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Meeting Notes 
Master Plan of Aligned Use and Water Management at the Hiawatha Golf Course 

Property, a part of Nokomis-Hiawatha Regional Park  

Community Advisory Committee  (CAC) Meeting #6b 

July 22, 2019 –  6:00pm to 8:00pm –  Meeting continued from June 11, 2019 

Nokomis Community Center  

Meeting Goal: Continue the conversation where we left off and create an outline for a 

single preferred design alternative  

1. Welcome, Introductions, and Overview of Ground Rules and CAC Charge 

David Kaplan, Chairperson, welcomed everyone and began the meeting at 6:07 pm greeting the CAC 

members. The members of the CAC were asked to introduce themselves. Members in attendance: David 

Kaplan, Craig Nichols, Roxanne Stuhr, Matt Hilgart, Joan Soholt, Kathryn Kelly, Teresa Engstrom, Sean 

Connaughty, Nathan Shepherd and Sheila Terryll. Members absent: Tim Clemens [withdrew from CAC 

at his request], Chakra Sankaraiah, Sean Keir, Damon LeFlore, Tara Olds, Anne Painter, William Means 

and Duane Whittaker. MPRB staff present: Tyler Pederson. MPRB staff present in the audience: Michael 

Schroeder, Deb Pilger, Joe Green, and Dan Ament. Consultants present in audience: Kurt Leuthold, Barr 

Engineering. MCWD staff present in audience: Tiffany Schaufler. MPRB Commissioners present in 

audience: Chris Meyer.  

Tyler Pederson reviewed the Ground Rules [PPT 2] and Charge of the Community Advisory Committee 

[PPT 3]. The Master Planning Process/Schedule [PPT 4] shifted when CAC Meeting 6b was added.  

2. Update on Latest Pumping Rates 

Tyler said MPRB has been tabulating the amount of water since January 2017, and has come up with new 

totals of gallons pumped for each pump. In the past two years 1.1 billion gallons were pumped, which 

represents an average of 471 million gallons per year. Of that, approximately 61 million gallons per year 

was stormwater, which means that approximately 410 million gallons of groundwater was pumped over 

the last 28 months. [PPT 5] 

Teresa Engstrom asked a question about why the stormwater numbers went down since we have had 

more rain. Tyler said that 61 million is an average over a couple of different calculations. Kurt Leuthold 

explained that in 2016 it was 66 million gallons because we had 40 inches of rain. In 2017-18 the rainfall 

amount as 33-34 inches. Tyler added that groundwater numbers went up because groundwater moves 

more slowly.  

Sean Connaughty wondered why stormwater was separated out from the groundwater. Tyler said that 

was done so they could tabulate how much groundwater was being pumped because it is so high. Michael 

Schroeder added that the permit, which is approved by the DNR and will be amended, is for dewatering 
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all of the water on the site. There are six pumps on the site, but flow meters are only on the two largest 

ones (north/right, and south/left). Kathryn Kelly asked about the impact on neighborhood homes if 

pumping were stopped. MPRB has not run another model using the current numbers to provide that 

information. 

Roxanne Stuhr asked if there is a relationship relative to the frequency and intensity of rain events. Tyler 

presented a graph showing rainfall and pumping patterns from April 17 to May 29. [PPT 7] He explained 

that the bottom two lines (yellow and blue) represent the pumps that alternate being on and off. On the 

top part of the graph, the dark blue bars indicate precipitation and the lines show the monitoring wells. 

As the pumps are pumping, the water in the monitoring wells is actually going down, with the exception 

of the top/brown line which represents Well #4 which is farthest away from the pumps and is less reactive 

to them. 

Lake Hiawatha’s beach has recently been closed due to concerns about the health of the lake. Roxanne 

wondered if there is a study about the relationship between nutrient loads and phosphorus following rain 

events. Tyler said MPRB tests twice a year [correction: twice per month] near the beaches but they have 

not yet tested the makeup of the water in the ponds as it goes into the lake since the beginning of the 

water management study. Water in the ponds will be tested and they will also test the water coming in 

at the 43rd Street pipe if the Watershed District does not have that data available.  

Teresa expressed concern about the amount of water seeping back into the lake through the berm, 

resulting in higher pumping volumes. Kurt said the ratio of water coming through the berm versus from 

the west has not been tested, but it will be similar to what it was before, about thirty percent. The other 

reason for the higher pumping volumes is that we have been in a long cycle of very wet weather. That 

tends to accumulate and with the response in the groundwater being somewhat slow, we’re seeing the 

effects of many years in a row of above average precipitation. As rainfall amounts increase the upward 

trend will presumably be similar. Sean requested that when additional monitoring is done MPRB provide 

similar data on the other four pumps. 

