19%3ameeting_NWQ2NzJkZGItMDk1NC00MGViLTg0N2YtMWNlZGQ0ZWY5Y2Vl%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%22eb14b046-24c4-4519-8f26-b89c2159828c%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%228c076cd9-0542-48ca-8780-b4e416e3b2f9%22%7d
tel:+16513957448,,354202555
https://dialin.teams.microsoft.com/e97bca51-207f-4aa7-9e68-1e66ddf9b049?id=354202555
mailto:mn@m.webex.com
https://www.webex.com/msteams?confid=1132948391&tenantkey=mn&domain=m.webex.com
https://teams.microsoft.com/meetingOptions/?organizerId=8c076cd9-0542-48ca-8780-b4e416e3b2f9&tenantId=eb14b046-24c4-4519-8f26-b89c2159828c&threadId=19_meeting_NWQ2NzJkZGItMDk1NC00MGViLTg0N2YtMWNlZGQ0ZWY5Y2Vl@thread.v2&messageId=0&language=en-US
https://dialin.teams.microsoft.com/usp/pstnconferencing
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DRAFT Drainage Work Group Assessment Report 
Date:  October 8, 2026 

To: Drainage Work Group Members 

From: Katie Pratt, Office of Collaboration and Dispute Resolution 

Note on draft assessment report dated 10/8 

This draft representants my (Katie Pratt’s) first attempt to organize and consolidate information from 

the assessment process. The conclusions in the draft are still preliminary. I look forward to additional 

discussion with DWG members to refine and clarify the ideas presented here and correct any 

inaccuracies. I have the following questions for DWG members: 

• What is your first impression of this assessment? 

• What is missing that you were hoping to see?  

• Of the suggestions included in the report, what do you think would be most helpful if 

implemented?  

• What should be corrected or removed?  

Background 

Over the past two decades, the Drainage Work Group (DWG) has served as a highly respected forum 

from navigating Minnesota’s complex drainage landscape. Together, members have successfully shaped 

statutory revisions, balanced competing land-use demands, and fostered a dedicated space for science-

based stakeholder dialogue. 

The DWG was originally born out of a localized 2006 advisory cohort tasked with analyzing public 

drainage ditch buffer strips and now lives via the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) under 

103B.101, Subd 13. Over the last twenty years, the scope of the DWG’s work has expanded. Today, the 

group is routinely asked by the Legislature to deliberate on complex, interconnected issues like 

multipurpose drainage management, hydrological water storage, structural system abandonments, and 

outlet adequacy.  As the DWG looks toward the future of drainage system and watershed management 

in Minnesota, the complexity of related process and policy evolution ahead will increase.  
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OCDR’s assessment process 

To ensure the DWG is prepared for the work ahead, BWSR asked the Department of Administration’s 

Office of Collaboration and Dispute Resolution (OCDR) -- the state’s impartial dispute resolution office-- 

to conduct an independent assessment of the strategic purpose, operational framework, and the future 

work of the DWG. 

OCDR’s assessment process is an impartial review of a specific impasse or collaborative challenge. The 

assessment process incorporates diverse perspectives and key information in order to gain insight into 

options for moving forward. For the DWG assessment, OCDR took the following steps:  

• Reviewed background documents and relevant sections of law. 

• Reviewed the DWG’s Process Summary (version dated 10-11-18).  

• Conducted 23 hour-long, semi-structed interviews with individuals or small groups who 

participate in DWG or have done so in the past.  

o The interviewees represented a wide range of organizations and interests that are 

included in the DWG distribution list.   

o The interview topics drew from the list of questions and assumptions included in 

Appendix A.  

This draft report presents key findings from the assessment process that OCDR feels are most useful for 

determining the future state of the DWG.  

Summary observations 

Based on the assessment process, OCDR believes the DWG has value as an informal working group. The 

main strength of the DWG as it is currently configured is in filing a gap within Minnesota’s water 

governance ecosystem for drainage practitioners and stakeholders to have multi-interest dialogue. It fills 

a need to bring people together across silos within drainage management to build shared 

understanding.  

