CITY OF SHOREVIEW
AGENDA
CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP
MARCH 10, 2014
7:00 P.M.

. ROLL CALL

. DISCUSSION WITH TURTLE LAKE HOMEOWNERS” ASSOCIATION

. DISCUSSION REGARDING PROPOSED CHANGES TO TOBACCO
REGULATIONS

. OTHER ISSUES

. ADJOURNMENT



DATE: March 6, 2014
TO: Mayor, City Council and City Manager
FROM: Mark Maloney, Director of Public Works

SUBJECT:  Meeting with Turtle Lake Homeowners Association

The Turtle Lake Homeowners Association (TLHA) Board is scheduled to discuss lake level
topics with the City Council at the work session scheduled for Monday, March 10, 2014. The
City Council had previously met with the TLHA Board in 2011 to discuss concerns for lake
levels, and discussed relationships between precipitation and observed lake levels since
augmentation by Ramsey County was suspended in 1989. Attached are graphs depicting
precipitation and historic lake levels. After that 2011 meeting, a jointly funded concept study
examining lake augmentation was developed. The City Council indicated at that time a desire for
the TLHA to determine the level of support for the creation of a Lake Improvement District
(LID) and a project that could potentially be administered similar to the Snail Lake
Augmentation Project which was developed and implemented 1991-1993.

The TLHA is at this time requesting that the City initiate the process for the development of a
“feasibility study and final engineering report for the purpose of augmenting Turtle Lake”. The
request from the Board also indicates assumptions about how the report would be funded, using
the City’s 1991 process with the Snail Lake Homeowners Association as an example. Please
refer to attached materials provided by Tim Krinke of the TLHA Board. Also attached is
information and correspondence from Turtle Lake property owners Jeffrey Vest and Marsha
Soucheray indicating opposition to the concept of lake augmentation.

Since the time of the Turtle Lake concept study, a number of factors have arisen that potentially
complicate the City attempting to move forward with a lake augmentation project. The sustained
low level of White Bear Lake, media coverage, litigation involving the Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources (DNR) and action by the Minnesota Legislature have created an environment
that is questioning the use and priorities for water supply resources in the Northeast portion of
the Twin Cities. The Met Council and USGS are currently working according to Legislative
initiative to better understand these topics. Their work plans, as well as the DNR’s, are planned
for the next few years but it is unclear what bearing their findings will have on the water
appropriation permitting necessary to augment a Metro area lake.

The 2011 Concept Study was useful for exploring potential augmentation alternatives and water
sources as well as providing a preliminary cost estimate for public improvements. If the City
intends to facilitate an augmentation project, it will be necessary to prepare a comprehensive
feasibility study that explores all alternatives and potential environmental permitting required in
the current regulatory environment as well as significantly more detailed engineering analysis to
support more refined cost estimates for this type of project. Given SEH Inc’s extensive
background with lake augmentation study and implementation, directly with Shoreview and for
other lakes in the North East Metro Area, staff has consulted with their personnel regarding the




prospects of a Turtle Lake augmentation concept moving forward. Based on these discussions
with SEH Inc, the current rough estimate for the cost of the “feasibility study and final
engineering report” as requested by the TLHA is about $100,000.

For reference, following are the milestones in the public process during 1991-1994 for the
creation of the Snail Lake Improvement District and the resulting project for the installation of
the infrastructure necessary to augment the level of Snail Lake. Attached City Council meeting
minutes highlight the deliberations during the approval process.

Date
02/04/1991
05/06/1991
11/04/1991
05/04/1992
05/18/1992
07/06/1992
08/03/1992
01/19/1993
03/15/1993
11/07/1994

Snail Lake Augmentation Project Milestones
(1991-1994)

Action
Adopt Res. 91-71 directing preparation of feasibility study, setting cost-sharing for study.
Approve cost sharing agreement with SLHA ($20,000 escrow)
Approve Snail Lake Augmentation report, continue consideration of LID
Adopt Res. 92-83, support for augmentation, request DNR extension (1992)
Adopt Res. 92-89, approving LID criteria, call for public hearing
SLID public hearing
Approve order creating SLID and board by laws
Adopt Res. 93-01, order improvement, Authorize SPRWS agreement
Award contract for 1% phase construction

Adopt assessment roll for Snail Lake Augmentation

This process for the Snail Lake was straightforward from the City’s perspective given the
relatively strong consensus of opinion at that time between the State and local agencies and the
riparian homeowners about the need for the project. A similar finding has yet to be made
regarding Turtle Lake, and given the current scrutiny on water related topics in the North East
Metro Area, it’s difficult to predict how much time and effort would be needed to implement
augmentation for Turtle Lake. If the City is going to explore the potential of Turtle Lake
augmentation, it is essential that the first step in the process be the completion of a
comprehensive feasibility study and determination of a cost-share agreement. The City currently
does not have the feasibility study or augmentation project identified in its 5-year Capital
Improvement Program.

Attachments































Technical Memorandum
Turtle Lake Augmentation
July 7, 2011

The available water quality data for Charley Lake is as follows (MnDNR Lake Finder, 2011):

. 71.2 parts per billion {ppb) Total Phosphorus (TP)
. 15.6 ppb Chlorophyll a
. 1.5 meters Sechhi Disk Transparency.

As a comparison, the Guidance Manual for Assessing the Quality of Minnesota Surface Water for
Determination of Impairment: 305(b) Report and 303(d) List. 2010 Assessment Cycle. MPCA,
October 2009. North Central Hardwood Forest, Class 2b includes the following standards for

lakes:

. < 40 ppb Total Phosphorus (TP)

. < 14 ppb Chlorophyll a

. > 1.5 meters Sechhi Disk Transparency

Because Charley Lake has a fairly high phosphorus concentration, and because the infrastructure
to convey water from Charley Lake to Turtle Lake would require City improvements outside of
the municipal boundaries, Charley Lake was eliminated as a potential source of water.

4. Saint Paul Regional Water Services - Conduit: The two 60 inch conduits operated by Saint Paul
Regional Water Service (SPRWS) that carry water from the Mississippi River to a series of lakes
run parallel to and directly adjacent to the north side of County Road | on the north side of
Turtle Lake. SPRWS adds ferric chloride at the river. Ferric chloride acts to up the phosphorus in
the river water in a form that algae cannot rapidly assimilate. On contact with water, ferric
chloride will react with phosphorus in the water and form a precipitate or floc. Because the floc
is heavier than water, it settles out of the water column. However, it is like that due to flow
velocities in the conduits, the floc may remain in suspension until settling out in Charley Lake.

The proximity of the conduits to Turtle Lake make this option more attractive as there is less
infrastructure required to get the water to the lake, and all the improvements would be
constructed within City limits.

The SPRWS has limited information on the quality of water in the conduits. Water quality data
from the SPRWS monitoring station #33 at the outlet into Charley Lake is available for the period
is available from March 29, 1987 to December 6, 1999. The last five years (1995 — 1999) include:

. 62 data points
. 66 ppb Total Phosphorus (TP) (average all readings)

For the purposes of the this study, average 2010 water quality data for Mississippi River
obtained from SPRWS water was used. Specifically, a value of 79 ppb TP was assumed (0.079
mg/l in the table below). The table illustrates elevated phosphorus levels in July, August and
September. Depending on the year and the operations of a proposed augmentation system, use
of the system during periods of higher phosphorus concentrations could be minimized or
avoided.
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Madam Mayor and City Council Members:

Thoughts for the Workshop Meeting with the City Council, March 10, 2014 and the
Turtle Lake Homeowners Association Board

Not all Turtle Lake Homeowners support lake augmentation.

