To: Scott Anderson, Senior Engineer
From: Penn Lake Watershed District Association
Date: February 5, 2010

Transmitted by email

Comments from the Penn Lake Watershed District Association due February 5, 2010

The following are written comments on the “second” draft of the Lower Penn Lake Management Plan
dated January 2010 which was set for Public Hearing on January 25, 2010 and will be set for action on
March 1, 2010. Comments are set forth by section and are also specifically set forth in the attached plan
edited and marked to show the comments in context. (If there are any differences between this memo and
the attached redline, this memo should prevail. | worked on this memo first, then transferred comments to
the plan, then made improvements in this memo, and I could have forgotten to then transfer all the
improvements to the separate plan document). The residents listed on the attached signature sheet agree
with these comments. Some residents may provide additional comments directly.

Introduction — no comments
Background — no comment
History — no comments

Characteristics of Lower Penn Lake -- 5 changes

1. In the January 2010 draft, the four words in bold were added to this sentence

“A groundwater well, originally constructed in 1976 to augment the lake, has not been used for lake level
augmentation since 2003.” This addition is not acceptable as is, because it isn’t a complete explanation.
We would prefer that the four words be deleted, because no reason for the original construction is needed
for this particular sentence or the section; also the four words are not a complete explanation of the reason
for the well. OR, the sentence needs to be modified so that it does provide a complete explanation, such as
“A groundwater well was originally constructed as part of large project undertaken in 1976 to create a
neighborhood fishing resource. The well provided a consistent water level and aeration to enhance the
fishery and public access, but it has not been used for lake level augmentation since 2003.”

2. In the January 2010 draft, this sentence was added to the plan:

“Operation of the in-lake system has been successful to date in maintaining oxygen levels for the existing
fish population.” As mentioned in the comments given to the Council on January 25, this sentence is too
optimistic. We haven’t had a fish study to know if the number and type of fish in the lake before the
recirculator was implemented, and we didn’t complete a fish study during the summer to determine the
number and type of fish in the lake after the recirculator was used. A more accurate sentence would be:
“Operation of the in-lake system has been successful to date in avoiding a complete winter Kill of the
existing fish population.”

3 and 4. The purpose of this section should be to recite facts about the lake that are relevant to the plan and
to record its condition at the time of the adoption of the plan, in other words, to give the reader a picture of
the lake. Only factual information belongs in this section. The following two sentences are not factual
statements about the lake but are explanations about certain conditions that are not Penn Lake’s condition
at this time. We request that these sentences either be deleted or modified to relate in some way to Penn
Lake:



Delete: The water quality of these lakes can fluctuate daily and seasonally and experience anoxia (depletion
of oxygen), fish kills, or even toxic conditions (blue-green algae blooms can sometimes become toxic and
can cause rash or illness in animals and potentially people).

OR modify as:

The water quality of hypereutrophic lakes can fluctuate daily and seasonally and experience anoxia
(depletion of oxygen), fish kills, or even toxic conditions (blue-green algae blooms can sometimes become
toxic and can cause rash or illness in animals and potentially people). Residents reported dead birds in
1990 during a summer when well water was not used to augment and aerate, but there have not been
reports of this type of effect from toxic conditions recently. No data is collected on oxygen levels in the
summer.

Delete: Native vegetative buffers not only provide wildlife habitat, but can filter pollutants and uptake
excess nutrients from surface runoff.

OR modify as:

Native vegetative buffers can provide wildlife habitat, filter pollutants and uptake excess nutrients from
surface runoff; however, in an urban environment they need careful maintenance as they can also collect
trash, become infested with invasive species and weeds and create security issues when they interfere with
supervision of children or pets or provide cover for intruders.

5. Several people want to delete the words “and reports of” relating to the fox and the bald eagle (3" to last
paragraph of this section). There have been enough sightings of them that everyone is very sure that they
are part of the Penn Lake ecosystem now.

Well — numerous changes
See below

Characteristics of Shallow Lakes — two comments

The purpose of this section seems to be to a lesson about the DNR’s latest perspectives on small lakes like
Penn Lake and how this relates to Penn Lake. We believe that if this section is to be relevant to this plan,
then the relationship should be more completely described with the text provided. Specifically, the
criterion of minimal connectivity to impervious surface is listed as a characteristic of a healthy lake. But
this criterion is not mentioned in the discussion of Lower Penn Lake. This criterion is a very distinguishing
point, so it really can’t be excluded from the discussion.

1. In the first paragraph relating the DNR information to Penn Lake, an additional characteristic from the
DNR’s material should be added and clarification added so that the paragraph reads:

“Based on observations and data collected to date, Lower Penn Lake can be classified as a shallow lake in a
stable turbid water state that is characterized by connectivity to impervious areas and stormwater runoff as
well as largely absent submerged vegetation with fish populations that disturb and re-suspend lake-bottom
sediments (see Appendix E). High chlorophyll-a levels are also common, limiting light penetration and
consuming oxygen.”

2. The last paragraph of this section states that the intent of the plan and a goal of the plan is to move the
lake closer to a healthier shallow lake (presumably with the healthy features discussed in the section). But
the goal section of the plan is actually later in the plan document and does not use the DNR criteria about
shallow lakes that are quoted in this section. We think that this language should be changed to better
explain why this section is in this plan, as follows:

“This plan, its strategies or alternatives and goals should be designed to improve the quality of the lake
such that it can achieve as many of the criteria of a healthy, stable shallow lake as may be possible in its
urban environment.”

Lower Penn Lake Classifications and Goals — two comments
This section contains a three-paragraph section about the DNR’s classification of Penn Lake. 1. The
second paragraph includes a sentence that is a general recommendation from the DNR about vegetative



buffers and is not specific to Penn Lake. That sentence doesn’t fit in this area of the plan, which is devoted
to specific characteristics of Penn Lake, so it should be deleted.

2. The last paragraph of that three-paragraph section paraphrases some information purportedly from DNR
Fisheries. We would like this paragraph to read more consistently with the last document that DNR
Fisheries produced about Penn Lake, which is its 1998 Lake Management Plan, specifically as follows:
“DNR Fisheries stated in its 1998 Lake Management Plan that the lake receives high phosphorus loading,
and the poor water quality increases the chance of winterkill. It also acknowledged that the lake exfiltrates
and doesn’t maintain a constant water level without intervention. The 1998 plan provides for an aeration
system to help to avoid a winterkill. It set forth a restocking plan if a winterkill does occur.”

Future Objectives and Goals for Lower Penn Lake — no comments

Implementation Strategies — two comments

1. This section seems to say that the plan isn’t set in stone and may be changed as needed. There is also
some discussion about funding philosophy. We do not think that this discussion belongs in the plan at this
time. Either the plan will evolve to identify a particular grant opportunity (i.e. Lessard Legacy funds) or it
will be an implemented as we can or as needed basis. Further, City funding discussion will be undertaken
by the City Council in determining budgets or allocating funds for various projects in accordance with City
rules. Penn Lake is a public park with one-third of its shoreline being public property; it is a unique public
space as it is the only boat ramp east of France Avenue and only one of two public fishing piers with off-
street parking and picnic facilities east of France. It serves to handle stormwater for all the occupants of a
1200 plus acre area and serves to protect an unmeasured public area from flooding—no other water body in
Bloomington bears this 40 to 1 ratio load. Thus, any project undertaken has a wide public benefit and
could never be characterized as having a limited benefit. Further, discussions of funding should not bog
down because there’s a concern that one lake is getting a disproportionate share of funding. One sub-
watershed and one of just two public parks in eastern Bloomington with fishing piers are getting
maintenance that hasn’t occurred in 30 years. More information on this concern is provided in tehh
attached file named “Bloomington Parks list.” Thus, there are no goals on the implementation strategies
list that have limited benefit at this time—they all have a east Bloomington-wide, watershed-wide
implication, and we therefore request that these sentences be deleted:

“Funding and the expenditure of the City’s public resources must be considered on a City-wide scale as to
not disproportionately direct efforts solely to Lower Penn Lake at the expense of other locations.
Additionally, efforts that provide limited benefit to the larger public will require appropriate contribution
from the actual beneficiaries or interested parties.”

OR, these sentences could be modified as:

“Funding and the expenditure of the City’s public resources will be considered by the City Council in
accordance with its standard policies and procedures. There may be funding from other sources available,
such as grants for lake associations, and the stakeholders will pursue other funding sources if possible.”

2. There should be an addition to this area about continuing communication with the residents—
perhaps setting a meeting schedule of once per quarter—the first month or something—where resident
volunteers meet with the City to review data collected and progress toward goals, something like:
"The residents and the City should continue to meet periodically to share information and assess the
progress on the plan.”