Given the growing complexity of drainage issues, the DWG is likely to face increasing challenges in 

developing drainage management policy recommendations that have a high level of consensus within 

the current structure of the group. The diversity of interests involved, the technical complexity of 

drainage, and the wide array of landscapes and communities that intersect with drainage, mean that 

solving that drainage management challenges may take more collaborative time and support than the 

group currently invests.  

At the same time, DWG members have many potential creative solutions that are worth exploration and 

development. Making a modest investment in improving the processes and collaborative capacity of the 

group could help lead to more meaningful results of DWG.  

Key recommendations 

✓ Update the Process Summary to maximize collaboration and minimize distractions from 

misaligned expectations.  

https://mn.gov/admin/assets/0050_Assessment%20process%20overview_tcm36-614435.pdf
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✓ Have realistic expectations about what the DWG can accomplish within the time it has and set 

intentional, focused project goals.  

✓ Create parallel spaces or targeted processes to grapple with boarder/more transformational 

issues that are not adequately dealt with in technical discussions.  

✓ Increase the collaborative capacity of DWG membership by introducing structured collaboration 

tools and foundational skills in interest-based negotiation.   

✓ Get support from a qualified negotiation expert when deliberations reach an impasse or are 

likely to reach an impasse.  

✓ Replace the informed consent model with a model of recording the level of consensus on 

recommendations.  

✓ Create tools to help measure and document shared learning, even when agreement about 

policy or program change is not achieved.  

✓ Develop greater clarity about where the DWG sits within the water governance ecosystem, 

including in relation to BWSR, the legislature, the Clean Water Council, the state agency 

drainage group, and others.  

Other options considered 

• Sunsetting DWG. Based on the input of DWG members, OCDR does not view sunsetting the 

DWG as a wise option at this time. The value of the forum for information exchange alone is 

worth the time and resource investment in organizing the group.  

• Replacing DWG with a different collaborative body. Given the already complex landscape of 

water governance in Minnesota and the complexity of drainage issues, OCDR feels replacing the 

DWG with a different collaborative body is not likely to deliver significantly enhanced outcomes. 

However, engaging in a design experiment – what could a different body accomplish – might be 

a helpful exercise. 

Strengths and what is working well 

Interviewees highlighted many strengths of the DWG. In particular,  interviewees appreciated the ability 

to learn from and be in dialogue with people who play different roles in relation to drainage 

management. Top strengths include:  

• Unique forum. Interviewees expressed an overall sentiment that the Drainage Work Group 

provides a unique and important forum for dialogue about drainage. Many pointed out the 

value of broad, multi-interest sharing of perspectives, and acknowledged that there is not 

another forum where this happens to the same degree.  

• History of meaningful work products. Of the members who have been part of the DWG for a 

long time (some have been involved since the start), many felt DWG has made meaningful 

contributions to drainage management in Minnesota. The Drainage Handbook was mentioned 

many times as an important work product of the DWG.  

• Learning. Interviewees appreciated the depth of professional knowledge at the DWG and the 

expertise of their colleagues.  
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• Updates and information sharing. Many interviewees value DWG meetings as a place to stay 

updated on drainage issues and track major changes and developments in the field.  

• Valuable technical work. Many interviewees found technical committee work (several specific 

projects were mentioned) to be effective and valuable. Some suggested that wrestling with the 

specific drainage problems at a technical level is the where the DWG does its best work. Some 

mentioned that even when that technical work did not result in a policy or program change, it 

could still inform the thinking and approach of practitioners in the drainage field.  

• Inclusivity. Many people appreciate that the DWG openly welcomes participation and does not 

gate keep who comes to meetings or participates in discussions.  

• Informal nature. The informal nature of the DWG was seen as beneficial by some members. 

They appreciated that it does not feel overly bureaucratic or hierarchical.   

• Meeting format. The hybrid meeting format seemed to work well for participants. Many 

appreciated the effort both of BWSR and their colleagues to meet in person, but they also 

appreciated having a virtual option when needed. 