I would like to review the discussion about lake augmentation as | have witnessed it
over the past years. | have lived on Turtle Lake since 1975 and have seen the water
level fluctuate greatly over that time. In 1988 the metropolitan Twin Cities area and the
nation were affected by a drought which began in 1986. The level of Turtle Lake fell.
Water conservation conversations began. Ramsey County eliminated the use of ground
water pumping to augment the lake. At the same time, a Governors Task Force was
convened to manage the water shortage for Minneapolis and Saint Paul that depended
on the Mississippi River for drinking water and power production. The Task Force
determined a river flow of only 1000 cubic feet per second (cfs) as measured at the
Coon Rapids Dam in the Twin Cities would trigger a request to release water from the
Headwater Lakes to augment water needed for the Twin Cities. That level was reached
on July 28,1988. The Governor asked for the Army Corps of Engineers to release water
from the Headwater Lakes. There was major discussion, conflict and debate about if
that should be done. Fortunately, it began to rain shortly after the request was made
and the crisis was averted. The water in the Headwater Lakes was not released for use
by the Twin Cities but the conversation about use of the Mississippi River continued to
flow. This background is to point out that the Mississippi River has reach very low flow
levels in the recent past.

Some people on Turtle Lake had said the lake would never recover because the
augmentation from a deep well was discontinued. Others were confident it would.
Within 3 years the lake had recovered and by the mid 90°s the lake was at all time high
levels. Historically Turtle Lake has been low during periods of drought and then
recovers to higher levels when rain and snow are more abundant. When the lake
began to see lower levels in 2007, 2008 and 2009 people living on the lake began to
talk of alternative ways to augment Turtle Lake. The Mississippi River was most often
mentioned as the source of augmentation water. In September of 2011 the
Homeowners association conducted a survey to determine the level of interest in
augmentation. The results of that survey are 50.3% opposed to augmentation, 25.4%
wanted to continue to explore and study augmentation and 24.3% were for
augmentation and forming a Lake Improvement District (LID) to do so. Of those who
wanted more study 55.8% answered yes to the question” | am not in favor of pursuing
additional steps in augmentation unless there is cost-share by the City of Shoreview
and Ramsey County. ** | have included a copy of the September 2011 survey and
results.




It is my opinion, that because the lake has not recovered to the “normal high water
mark” there are still some who favor augmentation. They did not get the result they
wanted from the 2011 survey so they organized and came as a block to the May 2013
annual Homeowners meeting. At that meeting there was motion to conduct a survey of
the homeowners and ask the following question.
“The Turtle Lake Homeowners should work with the City of Shoreview to form a
Lake Improvement District for the purpose of augmenting Turtle Lake’s water level
utilizing a filtration system to ensure our water quality, clarity and water color is not
compromised from the lake’s current standards. This will be done in a reasonable and
affordable way.”
Yes_
No_
lt was suggested at the homeowners meeting that to get a valid view of the
homeowners interest or not in augmentation that a professional should phrase the
question in a neutral way. This was soundly rejected. The results of this survey
guestion were:
177 total responses out of 201 households
111 (62.7%) answered YES
66 (33.7%) answered NO

Of the 201 households 55.2% Yes and 32.8% No and 12% no response or 44.8%
either not wanting augmentation or not wanting it enough to vote for it. | believe this is
important because it underscores there is not an overwhelming majority answering
affirmatively to a poorly worded, leading question. * Survey also included

| would urge you not to support the Turtle Lake Homeowners Association Board request
for the following reasons.

1. There is not a clear mandate for augmentation among the Turtle Lake
Homeowners.

2. The lake is a natural living echo system that benefits from fluctuations in water
levels. Many times the DNR staff members have stated that lakes respond positively to
changes in water levels which help to maintain a healthy lake.

3. The metropolitan council, DNR and others are studying water demands and
uses and doing needed long range planning especially for the north and east metro
area. Drinking water, and long range needs for all uses including power production,
agriculture and recreation should be determined before augmentation is undertaken. If
the area is shifting to using more surface water for municipal water use, the major
source of that water ( the Mississippi River ) should not be used for recreational
purposes for a few homeowners on Turtle Lake.

3. Turtle Lake is one of the cleanest lakes in Ramsey County. There is no
guarantee introducing river water will not adversely affect the lake in the future. The
invasive species we know about today may not be the only threat to the lake in the
future. This has proved to be the case with Snail Lake, where an augmentation system
was built in the 90’s and has had to be upgraded recently.




4. We are in an isolated drought area and time. Since the last drought period in
the late 80’s and early 90’s the lake has had many years of extremely high water levels.
During this time, there has been very little change in the water use in the surrounding
areas.

5. Comparing the situation of Turtle Lake and Snail Lake is like compating
apples and oranges. Snail Lake is a very shallow lake and more susceptible to changes
in depth. The economic times and the general use and treatment of water issues has
changed greatly since Snail Lake was augmented. More and more even in Minnesota
the land of 10,000 lakes people realize we do not have an infinite supply of water.

6. While both sides of this issue believe they are looking out for the best interest
of Turtle Lake, those opposed to augmentation realize the lake does not belong to them,
but to all citizens of Shoreview and Ramsey County and to future generations. All of
those citizens have an interest in best practices for the Lake and all water uses. Using
potential drinking water to augment the lake is not appropriate. That is why the county
pumps were turned off in the 80’s. | spoke with Tom Landwehr, Commissioner of the
DNR and Shoreview resident last summer and again on February 21,2014 to ask
specifically if | could include information from our private conversation during the
summer. He stated yes, 1 could quote him as saying “The DNR generally does not think
it a good idea to move water to augment lakes.” He went on to say that if the legislator
or statutes directs the DNR to action they would do it.

7. Using city time and money for further study of this project is not appropriate.
As demonstrated in the 2011 survey some want more study, but only if they do not pay
for it. Using city money is having all of Shoreview pay for it from our tax dollars and
most of the proposed good would go to a little more than 200 families that live on the
lake itself. All who currently live on the lake can use it. They may need to modify that
usage by getting a smaller boat or longer dock but it is very usable and clean.
Augmentation is not needed, only wanted by a vocal subgroup of homeowners.

8. | would like to leave the council with four popular views of looking at the planet.
Cornucopia- The planet is resilient, with unlimited goods for human exploitation.
Catastrophe- The planet is fragile, destroyed by human exploitation.

Space-Ship- The planet is mechanistic with limited goods for human management
through technology.

Garden- The planet is fragile, an organic body with limited goods that requires human
stewardship. ( Cotgrove 1982: Milbrath 1984; Clark and Munn 1986)

It is my hope the city council will look at Turtle Lake as if itis a garden that needs
good stewardship. You are the stewards. Protect the lake from unknown changes and
use our tax dollars responsibly as you have always done. PLEASE

DO NOT SUPPORT FURTHER TIME AND STUDY ON THIS ISSUE

TURTLE LAKE IS A LAKE THAT RESPONDS TO THE ENVIRONMENT, NOT A,
SWIMMING POOL TO BE FILLED AND FILTERED FOR THE BENEFIT OF A FEW
WHO ARE LUCKY ENOUGH TO LIVE ON ONE OF THE CLEANEST LAKES IN THE
COUNTY. PLEASE LET MOTHER NATURE TEND THIS BEAUTIFUL SHOREVIEW
RESOURCE. FURTHER STUDY IS A WASTE OF MONEY AND NOT WANTED BY
MAJORITY OF TURTLE LAKE HOMEOWNERS
















% 2. Is it okay to share your specific survey answers?
O Yes, it is okay to share my specific survey answers.

O No, | am providing my input for collective purposes only.