Lake Level and Groundwater Well — rework section to shorten it, make it more accurate and complete
and change the strategy for the well

This purpose of this section seems to be to explain that the City will not support the use of the well and to
justify that unpopular position. The use of the well has been an area of disagreement between the residents
on one hand and the DNR and the City on the other hand. The DNR has admitted that it has interpreted the
1993 law that affects the use of the well in different way over the past 17 years; yet, there seems to be no
flexibility in the discourse on this topic now. We do not agree with the City, and we would prefer that this
section take a different approach entirely. However, we understand the present state of the discourse, and
in order to move forward with a plan, we are willing to acknowledge the basic and present facts in this



plan, but there are statements in this section that are inaccurate and are not facts and go beyond the amount
necessary for this plan, so, at a minimum, this section does need extensive revisions. Simply put, we do not
believe that there needs to be five paragraphs on the topic consuming over one page of the plan. Our
preference would be to agree on a strategy now for use of the 10 million gallons and the comments
provided below are to that end. One reason for our position is that the use of aeration is cheaper than re-
stocking each year. The recirculator costs $700 of electricity, and even if we also used the pump for
10million gallons, that would only add about $600 to that cost. Alternatively, with winter fish kills,
restocking would be done. Smith Pond is restocked with over 700 fish each spring, and it is only 10-acre
pond. Restocking to fishable conditions for a 30 acre pond would be more expensive than aerating.
Another reason is that we have not collected or researched and examined any data that supports the
contention that the water table used by the well actively interacts with the glacial aquifers or the Mississippi
River (the two sources of drinking water for Bloomington and much of the metro area). Nor do we know if
that watertable has changed much over the past 30 years. If the City doesn’t want to agree to inserting our
proposed strategy now in this plan, it should still agree to dial back this section. At a minimum, we want to
revise the second paragraph with most of the revisions set forth below and delete the third, fourth and fifth
paragraphs and replace them with a final sentence much like a sentence that was present in a previous draft
of the plan but has since disappeared: “Based on the current interpretation of the above cited State statute
by the DNR, the City does not support continuing to use the well to access groundwater in excess of
10million gallons per year.”

Also, the second paragraph needs to be re-worked to be more accurate. We are still working with Barr
Engineering to determine that actual rates that should go in to this paragraph, and we will provide that as
soon as we can. But for purposes of meeting today’s deadline and providing you with the comment and
general direction, we request that the first sentence should read:

“An independent water balance study (Appendix H) and an earlier investigation that included Lower Penn
Lake have demonstrated that the well, running at full capacity of 400 gallons per minutes, will fill the lake
to normal elevation at the rate of approximately one-half inch per day. But the normal lake elevation is not
static; the Lake does lose water through natural processes (evaporation, at about one inch per week, and
exfiltration, which is estimated to be ***).”

The rest of the second paragraph just needs to be re-arranged alittle to read better and needs to be expanded
to include correct factual information and a complete explanation:

“Due to the loses through these natural processes, and due to loss through the outflow to prevent flooding
set at 807, and in the absence of any precipitation, in the past the well was run continuously in order to
maintain a constant lake elevation of 807, resulting in an annual groundwater use of 100-150 million
gallons. As cited above, since passage in 1993, State Statute 103G.271 Subd. 5 prohibits the use of
groundwater for the primary purpose of maintaining or increasing surface water levels in excess of 10
million gallons per year. While the allowed rate of 10 million gallons per year represents less than 10% of
the typical water volume historically used to maintain the water level of Lower Penn Lake during drier
periods, with a different strategy for operating the well, the 10million gallons can still be very beneficial for
aeration and providing an enhanced habitat for fish. If the pump is used at full capacity of 400 gallons per
minute, the pump can be used for 19 days either in the spring to refresh oxygen levels depleted by a long
winter, in the fall to ensure that the Lake has enough depth to support its fish population through the winter,
during the winter as a back up aeration system or for other pertinent reasons. If the pump is modified to
allow a rate of operation less than 400 gallons per minute, the number of days can be increased
proportionately to as many as 200 days per year.”

If the City Staff refuses to delete the third, fourth and fifth paragraphs, then we request that they be
modified heavily to be more factual and relevant to Penn Lake. Several sentences in the third paragraph are
wishful thinking by the DNR for healthy shallow lakes. Penn Lake’s large watershed and quickly
fluctuating levels may not allow the same benefits that natural lakes may have from subtler, more natural
fluctuations. A revised third paragraph would be as follows:

“While a constant water level may be aesthetically desirable, shallow lakes like Lower Penn will
experience fluctuating water levels. The lake’s large suburban watershed area often contributes to a quick
bounce in lake elevation after a precipitation/runoff event often above the normal elevation, while



evaporation and exfiltration are visibly noticed between rain events due in part to the shallow topography
of the lake-bottom.”

The fourth paragraph is simply an emphasis of the DNR’s current viewpoint, and it doesn’t need to be more
than one sentence. Further, since the letter is attached as an Appendix to the plan, it does not need to be
recited in the plan document. The fourth paragraph, if maintained at all, should be simply:

“In reference to Statute 103G.271 Subd. 5 pertaining to the use of groundwater to augment surface waters
in excess of 10 million gallons per year, the DNR Division of Waters, in a letter dated August 31, 2009
(Appendix 1) in review of the draft management plan, clearly stated that its current viewpoint is that there
is absolutely no exception to this statute and no variances are possible under any circumstance.”

Lastly, the fifth paragraph is another emphasis of a viewpoint that is already clear. But if you must use the
word sustainability at least once in this plan for political purposes, the paragraph should read:

“The City believes that the use of groundwater resources for the primary purpose of maintaining surface
water levels is not a sustainable practice in keeping with the City of Bloomington’s Strategic Vision to be
an even more sustainable community. The City does not support continuing to use the well beyond 10
million gallons per year to maintain high water levels.”

Add stuff to the plan?

Goals
The goals are listed in paragraph form in pages 11-17 of the plan and also on a table on the last page.
These three comments relate to both types of listing:

1. The goals should be listed in the order in which they can or intend to be achieved (based in part on
priority). Please see attached for our requested order.

2. Delete Alternative R. This is absolutely not needed in the near future, and we are advocating a different
strategy for use of the 10million gallons, which would ensure that the pump remains operational, never
triggering a question of state law requiring that the well be sealed.

3. Add these goals:

Repair the fishing pier.

Lower the boat ramp.

Re-enroll in the DNR’s FiN Program
Explore strategies for retarding exfiltration

If you want a purpose statement and criteria for each goal, just let us know—uwe just ran out of time in
drafting these comments. For all four, the purposes are generally to take actions necessary to continue
Penn Lake as a public resource for fishing, which is a primary goal for the Lake.

We are also recommending specific revisions to many of the paragraphs that describe individual goals. The
revisions are requested because many of the paragraphs contain bullet points that aren’t really facts that
explain or elaborate on the goal or are redundant of information in the plan or in the purpose statement for
the goal immediately within that paragraph. The bullet points should not repeat information from the body
of the plan but be strictly about that goal. These types of comments have been made directly on the
attached plan.

In the order of current appearance:

Public education—assign this a lower priority—and estimated cost should be reduced because it was
clarified that this number was for the City’s whole stormwater plan. Consider adding a point about
targeting information to the watershed that contributes runoff to Penn Lake. We are willing to sticker
storm sewers if the Watershed District would please respond to my multiple requests for stickers.



Remove accumulated sediment—make this the third item on the list only because there are two already
being done and those should be first--revise bullet point about locations to include all the areas where
sediment has accumulated, specifically “Locations include immediate storm sewer inlets, areas around
sediment ponds and the area at the end of the boat ramp and parking lot and areas where sediment has
accumulated or settled due to the effects of a high volume of stormwater runoff rushing in to Penn Lake
during rain events.” Revise the final bullet to indicate that the schedule may be “or more frequently
depending upon inspection results.”

Winter aeration—move to being first on the list because this is already being done and it is the highest
priority—and change to be simply Aeration--the goal should not be limited to the 2090-2010 year and it
should not be limited to lake freeze up below 803. This goal should be listed as follows:

“Operate the well not to exceed 10 million gallons per year for aeration if the lake elevation is below the
inlet of the recirculator system, in the event the recirculator or other aeration systems fail or for other
pertinent reasons.”  Add to goal: “Investigate whether a variable drive for the pump would provide better
options for back up aeration.” And “Exercise pump four times per year to maintain pump in operational
status.” The estimated cost should be reduced to $700 per year for recirculator only; $600 per year
additional for pump.

Water quality monitoring—Iist this second as it is already being done—delete redundant material and
revise as indicated to be more accurate.

Fish inventory—Ilist this as sixth on the list--we desire more specificity on and commitment to fish re-
stocking, especially if rough fish removal is anticipated. Revise the last bullet point to read “Determine
details for a fish re-stocking plan to re-stock lake to fishable conditions which will be comparable to the
restocking provided to Smith Pond.”

Rough fish removal—Ilist this as twelfth on the list-- delete redundant material.

Alum treatment—Iist this as thirteenth on the list--this treatment is fairly expensive and will have limited
effectiveness unless phosphorus loading of the lake is reduced. We request that the final bullet point be
revised to increase the acknowledgement of this condition “An alum treatment would only be effective and
recommended after removal or rough fish and placement of barriers to prevent re-introduction and after the
removal of sediment. Reconstruction of sediment ponds should also occur prior to the alum treatment.”

Barley Straw Application—Iist this as fourteenth on the list--Residents met with Staff to discuss this goal
and don’t have further concerns as long as this clarifying bullet point is added “would not be implemented
before removal of rough fish and removal of sediment or before a source of funding is identified.”

Improving the Well—the residents obtained a non-binding estimate for replacing the current pump cost.
The estimated cost should be reduced to $3,000. The pump must be maintained or rplaced to achieve the
aeration goals, so these two words have been deleted from this non-recommended goal.

Conclusion

In closing, the residents of Lower Penn Lake wanted to pursue a lake management plan because the 2005
DNR letter suggested a lake management plan was needed to support an application for a pump permit. We
have since learned, most clearly in its August 2009 letter, that the DNR has changed its mind. Thus, the
pursuit of a plan is now more a function of finding common ground on a strategy for the City and the
residents to face the inevitable changes to the Lake that will occur. The lack of maintenance to the Lake
and the apathy to the high phosphorus levels can no longer be ignored by covering it up with a consistently
high and aesthetically favorable water level. Our comments provide changes to the present draft that are
absolutely necessary to achieving a plan that the residents can support.

