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Background
In January 2008 the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) adopted a 
strategic plan with a mission statement to improve and protect Minnesota’s water and 
soil resources by working in partnership with local organizations and private 
landowners. The strategic plan recognizes the importance to BWSR of the local 
organizations, such as the state’s watershed districts.  BWSR can best accomplish its 
mission if it has an effective delivery system composed of those local organizations. 

One approach to making that local delivery system the best it can be is BWSR’s 
implementation of a program authorized by the 2007 Minnesota legislature.  Called the 
Performance Review and Assistance Program (PRAP), its purpose is to periodically 
review and assess the performance of local units of government that have land 
conservation and water management responsibilities.  Using the PRAP process, BWSR 
interacts with local governments at four levels depending on whether the review, and 
subsequent assistance, is routine or specialized.1

A Level I review tabulates the watershed organization’s compliance with basic 
organizational requirements.  In Level II the focus is on the degree to which the 
organization is accomplishing its plan.  A Level III review includes the Level I and II 
performance standards, and the application of other specifically designed performance 
review measures as needed or desired.  PRAP review at all levels is intended give a local 
governmental unit constructive feedback it can use to recognize its strengths and identify 
areas needing improvement. 

Based on a recommendation from BWSR field staff and requests from both the Marshall 
County board of commissioners and the Red River Watershed Management Board (see 
appendices a and b), BWSR has conducted a Level III review of the Middle-Snake-
Tamarac Rivers Watershed District’s operation and execution of planned projects and 
programs.  BWSR’s proposal letter, presented to the watershed board on June 16, 2008, 
describes this process in more detail (see appendix c).  This document reports the results 
of BWSR’s review. 

1 For more information about BWSR’s Performance Review and Assistance Program see the 2008 Report 
to the Legislature at http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/PRAP/index.html 



Performance Review and Assistance Program  Board of Water and Soil Resources 
Level III Report  August 4, 2008 

 2 

Purpose
 The purpose of this Level III performance review is to determine if the Middle-

Snake-Tamarac Rivers Watershed District (MSTRWD) is able to make decisions 
and carry out planned actions effectively and efficiently. 

In addition, our review provides suggestions for additional actions or assistance that the 
watershed board can pursue.  These suggestions are included in the Recommendations 
section of this report. 

Scope
This PRAP review included information gathering, analysis and reporting. These 
activities have been conducted by BWSR staff and did not require the active participation 
of the MSTRWD board of managers.  Specific actions in this process have included 
BWSR staff attendance at MSTRWD board of managers meetings, review of public 
documents prepared or collected by other governmental units related to MSTRWD 
organizational performance, review of selected watershed district annual reports and 
board meeting minutes, and a review of the watershed district’s compliance with the 
PRAP Level I and II performance standards.  The information sources are listed at the 
end of this report.  The only costs to the MSTRWD during this process have been 
incidental staff time or mailing costs associated with providing requested documents to 
BWSR.   

The PRAP process is facilitated by BWSR.  It is not a financial audit or investigation and 
it does not replace or supersede other types of governmental review of district operations, 
such as state auditor or department of administration reviews. 

Findings and Discussion 
1. Greater MN Watershed District Performance Standards 

Findings:  The MSTRWD was evaluated based on the organization’s 
responses to a set of performance standards developed by the Board of 
Water and Soil Resources specifically for non-metropolitan area 
watershed districts. We examined operational effectiveness in four 
categories—administration, planning, execution, and communication and 
coordination—for the period 2003-2007 (see appendix d).  The MSTRWD 
met 12 of 14 basic practice standards and 8 of 12 target (high 
performance) standards. 

One of the two deficiencies in meeting the basic practice standards is the 
district’s overdue watershed management plan revision.  This issue is 
addressed in more detail in Finding No. 2.  The other deficiency is not 
providing the annual reports on the district website. 

Watershed districts are not expected to meet all, or even most of the high 
performance standards.  However, these standards are tracked by BWSR 
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to serve as targets for districts as they work to improve their performance 
and as a way for districts that are meeting them to receive credit for 
operating at a high level of performance. 