Specific challenges and possible solutions 

1. Different expectations about the scope of the DWG 

Interviewee concerns 

DWG members held different expectations about the scope of the DWG. Some members felt the 

DWG does its best work when it is focused more narrowly on technical issues arising from the 

implementation of 103E. They mentioned specific technical areas of work that could bring efficiency 

and consistency to drainage management in Minnesota. They also expressed frustration when 

technical projects failed to move forward because of issues they perceived were out of scope.  

Others felt that the DWG has a responsibility to consider how the implementation of 103E impacts, 

and is impacted by, other water management requirements under, for example, the Clean Water 

Act. They also have an interest in seeing the DWG discuss more transformational approaches to 

drainage management than what they feel is currently included in DWG deliberations. Some of the 

transformative approaches mentioned include:  

• Develop a mediation agreement for the Minnesota River Valley similar to the 1998 Red River 

Basin Mediation Agreement.  

• Creating a statewide drainage authority.  

• Developing a permitting program for agricultural drainage.  

• Better integrating drainage management into One Watershed, One Plan (1W1P).  

OCDR observations 

• This misalignment of expectations can lead to mistrust and frustration among members, and 

time spent debating what is in and out of scope.  

• Both the technical discussions and the broader considerations of drainage have merit, and the 

DWG could potentially be more creative in how both needs are integrated.  
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OCDR recommendations 

• 1a: Within DWG projects, have clear statements of what problem the group is trying to solve. 

Create space for both technical issues and broader drainage considerations to be discussed in 

small groups, potentially in parallel conversations.  

• 1b: Consider having chairpersons on the DWG who help with agenda setting and managing the 

expectations of the members. 

2. Different expectations about the role of the DWG in advising the legislature 

Interviewee concerns 

Interviewees held different expectations about whether drainage policy recommendations must go 

to the DWG for review and consideration before going to the legislature. Some members believe it is 

the DWG’s responsibility (implicit or explicit) to weigh all drainage policy proposals and recommend 

the ones that are ready for legislation. There is also an expectation by some members that 

recommendations that are considered by the DWG will carry more weight at the legislature as 

compared to those that are not. Other members pointed out that DWG is an informal working group 

and not specifically charged with vetting proposals. According to interviewees, different 

expectations have at times led to misunderstanding and mistrust.  

OCDR observations 

• There are multiple pathways to influence the legislative process including through lobbyists, 

professional associations, direct conversations with elected officials, and more. Even if the 

DWG were explicitly charged by the legislature to approve drainage policy recommendations, 

those additional pathways would continue to exist.  

• Drainage is a complex, ongoing issue area that involves a wide range of stakeholders and 

decentralized decision making. It is likely not realistic to expect that stakeholders will always go 

through the DWG to advocate for their interests. Specifically, if the DWG is not receptive to 

their interests, they will likely choose to use another pathway.  

• That said, it can be mutually beneficial for stakeholders to work collaboratively on solutions to 

complex problems. Often, policy proposals that integrate a wide array of interests, have input 

from subject matter experts, and solve multiple shared problems are more likely to succeed 

and remain durable.  

OCDR recommendations  

• The DWG should continue to strive to develop shared solutions to complex problems that 

integrate many needs and interests and demonstrate to the legislature the degree of support 

for proposals coming from the DWG (see section on consensus approach below). 

o 2a: Update the Process Summary to include collaborative-problem solving as a core 

purpose. 

• When proposals related to drainage are being advanced by members outside of the core work 

of the DWG, it can help build trust and collaboration to inform the group of those proposals. 
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When sharing information, parties should be explicit about whether they are looking for buy-in 

from the DWG or are simply providing an FYI.  

o 2b. DWC members should consider developing a short set of norms about legislative 

agenda sharing and add this to the Process Summary.      

3. Consensus and collaboration approach  

Interviewee concerns 

The DWG uses an informed consent process and has a consensus/non-consensus report option. 

Interviewees expressed several concerns about this approach including:  

• Lack of clarity about when the consensus/non-consensus option is used (some mentioned it 

was rarely used). 

• Frustration that members could have minimal participation in collaborative deliberations but 

bring a dissenting view forward in the end stages of a project.   