While many of us feel that the plan could have more vision or a broader goal, and we provided these
comments at the January 25 public hearing, after discussion with Staff, and given the limited time we have
for providing these comments, we are not going to pursue those types of comments at this time. Also,



evolving information about the availability for grants from the Legacy Fund may provide new information
shortly about opportunities for broader possibilities, and the plan anticipates that the implementation
strategies can evolve as funding sources are identified.

We look forward to your response.
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Lower Penn Lake Management Plan

Februarydanuary 2010
City of Bloomington

Public Works Department
Engineering Division

Introduction

The goal of this management plan is to identify potential specific actions or improvements for
Lower Penn Lake (DNR #27-0004-00) to address public input, agency direction, state statute,
and to establish a future management direction for the lake. This plan attempts to balance the
desires of the public with the City’s Park Master Plan, Comprehensive Surface Water
Management Plan, Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program, Nine Mile Creek Watershed
District Water Management Plan and Rules, DNR Rules and guidance, and State Statute. Final
implementation of components of this plan will be dependent on public input, adequacy of
available funding, level of participation from other agencies and interested parties, and City
Council direction.

Background

On Tuesday, April 17, 2007, Engineering staff hosted a public information meeting to discuss
the management of Lower Penn Lake. The purpose of the meeting was to provide the public
with background and a brief history of construction activities/management practices previously
performed relating to Lower Penn Lake. A short survey/request for comments about the lake
was sent prior to the meeting to approximately 130 area properties within 500 feet of the lake’s
shoreline — 44 responses were received. In addition, meeting notices and solicitation for
comments were advertised in the Sun Current and posted on the City’s web site.

A summary of the presentation (Appendix A) is attached. Comments from residents (also
Appendix A) were addressed at the public information meeting and have been considered in the
development of the draft plan.

The first draft plan (Appendix B) was presented to the public for comments on August 8, 2007.
A number of comments revealed the need to collect more information and explore alternatives
that benefit the lake water quality, fish habitat, and wildlife habitat without specifically
excluding one or more of the main public uses. Many of the public comments and discussions
leading to the development of the management plan have revolved around the use of a
groundwater well at the north end of the lake to maintain consistent lake levels. State Statute
103G.271 Subd. 5a (Appendix C) significantly limits use of groundwater for the purposes of
augmenting the lake.

After the August 8, 2007 public meeting, a small group of lakeside residents volunteered to work
closely with City staff to help guide direction of future data collection efforts and development




of the management plan. City staff (and in some instances DNR and Watershed District staff)

met with the resident group (this group later formed the Lower Penn Lake Association) on six

occasions; November 27, 2007, December 18, 2007, April 15, 2008, February 3, 2009, June 2,
2009, and August 25, 2009. These meetings focused on determining the direction for a second
draft of the management plan and sharing results of data collection efforts.

A public information meeting was held again on September 22, 2009 to present a second draft
management plan reflecting comments from the previous draft and public meeting as well as the
input provided from the resident group/Lower Penn Lake Association. DNR and Watershed
District representatives were also present to take questions and provide information specific to
the lake.

On October 13, 2009, City staff met with the Lower Penn Lake Association to review comments
and to finalize this plan.

History

The following is a brief chronological history of construction and management activities on
Lower Penn Lake.
e 1958 — Prior to 1958, Lower Penn Lake was a landlocked depressional wetland area
possibly cultivated at times.
e 1958 — Trunk storm sewer system from 1-494 to Upper Penn Lake was constructed
including connection between Upper and Lower Penn Lakes and an outlet for Lower
Penn Lake.
e 1971 — Trunk storm sewer system from 35W to Lower Penn Lake was constructed.
e 1974 — A report by Braun Intertec investigated the potential for dredging and lake-
bottom sealing.
e 1974 — A DNR survey of the lake reported a maximum depth of 3 % feet.
e 1974 — Long dry periods lowered the lake elevation and exposed large mud flat areas.
e 1976 — Lower Penn Lake improvement project was constructed as a cooperative
project involving the City, DNR, and other agencies. The project included:
» Excavation at north end to provide deeper water;
» Construction of a well and aeration system — DNR permit authorizing
augmentation to improve the fishery;
Public access to lake with parking;
Public picnic area;
Fish stocking by the DNR (sunfish, bass, northern pike);
Construction of a fishing pier at the north end of the lake; and
Construction of sediment ponds at three storm sewer inlets.
e 1976 — The normal water level of Lower Penn Lake was established at 808.0.
e 1977 — Some homes along the south end of the lake flooded due to the August 30-31
rain event.
e 1981 — Pump motor on well replaced.
e 1982 — Well screen cleaned.
¢ 1984 — DNR groundwater augmentation permit amended from 60.5 MGY to 200
MGY.
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1987 — Some homes adjacent to Lower Penn Lake flooded due to July 20-23 rain
events.
1989 — Storm sewer improvement construction to address July 1987 flooding
included:
» New outlet constructed re-establishing the lake’s normal level at 807.0;
» Construction of a storm sewer connection between Adelmann Pond and
Upper Penn Lake to equalize normal water levels providing better flood
protection.
1989 - City-wide floodproofing project constructed at some homes on Lower Penn
Lake (mainly on the south side of lake) providing protection from the one percent
chance rain event.
1989 — Permit condition for replacement of the outlet and establishment of the 807.0
normal level included augmentation from May through September.
1990 — The DNR suspended the groundwater augmentation permit to protect
groundwater supplies (April).
1990 - The groundwater augmentation permit was reinstated at the City’s request to
maintain game fish population (September).
1991 — The DNR authorized use of the well for winter aeration to prevent winter Kill
of fish.
1994 — State Statute 103G.271 Subd. 5a revoked all existing groundwater
augmentation permits in excess of 10,000,000 gallons per year for the primary
purpose of maintaining or increasing surface water levels in the seven-county
metropolitan area.
2003 — The Nine Mile Creek Watershed District Completed the Penn Lake Use
Attainability Analysis.
2005 — DNR evaluations of Lower Penn Lake concluded that augmenting the lake
with groundwater is not effective for fisheries management under the current plan.
Existing permit to remain in effect for up to three years to allow time for re-
evaluation.
2006 — Public Works received a number of inquiries expressing concern over low
water levels at Lower Penn Lake requesting use of the groundwater well. Water
elevations that summer ranged from 807 in April, to 805.1 in July, to 807 in
September. An information notice was mailed to residents explaining spring
precipitation, use of the well, and development of the management plan.
2007 — First draft management plan created based on public input and comments
received in April. Plan reviewed by City Council in July and presented to the public
in August.
2007 — Small group of residents informally established to work more closely with
City and Watershed District staff to address gaps, collect more data, and revise
management plan to more clearly identify alternatives for implementing
improvements. This group later formed the Lower Penn Lake Association.
2008 — The Nine Mile Creek Watershed District assisted with the collection of data
and completed a water balance for the lake.
2009 — The Lower Penn Lake Association/resident group drafted a management plan
for Lower Penn Lake.




e 2009 — Engineering staff completed the second draft of the Lower Penn Lake
Management Plan incorporating goals from the resident drafted plan, input received
from the public information meeting, results of the data collection efforts, and input
from other agencies.

e 2009 — Public meeting to take comments on the second draft plan.

e 2010 — January 25, 2010 public hearing to consider approval of the final plan.

Characteristics of Lower Penn Lake

With a mean depth of approximately 4 feet and a maximum depth of 7 to 10 feet, Lower Penn
Lake is considered a shallow lake. The lake is approximately 32 acres in size and receives runoff
from over 1,200 acres of suburban/urban landscape, including two major interstates (I-35W and
1-494). The lake has a fixed gravity outlet that establishes a normal level of 807.0. This
elevation was established in 1989 to provide flood storage for the Penn Lake watershed and
protection to nearby private properties. The lake was originally connected to the storm sewer
system in 1958. A groundwater well, originally constructed in 1976-te-augment-the-lake, has not
been used for lake level augmentation since 2003. The well was still used for winter aeration for
the prevention of fish kills until 2008, when the in-lake recirculation system, also originally
constructed in 1976 began operation. Operation of the in-lake system has been successful to date
in maintaining-exygentevelsfor-avoiding a complete winter Kill of the existing fish population.
An added benefit of using the in-lake system has been a reduced area of open water thereby not
attracting the large over-wintering waterfowl population that was present in past years.
[Comment: In the last draft, the words to augment the lake were added to the sentence “A
groundwater well, originally constructed in 1976, has not been used for lake level augmentation
since 2003.” This addition is not acceptable as is, because it isn’t a complete explanation. We
would prefer that the four words be deleted, because no reason for the original construction is
needed for this particular sentence or the section and the four words are not a complete
explanation of the reason for the well OR, the sentence needs to be modified so that it does
provide a complete explanation, such as “A groundwater well was originally constructed as part
of large project undertaken in 1976 to create a neighborhood fishing resource. The well provided
a consistent water level and aeration to enhance the fishery and public access, but it has not been
used for lake level augmentation since 2003.” ] [Comment: Also in the last draft, this sentence
was added to the plan: “Operation of the in-lake system has been successful to date in
maintaining oxygen levels for the existing fish population.” As mentioned in the comments
given to the Council on January 25, this sentence is too optimistic. We haven’t had a fish study
to know if the number and type of fish in the lake before the recirculator was implemented, and
we didn’t complete a fish study during the summer to determine the number and type of fish in
the lake after the recirculator was used. A more accurate sentence would be: “Operation of the
in-lake system has been successful to date in avoiding a complete winter Kill of the existing fish

population.”]