% 3. What best describes your opinion concerning Turtle Lake augmentation with Mississippi River water?
O 3A. | am opposed to lake augmentation. (Please proceed to Question 6.)

O 3B. | am in favor of augmentation and would like to move forward with forming a Lake Improvement District (LID)

as soon as possible. | am willing to be assessed my full portion of the project capital cost (preliminarily estimated at
$5,000 per homeowner with a 30% margin of error) and annual operating costs (preliminarily estimated at $200-$300
per home owner). (Please proceed to Question 6.)

O 3C. | am in favor of continuing to explore augmentation, understanding the next step is a feasibility study at a
total cost not to exceed $38,000. (Please proceed to Question 4.)

4. PLEASE ANSWER THIS QUESTION ONLY IF YOU SELECTED 3C ABCVE.
Understanding the feasibility study is the next step in augmentation and does not ensure that augmentation

will be pursued, | am in favor of moving forward with the feasibility study under the following 'cost share’
conditions:

O Although | would like cost-share by the City of Shoreview and Ramsey County (and others if applicable), | am in
favor of moving ahead even if all costs are assessed to the home owners.

O | am not in favor of pursuing additional steps in augmentation unless there is cost-share by the City of

Shoreview and Ramsey County.

5, PLEASE ANSWER THIS QUESTION ONLY IF YOU SELECTED 3C ABOVE.

Understanding the feasibility study is the next step in augmentation and does not ensure that augmentation
will be pursued, 1 am in favor of moving forward with the feasibility study under the following 'LID
vs.voluntary assessment' conditions:

O Form a LID as soon as possible to assure all property owners share equally in the $38,000.

O Collect voluntary contributions to pay for the feasibility study (estimated at $38,000); reserving action on the
formation of a LID until we have the data from the feasibility study.

O Utilize a portion of TLHA reserve account and collect voluntary contributions for the remainder of the $38,000;
reserving action on the formation of a LID until we have the data from the feasibility study.

6. Thank you for completing the TLHA Augmentation Survey. Please share any comments here:

If completing a paper survey, be sure questions with an asterisk, and questions 4 and 5 if applicable, have been
answered so your survey will be counted. Mail completed survey by October 10, 2011 to:

Turtle Lake Homeowners Association
4630 Churchill St., #1
Shoreview MN 55126

THANK YOU!




Turile Lake Homeowners Association
Augmentation Survey (sent 09/27/2011) RESULTS

1. While not all contact information is required, it is mandatory that you include your last
" pame and your sireet address as only one survey per property will be counted. Your -
individual answers will not be disclosed unless you indicate so; otherwise, answers Will
only be shared collecfively. If you provide your email address, it will be entered in the

database 5o you can be kept informed of TLHA issues.

Hame:

Responss
Percent

B | 00.0%

Address:

Hesponse
Count

i3

T 100.0%

Emai Address:

i3

=] 85 5%

2 I= it okay to share your specific survey answers?

Yes, it is okay to share my e
miﬁﬂ S1WEey ANSWEES. i e

M, 1 am prowiding my input for -
caflectiee purposes only.

answered guestion:

skipped question

Response

Percent

6%

AT 4%

1 of 11

answered guesfion

skipped guastion




3. What best describes your opinion concerning Turtle Lake augmentation with Mississippi
River water?

Hesponse Response
Percent Count

341 am opposed fo lake
augmentation. [Please proceed | | % LT
to Guestion )

3B. | am in faver of augmentaton
and wesld like to move Eonward veith
forming a Lake fmprovement
District {LID) a5 seon as possibée. |
am wiging o be assessed my full
partion of the peaject capital cost
fpreliminarily estimated at 55,000
pear Feneowner with & 30% margn
of ereor] and annual operating costs
{prelimminazily esiimated at $200-
$380 per home cwmer}. |Please
procesd bo Cupction 6.}

L 1 24.3%, 42

3C. 1 am in fawor of eontinuing io
expiore augmentston,
mt;djg‘rs'tandmg 'lhE next step is a I 2eA% 44
feasibility study at a tetal cost not
in exceed 539.000. Please proceed

te Question 4.}
answered guestion 73

skipped question L1

Favor augmentation & form LID ~

- Continue to explore augmentation

25.4% (44)

Opposed to augmentation -

20of 11



4. PLEASE ANSWER THIS QUESTION ONLY IF YOU SELECTED 3C ABOVE. Understanding the

feasibility study is the next step in augmentation and does not ensure that augmentation

will be pursued, | am in favor of moving forward with the Teasibility Etm:ly under the
 Tollowing "cost share” condifions: -

Response Hesponse
Percent CounE

Slthossgh | would ke cost-share by
the City of Bhorewiew and Ramsey
Comunty {and othees if applicabée), |
am in faver of moving ahead Bwen
if all costs are asses=ed o the
fucame esners.

I am et in faver of purswing

- additional steps in augmentation
unless there is postshare by the [ oo v o i ' 55 A o4

- City of Shoreview and Ramsey

Connty.

answered guestion 4%

skipped guestion AR

Opposed to pursuing additional
- augmentation steps (feasibility study)
: without City/County cost-share

Favor pursuing additional augmentation -
steps (feasibility study) without City/

County cost-share

3 of 11




5. PLEASE ANSWER THIS QUESTION OMLY IF YOU SELECTED 3C ABOVE. Understanding the
Teazibility study is the next step in augmentation and does not ensure that augmentation

will be pursued, 1 am in favor of moving forward with the feasibility study under the
following "LID vs.voluntary assessment’ conditions:

Hesponse Hesponse

il

Percent C ok

Farm a LIB as soon as possible

to assure all property owners | N | 45 5% P
share equally in the $38,000.

Coflect veluniary confributions to
pay for the feasibifity study
{estinated ai §38,000); reseming
action on the fermation of a LID
unt] we hawe the data from the
Feasibifity study.

18.3% 7

Utilize a porion of TLHA resene
aczount and cofiect veluntany
caomirfbutions for the remainder of .
the $3B,000; rezerving astionon [ oo oo | A% i
the foemation of a LID uniil we
have the data from: the feasibility
siuedy.

answered guestion 43

skipped question 13

Collect voluntary contributions for feasiblity study ~

_~ Utilize a portion of TLHA reserve & collect
voluntary contributions for feasiblity study

16.3% (7)

Form a LID for feasibility study =~

6.5% (20

4 of 11



- . Thank you for completing the TLHA Augmentation &ﬂweyw Please share any nﬂmznentg
here: o ’ ‘

Response
Tt

Tt
answered guestion T

shipped gquestion g lird

1 Fm replying on behalf of my mother, who mems the properdy. Thanks!

I can't believs with all mankind tying to keep pellution from getiing into water,
people want to bring contaminates into our lake.

Fad

3 Based on the water level data over decades cited in the report, #'s entirely
possible that the cument low lake level is part of & oycle of wacing and waning
water levels that are seen ower fime. Just 7-8 years age, | was worred about
meding to de shorefine restoration because the water level was up on the bank
and creating signifizant emsion. Let's give this a few meare years gnd sse whiere
the trend for the lake level is going. There was some rebalancing of e lake
lewel this past summer. Maintaing the highest possible water gueality should be
DAIF [EEFEFFEENL COMCRIN.

4 If all costs are shared by AL homeownizrs in Hamsey County, AND user fees 1o
penple launching their boats and using the beach, then we MIGHT reconsider
pUr suppodt.

5 Turile Lake wes augmented for mey years for 8 reason. The sdded shress of
sddificnal hemes in the area has put mere demands on the water supply. The
lake is why we v here and we need o protect our common gsset for both cur
enjoyment and property values.