Discussion:  The reported non-compliance with the basic standard for 
website content is minor.  BWSR expects that it would be relatively easy 
for the district to add the current annual report to their website in order to 
erase one of the two basic practice standards deficiencies. 

In general, a watershed district organization would be expected to meet all 
of the basic standards and some of the target standards.  BWSR developed 
the basic standards in late 2007.  They were first made available to local 
governments in BWSR’s February 2008 PRAP legislative report.  
Considering that the MSTRWD has had minimal time since then to 
incorporate all of the performance standards, the fact that the MSTRWD 
has met all but two of the basic practice standards and most of the target 
standards indicates a high level of overall operational performance.   

2. Watershed Management Plan 
Findings:  According to Minnesota Statutes Chapter 103D.405, watershed 
district managers must revise the watershed management plan at least once 
every ten years after the original plan is approved.  The last revision of the 
district’s watershed management plan was in 1994.   

In 2004 the watershed board submitted a petition to BWSR to amend the 
management plan in order to reflect action taken by the board of managers 
in 2002 to expand the district by including the Tamarac River subbasin, to 
increase the number of managers from five to seven, and to update 
activities, programs and projects the watershed district had initiated, 
considered or completed.  In Conclusion 5 of its January 2005 Findings, 
Conclusion and Order approving the plan amendment (see appendix e), 
the BWSR Board stated, “The MSTRWD is to initiate a revision of their 
Watershed Management Plan following the guidelines provided by the 
Board and the ‘Flood Damage Reduction Work Group Agreement 
December 1998’ by July 1, 2006 provided [that] financial assistance is 
available to the MSTRWD to accomplish this revision in accordance with 
the above mentioned guidance documents.” 

The 1998 Flood Damage Reduction Work Group Agreement included a 
set of watershed plan guidelines for Red River Basin watershed districts, 
including the MSTRWD.  These guidelines established new content and 
process elements for subsequent management plan revisions.  In 2002, 
BWSR adopted a schedule for watershed management plan revisions for 
the nine watershed districts in the Red River Basin.  The schedule was 
based on allocation of expected state funding to support the plan revision 
process (see appendix e)  In that schedule, BWSR planned for funding for 



Performance Review and Assistance Program  Board of Water and Soil Resources 
Level III Report  August 4, 2008 

 4 

the MSTRWD plan revision to begin in state fiscal year 2004 and 
conclude in fiscal year 2006.   Because of reductions in state funding since 
2002, BWSR revised the schedule several times during the ensuing years.  
The current schedule calls for the MSTRWD plan revision funding to be 
available in state fiscal years 2008 and 2009 (see appendix f). 

In November 2007 the MSTRWD board passed a resolution to begin the 
watershed management plan revision process.  Since then the managers 
and staff have taken preliminary steps to implement that process. 

Discussion:  An out-of-date watershed management plan for any 
watershed district is a significant deficiency.  The 2005 plan amendment 
was done to recognize the expanded area of the watershed district without 
updating the plan goals and objectives or adopting the new content 
guidelines from the 1998 Flood Damage Reduction Work Group 
Agreement.  

The delay in plan revision is explained by the prioritization, scheduling, 
and funds availability that were developed by BWSR for Red River Basin 
watershed district plan revisions.  The BWSR Board action in January 
2005 clearly acknowledged the need for a plan revision and also set a date 
for that revision to be initiated, subject to funding assistance availability.
Lack of funding assistance was the factor that led to further delay of the 
start of the plan revision process.

The fact that the managers have already taken steps to revise the current 
plan in accordance with the current schedule is noted.  In general, while 
the watershed plan revision is technically overdue, the district is justified 
in having delayed their initiation of the revision process until November 
2007, which is consistent with the current schedule for funding assistance.
(See Recommendations section.)  