• Striving for full consensus meant that some viewpoints were sidelined.  

• Challenges with aligning diverse perspectives and interests behind a single consensus member 

vote.  

• Not enough balance of interests in the consensus member group. 

OCDR observations 

There are a wide array of interests and perspectives represented at the DWG. Achieving consensus 

is difficult and takes time. DWG has untapped collaborative-problems solving potential. 

(interviewees shared many creative and innovative ideas around drainage management), but more 

time and support are likely needed to develop those ideas collaboratively.   

OCDR recommendations 

• 3a: Consider moving away from informed consent process. Implement a system of 

documenting degrees of consensus (such as through a red, yellow, green system) held by all 

members. Aim to achieve the highest degree consensus possibly by integrating the interests of 

all parties.  

• 3b: Develop and pilot a collaborative problem-solving template that helps DWG members 

integrate multiple needs to achieve the highest level of consensus possible. 

• 3c: Document lessons learned in a consistent manner to grow the collaborative potential of the 

group. 

4. Lack of support for difficult negotiations 

Many interviewees described past DWG projects that became contentious and/or stalled in the 

deliberation process. These impasses have led to frustration and a feeling of being stuck for some 

members. Additionally, some members felt disappointed with work products that came close to 

final but were stuck in the last stages.   

OCDR observations 
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• Negotiating across different interests for mutual gain is a specialized skill set. Collaborative 

bodies typically have many collaboration and negotiation skills, but few have all the skills 

needed to work through difficult impasses on complex issues. The DWG may need additional 

support on some projects.  

OCDR recommendations 

• 4a: Use the services of an impartial mediator or facilitator for projects that are likely to reach 

impasse.  

• 4b: Develop and pilot a collaborative problem template that guides parties through the 

interest-based negotiation process.  

• 4c: Provide training for all or selected members of DWG on interest-based negotiation.  

5. Membership approach 

Interviewee concerns 

According to the Process Summary, the DWG is “open to all drainage stakeholders who are willing to 

invest time in DWG meetings and associated work on behalf of a drainage stakeholder organization 

they represent.” DWG members are categorized into consensus and non-consensus members when 

consensus report and non-consensus report option is used. BWSR also maintains an email 

distribution list. Interviewees raised several concerns about this membership approach including:  

• Lack of clarity about who is on the DWG. 

• Frustration with intermittence attendance and participation of some members.  

• Feeling that the size and openness of DWG membership made the group unwieldly.  

Although many interviewees did not feel this member system was working optimally, there was not 

a clear alignment on what to do differently. Some suggestions included:  

• Adding another environmental group seat to the consensus membership group.  

• Establishing the DWG as a formal legislative advisory body with named and appointed seats. 

OCDR observations 

• Any membership structure of a collaborative body has opportunities and challenges in terms of 

whose voices are included and who gets a say in decision making.  

OCDR recommendations 

• 5a: Consider maintaining a single membership roster that is refreshed annually, with a capped 

number of members. Develop clearer expectations of what is required to be a listed member. 

Allow members to record their level of consensus on work products. Maintain a wider 

distribution list for stakeholders who would like to stay informed of DWG discussions, but who 

cannot participate actively.  

6. Relationship between BWSR and the DWG 
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Interviewee concerns 

Most interviewees felt that BWSR was a logical home for the DWG given BWSR’s deep partnerships 

with local governments and landowners. However, some felt there was confusion about the 

relationship between BWSR and the DWG, given the fact that BWSR does not have specific 

jurisdiction over 103E. Some interviewees wondered if BWSR was purely an administrative home, or 

if it plays a more active role in reviewing and modifying DWG recommendations. Some members 

wondered what would happen if recommendations coming from the DWG were at odds with other 

parts of BWSR’s mission or charge.   

OCDR observations 

• Usually, the state entity that has jurisdiction to modify or implement a policy or program serves 

as the administrator of the collaborative body advising on that same policy or program. 

Because there is not a central state body beyond the legislature that governs or oversees 103E, 

the relationship between BWSR and the DWG is somewhat unusual.  