We appreciate the efforis of the TLHA

T If the only way to conduct the shedy is with woluntary contributions I reluectanty
support that as | believe sugmentation is crtical. §am sirongly against sy
sippErmajority reguiremsnt, it is not reguEred for ather initiatives. This sureey
seems @ bit bipsaed as it does not indicate some partion of e cost may well be
korme by the city § county and will be fnanced over 10 - 15 years. nar does it
imdicafe Snail and Silfillan Lakes have commenced augmentation efforts due o
a realization that the watershed is permanently altered fand that even before that
pumping was dons to maintain a healthy, usablte lake}.
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i36. Thank you for completing the TLHA Augmentation Survey. Please share any comments here:

ﬁ

1D
11
12
13

14

15

17

18

1H

20

Watercrafis from outside should share in the cost fo offset operafing costs - thru
Ramsay Co.

| am: definitely oppesed to augmernting from the Tty Rd | sile.
We cannct afford many exire costs with the cost of our morgage and two kids in
codlege

I think it is too early fe do this. We have time to wait and see if the natural oyole
f the lake will replenish.

Lived on lake for 87 years and the lake goes up and down; no need
augmentatian.

if the cify and county do not coniribute ta the process. then the lid should follos:
g legally for the: city and eounty contribution.

Thamnks far your tirs in coprdinating this sunvey.

wie believe that a competitve biddimg process. shald be wtilized and the
emphasis should be hew do we introduce the cleanest form of water into Turtle
Lake swhen augmenting lake levals.

If goif eourses can use ground water to water their grass and commercial
buildimgs in dowmtowr can use aquifer water to cool buildings, why can not
pumping be allowed? The water pumped inlo the lake is nof lost. There is
elementary science called the waler cyclellt

Bart: and | would be wiling to have the [ake augmenied, i the wafer does nol
change the quality of the leke. "We like the depth of clarity and how pleasant if is
o swim in. We would be willing to pay our share for a study fo verify what Kind of
water we are secepting into the lake. [ wodd be nice fo have the lake level be
more corstant but not i we change the high guality of our water. We don't need
& [d if we don't augment.

Thanks for @l of your hard work in addressing this important issue
Mother nature will take care of the lake lewvel, it has in the past.

Let's get it domel
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- G5, Thank you for completing the TLHA Augmentation Survey. Please share any comments heepe:

21

20

28

28

. City of Shoreview and the residents also because evesry

| 54l thimk there is & need far & stady fo find out if there s a breach in e lake
boiffom or @ leak in the lake. Also Money should come from Ramsey Caunty,
pmie hias access oF USes
the Lake DMR forced the aceess to the Lake ard they sl‘ﬂr@ with thie Stale
should alsm be party o keeping up the lake levels and quality. We need water
soan before the lake won't be able to recover even with increased levels. The
wepds, increased cattails and invesive wegatation are infringing on the south
sastern part of the lake. Survey cauld kave included more details oiwer than iF
ws want water then we pay for it without knowing exactly if it will solve the
;:a"a’i:ller"ril

Let m-ﬂwgﬁ" maﬁur& da ﬂ'ier ﬂ'na'i@ P-.E&p raklrzg fhe aam:! i E.e&g: iy 'i‘i'EEﬂEs.
Money is too tight now. Wiy attempt io spend more of what: people and
gﬂwmﬂpﬁts ﬂm E'int Erna'sre?

Wife feel Etmﬁgﬂy homies w#‘ pasament access, esp. dock nghti should be
imeleded in all cast 551&!’1@ and the LI

Essessiment should be based on lake front ﬁmfage

i ﬂmn;l-t 'H"}E{E alan meed5 ﬂ:ﬂ« E}E a geu[ﬂggual SLIMWEY samlllar ﬁn ﬁh& one ::ln:m: f@r

White Bear Lake to delermine the real cause for the low lake level. Lake
augmen&atﬂrﬁ is treating the sympiom (Jow lake level) and we do not know the
pause. This may also impact responsibifity for the cost of lake augmantation. The
fact that the lake level rises i the winter may be due io diminished pumping by
the Ciby amd others around the [ske since waler is not used ta irrigale everyone’s
laam in the city. Anuifers are not separated by uniform impermeable layers of
rock and sit. Pumping from & lower aguifer creates. 8 vaouum which dranws water
frzm the higher level aguifer]s) ﬁnmugh vfhe cracks and fissures fo the squEfer
Mlmg pump&d

If there is Mﬁm&nt fm & e stadlmn lrt m]i tBkE Eltﬂ ufwaﬁ&r and pu& GTE

stress on ife lake. I you vole agsinst the asgmentation, you better wobe against
army more development on he west side of lexingbon or Turtle Lake will never
ciome Back .

The mﬂ:y & mumfry hav& m:rt made By COIE "rﬁtmaﬂ'rﬁ to sharing in this expenses,
wet ane cormmiting 51 Milfon dollars to upgrade the Park. Without water in the
lake, the park will never be flly ulilized. 1 think we are putiing the cart befare the
heorss.

Dlﬁmrahmue pmmplmg wa’é&w nu’t uf lﬂ'E la;i-te

Thamk yﬂu ft:ar ﬂi ‘_i,fﬂLE‘ hard !ﬁmk pmtecsﬁmg TUE I,ake;'
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L6, Thank you for complefing the TLHA Ausgmentaiion Survey. Please share any comments hera:

A0

31

s

33

a5

35

40

]

33

We are in favor of a8 LD even if augmentation is voted down fo insure funds for
coatinued lake nnpmvemﬁn‘is

Reasamn @5@u{nmng lake amd dlamgung PLEfty.

1. I believe the S'hz..ld*y is naive re the potential for demage io water quality;
Damage from agricuftural unoff, invasive agquatics/microarganisms may go well
beyond musselsimiffoll. Consider the possibilityh of a large fish kill. 2. The
proposed cost is & minirsurs figure. Even at that it is an unaffordable addition to
pur faxes. 3. We find it wery disturbing that the company {(SEH) responsible for
the mmzept study has o fimancial interest in sesing the project approved.

"This toa shall pass" - low wa'ier

i am: mnr:s-med withy water clarty, intreduction of foreign species and cost.

WE ARE VEHEMENTALY QFPPOSED TO LAKE AUBGMENTATION. BE
PATIEMT, IT HAS ALWAYS COME BACK. BEEM HERE BMOLLY 78 YEARS,
HARDOLD 53 WEARS.

i arr in fTaver of the leke rsing and falling naturally.

The lake level] will come back in fime. i has before and | know it will again.
THIS 8aY BE A DUPLICATE - ?P!?_EAEEI BOUBLE CHECHE]

Thank you all for the tiree and energy you have given to this project.lil

Due lake cannat be compared to Snail Lake.. They had Etfe chaice bt i am;@f
river water. Turtle is top Imporiant to mess with natee at this point

We would support fﬂ.md"[m a shudy to daterm’in& WHY water lewvels are fluciuating
on Tuwrtle Leke. Onee an understanding of the lake watershed dynamics are
understond, we may be wiling to suppart & shedy io evaluate augmentation
pptions that include setiling ponds and restoralion of the natural watershed o fill
the Turlle Lake Basin. '"We stromghy oppoese the current augmentation proposal
dui to potential for permanently altering the composition of Turtle Lake's water.

Stop panicking about the bk 7 flow of mother nature, Ifs a prablem that has
happened in the past & comects iiself. We're already paying dearly to live an the
lake. We don't want to pay anymare!! Once again, the homeowners are asked
to pick-up the tab for everyone else that uses the lake! How about making an
eooess fee gt the boat launch, then everyonse who uses the lake shares the cost?