3. Management Plan Implementation 
Findings:  One of the Level II PRAP tasks is to determine the degree to 
which a district has accomplished the goals and objectives of its 
management plan.  The watershed district’s management plan contains a 
section (Goals, Policies, Projects and Programs, p. 75ff.) that lists policies 
and programs under various categories of district activity.  These include: 
project initiation, drainage, and public information and education.  The 
policies can be described as statements of the organization’s intent under 
each subject category and the projects/programs are specific actions that 
the district proposed to take related to that intent. 

Discussion:  The MSTRWD annual reports contain specific actions taken 
each year.  However, not all of these actions are correlated with 
management plan policies, projects and programs.  BWSR’s review of the 
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plan and annual reports determined that an informed reader may be able to 
correlate some activities annually reported with a plan policy and 
project/program (e.g., 1994 plan section D. Regulatory Programs, page 76, 
correlates with 2007 Annual Report, Section V. Permits, page 10).  
However, the MSTRWD could make it easier for most of their 
stakeholders to follow progress on planned goals and projects by linking 
annual report accomplishments to related sections of the plan.  (See 
Recommendations section.) 

4. Project Implementation 
Findings:  Based on the last 5 years of annual reports, the MSTRWD has 
carried out its water management responsibilities in the form of large and 
small-scale project implementation, ditch maintenance, and permit review.  
In 2005 the MSTRWD completed construction of the Angus Oslo #4 off-
channel flood control impoundment.  Since 2001 the MSTRWD has 
served as one of the local sponsors of the Natural Resource Conservation 
Service PL-566 Snake River Flood Control Project, a major project 
designed to protect the City of Warren from flood damages and to reduce 
flooding on lands downstream from the off-channel storage area.  Project 
construction was completed in 2006.  Within the last three months the 
MSTRWD has solicited and awarded bids for construction and begun the 
construction of a $10.5 million flood control impoundment and natural 
resource enhancement project within the district. 

According to recent watershed district annual reports (2003-2007), the 
managers have implemented or partnered in the implementation of 
numerous small projects including routine drainage system maintenance, 
ditch repair, and erosion control.  They have administered the construction 
of 17 farmstead ringdikes and processed 393 permit requests during that 
five year period. 

Discussion:  The fact that the MSTRWD has been able to undertake the 
implementation of–or partner in–such large and complex projects as the 
Snake River Flood Control project, Angus Oslo Site #4 project, and the 
Agassiz Valley Water Resource Management project demonstrates that the 
board is able to make complex and significant decisions related to their 
statutory authority as a water management entity.  Their on-going 
implementation of many smaller flood damage reduction, drainage system 
and stream maintenance projects, as well as administration of their permit 
authority, is further evidence of their ability to act and make decisions 
applicable to their responsibilities as watershed managers. 

5. Manager Terms of Office 
Findings:  All seven of the current managers have served for 10 years or 
less.  This compares with a statewide statistic of 67% of current (2007) 
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watershed district managers having served for 10 years or less.  Five of the 
seven (71%) MSTRWD managers have served for 5 years or less.
However, the MSTRWD administrator, district engineer, and 
administrative assistant have many years of experience with the district. 

Discussion:  Periodic turnover of managers can be helpful to the effective 
function of a watershed district.  It introduces new perspectives and can 
serve to promote a broad awareness of watershed management issues 
among the districts residents.  However, watershed management involves 
complex principles that take time to understand.  Therefore, some 
longevity in membership (>10 years) provides the board with continuity 
and experience that can be transferred to new managers through the 
normal conduct of watershed business.  The MSTRWD may be lacking 
some of the benefits of having a few managers with more than 10 years of 
experience.  For the MSTRWD the existence of experienced staff reduces 
the potential deficiencies of a relatively inexperienced board.

6. Conduct of Business at Regular Meetings of the Board 
Findings:  BWSR reviewed the minutes from an arbitrary sample of three 
consecutive months of regular meetings of the board of managers in 
consecutive years (January, February and March in 2006, 2007 and 2008).
In addition, BWSR staff have attended several regular board of managers 
meetings (February 26, May 21 and November 19 in 2007 and May 19, 
June 16, and July 21 in 2008) and observed the meeting performance of 
the board at those meetings.  