If we continue on the same mode as we are with precipitation, given that the area is already saturated 

with groundwater, Joan wondered if it was possible to model what is coming down Minnehaha Creek, 

i.e. what we are seeing in increases, how much capacity the Creek can handle, and what it would look like 

if we flooded forty more acres and how that would benefit. Kurt said it is possible to model that, but it 

has not been done. 

Teresa asked if new groundwater maps have been provided by the Minnesota Geological Society. Tyler 

replied that he has not seen anything from them. 

3. Overview of Efforts Looking at a Compact Length 18-Hole Course with a Reduced Pumping 

Scenario as Conceptualized in Alternative B 

Tyler said at the beginning of this project MPRB looked at how the existing 18-hole golf course lays over 

Water Management Alternative B (Alt B). [PPT 8-9] The Design Team concluded that it was not possible 

while reducing pumping. While the golf course exists now and is relatively dry a majority of the time, once 

pumping is reduced there will no longer be room for floodwater and flood capacity at the site will be 

reduced. The Design Team also looked at a compact 18-hole course and attempted to adjust the 

floodplain areas to fit within the reconfigured course but was not successful without raising the land and 
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reducing flood capacity. Because the compact 18-hole configuration was not a feasible solution with the 

parameters of Alt B, MPRB staff chose not to develop it as one of the three concepts. 

Members of the CAC who are proponents of an 18-hole golf course continued to express their displeasure 

with this outcome. Tyler reminded them that the Board of Commissioners had given this CAC a set of 

rules to follow, including developing a flood-resilient golf course that is ecologically friendly, and to 

reduce pumping as conceptualized in Alt B. The discussion that followed included these questions and 

comments: 

• Kathryn Kelly – Question: Would it be possible to meet the definition of “flood resilient” by 

elevating the tees and greens? The only reason it would not be resilient is because of reduced 

pumping. 

Answer: Michael Schroeder responded that “flood resilient” means protecting as many high-

value assets of the golf course as possible while allowing other portions of the course to flood for 

limited amounts of time. “Limited” means how long fairways can be inundated before the grass 

starts to fail. It is problematic that a significant portion of the course is within the ten-year 

floodplain, meaning it has a one-in-ten change of flooding every year.  

• Sheila Terryll – Question: Is our top directive to create flood plain storage? 

Answer: Tyler said the goal is to not reduce flood plain storage. We cannot propose a solution – 

whether it be an 18-hole golf course or something else – that does not sustain a flood. Michael 

reiterated that in the charge given to the CAC by the Board of Commissioners (Commissioners), 

the number one item is to reduce pumping, and it sets that reduced pumping in the context of at 

least nine holes of traditional golf, flood resiliency, ecologically driven, and respecting the history 

of black golfers on this site. 

Comment: The group does not have an understanding of why reduced pumping is the charge.  

Answer: Michael said that early on in this process that issue was brought to the Commissioners, 

and the Board confirmed that the charge was to reduce pumping.  

• Craig Nichols – Question: What is more flood resilient, the current or proposed scenario? [Not 

answered.] 

• Sheila – Comment: It seems the CAC is trying to create a solution for something they don’t know 

what the problem is. It was proposed that the CAC inform the Board that they do not accept the 

premise [of reduced pumping]. The CAC never agreed that its recommendation would be what 

was offered to them. Sheila spoke with legislators, the person who appointed her and neighbors, 

and was told that this was democracy in action and the CAC gets to decide what 

recommendations to make based on what the neighborhood wants, not a premise that it did not 

agree to. 

Response: Tyler reminded the CAC that after the first couple of meetings they decided to pause 

while seeking clarification from the Board. The Board made its wishes clear, and that is what the 

CAC needs to follow.  

• Kathryn – Comment/Question: The purpose of the CAC is not to comply with what the Board 

wants them to do. The purpose is to provide input based on their experiences and conversations 

with others, and to let the Board know that something else should be done. What is MPRB’s 

reason for reducing pumping? [Not answered.] 

• Teresa Engstrom – Comment: Commissioner Forney said that they (commissioners) do not have 

time to study all of the issues so they vote based on communications, presentations and staff 
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recommendations. CAC members have spent several years studying these issues and know more 

than Commissioners do. Cannot vote for reduced pumping. 