By home is for sale - don't knew how leng | will be hare,
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I arm: nﬂi ird faum un&Eﬁs ﬁi’nere is ms%-ﬁh@re E:ay‘ the Egty and Em.lrvt}r

W’E wmld ﬁnaily IEI-LE ‘b‘ﬂ mm:eaﬂ amﬁ Eﬂnp 'ﬁmhng armlmdk

Fleass, mo EiEfEE [frnm Eﬂ]}f pﬂan::e [y E]'Eiﬁ ﬂa&n

T ha’w& Imed F'EEI'E FfEkT-Eﬂ yeaa‘s am:l Ema lEl_I'[E IEH'Ef haﬁ aiway!s mt.armed tm namnal_

Iur f.amlf'jfﬁ: EYpENENCE aﬁ&: "IDI] YERFS ﬂf residancs on TurtlE Lake is ﬁiﬁm& w@tﬁr
lewe] ahmays flusiustes. We believe the level will again, naturally, relien to highser
lewals.

Hawing lived in the community afl our lives and on Turtle Lake far 27 years, we
think sugmentstion would ke & big mistake on several levels. The laks level has

The lake has come back a great deal this year, therefore | would Gke o watch it
over the mext few years o see if it will reeowver an its waon as many of the “old
fimers" say it will. i it were to continue to decrease | would consider
Hugma'iﬂntﬂn Eut - ::Eﬂ'tamly nat with water fram: the Mlﬁﬁiﬁﬁapp}_

WE hehewe that nmmal Ieveh ﬁﬁ‘mm Emdi sniosw fall ean restone the &akﬁ- oarer
fims.

i is uttedy shameful the way in which this survey was constructed. You
ponstructed it fo get the answer your wanted and then had & board member use
her knowledge of when it was. cormning out to spread fear and false information,
how sad. Mowhere dees i tell the homeosmers that their expense can bs -
spread over 18-15 years, that the city'county helped pay an aggregate of 535% {1
may be a bit off, it could be 45%) for Snail Lake, that there would be & fitker
system put in place {no, most peeple will not read the whole shedy you imply.
direct Mississippi would flow to the lake), and your pumping msk BE:E wirorg fit
was 100-200 $yr and pumping was done two out of three years). When yau
leawe out erificad fimancial information and miskzad lakecwners, you have
rmmﬁedé malﬁeaéan@ﬁ Elﬂ?jd’ that cam call ‘t,fm' legal acticn.

Eﬂ'll}!' augmatmm ok wfﬁn us would be reatar&lng the pumps

I arm gppnset:ﬁ ﬁ:ra wsimg Eiﬁsﬁmgm I!Eﬁ.rer WEEE{ in coomb natmﬂ wrfh any Englrseamd
system invalving pumps, pipes ard filters dlsﬂhammg water direcily info Turile
Lake. Ifatsome ime there is g large-scale welland restoration project where:
water could flier naturally through the grownd weter table info the leke, 1 maght
be interested. Dur pmpeﬂy is right mext to the storm sewer that is the cheapssi
entry paint for the river water. The prevailing winds foom west and southwest
blow right in. thers too. | am afreid the "bad shuif” would be shuck at our end of
fhe lake. 9 of 11




- @A, Thank you for completing the TLHA Augmentation Survey. Please share any comments hepe:
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Feasons mot o augment Protect the lake from contamination of river water, et

natuge igke its course as higher levels are retuming, costs are high and will
certainly exceed extimates

[ balipve we need to see hew this goes for & while longer before spending sny
M NEY.

Want to see water level restored. Haven't put dock ot for 4 years.

Fwant us to know exacily hkow much augmentation will cost us each yr before we
go forward.

Wrhile | fareor mowving forsvard with the feasibdiby study, unless FLOC is

adequately addressed in the feasibility study we will Be wasting our meney.

The hameowners should be asked about their opindon regarding contributing to a
LEGES study. 1 do not understand why those guestions were mof included. As s
fomeowner association we need to make sure the fiock issue is resolved &5 part
of the feasibilily study. If 5EH keeps pofenfial fiock spiufions {such as holding
paonds) out of their study scope because of cost or other reasons we will be
throwing our meney away because augmentation will not happen, if the fock
issue is ot resolved.

| would like 3 wait and see approach fo see if the level contirues fo incresse. IF it
does nct, | would be open to augmentaticn. 1| am not in faver of a LI1O unless it is
wary limited in its powers. | den't wish to have a board begin fo add newr
regulations and reqguirements beyond assessing taxes for the operation of the
augmentation and far weed control.

~ The lake will come back on if's owmn, there is no need o increase already high

taxes to do something that could potentially harm our beautiful lake. A couple
mare big rain siorms or 8 snownyr winter and things will ke fine, it's called mature
and mam shouldn't mess with it. | also think people thet vote no shouldnt have o
pay for the LD,

I have seen this lake this low before when | was a child. 1 alsa have picires of
rmy mother going back o the 1820's. The lake was at also as low or kower ax s
was lastyear. The leke has made a dramatic comeback this summmer ard will
continue to da sa. We all have to relax and realize this is nefire f=king is
GOUFSE.

There is no reason for this. The potential harm is enormous. The guality of our
water is invaluable fo cur wonderid lake and thus standard of living. ¥e are very
fortunate to bve on this lake so lets not screw il up. Mother natirs will teke care
of it as she has shaays done.
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68

il

of the lake and paity

TI’E—E& WHS; e&w—-

E wmalﬁ Eilsaﬁnn i | ?ﬁ%ﬂéﬁﬁEﬁ‘ ﬂ"%am a %31311@& m pmwﬂe ﬁfm waﬁer B"m‘?urﬁae L,ahe
At this time | don't want to sperd any time ar money on sugementation of Tirle

[ ake

E H‘Eallly Eﬂpﬂm awgm&rztatmm ﬁ:r Turaiu Yl_a:he. l am wn@mg m bE -EEEEESE\ﬂ fﬂr

part of the constnection and operating costs. However, since ihis lake has a
public access the city should share pard of the cests. We are Shoreview
residents wha pay properly taxes so we chould reap some rewards frem paying
heal faxes.

Euestion 38 should also node that the assessed approximated cost of 25000

could be pald CWET J p@EI‘[ﬂEﬁ of time- 1 think it could be: zm o 9 yﬁam

Whlﬂe | @rre sllgl*ﬁﬁy meore i favor mrfxurﬂmaz exp%msﬁnn ’th.an agsmrst l!t. Ty m:’&ral[
impression is that this is an expensive longterm venture designied to sohve &
rrzisk-lkely short-term problizem, with metipls potential negetive fulre effects,
inclding a lomg-term decline ini the water quality of a wery clean metro lake. |
plan to proceed with an open rmdnd, but given the information that has k=en
pathered up io ihis peint, | would most likely vole against the propesal in the
fuiire.

Tharmk You Beth and all your helpers for sl the hard work you have done

The na;'b_r;ial Fise and fall of e lake should be sllowed to confinue for the health
e off the waker _
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Notice of Lake Augmentation Survey

This notice is to inform you that the Turtle Lake Homeowners Association will be polling lake property
owners about your interest regarding lake augmentation. Your opinion matters. Completing this survey
helps the TLHA Boatd and the City of Shoreview determine the wishes of property owners. The Survey
will be mailed (and sent via email to home owners for whom we have an email address) on or about June
12,2013. In order to be counted, your survey must be submitted by June 30, 2013.

The Survey will include the following question:

Turtle Lake Homeowners should work with the City of Shoreview to form a Lake Improvement
District for the purpose of augmenting Turtle Lake’s water level utilizing a filtration system to
ensure our water quality, clarity and water color is not compromised from the lake’s current
standards. This will be done in a reasonable and affordable way.