The regular meetings of the board of managers that were sampled 
averaged about 4 hours 45 minutes.  These times were not correlated with 
the number or type of agenda items. 

BWSR also reviewed the minutes for amount of debate and the level of 
unanimity among the managers.  This characteristic of meeting 
performance was determined based on the number of split votes.  For the 
meetings sampled, approximately 25% of all votes were split (not 
unanimous).   

Manager attendance at meetings was also noted.  In the meetings sampled 
from minutes or monitored by BWSR staff, only two of 11 meetings did 
not have full attendance.  Meetings are conducted with the president of the 
board presiding and with the application of a standard parliamentary 
procedure.

Discussion:  There appears to be no trend in length of meeting time during 
the past three years.  Some meetings in the past have been excessively 
long (8:45 and 7:05), but recent meetings have been below average length 
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for those meetings sampled.  However, the fact that average meeting 
length for the period sampled approaches five hours indicates that board 
members may not be delegating enough of the operational details of the 
district to the staff.  (See Recommendations section.) 

The number of split votes as a percentage of all votes cast does not appear 
to be unreasonably high.  It reflects some degree of division among the 
members.  However, BWSR expects that managers will not always agree 
on the issues they are expected to decide. 

Manager attendance at regular meetings appears to be excellent. 

The regular meetings of the board of managers are conducted in an orderly 
and efficient manner, with the president of the board providing clear 
leadership in progressing through the agenda using an appropriate 
parliamentary procedure.  Based on BWSR staff observations of recent 
meetings, there is a reasonable amount of deliberation and debate among 
the managers on matters before the board.  In addition, staff contributions 
to agenda items seem to be informative and sufficient for board decision-
making. 

7. Review by the Office of the State Auditor 
Findings:  BWSR notes that administrative reviews of various concerns 
related to the MSTRWD have been conducted by the Minnesota Office of 
the State Auditor.  BWSR has reviewed copies of two letters from the 
Office of the State Auditor to the MSTRWD (February 2005 and February 
2008). The letters contain recommendations and suggestions for 
improvement of the district’s operations, primarily in the areas of 
administration and accounting, requested additional financial information 
from the district, and reported on the results of a desk review of the 
district’s 2004 financial report. 

Discussion:  BWSR recognizes the authority and expertise of other 
reviewing agencies to comment on and correct, if necessary, 
administrative practices of the MSTRWD within their purview.  The 
comments provided by the Office of the State Auditor appear to be 
constructive and would serve to improve certain administrative practices 
of the district. 

8. Review by the Minnesota Department of Administration 
Findings:  BWSR notes that administrative reviews of MSTRWD 
compliance with Minnesota Statutes Chapter 13 have been conducted by 
the Minnesota Department of Administration, Information Policy Analysis 
Division.  One of the opinions BWSR reviewed (#07-018) concerned the 
MSTRWD compliance with the statutes regarding open meeting notice 
and recording requirements.  In that case the commissioner of 
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administration could not determine compliance for two of the issues raised 
and found that the MSTRWD did comply on the third issue.   Several of 
the opinions issued by the department dealt with compliance with data 
requests the MSTRWD received from December 2003 to August 2006.  
Of the seven opinions issued by the commissioner of administration, in six 
of them the MSTRWD was found to be not in compliance with 
requirements for providing data, and in one opinion compliance was 
indeterminate. Another opinion contained a determination of whether 
certain types of data were public. 

Discussion:  BWSR recognizes the authority and expertise of other 
reviewing agencies to comment on and correct, if necessary, 
administrative practices of the MSTRWD.  It appears that in the past the 
MSTRWD has had difficulty complying with data practices requests.  To 
the extent that any administrative practices affect the ability of MSTRWD 
managers to engage with the citizens of the district or deal appropriately 
with their issues and concerns, the effectiveness of the organization could 
be adversely affected.  (See recommendations section.) 