• Joan Soholt – Comment/Question: An 18-hole golf course would not get funding from the 

Metropolitan Council. However, if the area is designated a regional park it would get funding. Is 

that correct? 

Answer: Tyler said that the golf course property itself is supported by revenues from the course 

and other revenue-generating things and does not get funding from the Metropolitan Council. 

Everything outside the fence is funded through other means, mainly state funds issued through 

the Metropolitan Council. Michael added that the same amount of funding received for Nokomis-

Hiawatha Regional Park would be distributed across the additional 160 acres of the golf course. 

The amount of funding depends upon visitorship that falls across 160 acres and how it changes 

the number of park users that are calculated for the regional park each year. Funding would come 

from the Metropolitan Council. 

• Sean Connaughty – Comment: Thinks the problems are clear and the charge has been clear. The 

CAC was told that reduced pumping is better for the environment. The reasons for that decision, 

and the problems we have, are we have tons of trash, species have been extirpated, and there 

have been three floods since 2014 requiring $1.1 million to repair damages to the golf course as 

estimated in the FEMA repair plans. There have been two votes by the elected Park Board to go 

with the reduced pumping scenario despite CAC’s requests which caused delays. In favor of 

moving forward and start fixing problems at Lake Hiawatha and the community. 

• Nathan Shepherd – Comment: Concerned that if the CAC refuses to answer the question [about 

reduced pumping] and pushes back again it will lose the opportunity for input. The question has 

been asked and answered. Sees the number one priority as protecting homes.  

• Roxanne Stuhr – Comment/Question: Has been involved with this process before the CAC. There 

was a major flood in 2014; nine holes were under water. There have been many major rain events 

since then, including the past week, and that is pretty common. If this property as it is right now 

as an 18-hole course, unchanged, is capable of handling more and more rain, why are we 

increasing the pumping? The land as it is right now is not resilient. If it were the pumping levels 

would not be increasing. Resiliency is about what capacity an area has to manage what comes its 

way. Unfortunately, there is more rain in terms of quantity and frequency. That needs to be 

addressed. A question to the golf course, if it is to remain 18-holes, is how will you make it 

resilient with the increasing rains, without having a focus always on pumping? If the land can take 

care of it itself we shouldn’t have to pump so much. 

• Matt Hilgart – Comment/Question: MPRB has not made a convincing argument that [inaudible] 

dramatically lessen pumping is a silver lining or sustainable solution for our water problems. 

Moreover, that limiting pumping or redeveloping a site to a tune of $50 million+ is (1) going to 

prevent future flooding or home damage, (2) is worth displacing the golf community, (3) that we 

won’t need to increase pumping anyway because it sounds like we may very well have to, or (4) 

is fiscally responsible or politically palatable. He does respect the point made that the CAC has 

been given a task, but also thinks there are certain politics outside of this commission. We heard 

from our own senator that at the Capital they are not happy that there is going to be a capital 

bonding request or some kind of legacy request. The biggest response received when speaking 

with politicians and neighborhood members is confusion. There is an acknowledgement that 

there is a water problem, but there are questions on why pumping is bad. Will it stop even if we 
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redevelop this site? Our job is to represent our community and make our voices heard that we 

are not comfortable going forward with this big of an investment, rubber-stamping all of these 

unknowns. The brainstorm session allowed us to share with the Park Board the things we can do 

to the site: accessibility, diversification of recreational opportunities, golf club enhancements, 

ecological investments and improvements, and more historical and cultural recognition. 

• David – Comment/Question: The Park Board has been clear about their expectations from the 

CAC. We have pushed back numerous times and have been given direction in response through 

the staff. The CAC needs to come forward with something. If we do not provide the Park Board 

with a recommendation that is in keeping with what they have asked for, odds are they will do 

what they want. If indeed roughly half of the CAC is not in favor of moving forward based on the 

parameters we have been given, does it make sense to continue this CAC or is this group 

deadlocked? If we cannot agree with the charge that the Park Board has asked us to come up 

with a plan to reduce pumping in accordance with Alt B, should the CAC be discontinued? 

Response: After additional discussion, and clarification by Tyler that the recommendations 

should match up with MPRB’s charge, the members of the CAC present agreed to continue their 

discussion and make recommendations with the caveat that they have the right to also make 

recommendations based on what they and their constituency want knowing that the Park Board 

could turn them down. [Tyler reminded them that any recommendation to the Board should be 

approved by a majority of the CAC.] 