Lower Penn Lake was evaluated in 2001 by the Nine Mile Creek Watershed District as part of
the Penn Lake Use Attainability Analysis (UAA) that was completed in 2003 (Appendix D).
Water quality data collected for Lower Penn Lake showed it is considered to be hypereutrophic.
Monitoring data obtained in 1979-1980 (after completion of the original project) also showed
Lower Penn Lake to be hypereutrophic at that time even after the improvements.
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Hypereutrophic lakes are lakes with high levels of total phosphorus and cholorphyll-a (which is
the photosynthetic pigment in algae or an indicator of the amount of algae present) and very low

transparency Ievels Ihewate#quat%e#ﬁaesﬂake&ean—ﬂeeﬂaatedmﬁandseasenalﬁaed

people). [Comment The purpose of thrs sectlon should be to recite facts about the Iake that are
relevant to the plan and to record its condition at the time of the adoption of the plan, in other
words, to give the reader a picture of the lake. Only factual information belongs in this section.
The above sentence is not factual statements about the lake but are explanations about certain
conditions that are not Penn Lake’s condition at this time. We request that these sentences either
be deleted or modified to relate in some way to Penn Lake: The water quality of hypereutrophic
lakes can fluctuate daily and seasonally and experience anoxia (depletion of oxygen), fish Kills,
or even toxic conditions (blue-green algae blooms can sometimes become toxic and can cause
rash or illness in animals and potentially people). Residents reported dead birds in 1990 during a
summer when the well was not in operation, but there have not been reports of this type of effect
from toxic conditions recently. No data is collected on oxygen levels in the summer.]

The lake has a relatively large fish population for its size (population estimate based on previous
inventories and public accounts) of predominately carp, stunted crappies, bluegills, and bass
(Appendix J). Large fish populations tend to degrade shallow lake water quality as the fish,
with no significant natural predators, feast on the macroinvertebrates that in turn would normally
consume algae. The high levels of nutrients, especially phosphorus, further contribute to algal
blooms and the degradation of water quality.

Lower Penn Lake supports a wildlife population that has included ducks, geese, egrets, herons,
hawks, raccoons, and-reports-of-a fox and a bald eagle. [Comment: Several people want to delete
the words “and reports of” relating to the fox and the bald eagle because there have been enough
sightings of them that everyone is very sure that they are part of the Penn Lake ecosystem now.]

The shore area along Lower Penn is comprised of suburban lawn, a native vegetative buffer that
was established on park property adjacent to the boat landing, and an existing buffer area along
the north and northeast sides of the lake. Natrve#egetatrvepeﬁemreteem%prewelewtdme

- [Comment: The

purpose of this section should be to recite facts about the lake that are relevant to the plan and to
record its condition at the time of the adoption of the plan, in other words, to give the reader a
picture of the lake. Only factual information belongs in this section. The above sentence is not
factual statements about the lake but are explanations about certain conditions that are not Penn
Lake’s condition at this time. We request that these sentences either be deleted or modified to
relate in some way to Penn Lake: Native vegetative buffers can provide wildlife habitat, filter
pollutants and uptake excess nutrients from surface runoff; however, in an urban environment
they need careful maintenance as they can also collect trash, become infested with invasive
species and weeds and interfere with supervision of children or pets.]

Current recreational uses of Lower Penn Lake and the park include: picnicking, fishing,
canoeing/kayaking, scenic viewing, and other uses common in parks of this type.




Lake Level and Groundwater Well

The storm sewer outlet from Lower Penn Lake establishes a normal water level determined
primarily to provide flood protection. While the outlet controls the “normal” water level, it is not
capable of addressing water levels during abnormally wet or dry conditions. Lower Penn Lake
receives surface water runoff from approximately 1200 acres of entirely developed
suburban/urban landscape and two highways. It is this runoff from precipitation events (rainfall
and snowmelt) that most directly impacts the lake level and water quality. In periods with
normal precipitation, the lake has consistently been at or near the normal elevation of 807.0.
However, in periods of below normal precipitation or drought, the lake level has dropped.
[Comment: addition to add completeness and accuracy.]

An independent water balance study (Appendix H) and an earlier investigation that included
Lower Penn Lake have demonstrated that the well, running at full capacity of 400 gallons per
minute, will fill the lake to normal elevation at the rate of approximately one-half inch per day.
But the normal elevation is not static; is-enly-able-to-add-slighthy-mere-waterto-the lake does lose
waterthan-istest through natural processes (evaporation, at about one inch per week and
exfiltration, which is estimated to be ***). The-wel-mustrun-contindeushiln the absence of
any precipitation,_ the well must run continuously in order to maintain a constant elevation,
resulting in an annual groundwater use of 100-150 million gallons;-in-erder-to-maintaina
constant-elevation. As cited above, Ssince passage in 1993, State Statute 103G.271 Subd. 5
prohibits the use of groundwater for the primary purpose of maintaining or increasing surface
water levels in excess of 10 million gallons per year. With a typical annual rate exceeding
100million gallonsAs-can-be-seen-from-the-rumbers-abeve, the allowed rate of 10 million gallons
per year represents less than 10% of the typical water volume historically utilized to maintain the

be re-worked to be more accurate. We are still working with Barr Engineering to determine that
actual rates that should go in to this paragraph, and we will provide that as soon as we can. But
for purposes of meeting today’s deadline and providing you with the comment and general
direction, we request that the above revision.]

Based on the current interpretation of the above cited State statute by the DNR, the City does not
support continuing to use the well to access groundwater in excess of 10million gallons per year.

- {Formatted: Font: 12 pt

- {Formatted: Font: 12 pt




section seems to be to explain that the City will not support the use of the WeII and to justify that

unpopular position. The use of the well has been an area of disagreement between the residents
on one hand and the DNR and the City on the other hand. The DNR has admitted that it has
interpreted the 1993 law that affects the use of the well in different way over the past 17 years;
yet, there seems to be no flexibility in the discourse on this topic now. We do not agree with the
City, and we would prefer that this section take a different approach entirely. However, we
understand the present state of the discourse, and in order to move forward with a plan, we are
willing to acknowledge the basic and present facts in this plan, but there are statements in this
section that are inaccurate and are not facts and go beyond the amount necessary for this plan, so,
at a minimum, this section does need extensive revisions. Simply put, we do not believe that
there needs to be five paragraphs on the topic consuming over one page of the plan. Our
preference would be to agree on a strateqy now for use of the 10 million gallons and the
comments provided below are to that end. One reason for our position is that the use of aeration
is cheaper than re-stocking each year. The recirculator costs $700 of electricity, and even if we

Alternatively, with winter fish kills, restocking would be done. Smith Pond is restocked with
over 700 fish each spring, and it is only a 10-acre pond. Restocking to fishable conditions for a

30 acre pond could be more expensive and resource intensive than aerating. Another reasonis
that we have not collected or researched and examined any data that supports the contention that
the water table used by the well actively interacts with the glacial aquifers or the Mississippi

River (the two sources of drinking water for Bloomington and much of the metro area). Nor do
we know if that water table has changed much over the past 30 years. If the City doesn’t want to _
agree to inserting our proposed strategy now in this plan, it should still agree to dial back this
section. At a minimum, we want to revise the second paragraph with most of the revisions set
forth above and delete the third, fourth and fifth paragraphs and replace them with a final

sentence much like a sentence that was present in a previous draft of the plan but has since
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disappeared, which is also set forth above. If the City Staff refuses to delete the third, fourth and
fifth paragraphs, then we request that they be modified heavily to be more factual and relevant to
Penn Lake. Several sentences in the third paragraph are wishful thinking by the DNR for healthy
shallow lakes. Penn Lake’s large watershed and quickly fluctuating levels may not allow the
same benefits that natural lakes may have from subtler, more natural fluctuations. A revised
third paragraph would be as follows:

“While a constant water level may be aesthetically desirable, shallow lakes will experience
fluctuating water levels. The lake’s large suburban watershed area often contributes to a quick
bounce in lake elevation after a precipitation/runoff event often above the normal elevation,
while evaporation and exfiltration are visibly noticed between rain events due in part to the
shallow topography of the lake-bottom.”

The fourth paragraph is simply an emphasis of the DNR’s current viewpoint, and it doesn’t need
to be more than one sentence. Further, since the letter is attached as an Appendix to the plan, it
does not need to be recited in the plan document. The fourth paragraph, if maintained at all,

should be simply:

“In reference to Statute 103G.271 Subd. 5 pertaining to the use of groundwater to augment
surface waters in excess of 10 million gallons per year, the DNR Division of Waters, in a letter
dated Auqgust 31, 2009 (Appendix 1) in review of the draft management plan, clearly stated that
its current viewpoint is that there is absolutely no exception to this statute and no variances are
possible under any circumstance.”

Lastly, the fifth paragraph is another emphasis of a viewpoint that is already clear. But if you
must use the word sustainability at least once in this plan for political purposes, the paragraph
should read:

“The City believes that the use of groundwater resources for the primary purpose of maintaining
surface water levels is not a sustainable practice in keeping with the City of Bloomington’s
Strategic Vision to be an even more sustainable community. The City does not support
continuing to use the well beyond 10 million gallons per year.”]

Characteristics of Shallow Lakes

The following is provided to outline the traits of a shallow lake in two potential stable states.
Shallow lakes will often fall into one of these two categories.

Characteristics of a healthy shallow lake, MDNR, 2005 and Ducks Unlimited 2006 (Appendix
E) include:

o Water depth is often less than ten feet, although deeper depths are possible.

o Low fish numbers allowing aquatic plants to dominate resulting in clearer water.
Significant buffer areas surrounding the lake to help filter out nutrients and sediment
entering the lake.

Temporary periods of low water stimulating plant growth.
Minimized connectivity to impervious areas and storm water runoff.
Shallow depths allow ample sunlight penetration for aquatic plant growth.