9. Intra-Board Conflict 
Findings:  BWSR has reviewed three significant documents relative to 
relationships among watershed managers: 
a. an August 2007 Minnesota district court complaint filed by two 
managers against two other managers alleging defamation;  
b. exhibits for a report from Rough Rider Legal Support Services 
containing over 500 pages of documents that contain questions, requests 
for information, records of conversations, newspaper accounts, and formal 
and informal accusations among various members of the board of 
managers and watershed district staff; and
c. an April 2008 federal district court complaint filed by two managers 
against two other managers, two staff members of the watershed district, 
and other named defendants.  The complaint alleges violation of 
constitutional rights, conspiracy to violate civil rights, and defamation, 
among other allegations. 

Discussion:  Without commenting on the grounds for nor the specific 
content of the legal complaints nor on the content or validity of the 
accusations, BWSR nevertheless recognizes that the existence of intra-
board legal action, as well as any conditions that may have precipitated 
such action, may have an effect on the ability of the watershed board and 
staff to conduct the business of the watershed in an open and forthright 
manner.   In addition, many of the documents contained in the Rough 
Rider report exhibits that BWSR reviewed indicate that the MSTRWD is a 
watershed organization that in recent years has experienced a significant 
amount of controversy among managers and between managers and staff.   
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Conclusions
On the whole the MSTRWD organization is generating results in terms of project and 
program implementation consistent with BWSR’s expectations for a watershed district in 
a rural, agricultural part of Minnesota. They have undertaken a number of large and 
small projects, have managed drainage systems under their authority, and administered a 
regulatory program with high demands on their time and expertise.  As noted above, the 
organization is operating under a management plan that is out-of-date and in need of 
revision.  However, their delay in revising the plan is understandable given guidance 
provided to them by BWSR.  And they have, in fact, begun the plan revision process.  
BWSR’s observation of recent regular meetings of the board of managers indicates that 
the managers and staff of the MSTRWD appear to function effectively and efficiently in 
their respective roles and responsibilities. 

In applying the recently developed PRAP performance standards to this watershed 
district’s operations, we note that they are in compliance with most of the basic standards 
and comply with several of the target or high performance standards.  While these new 
standards are still open to revision through the pilot application of this program statewide, 
the MSTRWD could be said to be performing at the higher end of the scale. 

However, we cannot ignore the existence of a certain level of intra-organizational conflict 
that, while maybe not obvious to a casual observer attending a regular board meeting, 
nevertheless appears to be a constant reality for the managers and staff.  The fact that this 
board of managers and staff have been able to carry out their responsibilities with 
efficiency and effectiveness under these circumstances shows professionalism and 
dedication.  However, BWSR has concerns about how long this organization will be able 
to maintain its effectiveness given the internal conflict that exists beneath the surface. 

We are also concerned about the MSTRWD’s ability to engage with the citizens and 
other stakeholders, and local units of government and partners in the watershed district.
The fact that BWSR received requests for a performance review from two organizations, 
one a local unit of government and the other a partner of the district’s in project 
implementation, indicates to us that our concerns about the organization are shared by 
others.

Consequently, BWSR believes that in order to maintain the effective and efficient 
operation of the MSTRWD, further actions should be taken by the board of managers to 
address some or all of these issues.   

Recommendations 
The following recommendations are based on BWSR’s evaluation of the performance of 
the MSTRWD as described above.  These recommendations are offered to the board to 
ensure that the organization is able to provide efficient and effective service to the 
citizens of the watershed district and to operate at an optimal level of performance to 
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achieve the goals and objectives of sound water and related land resource management.  
Except for recommendation 1, which is based on a legal requirement, these 
recommendations are options that BWSR is presenting for the consideration of the 
MSTRWD managers and staff.   

1. Watershed Management Plan Revision 
The MSTRWD should complete the revision of its watershed management 
plan as quickly as the process allows.  BWSR staff are available to assist 
the watershed managers and staff in this process.  State funds are available 
to pay for key elements of the plan revision.  The revised plan must 
conform to the guidelines for second generation watershed plans included 
in the 1998 Flood Damage Reduction Work Group Agreement.  BWSR 
believes that the plan revision process will help the MSTRWD to clarify 
its mission, purpose and priorities for the future.  Furthermore, it may 
serve as a point of cohesion for the current board as well as for the citizens 
and partners of the watershed district.