YES
NO

Next Steps:
If the result of the sutvey is to continue to develop augmentation plans, the following steps will be
followed:

(1) Conduct feasibility study

(2) Hold public meeting(s) to discuss next steps

(3) Form Lake Improvement District (LID) to finance the construction and operation (if not already done
prios to the feasibility study).

(4) Obtain permits/water purchase agreement. If DNR permit is denied, plans cease.

(5) Complete plans and specifications '

(6) Award bid and begin construction

(7) Begin pumping when warranted

Feasibility Study background information:

A feasibility study may cost in the range of $38,000 to $50,000 based upon initial estimates. These quotes
are not final as the city and various state agencies may require additional work, which is not currently
defined, within the scope of a feasibility study.

The TLHA Boatd will work with the City of Shoreview, Ramsey County, and the Metropolitan Council to
share in the costs of a study. To pay for the homeowner’s share of the study, which may be the full
amount, the board will evaluate alternative funding options. Those options will include a Lake
Improvement District (LID), voluntary contributions, and using a portion of the existing funds of the
TLHA. A combination of these funding alternatives may be used. In no event will more than $15,000 be
appropriated from the existing TLHA funds. If you vote yes on this sutvey, you are also authorizing
the board to use up to $15,000 of existing TLHA funds to pay for the feasibility study.

Augmentation Cost Estimates:

If we move forward with augmentation, it would then be necessary to form a LID to pay for the capital
costs estimated to be $1 million. (See Technical Memorandum for preliminary $1 million budget.) These
costs may increase if additional items, such as holding ponds, are added to the scope of the project. If the




project were to move forward, the TLHA Board would request that the City of Shoreview and Ramsey
County share in the costs of the project. At this point there have been no commitments from the City or
the County to share in costs. The remaining costs would likely be spread across the 206 riparian property
owners. The City has said that each homeowner could choose to pay their portion of the capital costs up
front or could be assessed over a 10 year period. For example, if the total project capital costs were to cost
$1 million with no cost share from the City or the County, the cost to riparian owners would be
approximately $4,900. This amount could be assessed over a 10 year petiod. In addition to these capital
costs, annual costs to operate the system and pay for the water would be required. The Technical
Memorandum estimated these costs to be approximately $16,000 per year in total. Assuming no cost share
with the City or County, the $16,000 divided by the 206 riparian owners would be approximately $80 per
homeowner per yeat.

Additional Information:

Before completing the sutvey, you may want to review the Technical Memorandum, referred to as the
'scoping study,' prepared by SEH on July 7, 2011 (see email attachment; previously emailed and discussed
at the August 2, 2011 Informational Meeting at the Community Center). The memorandum addresses
augmentation and water level history, as well as proposed future augmentation water source (Mississippi
River), water quality, project costs, and water level expectations. While the memorandum discussed water
quality and clarity, it did not look into the use of holding ponds to improve water quality or water color.
These items will be added to the feasibility study.

Below are links to additional information. When reviewing information below related to White Bear Lake
keep in mind that there are similarities (closed basin lakes with small watershed, close proximity) and
differences (White Bear is a deeper lake, White Bear is down 5-6 feet, Turtle is down 2-3 feet) between
White Bear Lake and Turtle Lake.

t

1. US. Geological Survey (USGS) — White Bear Lake Final Report

http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2013/5044 /

2.  White Bear Lake Conservation District (Lake Level Resolution Committee Information)

http:/ /www.wblcd.org/

3. State of the River Report http://stateoftheriver.com/state-of-the-river-report/
4. Freshwater Society report on Groundwater Sustainability www.Freshwater.org
5. Lake Improvement Districts

http://www.dat.state.mn.us /waters/watermemt _section/shoreland/index.html.

Annual TLHA Contribution Reminder:

If you have not yet made your annual contribution to the Turtle Lake Homeowners Association, please do
s0. You can send checks to the following address:

Turtle Lake Homeowners Association
855 Village Center Drive, #315

St. Paul, MN 55127
mail@turtlelakehomeowners.org



Turtle Lake Homeowners Association Augmentation Survey 06/13/2013

The Turtle Lake Homeowners Association is polling lake property owners about their interest
regarding lake augmentation. Your opinion matters - completing this survey will help the
TLHA Board (and the City of Shoreview) determine the wishes of property owners. In order to
be counted, your survey must be submitted by June 30, 2013.

Before completing the survey, you may want to review the Technical Memorandum, referred
to as the 'scoping study’, prepared by SEH on July 7, 2011 (see email attachment). The
memorandum addresses augmentation and water level history, as well as proposed future
augmentation water source (Mississippi River), water quality, project costs, and water level
expectations. While the memorandum discussed water quality and clarity, it did not look into
the use of holding ponds to improve water quality or water color. These items will be added to
the feasibility study.

Enclosed is hard copy of the survey. Your assistance in completing the survey online is
appreciated (it is necessary to electronically enter paper surveys for tabulation). This is not
mandatory, paper surveys are welcome as long as they are received by the deadline. If you
are able to complete the survey online, Please go to:

https: surveymonkey.com/s/2013Augmentation e

Note: you will only be able to complete the survey one time from your compuler.

You may have received flyers or handouts related to augmentation recently. The TLHA
Board has not created or endorsed these documents. If you have questions, please feel free
to contact me or one of the other board members:

Trace Benson (651-785-6032)
Linda Deiters (651-766-8982)
John Mathiesen (651-484-6170)
Robert Muller (651-481-0606)
Brett Nelson (651-765-8867)
Deb Schultheis (651-483-9939)
Andy Heaberlin (651-274-9989)
Tim Krinke (651-308-0728)

Jon Kronstedt (651-592-5578)
Joe Morris (763-504-5411)

Carl Schroeder (651-484-9472)
Marsha Soucheray (612-889-6987)

Note: If you have provided your email address to TLHA you are receiving an email in addition
to this mailed copy. The SEH Technical Memorandum (‘Scoping Study’) is attached to this
email. If you have not provided your email, you are only receiving the survey in the
mailing. If you would like a copy of the SEH Technical Memorandum, please

call 651.308.0728 and a copy will be mailed (or emailed) to you.

Tim Krinke, Chair

Turtle Lake Homeowners Association
Turtle Lake Homeowners Association
855 Village Center Drive, #315

St. Paul, MN 55127







Shoreviewmn.gov Mail - Fwd: Turtle Lake https://mail.google.com/mail/w/0/7ui=2&ik=8fd2e 11fe2 &view=pt&sea...

lofl

&% Terri Hoffard <thoffard@shoreviewmn.gov>
oreview

Sh

Fwd: Turtle Lake

1 message

Marsha Soucheray <msouch@me.com> Tue, Mar 4, 2014 at 3:41 PM
To: thoffard@shoreviewmn.gov

Terri,

Will you please add this to the information | asked you to scan in for the Turtle Lake Home Owners meeting
with the city council on March 10

Marsha

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Graupmann, Jim (CI-StPaul)" <jim.graupmann@ci.stpaul.mn.us>
Subject: Turtle Lake

Date: August 9, 2013 8:52:25 AM CDT

To: "msouch@me.com” <msouch@me.com>

Marsha: | spent some time looking into the history of a connection to Turtle Lake from our conduit on
the north side of County Road I. There has been discussion that there was some augmentation of Turtle
Lake years ago from our conduit. You asked if we retained an easement across County Road | to the
Lake.

From what I've found so far, | have no proof of any augmentation. We do not have any easement that
crosses County Road | between Lexington and Hodgson. We do have a plugged connection on our
concrete conduit, pointed south, approximately 1800 feet east of Chatsworth. It appears that this
connection would line up on the property line between 856 and 860 County Road I. Again, though, | see
no evidence of any easement there.