Characteristics of a turbid shallow lake include:

Little or no aquatic plants (macrophytes)
High concentration of nutrients (phosphorus)
High population of bottom-feeding fish
Frequent nuisance algal blooms

Based on observations and data collected to date, Lower Penn Lake can be classified as a
shallow lake in a stable turbid water state that is characterized by connectivity to impervious
areas and stormwater runoff as well as largely absent submerged vegetation with fish populations
that disturb and re-suspend lake-bottom sediments (see Appendix E). Large algal blooms are
also common, limiting light penetration and consuming oxygen. [Comment: The purpose of this
section seems to be to a lesson about the DNR’s latest perspectives on small lakes like Penn
Lake and how this relates to Penn Lake. We believe that if this section is to be relevant to this
plan, then the relationship should be more completely described with the text provided.
Specifically, the criterion of minimal connectivity to impervious surface is listed as a
characteristic of a healthy lake. But this criterion is not mentioned in the discussion of Lower
Penn Lake. This criterion is a very distinguishing point, so it really can’t be excluded from the

discussion.]

The-intent-of-this plan, its-is-to-identify strategies or alternatives and that-can-be-implemented
with-the-goals should be designed toef improveing the quality of the lake such that it can achieve

as many of the criteria of a meving-it-closerto-a-sustainable-healthyier, stable shallow lake as
may be possible in its urban environment. [Comment: The last paragraph of this section states
that the intent of the plan and a goal of the plan is to move the lake closer to a healthier shallow
lake (presumably with the healthy features discussed in the section). But the goal section of the
plan is actually later in the plan document and does not use the DNR criteria about shallow lakes
that are guoted in this section. We think that this language should be changed to better explain
why this section is in this plan.]

Lower Penn Lake Classifications and Goals

Lower Penn Lake has been evaluated or classified by a variety of agencies for various purposes
over the years. The following is a brief summary of existing classifications and goals for the
lake.

City of Bloomington Wetland Protection and Management Plan

The City’s 1997 Wetland Protection and Management Plan (WPMP) inventoried Lower Penn
Lake as a Circular 39 Type 5 wetland defined as shallow open water typically bordered by
emergent vegetation providing floodwater detention, wildlife and fish habitat, and recreation
uses. The use classification specified in the WPMP (Appendix F) for Lower Penn Lake is for
indirect recreational use including boating and fishing. The water quality of the lake was
classified as being highly impacted with only slight sensitivity to storm water impacts. The
highest inventoried functional value is that of providing flood protection and storm water
storage.
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The WPMP further evaluated Lower Penn Lake in the context of the Minnesota Rule 7050 and
classified it as Class 2C. According to 7050.0222 Subp. 5, the quality of Class 2C surface waters
shall be such as to permit the propagation and maintenance of a healthy community of
indigenous fish and associated aquatic life, and their habitats. These waters shall be suitable for
boating and other forms of recreation for which the waters may be usable.

Finally, the management designation in the WPMP is to apply best management practices
(BMPs). BMPs have been and will continue to be utilized in an effort to maintain inventoried
functions and values and can include items such as public education, invasive or exotic
vegetative species control, buffer establishment, or other structural storm water components.

Nine Mile Creek Watershed District Use Attainability Analysis
The Nine Mile Creek Watershed District goals for Lower Penn Lake address water quality,
aquatic communities, water quantity, wildlife, and recreation, as described below:
o Water Quantity — to provide sufficient storage of surface runoff during a regional
flood for the critical one percent chance frequency event.
e Water Quality — to support runoff management. The water quality of Lower Penn
Lake is not expected to support significant recreational use values (The average TSlso
for Lower Penn Lake is estimated to range from 74 to 81 in the summer).
Nine Mile Creek Lake Management Category Criteria

Lake Category District Water Quality Goal (TSlso)
1. Whole body-contact recreational <50

11. Partial body-contact recreational 51-60

111. Fishing and aesthetic viewing 61-70

1V. Runoff Management >71

¢ Aguatic Communities — to achieve water quality that fully supports the DNR’s lake’s
fishery use classification (see Appendix D for additional information).

¢ Recreation Goal — to maintain a DNR ecological Class 40 rating with a balanced
fishery (see Appendix D for additional information).

o Wildlife Goal — to protect existing, beneficial wildlife uses.

° *,,

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

The State of Minnesota classifies Penn Lake as a public water (DNR#27-0004-00). Public
waters are designated as such to indicate which lakes, wetlands, and watercourses the DNR has
regulatory jurisdiction over. The statutory definition of public waters includes public waters and
public waters wetlands. Public waters are all waterbasins and watercourses that meet the criteria
set forth in Minnesota Statutes, Section 103G.005, subd. 15 that are identified on Public Water
Inventory maps authorized by Minnesota Statutes, Section 103G.201. The DNR is the state
agency responsible for the Public Waters Inventory and for administration of the Public Waters
Work Permit Program. This program, started in 1937, regulates development activities below
the ordinary high water level (OHWL) in public waters and public waters wetlands. Examples of
development activities addressed by this program include filling, excavation, shore protection,
bridges and culverts, structures, docks, marinas, water level controls, dredging, and dams.

he DN Mi

around-lakes-to-filterrunoff-and-provide betterwildlife-habitat—Little change in wildlife use of
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the lake is expected due to fluctuating water levels or use or non-use of the well. [Comment: This - - Formatted: Font: 12 pt

sentence is just a general statement; it isn’t specific to Penn Lake, and it doesn’t fit in this area of
the plan and should be deleted.

DNR Fisheries stated in its 1998 Lake Management Plan that the lake receives high phosphorus
loading, and the poor water quality increases the chance of winterkill. It also acknowledged that
the lake exfiltrates and doesn’t maintain a constant water level without intervention. The 1998
plan provides for an aeration system to help to avoid a winterkill. It set forth a restocking plan if

as the existing fish population seems to be self-sustaining. _[Comment: This last paragraph of

this three-paragraph section paraphrases some information purportedly from DNR Fisheries. We
would like this paragraph to read more consistently with the last document that DNR Fisheries
produced about Penn Lake, which is its 1998 Lake Management Plan.]

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

The MPCA is in the process of assessing all waters of the state to evaluate whether or not those
waters are meeting their designated uses. Some waters along with their designated uses are
specifically listed in Minnesota Rule Chapter 7050. Non-listed waters that are not wetlands are
automatically classified as 2B, 3B, 4A, 4B, 5, and 6 waters where all of the water quality
standards and their designated uses for each class apply. The most restrictive of the standards for
each class apply when parameters between classes differ.

In the case of Lower Penn Lake, which has not been assessed by the State, Class 2B is the most
restrictive class. The quality of Class 2B waters are to generally support fish and associated
aquatic life and habitat, as well as being suitable for aquatic recreation. Lower Penn Lake could
be classified as a Class 2D wetland where it would be expected to generally support the
propagation and maintenance of a healthy community of aquatic and terrestrial species
indigenous to wetlands and their habitats. Other classifications or even multiple classifications
for Lower Penn Lake along with subsequent assessments or evaluations could drive significant
modifications or changes to this plan.

Future Objectives and Goals for Lower Penn Lake

A public process was utilized to help identify objectives and goals for the lake. A survey and
public open house in 2007 along with working directly with the Lower Penn Lake Association
group has provided the City with valuable input. A letter dated 2-13-2009 (Appendix G) was
given to the City of Bloomington Engineering Division and Nine Mile Creek Watershed District
by the Lower Penn Lake Association Steering Committee outlining the main objectives of the
Association. The objectives represent what the Association expects to accomplish for Lower
Penn Lake as a result of recent study and meeting efforts.

The objectives outlined in that letter are consistent with the goals outlined in the Use
Attainability Analysis prepared by the Watershed District, and are compatible with the City’s
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Comprehensive Surface Water Management Plan. For the purposes of this plan, those objectives
have been combined with agency input and other public input, including the management plan
prepared by the Lower Penn Lake Association (available by request from the Lower Penn Lake
Association) as well as public input taken in 2007 to identify the goals for this plan.

The goals of this plan are (not listed in order of priority):
1. Enhance the current fishery
2. Improve water quality
3. Provide flood protection
4. Improve wildlife habitat

Implementation Strateqgies

It is the intent of this plan to identify potential implementation strategies, improvements, or best
management practices that could address the issues and goals for the lake consistent with
regulatory requirements. The implementation strategies should be effective as stand-alone
measures or compliment a wider array of actions for lake improvement while considering other
factors such as long-term sustainability, impacts to natural resources, cost, and other
considerations. Successful implementation of any component of this plan will require
collaboration with the public and other agencies. Funding sources and partners will need to be
identified for projects that are outside the City’s standard management practices for the lake.

The implementation strategies have been developed based on public comment, state and local
agency input, and applicable state and federal laws. The implementation strategies in this plan
represent a group of potential alternatives that could be considered by one or more organizations.
The intent of this plan is to allow the City, Watershed District, Lake Association, or others to
move forward with one or more of the strategies. Some alternatives will be better suited for a
specific entity, so on-going collaboration will be necessary for success.

The implementation strategies listed here do not represent an absolute subset of alternatives, but
rather a starting point for working toward achieving the identified goals and objectives for the
lake. Final details, feasibility analyses, and necessary approvals are also required as this plan is
finalized and implemented.