2. Modify Annual Report Format 
In order to facilitate an on-going, periodic review of progress in 
implementing plan goals and projects/program, BWSR recommends that 
the MSTRWD modify the format of your annual report.  Sections of the 
report should refer to corresponding sections of the management plan, as 
applicable.  This would make it easier for both the managers and the 
public to track progress of plan implementation. 

3. Website Assistance 
BWSR recommends that the MSTRWD website be updated to include 
additional elements as listed in the BWSR Level I and II PRAP 
performance standards.   

4. Manager Training 
BWSR recommends the managers adopt a training and orientation plan for 
all board members.  Information provided to BWSR by the district on the 
PRAP Performance Standards checklist (see appendix d) indicates that not 
all of the board members have completed manager training.  The 
MSTRWD should consult with BWSR or the Minnesota Association of 
Watershed Districts for assistance with manager training needs.  Manager 
training, particularly with respect to the appropriate division of roles of 
board members and staff, may serve to reduce the length of regular board 
meetings. 

5. Data Practices Act Training 
BWSR recommends that the MSTRWD explore opportunities for training 
the person responsible for responding to Minnesota Government Data 
Practices Act (Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 13) requests regarding the 
proper procedures and requirements for compliance with that statute.  We 
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suggest that you consult with the Minnesota Department of 
Administration, Information Policy Analysis Division, for further 
assistance. 

6. BWSR District Assessment Tool 
Further review to address factors that may be causing internal conflict is 
needed.  BWSR recommends that BWSR, or another public or private 
entity with relevant experience, conduct a survey of MSTRWD watershed 
managers and staff, randomly selected citizens of the watershed district, 
and selected public officials using the BWSR District Assessment Tool or 
other appropriate process.  The BWSR District Assessment Tool was 
developed for BWSR to help soil and water conservation districts and 
watershed districts make organizational improvements.  Using surveys, it 
relies on feedback from internal and external sources.  The MSTRWD 
board will assist in the selection of the public officials to be surveyed.
The standard process calls for the results of this assessment to be 
presented to the MSTRWD board and staff.  Using that information the 
managers will have the opportunity to consider and implement other 
performance improvement measures that they deem appropriate, with or 
without BWSR assistance. 

Implementation and Next Steps 
1. Interim Performance Improvement Agreement   

Before proceeding with implementation of any recommendations, BWSR 
would like to develop a written Interim Performance Improvement 
Agreement (IPIA) with the MSTRWD.  The agreement will list what is 
mutually agreed to be done, who will be involved in each action item, the 
responsibilities for paying the cost of implementation, the timeframe for 
implementation, and any other items that are mutually agreed upon.  
(Proposed date:  September 15, 2008)  The MSTRWD may implement any 
of the options that do not require BWSR involvement prior to that date.  

2. Subsequent Actions 
After completion of the elements in the Interim Performance Improvement 
Agreement, BWSR or the MSTRWD may recommend further actions, if 
deemed necessary. 

3. Publication of Information 
Information about the results of this PRAP Level III pilot performance 
review will be included in BWSR’s next PRAP legislative report.  BWSR 
will send a copy of the report to the MSTRWD board members and staff 
when it is released to the public.   (Proposed date:  February 2009) 
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Information Sources 
The following documents were reviewed by BWSR staff during the development of the 
findings and conclusions in this report: 

1. February 29, 2008 Letter to Board President Doug Sorenson (MSTRWD) from 
Kathy Docter and Mark Kerr (Office of the State Auditor, State of Minnesota) 

2. September 26, 2007 Minnesota Department of Administration Advisory Opinion 
07-018 (Information Policy Analysis Division) 

3. February 14, 2007 Minnesota Department of Administration Advisory Opinion 
07-008 (Information Policy Analysis Division) 

4. January 30, 2007 Minnesota Department of Administration Advisory Opinion 07-
006 (Information Policy Analysis Division) 