That location is a localized low spot on the conduit line, and would be a logical place to put a drain. It
also happens to be about the closest spot to Turtle Lake. If they did drain the conduit from that drain, it
seems likely that it could have gone into the lake.

One thing that | had found previously was that we had a record of selling raw water in the years
1936-1938. We may have assumed that this might have been to Turtle Lake. However, a deeper search of
our Board records shows that this raw water was sold to Ramsey County Parks to raise the levels in
Gervais, Coleman, Keller, and Phalen Lakes. | have not had time to research other years to see if there is
a mention of selling raw water. If our crews simply drained the conduit for our convenience back then,
there would be likely no record of that as it would not have been sold.

Hope this helps. If | get time in the next few weeks, | may look for more records of raw water sales. Let
me know if there is anything else | can do to help.

3/4/2014 4:00 PM




Jeffrey K. Vest
5385 Carlson Road
Shoreview, Minnesota 55126

651-484-3711/home 763-566-3722/fax

March 5, 2014

By Email Only
Sandy Martin
sandymartin444@comcast.net

Re:  Proposed Turtle Lake Augmentation
Our File No.: 2500

Dear Sandy:

Our family has resided on Turtle Lake for over 35 years. We and a number of our neighbors are
extremely concerned about the proposed water augmentation of Turtle Lake and request that the City
Council oppose any effort for augmentation.

While we anticipated that the rising level of the lake last year toward its normal level and the piles of
snow this winter even before March demonstrate the wisdom of letting nature restore water levels
naturally, we are advised that an aggressive effort continues to seek approval and completion of this
project, We respectfully request that you deny approval or funding of the Turtle Lake water augmentation
project.

We believe that the water augmentation project should be denied on the basis of a lack of need, financial
burdens, and the impact on land owner rights. There are practical, water quality, and financial objections
to the augmentation of water into Turtle Lake, A brief summary of why it Would not be wise to support
the augmentation of Turtle Lake includes the following:

Practical

1. Natural Cycle - There is a natural cycle in the water level of Turtle Lake. During the 35
years we have lived on the lake, there are periods the water level is lower and periods
when the water level is higher causing damage to our shoreline. Let nature take its natural
course.




Sandy Martin
File No.: 2500
March 5, 2014
Page 2

2. Water Levels - Our region just finished one of the most severe droughts of the century
causing all lakes in the area to go below their ordinary water levels. The argumentation
effort was fueled by a fear that the water levels would not return to normal. However,
normal precipitation returned last year and with it the lake level has made substantial
progress toward returning to normal levels, Significant snow meltoff this spring will again
raise water levels, We cannot be driven by emotional reaction to periodic fluctuations that
normally occur in nature.

3. “AS IS” Purchase - All lakeshore owners knew or should have known of the fluctuating
lake level when they purchased their property and take the lake in its “as is” condition,
Other owners should not be compelled to accept their personal preference through control
of lake levels effecting all owners.

4. Selective Benefit/Damage - While those that purchased property on the shallower areas of
the lake push for raising the water level, other properties are damaged by high water levels
and the force of ice eroding their shoreline.

Water Contamination

1. Existing Water Quality - We have been blessed with high water quality in Turtle Lake
resulting from limited run-off and inflow of water from other sources.

2, Poor Quality Water Sources - The Technical Memorandum of July 1, 2011 raises serious
concerns about the quality of water available for augmentation. Item 4 on pages 3 and 4
of the Memorandum warn of the risk of ferric chloride, algae, and phosphorus entering
Turtle Lake and concludes on Page 13 that the phosphorus concentration could increase
by up to 42%. The table on page 12 reflects that augmentation in Snail Lake increased the
total phosphorus by 46 % and the chlorophyll by 47%.

3. Invasive Species - The Technical Memorandum warns that “Invasive species in the source
water are a valid concern. Invasive species of concern include invasive aquatic plants
(Eurasian water milfoil, curlyleaf pondweed) and zebra mussels.” While a screening
system may be utilized to reduce the risk of zebra mussel infestation due to augmentation,
there is no guarantee the screening system will work and does not appear to address the
aquatic plant issues.

4, Restricted Operating Period - The Memorandum states that the system should not be run
from July through September due to the high phosphorus levels in the water source making
it unavailable when it would be needed the most.




Sandy Martin
File No.: 2500
March 5, 2014
Page 3

Financial

1. Substantial Cost - While the Memorandum estimates the cost of implementing the project
at $1,000,000, it is likely that current prices and costs of addressing issues raised would
result in a substantially increased final project cost. It should also be noted that SEH, Inc.,
the company preparing the concept evaluation and cost estimate in the Technical
Memorandum, would potentially benefit financially from engineering an augmentation
project.

2. Cost Shifting - The property owners benefitting from the project as an improvement to
their property are compelling others to pay the cost for a project potentially damaging their

property.

3. LID Formation - The formation of a LID as a taxing authority under the control of a
limited, selective group of individuals potentially not representative of the concerns of lake
property owners. This should deeply concern the City Council and property owners:
suffering this loss of control.

4, Super Majority Vote - Because this decision has such significant and long-
term consequences and should not be driven by a slight majority of lakeshore property
owners making an emotional appeal following a low water level cycle in Turtle Lake, the
City Council should require approval by a “Super Majority” of at least 75% of the
homeowners before this decision should be imposed upon all property owners.

The practical, water quality, and financial objections to the augmentation of water into Turtle Lake serve
as the basis for our request that the Shoreview City Council reject any proposal to approve or fund water

augmentation into Turtle Lake.

Respectfully Yours,

effrey K. Vest

JKV/bim




TO: MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS

FROM: TERRY SCHWERM
CITY MANAGER
DATE: MARCH 6, 2014

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION REGARDING PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO TOBACCO LICENSING
REGULATIONS

INTRODUCTION

At its December workshop meeting, the City Council discussed proposed amendments to the
City’s tobacco licensing regulations intended to strengthen some of the language as it relates to
e-cigarettes. At that meeting, Katie Engman from the Ramsey Tobacco Coalition and Betsy
Brock from the Association for Non-Smokers-Minnesota also discussed the growing use of little
cigars and cigarillos that often come in different flavors. It was suggested that the City may
want to consider regulating these items through minimum pack size and minimum pricing. The
representatives from ANSR-MN indicated that they would provide some additional information
to the City Council and staff to review.

BACKGROUND

At the December meeting, the discussion by the City Council focused primarily on the proposed
ordinance revision related to e-cigarettes. As was noted at that meeting, the City’s current
ordinance does a good job of regulating nicotine delivery devices (e-cigarettes fall under this
definition), however, the City Attorney is recommending several minor amendments to the City
Code. The proposed amendment (attached) provides a stronger and broader definition of
nicotine delivery devices. In addition, the proposed changes extend the City’s regulation that
prohibits tobacco or tobacco related product use and sampling in retail establishments to these
delivery devices. This would prevent the opening of a vaping lounge. All other regulations
pertaining to the licensing and sale of tobacco products would also apply to e-cigarettes.

Attached is a report that was prepared by the Association for Non-Smokers-MN titled “Little
Cigars, Cigarillos and Cigars: A Guide for Local Communities”that discusses the growing use of
these products by youth. The report includes some proposed language amendments that
would provide more regulation of these products. The amendment requires that these
products be sold in a minimum pack size of five cigars and that single cigars have a minimum
retail price of $2.10. Price promotions and discounting of these products would not be excluded
from this restriction.