Implementation Strategies
The following list represents potential implementation strategies to be considered for achieving
the goals outlined in this plan. The actual implementation and/or associated schedules are

greatly dependent on adequate funding from both the City and other sources. Funding-and-the

contribution-from-the-actual-beneficiaries-or-interested-parties;[ Comment: This section seems to
say that the plan isn’t set in stone and may be changed as needed. There is also some discussion
about funding philosophy. We do not think that this discussion belongs in the plan at this time.
Either the plan will evolve to identify a particular grant opportunity (i.e. Lessard Legacy funds)
or it will be an implemented as we can or on as needed basis. Further, City funding discussion
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will be undertaken by the City Council in determining budgets or allocating funds for various
projects in accordance with City rules. Penn Lake is a public park with one-third of its shoreline

being public property; it is a unique public space as it is the only boat ramp east of France
Avenue and only one of two public fishing piers with off-street parking and picnic facilities east
of France. It serves to handle stormwater for all the occupants of a 1200 plus acre area and
serves to protect an unmeasured public area from flooding, any project undertaken has a wide
public benefit and could never be characterized as having a limited benefit. There are no goals
on the implementation strategies list that have limited benefit at this time—they all have a lake-
wide, watershed-wide implication. Therefore, we request that these sentences be deleted OR,
these sentences could be modified as:“Funding and the expenditure of the City’s public resources
will be considered by the City Council in accordance with its standard policies and procedures.
There may be funding from other sources available, such as grants for lake associations, and the
stakeholders will pursue other funding sources if possible.”]

Beyond the implementation strategies approved by the City Council to be undertaken by the City
utilizing City funding, it will be necessary for other stakeholders to provide assistance for
feasibility analyses and implementation. This list and its details should be considered

preliminary subject to modification as this plan is finalized and executed._The residents and the
City should continue to meet periodically to share information and assess the progress on the

plan. [Comment: There should be an addition to this area about continuing communication with _

the residents—perhaps setting a meeting schedule of once per quarter—the first month or
something—where resident volunteers meet with the City to review data collected and progress

toward goals.]
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Recommended Implementation Strategies

| A, D.Public education
Goals: 2 & 4
Purpose: Provide the public information and resources on general
stormwater runoff and water resource issues as well as information
specific to Lower Penn Lake.

e A better informed public should learn techniques that can
be practiced on their own property and in their day-to-day
activities to improve surface water quality.

e The availability of information specific to Lower Penn
Lake would benefit residents, lake users and occupants of
the watershed.

e Program includes various target audiences including
residential property owners, commercial property owners,
lake users, property maintenance personnel, and the

| general public and could include sewer stencilling.

Implementation Schedule: On-going

Estimated Cost: $xxxxxx/annually (includes costs associated with city-wide
public education program)

Potential Funding Sources or In-Kind Participation: City,
Watershed District

[Comment: estimated cost to be reduced because it was clarified that this number was
for the City’s whole stormwater plan. We are willing to sticker storm sewers if the
Watershed District would please respond to my multiple requests for stickers. We also
feel that the whole watershed needs public education—not just nearby residents.]

| B. C. Remove accumulated sediment frem-thesterm-sewerinlets
Goals: 2 & 3
Purpose: Remove sediment from the lake that has been deposited
directly from the storm sewer system to improve water quality.

[ ]

—ropseedaoecn s ntecl ena fpmne s te Jpsse s iy
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e Whole-lake bathymetric survey of the lake is needed to
determine if removal is warranted along with determining
actual locations and volumes.

e Removal of accumulated sediment would help ensure
continued proper operation of the storm sewer system.

e Locations Hmited-te-include immediate storm sewer
inlets, areas around sediment ponds and the-areaatthe
end of the boat ramp and parking lot and areas where
sediment has accumulated or settled due to the effects of

j_-- { Formatted: Underline

- [ Formatted: Underline

RevVIse DUIet poInt anout
locations to include all the
areas where sediment is has

accumulatedflewing-into-the

fake-easHy, and revise the final
bullet to indicate that the

schedule may be more frequent
if the inspection results
indicate.

- [ Formatted: Underline




high volume of stormwater runoff rushing in to Penn
Lake during rain events.-

e Core samples should be taken to help determine extent
and depth of sediment removal. Core samples should
provide additional information on the characteristics of
sediment in the lake and potentially provide more
information on historical trends within the lake.

e This may occur as routine maintenance on a 20-yr

results.
Implementation Schedule: 2010
Cost: $100,000
Potential Funding Sources or In-Kind Participation: City,
Watershed District

C. E. Increase visibility of the waterfowl feeding ban information
Goals: 2 & 4
Purpose: Reduce the nuisance goose population and discourage
over-population by other waterfowl.

e Observations have shown that the current waterfowl
feeding ban is not always followed by visitors to Lower
Penn Lake Park.

e Attracting excess waterfowl can have negative effects on
water quality. Additionally, consumption of bread and
other human-foods may be detrimental to the waterfowl.

e High goose populations can negatively impact the habitat
for other wildlife.

e Include improved signage and possible policy or
ordinance work.

e Pursue goose population control methods with DNR and
US Fish and Wildlife Service.

Implementation Schedule: 2010
Estimated Cost: minimal
Potential Funding Sources or In-Kind Participation: City

D. A. WinteraAeration
Goal: 1
Purpose: To maintain adequate oxygen levels for the fish
population-during-winter-ice-cove:r
e Utilize existing infrastructure to provide in-lake
recirculation in order to improve winter-oxygen levels for
fish.
e Operate the well not to exceed 10 million gallons per year
for aeration if the lake elevation is below 803.0 at time of

2
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This goal should not be limited
to the 2090-2010 year and it
should not be limited to lake
freeze up below 803. This goal
should be revised as indicated
to list the other reasons to use
the well. Also we request that
we add to this goal two criteria
to keep the well as a back up
optionThe estimated cost
should be reduced to reflect the
new information on actual
costs.




e Investigate other alternative aeration systems such as a
portable, floating in-lake recirculation system or
subsurface bubbler system if conditions change.

e Investigate whether a variable drive for the pump or a

options for back up aeration.

e Exercise pump four times per year to maintain pump in
operational status.

e Pursue Alternative F to identify an adequate fish re-
stocking plan in the event of a winter kill.

e Based on a fish survey, bathymetric survey, or other data,
work with DNR Fisheries to determine the potential need
for aeration at other times.

Implementation Schedule: On-going

Cost: $5,000/annually (Cost only includes power consumption and routine
upkeep)

Potential Funding Sources or In-Kind Participation: City, Lake
Association

. C. Water quality monitoring program

Goals: 1,2, &4

Purpose: Obtain water quality data to help guide decisions
necessary to achieve improvements to water quality, fish habitat,
and wildlife habitat.

. | ) ) .
S SO a e e e e

. Citi RO e all . .
to-learn-more-about-the-lake-as-well-as-help-te-mMinimize
the costs of a monitoring program_with citizen
participation. [Comment: parallel construction, and we
know the lake—we don’t need this particular programs to
create an opportunity to experience the lake.]

e Program should include an aquatic vegetation component
to identify non-native invasive species. Diverse, native
aquatic vegetation will improve fish and wildlife habitat.

e Nine Mile Creek Watershed District is currently
sponsoring the Citizen Assisted Lake Monitoring Program
at Lower Penn Lake, and Association members are
performing the monitoring.

Implementation Schedule: On-going started in 2009
Estimated Cost: $15,000/annually

Potential Funding Sources or In-Kind Participation: City,
Watershed District, Lake Association
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F.

[Comment: Bullet points are redundant of purpose statement or
plan content.]

Fish inventory

Goals: 1 &2

Purpose: Obtain an accurate inventory of the fish population to aid
in assessment of potential future actions as well as appropriateness
of recommended alternatives.

. Work with DNR Division of
Fisheries to undertake a fish population inventory.
. . .
) . Hventory ‘“"ll.l provide

effectiveness-of a-number-of-the-alternatives[comment:
redundant of purpose statement].

° Determine details for a fish
re-stocking plan to restock the lake, which will be
comparable to restocking provided to Smith Pond-.

Implementation Schedule: 2010

Estimated Cost: $10,000to-fishable-conditions

Potential Funding Sources or In-Kind Participation: City, DNR,
Lake Association

[Comment: we desire more specificity on and commitment to fish re-stocking,
especially if rough fish removal is anticipated. ]

Potential Implementation Strategies

G. L. Rough fish removal

Goals: 1,2, &4
Purpose: Remove undesirable fish species to improve water
quality and fish habitat.
. N
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sediment, re-suspending pollutants — especially
phespherus[comment—this is just redundant of
information already in the plan.]

e Should be completed after construction of fish barriers but
before an alum treatment or barley straw application.

e Could be combined with a public education event about <

water quality.
Potential Implementation Schedule: 2012

Cost: $15,000
Potential Funding Sources or In-Kind Participation: City,
Watershed District, Lake Association

H. K. Construct fish barriers

Public Comments
we desire more specificity on
fish re-stocking, especially if
rough fish removal is
anticipated.
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Goals: 1,2, & 4
Purpose: Prevent movement of rough fish into the lake from the
storm sewer system.

e Keeping rough fish out of the lake to minimize the
negative impacts of large populations.

e Smaller rough fish populations should lead to an
improvement in the existing fishery for Lower Penn Lake
and in time, improve water quality.

Potential Implementation Schedule: 2011

Cost: $150,000

Potential Funding Sources or In-Kind Participation: City,
Watershed District, Lake Association

M. Alum treatment

Goals: 1,2, &4

Purpose: Bind lake bottom sediment to minimize internal nutrient
loading.

e A successful alum treatment could bind lake bottom
sediment preventing resuspension of sediment and
phosphorus into the water column ultimately reducing the
available phosphorus for algae and improving lake clarity.

e An increase to water clarity could help to stimulate
aquatic plant growth leading to further improvements in
water quality and fish habitat.

e An alum treatment would only be effective after removal
of rough fish and placement of barriers to prevent re-
introduction and after removal of sediment.
Reconstruction of sediment ponds should also occur prior
to the alum treatment.