OCDR recommendations 

• 6a: In the process summary, further clarify the role BWSR relative to the DWG especially in 

terms of its approach to advancing, modifying, or vetoing recommendations developed by the 

group. 

• 6b: It may also be helpful to clarify where drainage authority sits within Minnesota’s water 

governance ecosystem, by, for example, updating the water governance table on page 68 of 

the 2020 State Water Plan to include drainage authorities.  

  

https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/sites/eqb/files/2020%20State%20Water%20Plan.pdf
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Appendix A 

Assumptions 

Based on a review of background materials, OCDR is making the following assumptions related to the 

purpose and work of the DWG. These assumptions will inform the assessment approach and OCDR 

welcomes input on these assumptions: 

• There are complex needs and interests (environmental, social, economic) that inform drainage 

management decisions in Minnesota.  

• Public Drainage management decisions in Minnesota have become increasingly complex over 

the past two decades and that trend is expected to continue.  

• While DWG stakeholders disagree on many aspects of drainage management, they also share 

many common values around protecting Minnesota water and habitats and supporting thriving 

communities across the state. 

• Decision making on most drainage decisions happens at the local level.  

• Public Drainage must be administered in accordance with Minnesota Statutes Chapter 103E 

Drainage.  

• There are numerous local, state, and federal laws that intersect with drainage management 

decisions. 

• Science and engineering informing draining management is always evolving.  

• DWG stakeholders have different positions on how to best manage drainage to comply with the 

law and balance competing needs and interests.  

• Disputes about specific drainage management decisions are typically resolved through: 

o Informal negotiation at the local level  

o Drainage authority proceedings and decisions 

o The judicial system 

• The DWG has two primary purposes:  

o Foster science-based mutual understanding about drainage topics and issues 

o Develop recommendations for drainage system management and related water 

management, including recommendations for updating Minnesota Statutes Chapter 

103E Drainage and related provisions. 

• Currently, DWG members have different opinions about the effectiveness of the DWG and what 

(if any) changes are needed to the operation of the group. 

• All options are on the table for the future of the DWG including no change, process updates, 

redesigning the group, sunsetting the group, or other creative possibilities.  

Assessment question list 

OCDR has the following questions about the current and future state of the DWG: 

1. Effectiveness and efficiency 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=103E
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=103E
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=103E
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=103E
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a. What does success of the DWG look like? Over the next five years, if the DWG was doing 

its best work, what would that look like?  

b. How will you know if the DWG is successful? What objective measures could be used to 

evaluate DWG effectiveness? 

c. Is Minnesota better off because of the efforts of the DWG?  

d. If the DWG stopped meeting beyond 2026, what would change in the way Minnesota 

approached drainage management?  

e. Is the amount of time invested in convening the DWG worthwhile relative to the 

accomplishments of the group? 

f. Which other states have effective systems for drainage management and stakeholder 

engagement that Minnesota could learn from?  

2. Collaboration and consensus 

a. BWSR is tasked with drainage stakeholder coordination under Section 103B.101 

Subd.13.  

i. Is that section of law still necessary? 

ii. Is the DWG the best tool to accomplish that goal?  

iii. What other tools could be used instead?  

b. In considering updates to drainage management and Minnesota Statutes Chapter 103E 

when is it helpful to build consensus? Which groups or parties should be working 

towards consensus? 

c. When is consensus not needed or not desirable?   

d. Is the DWG equipped to work through impasse to arrive at actionable 

recommendations? Why or why not?  

e. How should the level of agreement or disagreement on drainage management be 

documented and what should happen with that information?  

f. How do the deliberations of the DWG matter for decision making by a) drainage 

authorities, b) the legislature, c) BWSR and state agencies, d) the courts.  

3. Specific future recommendations and priorities  

a. What is the most important action needed for Minnesota to best manage public 

drainage over the next two decades?  

b. What is the most important change needed to the DWG in the next 1-2 years?  

c. What specific proposals do DWG members have to improve the work group and how 

difficult would it be to implement those changes?  

 

 

 

 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/103B.101#stat.103B.101.13
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/103B.101#stat.103B.101.13
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=103E
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