Staff has reviewed the proposed language included in the report with Joe Kelly from our City
Attorney’s office. Mr. Kelly indicates that based on recent court decisions, the proposed
language is legal, however, staff also has some concerns since other Minnesota cities have not
adopted language that is so comprehensive.

Some of the concerns include the following:

1. Since other Minnesota cities have not yet adopted regulations that are this
comprehensive and since the proposed language establishes minimum package sizes
and costs, the City could be more susceptible to some type of court challenge. Although
staff believes this is a low risk, it should be noted that Shoreview would have one of the
first ordinances addressing this issue in the state.

2. Staffis also concerned with the overall effectiveness of this ordinance. Since Shoreview
would likely be one of the few cities adopting this type of ordinance, people interested
in buying this product could go to a neighboring city to purchase the product. Staff
believes this is a regulation that would be far more effective as a Statewide regulation.

3. Enforcing the new regulations is a concern of staff. We currently don’t have the staff
available to check or monitor the retailers who have licenses to sell tobacco products.
The City relies on the Ramsey County Sheriff’s Department and North Suburban Tobacco
Compliance Project to perform the two compliance checks each year. This type of
regulation would presumably require more frequent inspections of the licensees by staff
and representatives of the Sheriff's Department.

SUMMARY

Historically, the City has been very supportive of efforts to limit youth access to tobacco
products. The City Attorney and staff are generally comfortable with the proposed language
regulating little cigars and cigarillos, but are concerned about its overall effectiveness and
enforcement. Staff continues to recommend the adoption of language to strengthen the e-
cigarette regulation. Staff is seeking City Council direction on how they would like to proceed
on this matter.








































Executive summary

The Ramsey Tobacco Coalition, a program of the Association for Nonsmokers-MN
(ANSR), works to reduce youth access to tobacco throughout communities in Ramsey
County. Because youth are price sensitive, a proven youth tobacco prevention strategy
is to make it harder for youth to obtain tobacco products by increasing their price. This
is especially true for little cigars and cigarillos. These sweet, flavored tobacco products
are much less expensive than cigarettes, in part because they are sold individually.
These products are heavily promoted to youth and, as a result, are popular with them.
According the Minnesota Department of Health, 40% of Minnesota high school students
report that they have tried cigars.

Communities can help prevent youth from becoming addicted to cigars by regulating the
sale of these harmful products at the local level.

‘The cigars of today

The cigar market has changed. Unlike the large stogies of the past, the newest
generation of cigars is cheap, flavored, and smaller in size. The rapidly growing
availability of these cheap cigars caused the sale of cigars to double in the U.S. from
2000 to 2012." Today, cigars are available in numerous flavors, sizes, and price points
making them appealing and accessible to youth.

¢ Flavoring. Cigars are available in many flavors such as: chocolate, ba boom
strawberry kiwi, grape, watermelon, and pineapple.

e Size. Cigars are sold in a number of sizes and go by different names such as:
cigar, cigarillo, blunt, and little cigar. These terms are often used
interchangeably; there is no standard definition. Pack size is also variable.
Cigars are commonly sold as singles, two-packs, three-packs, and five-packs.

s Price point. Cigars can be extremely cheap. For example, it is not uncommon
to find a two-pack selling for $0.89-$1.00. This makes them accessible to price
sensitive youth.

See Appendix A for examples of cigars available for sale in Minnesofa.

Cigar use is on the rise

Thanks in large part to policy efforts, cigarette smoking is declining. However, cigar use
is increasing. From 2000 to 2012, cigarette consumption decreased by 33.8%. During
the same period, cigar use increased by 124%.% This increase is likely due to the
proliferation of cheap, flavored cigars as well as to the fact that cigars are generally less
regulated than cigarettes.




Cigar use is common among Minnesota high school students. According to the 2011
Minnesota Youth Tobacco and Asthma Survey, 40% of Minnesota high school students
report ever using cheap, flavored cigars or cigarillos.?

Percent of Minnesota High School Students who have EVER
used specific tobacco products, 2011

Female Male Total
Cigarettes 37% 43% 40%
Cigars, cigarillos or little cigars 21% 41% 31%
Flavored cigars, cigarillos or little 21% 36% 29%
cigars

Cigar use is also common among students in Mounds View Public Schools. Twenty-
seven percent (27%) of 12" grade males and 13% of 12" grade females enrolled in
ISD# 621 report that they have used cigars in the last 30 days.*

Health impact

Cigar use results in the same, or similar, health problems as cigarette smoking. Cigar
smoking causes oral cancer as well as cancer of the lung, esophagus, and larynx.

Cigar smoking also results in heart disease and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease.’

Cigars deliver nicotine, which is a highly addictive stimulant. The flavorings in cigars
help mask the harshness of smoke. Therefore, flavored cigars can serve as a gateway
to new smokers, who then become addicted.

Marketing

The science is clear; tobacco marketing is causally linked to tobacco use in both youth
and adults.®” Cigars, in particular, are aggressively marketed to youth. Cigar
companies freely use Facebook and YouTube to promote their products. Hip hop artists
popular with youth such as Snoop Dogg and Lil' Wayne are brand ambassadors for
cigar lines.

See Appendix B for examples of cigar marketing.

Regulation

Little cigars are less regulated than cigarettes even though they cause the same health
problems.

In 2009, the FDA was granted the authority to regulate tobacco. This regulated
cigarettes in a number of ways:




e The sale of single cigarettes, or “loosies” was prohibited. Cigarettes are now
required to be sold in packs of 20. In response, tobacco companies increased
the sale and marketing of little cigars in single and small pack sizes. While
virtually the same product as a traditional cigarette, little cigars can legally be
sold singly or in small pack sizes, resulting in much lower prices.

e The sale of flavored cigarettes was prohibited. However, the sale of flavored
cigars is still allowed.

Additionally, cigar companies are also able to avoid many of the marketing restrictions
placed on the cigarette companies. Tobacco marketing is largely regulated by the
Minnesota Tobacco Settlement and the Master Settlement Agreement. Because most
cigars are manufactured by companies that were not part of these settlements, the
restrictions do not apply.

Finally, cigars are taxed differently than cigarettes at both the federal and state levels.
This can result in lower taxes, especially for very cheap products.

Policy options

Communities across the country can, and have, enacted ordinances that require cigars
to be sold in larger packages and set a minimum price for single cigars. These
ordinances help increase the price of cigars, which make them less accessible to youth.
Boston, Massachusetts and nearly 30 surrounding communities implemented such
ordinances in recent years. Most recently, New York City enacted a policy in November
2013.

See Appendix C for sample policy language.
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Appendix C

Sample Language to Regulate the Sale of Cheap Single Cigars

Background

The attached language should be added to your existing tobacco ordinance. The bulk of
the new required language is under the “definitions” and “license restrictions” sections.

In the definitions section, you should add a definition for cigar and tighten up the
“loosies” definition. Tightening up the loosies language makes it clearer and makes it
match with the single cigar provisions.

In the “license restriction” section, cities can add the language proposed (see License
Restrictions-b). This language says that cigars must be sold in original packages of 5
unless the cigar is at least $2.10 apiece. In other words, if a cigar package contains 1-4
cigars, each cigar is considered a single and must be sold for at least $2.10 before
sales tax. Here is how pricing would work:

1 cigar: can be sold for at least $2.10 (before sales tax)

2 pack of cigars: can be sold for at least $4.20 (before sales tax)
3 pack of cigars: can be sold for at least $6.30 (before sales tax)
4 pack of cigars: can be sold for at least $8.40 (before sales tax)

5 pack of cigars: can be sold at market rate

The language also makes it clear that cigars that are part of a promotion (buy-one-get-
one, $0.75 off, etc.) are not exempt.
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