Potential Implementation Schedule: 2012

Cost: $50,000

Potential Funding Sources or In-Kind Participation: City,
Watershed District

[Comment: this treatment is fairly expensive and will have limited
effectiveness unless phosphorus loading of the lake is reduced. We request that
the final bullet point be revised to increase the acknowledgement of this
condition.]

. N. Barley Straw Application

Goals: 1,2 &4

Purpose: To improve water clarity

e Barley straw projects have been shown to improve water

clarity by providing a carbon source for microbes which
out compete algae for nutrients (microbes out compete the
phytoplankton and floating macrophytes for biologically
available nutrients).

Public Comments
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e A reduction in algae would improve water clarity and
improve the potential for establishment of aquatic
vegetation.

e May be used subsequent to or in conjunction with alum
treatment.

e Data on successful projects is limited on waterbodies over
20 acres.

e Would not be implemented before removal of rough fish, { Formatted: Underline

construction of fish barrier and removal of sediment or
before a source of funding is identified.
Potential Implementation Schedule: 2012
Cost: $50,000
Potential Funding Sources or In-Kind Participation: Lake
Association

[Comment: Residents met with Staff to discuss this goal and don’t have
further concerns as long as this clarifying bullet point is added.]

Public Comments

K. J. Improve the existing sediment ponds
Goal: 2
Purpose: Improvements such as enlarging pond volume or
modifying the outlet structures would increase pollutant removal
efficiency for small rain events.

e Increased removal efficiency of the sediment ponds
would reduce pollutant loading directly to the lake leading
to an improvement in water quality.

Potential Implementation Schedule: 2011

Cost: $100,000

Potential Funding Sources or In-Kind Participation: City,
Watershed District

L. I. Retro-fit water quality treatment devices to the existing
storm sewer system
Goal: 2
Purpose: Improve water quality from the storm sewer system prior
to discharge to lake.

e Additional water quality treatment devices on the storm
sewer system could serve to remove additional pollutants
and reduce loading to the lake.

e Feasibility analyses would be required due to the
developed nature of the watershed.

Potential Implementation Schedule: Future
Cost: $120,000/each site




Potential Funding Sources or In-Kind Participation: City,
Watershed District

M. O. Develop a vegetation management plan
Goals: 2 & 4
Purpose: Re-establish aquatic and terrestrial vegetation to improve
fish and wildlife habitat.
e Existing grants and cost share opportunities from the
Watershed District and possible other sources for private
projects.

e Encourage Park Dept to better maintain existing buffers <« --- {Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

so that the buffers provide a positive example of native
buffers.

e Keep the area around the outlet on the sourthwest corner
of the lake free of vegetation so that vegetation does not
collect trash and interfere with flood protection.

Potential Implementation Schedule: 2012

Cost: $50,000

Potential Funding Sources or In-Kind Participation: City,
Watershed District, Lake Association

[Comment: These bullet points aren’t really facts that explain or elaborate on
the goal. They repeat information from the body of the plan._This goal needs to
be tailored to Penn Lake’s specific circumstances.]

Public Comments

parking lot
Goal: 2
Purpose: Collect sediment and debris before it can enter the storm
sewer system.
e Prevent parking lot sediment and park debris from
entering Lower Penn Lake.
e Adopt-a-park program could be utilized by residents to
help collect garbage or debris around the park area.
Potential Implementation Schedule: 2009
Cost: $500/event
Potential Funding Sources or In-Kind Participation: City, Lake
Association

N. G. Increase the frequency of sweeping/cleaning the park

O. H. Additional street sweeping
Goal: 2
Purpose: Collect sediment and debris before it can enter the storm
sewer system.
e Increased street sweeping can help to remove sediment
and other pollutants before entering the storm sewer
system and surface water resources.




e The current street sweeping program includes two
complete sweeps per year.
Potential Implementation Schedule: Possibly on-going beginning
in 2010
| Cost: $30,000 per sweeping event for the 1,200 acre watershed

Potential Funding Sources or In-Kind Participation: City, Lake
Association

[Comment: this clarification is on the chart and would be helpful
here, t00.]

Implementation Strategies Not Recommended

| P. Maintainreplace-orilmprove groundwater well
Goal: 1

Purpose: To provide aeration for winter fish habitat.
e Other methods of aeration exist without the use of
groundwater resources.
Implementation Schedule: None
Cost: $36,000
Potential Funding Sources: Lake Association

the goal. They repeat information from the body of the plan. Also, the residents
obtained a nonbinding estimate for replacing the current pump of about $30k so
this cost estimate should be revised. Lastly, the pump will need to be
maintained and replaced to support aeration, so these words have been deleted.]

Q. Whole lake dredging to create deeper water
Goal: 1
Purpose: Provide additional deep water habitat for fish.
e Significant alteration of existing habitat.
e Permit difficult to obtain.
e Very high project cost.
e Potential to remove a portion of in-lake phosphorus
source.
e May increase surface water — ground water interaction.
Implementation Schedule: None
Cost: $1,500,000
Potential Funding Sources: City, Lake Association

[Comment: The bullet point about fish habitat is not proven. It could be
necessary if aeration isn’t continued.]

| [Comments: Alternative R this-is absolutely not needed.]
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The preceding implementation strategies are intended to address the goals
identified resulting in improvements to help maintain recreational uses and
other existing functions and values. Table 1 on the following page
separates the implementation strategies or alternatives into three sections:

1. Alternatives that are recommended to be implemented as part of
this plan consistent with the City’s current stormwater
management program to meet plan goals (green).

2. Alternatives that have been identified as having the potential to
further help meet the goals of this plan (yellow). These
alternatives are not currently funded and require additional
feasibility and stakeholder participation prior to consideration
of implementation. They may also be useful in development of
future water quality improvement efforts for Lower Penn Lake.

3. Alternatives that are not recommended because they do not
directly meet the goals of this plan or due to cost or conflict with
existing permits, statutes, or rules (orange). These alternatives are
listed for information only because they have identified or even
undertaken in the past.

The goals of this plan can all be met through these implementation
strategies without a continual reliance on groundwater resources.
Climatic events and other occurrences, natural and unnatural, are not
controllable and could impact the effectiveness of one or more of the
items listed above. The aim of this plan is to recognize the
environmental conditions and implement appropriate strategies to meet
the goals.

Summary of Alternatives and Cost Estimate

Preliminary estimates for each implementation strategy or alternative are
included in Table 1 to help guide a future direction. Accurate cost
estimates for each implementation strategy will be needed prior to moving
forward. An additional preliminary cost estimate and long-term projection
of costs associated with the implementation strategies is provided in
Appendix J.

Public Comments




Table 1

Preliminary Cost Estimate

10

Potential
Alternative Cost Funding Comments
Source
AD | Public Education $15,000 City Program already
xannually in-place city
wide; emphasis
for Penn Lake
will require
minimal new
effort
BC | Excavate Accumulated $100,000 City Excavation as
Sediment needed atsterm
sewer-outfalls
only
CE | Waterfowl Feeding Ban Minimal City Relocate sign or
Sign/Ordinance add another.
Ord. update
AD | Winter-Aeration $75,000 City Already in place
annually for and currently
reciruclator funded
$600 additional
per pump
BE | Water Quality $15,000 WD, Lake Already in place
Monitoring Program annually Association and currently
fundedCeud
=
F Fish Inventory $10,000 City, DNR, Lake | Help determine
Association scope of other
alternatives
LG | Rough Fish Removal $15,000 City, WD, DNR, | Likely not
Lake Association | effective if stand-
alone project
KH | Fish Barrier $150,000 City, WD, DNR, To prevent
Construction Lake Association | passage of rough
fish
M} | Alum Treatment $50,000 City, WD, Lake May only be .
o Ass)(l)ciation effeitive{‘or 2-5 Public Comments
yrs
N3 | Barley Straw $50,000 Lake Association | May only be
Application effective for 2-5
yrs
JK | Sediment Pond $100,000 City, WD Improve capacity
Reconstruction of sediment
basins
1= | Storm Sewer Retro-fits $150,000 ea City, WD Site dependent
costs could vary
widely
OM | Vegetation Management | $50,000 City, WD, DNR, | Existing grants
Plan $10,000 Lake Association | available for
annually private projects
for
maintenance
GN | Increase Street Sweeping | $30,000/sweep City Estimate to sweep
Frequency for Penn entire Penn Lake




Lake watershed watershed 1 time.
HO | Additional Park/Parking | $500/time City, Lake Could utilize
Lot Cleanup Association volunteers
P Maintain-Replaceor $536,000- Lake Association | Conflicts with
Improve Groundwater $100,000 existing statute.
Well for additional Need not
Augmentation supported.
Q Whole Lake Dredging to | $1,500,000 City, Lake Dramatically
Create Deeper Water Association alters existing
lake
characteristics.
R Remove/seal $25,000 City Unused-wells
groundwater-well must be sealed as
a potential threat
Leciteunchantes

[Comment: Residents would like to see goals listed in order of priority and intention
for implementation. Also, Alternate R must be deleted.]

Add these goals:

Repair the fishing pier.

Lower the boat ramp.

Re-enroll in the DNR’s FiN Program
Explore strategies for retarding exfiltration

» Estimates are preliminary for scoping purposes only and not based on actual

quantities.

Some projects may be eligible for grant funding.

Actual funding sources may differ from those listed above.

Since many of the City funded alternatives are to be included in the annual

Stormwater Utility Budget, budget restraints and Council approval will be

required in conjunction with each alternative.