5. February 10, 2006 Minnesota Department of Administration Advisory Opinion 
06-002 (Information Policy Analysis Division) 

6. November 29, 2004 Minnesota Department of Administration Advisory Opinion 
04-076 (Information Policy Analysis Division) 

7. November 12, 2004 Minnesota Department of Administration Advisory Opinion 
04-074 (Information Policy Analysis Division) 

8. November 12, 2004 Minnesota Department of Administration Advisory Opinion 
04-073 (Information Policy Analysis Division) 

9. August 18, 2004 Minnesota Department of Administration Advisory Opinion 04-
051 (Information Policy Analysis Division) 

10. March 31, 2004 Minnesota Department of Administration Advisory Opinion 04-
019 (Information Policy Analysis Division) 

11. March 17, 2008 approved minutes of a regular meeting of the Board of Managers, 
Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers Watershed District. 

12. February 25, 2008 approved minutes of a regular meeting of the Board of 
Managers, Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers Watershed District. 

13. January 28, 2008 approved minutes of a regular meeting of the Board of 
Managers, Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers Watershed District. 

14. March 19, 2007 approved minutes of a regular meeting of the Board of Managers, 
Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers Watershed District. 

15. February 26, 2007 approved minutes of a regular meeting of the Board of 
Managers, Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers Watershed District. 

16. January 22, 2007 approved minutes of a regular meeting of the Board of 
Managers, Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers Watershed District. 

17. March 20, 2006 approved minutes of a regular meeting of the Board of Managers, 
Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers Watershed District. 

18. February 27, 2006 approved minutes of a regular meeting of the Board of 
Managers, Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers Watershed District. 

19. January 23, 2006 approved minutes of a regular meeting of the Board of 
Managers, Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers Watershed District. 

20. 2007 annual report and financial statements, Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers 
Watershed District. 

21. 2006 annual report and financial statements, Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers 
Watershed District. 
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22. 2005 annual report and financial statements, Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers 
Watershed District. 

23. 2004 annual report and financial statements, Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers 
Watershed District. 

24. 2003 annual report and financial statements, Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers 
Watershed District. 

25. Complaint filed in United States District Court, District of Minnesota (April 4, 
2008).

26. (Undated) report by Roughrider Legal Support Services. 
27. December 1994 Ten Year Updated Watershed Management Plan, Middle River-

Snake River Watershed District. 
28. 1998-2007 Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers Watershed District Board Members 

and Terms (prepared by district staff July 2008).
29. BWSR staff summaries of May 19, 2008, June 16, 2008, and July 21, 2008, 

regular meetings of the Board of Managers, Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers 
Watershed District. 

30. December 1998, Red River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Work Group 
Agreement. 

31. June 2008 “News and Views,” Red River Watershed Management Board. 
32. 2007 Strategic Plan, Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources. 
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Appendices
The following documents are attached to this report. 

a. Letter (dated May 13, 2008) from Curtis Carlson, Chair, Marshall County 
Board of Commissioners  to John Jaschke, Executive Director, Board of 
Water and Soil Resources. 

b. Letter (dated June 25, 2008) from Naomi Erickson, Administrator, Red River 
Watershed Management Board to Don Buckhout, Board of Water and Soil 
Resources.

c. Letter (dated June 12, 2008) from Steve Woods, Board of Water and Soil 
Resources, to Mr. Doug Sorenson and Mr. Nick Drees, Middle Snake 
Tamarac Rivers Watershed District. 

d. Greater MN Watershed District Performance Standards, Middle-Snake-
Tamarac Rivers July 2008 (Board of Water and Soil Resources, PRAP Level 
II Review Part 2). 

e. Findings of Fact, Conclusions and Order Prescribing Amendment of 
Watershed Management Plan, Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources 
(January 26, 2005). 

f. Red River Valley Watershed Plans-The Next Generation (October 2002), (no 
author).

g. (No date, no title, no author) table of funding allocations for Red River Basin 
watershed district plan revisions (document file date April 24, 2008). 






