» Potential funding from the Nine Mile Creek Watershed District will require an
approved project petition from the City.

» A more detailed cost estimate table is provided in Appendix K.

» This list as well as the list in Appendix K should be considered preliminary and
subject to change based on City Council approval.

YV VYV

Conclusion

This plan attempts to balance the interests of the public, scientific data,
state laws and regulations, agency direction, and limited budgets to
develop a strategy for meeting the goals and objectives outlined. Other
potential alternatives to meet the goals and objects exist and others will
likely be identified in the future. This plan can be modified to adapt to
environmental changes or alter course based on regulatory direction,
monitoring results, data collection efforts, or public input.

The feasibility of alternatives or implementation strategies will need to be

reviewed prior to implementation. The City Council direction is
ultimately required for the implementation of this plan.
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It is proposed that this plan and progress updates be maintained on the
City’s website.
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Bloomington Parks & Recreation Facilities: Comparison of Penn Lake to Other Facilities

Facility Name Water Acres Amenities Other

Adelman Pond 6.6

Barthels Pond 4.2

Bloomington Bass Not listed Fishing pier MN Valley National

Ponds Wildlife Refuge
Man Made
DNR stocks fish
DNR FIN program

Boone Pond 4.4

Cantebury Pond .84

Cavell Pond 1.79

France Pond 3.6

Hampshire Pond 2.7

Pauly’s Pond 7.6

Pickfair Pond 0.7

Timberglade Pond 3.1

Winchester Pond 1.5

Xerxes Pond 0.8

Marsh Lake Park 306 Conservation Area

No water access listed

Oxboro Lake Park 19.5 No boat ramp
No picnic area

Wrights Lake Park 4.29 No boat ramp
*Three Facilities offer boat ramp access, two are jointly operated with Three Rivers Park District

*Four Facilities offer fishing pier, two are jointly operated with Three Rivers Park District



The only Lake that comes close to comparison to the qualities of Penn Lake would be Smith Park. Itis
difficult to understand why “pond” or “lake” is not in the title of this park, given that the city and DNR
have put forth so much money and effort to boost its fishing reputation. Penn Lake is over 3 times the
water acre size, provides aeration/recirculation, has a fishing pier, but is not part of the DNR “Fishing in

the Neighborhood” program. Penn Lake also provides for on-lake fishing with the boat ramp. The city
has put forth a large effort to improve this park and Lake (which receives storm-water like Penn Lake).
Other facilities listed to have boat ramps and fishing piers are part of a larger partnership between the
city and Three Rivers Park District.

The “Bloomington Briefing” dated August 2002 reports that “Smith Lake was dredged to improve water
quality and expand(ing) it to accommodate storm water”.

We feel the Council is incorrect to compare Penn Lake to other Lakes in Bloomington based on this
comparison. The city has already completed improvements on other Lakes offering picnic areas, boat
ramps and fishing piers, leaving Penn Lake as the swamp in the heart of the city. As this 86" street
bikeway is created, improvements to maintain Penn Lake are vital.






The real reason the DNR has issued permits for the pump. We were consistently told in the beginning of our
meetings with the City that protecting fishery and wildlife is a valid reason for pumping in excess of 10 million gallons
into a lake. We understood that the DNR and City has been following the state statute by allowing excess of 10
million gallons pumped into Lower Penn Lake specifically to sustain its fishery and wildlife. This was made clear in
the letter from Senator Belanger and the DNR letter to the City in 2005. The pump was never used purely to raise
water levels in the past; it was used for a bigger purpose. Now we're told that fisheries and wildlife is not a valid
reason? It appears someone is misinterpreting the statute either in the past or currently. It's important that this
statute is NOT misinterpreted when making a final decision about Lower Penn Lake.

DNR Rep Thinks the Residents are Dishonest The residents have been very clear about our goals of Lower
Penn Lake. We want to protect the fishery and wildlife around Lower Penn Lake. The pump is an important part of
this goal. We were specifically told the reason the pump was permitted to run over 10million gallons per year several
years after the statute was passed was to protect the fishery and wildlife. We understood this didn't violate the
statute, but followed the statute — the pump was not intended to solely bring up surface levels, it had a more
important purpose. But at one to the last meetings with the residents, the DNR rep claimed saving a fishery or wildlife
is not allowed under the statute any longer. He basically took it off the table at that meeting, and said, “... anyone
could claim they wanted to save wildlife and fishery but their real goal is for aesthetics”. He was implying we were
lying about our goals. This was very insulting to the residents and in my opinion extremely inappropriate for him to
do. We are not lying about our goals. The pump is for the wildlife and fishery, like it always has been. To tell us fish
and wildlife protection is acceptable, then simply take it off the table later (especially the way he spoke to us that day)
is disturbing and should be independently reviewed.

The Pump Is The Cheapest Solution: It's unfortunate there is statute now interpreted in such a way that prevents
us from using the pump at the north end of Lower Penn Lake. It's fairly obvious the cheapest solution to Lower Penn
Lake is to turn the pump back on in conjunction with some other steps to improve the water quality. The DNR
believed the pump was absolutely essential to protect the wildlife and fishery, therefore permits were continually
granted in the past. But now it appears new DNR personnel feel the law was interpreted incorrectly and have
decided they will reject all permit renewals. What happened? Is it possible the new DNR personnel are
misinterpreting the statute? Maybe this should be investigated in more detail? This change is causing a devastating
effect on Lower Penn Lake; maybe we should make sure we are correctly interpreting the law on this?

Who Really Cares About Lower Penn Lake? This lake is used and cherished by people from all over
Bloomington, not just the “selfish” residents around the lake. It unfortunately appears that some individuals are led to
believe the lake owners are the only people who care about this lake. That is unfair to the rest of the Bloomington
residents who love this lake. Every summer day we see someone fishing at the pier, canoeing, or picnicking — most
of them do not live on the lake. In my conversations with many of them, they too have expressed great concern about
the changes to Lower Penn Lake. It's important to note that most of the members in the lake association do not live
on the lake. The City of Bloomington built the great fishing pier, picnicking area and stocked the lake with fish for
many years for a reason. Bloomington residents love this lake. Senator Belanger said it best, “ ... be assured that
the lake will not be allowed to disappear. This is a beautiful area. The Lake is extremely popular on one of the
highest traffic areas of central Bloomington”.




February 5, 2010
To the City Council of Bloomington:
In re: Lower Penn Lake Management Plan, January 10, 2010

[ am writing about what the Mayor accurately called THE ELEPHANT IN THE ROOM
i..e. the use of the pump.

A little history, when the small advisory citizen’s committee met with Public Works
in 2007, we had a pretty modest hope: to maintain the pump at 10MGY with the
hope of raising it to 150,000MGY sometime in the future. We were timid hoping to
keep things the way they have mostly been since 1976. Rationally we felt the PUMP
WAS THERE, IT WAS CHEAP, WE SHOULD HAVE BEEN GRANDFATHERED, WE
WERE HELPING THE STATE FILTER STORMWATER FROM 494 and 35W. Our
hopes were modest and reasonable.; we did not know about the Watershed District
THEORIES..

The Watershed District’s plan has become increasingly rigid since 2007. Relying on
a 1993 law prohibiting lake augmentation,, they are advocating zero tolerance—so
the PUMP MUST GO—and Penn Lake is apparently ground zero. The District is
apparently afraid of increasing pressure by other municipal lakes requesting
augmentation. (Heaven forbid that the PUBLIC should be able to augment with
aquifer water in PUBLIC PARKS.) They also imply that augmentation water is
drinking water which is false. They never speak of the commercial permits
issued—most NOTABLY those issued to NON-PROFIT entities, nursing homes, golf
courses, colleges using HUGE amounts of aquifer water for lawns and other
purposes, and commercial users who are being effectively subsidized COURTESY
OF THE TAXPAYERS. There is no coherence to this policy. We have a beautiful lake,
of which 1/3 is PUBLIC PARK and were are precluded from keeping it that way by a
rigid policy.

We should have dreamed bigger to begin with: perhaps a plan to purchase homes as
they become available (not eminent domain) to expand the park, perhaps we should
have thought more vigorously about dredging to make the lake more recreation-
friendly. We DID think about renewing the fishery, improving the water quality,
rough fish removal, and other measures. However, the City was very slow is
accomplishing the tests required to implement these improvements—perhaps the
consequence of the flypaper of interlocking authorities: 9-mile, Watershed, etc.

We moved from a house overlooking Lake Harriet in 2002, to our present house
overlooking Lower Penn. We have felt lucky—perhaps too lucky. I have thought for
a long time, that this beautiful gem of a lake should not be limited to private
owners—it probably should become at some time in the future a public park for the



enjoyment of all. Bloomington does not have many gems like this and as an older
suburb we should begin thinking of DEEPENING our assets rather than allowing
them to revert to a “NATURAL” state (a notion currently so much in vogue).

Therefore, [ suggest (as a taxpayer) and not speaking for any group, that the City
Council confer with Linda Slocum and Ken Kelash supporting the exemption of
South Penn Lake from the 1993 law augmentation limits and allowing the pump to
be used to maintain the beauty and recreationsl PUBLIC USE of the Lake.

We all tried, but we did not think big enough and after four years of timidity we
have produced a MOUSE. The Lake Plan before us is mainly maintenance which
probably would be done anyway. It is no one’s fault, but our vision was not clear.
Approval of the Lake Plan should be deferred while a concerted effort is made for a
more far-reaching plan for the Lake with Public Use in mind and the restoration of
the pump.

Thank you for your attention. It is my hope the Council will see this as constructive
and will actonit. . Ingrid S. Lund, 8754 Logan Avenue South, Bloomington, MN
55431