 

4. Workshop Discussion – CAC  

CAC members continued the discussion where they left off at the June 11 meeting, working together to 

create recommendations that will be given to the Design Team. Following the public comment period 

(notes below), David said this is an opportunity for them to outline as a CAC what they want to see in the 

preferred design alternative based on the comments that had been made. They agreed to focus on 

consensus items, and after considerable discussion developed this list: 

• Pollution mitigation, City involved, trash sediment, and dissolved pollutants  

• Fence comes down strategically, increase accessibility to park and water 

• Revised/improved clubhouse, with winter activity hub, pet friendly patio, local business oriented 

• Enhanced winter activities on the property 

• Enhanced communal practice facilities 

• Maintain first tee program 

• Balance natural and recreation spaces with appropriate plantings (Vegetation that reduces input 

needs while optimizing land use experience, water management, and wildlife.) 

• Provide a plan for the for memorials to people 

• New traffic and parking analysis for neighborhood 

• Provide a plan to retain the 18-hole golf course with alternate ways to reduce pumping 

• Maintain and expand, where appropriate, where biking paths should be 

• Keep costs low, capital and maintenance 

• Safe walking path around the lake, not necessarily directly adjacent to lake 

• More purposeful interpretation and presence of African American and Indigenous history, art, 

and culture 

• Public art opportunities 



 

Page 6  
 

• Why/when is pumping bad? 

• Number 1 priority: Protecting homes from groundwater intrusion which including engineering 

analysis 

• Protect existing wildlife habitat 

• Event venue 

• Look at what is housed in each facility, SW bldg., etc. 

• Reuse existing infrastructure  

• Include stormwater best management practices 

• Push Audubon Certification levels further 

• Wildlife connectivity  

• Opportunities for non-golf interaction on property 

• Passive and active areas 

Tyler will create a survey for distribution to CAC members, giving them an opportunity to vote on and/or 

prioritize these items. 

5. Public Comment Period [Break in Workshop] 

David invited members of the audience to briefly state their comments or concerns.  

• Tom: As a golfer, uses Hiawatha four to five times per week. Would rather see nine holes than no 

golf course. Sees a lot of little kids on the golf course which could become future golfers. Would 

take business to Highland Park in St. Paul if course closes.  

• Al: When all of the golf courses are built on wetlands, why are we having this conversation about 

this particular golf course? The root of the problem is, why are we reducing pumping? 

• Anne Jackson: Lives north of golf course. Hears concerns and challenges but thinks there’s a 

bigger agenda. 

• [unnamed]: We have a problem in this state, and it’s a large problem. One billion gallons of 

pumping, coming down from the watershed, and the City has to pay for this for umpteen 

centuries. The DNR will continue to go along with this idea that the maximum amount of 

pumping is okay, but it is not okay. Our infrastructure in the state is collapsing. If you stop 

pumping it will flood. 

• [unnamed]: Referencing issues raised by Kathryn, has also asked the question in previous 

meetings but hasn’t heard an answer about homeowners and flooding. Is worried about the 

homeowners and homes if pumping is reduced. 

• Sean : Likes hearing about getting the fence opened up. Unlike Lake Nokomis, you can’t see 

anything walking by Lake Hiawatha. Would like to have more non-golfers feeling comfortable on 

the space, enjoying the lake and clubhouse. All metro cities have to start implementing their new 

comprehensive plans, updating their ordinances within the next year. We should coordinate with 

the Watershed District, Minneapolis, Minnetonka, Richfield, etc. about capturing more water 

within their city boundaries. What is the City’s strategy for flood mitigation in this part of 

Minneapolis? Can they get that clear so we can start mitigating the north pipe, getting all that 

construction going soon? In the meantime it would be great to have a large crane installed next 

to the end of the pipe so they could capture all the trash with a giant net before it goes into the 

lake. 
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• Constance: Protecting homes should be the number one priority. Climate change is having an 

impact all over the country. Has seen a presentation on urbanization, replacing trees with 

hardscape and what it does to hydrology. The solution is infiltrating as much as possible on-site. 

The City is not doing enough and is overloading the infrastructure. The best use of the land—in 

order to take pressure off the homes in the area, infrastructure and pumping—is to naturalize as 

much of the area as possible so more can be infiltrated. Focus on native plants with deeper roots, 

and more trees. Hopes for compromise with a nine-hole golf course in order to optimize the 

ecological function of the land. Wildlife is not just about beavers; it’s about bugs, insects, 

butterflies, bees, and birds and healthy ecological function. 

• Dave (?): I am not in favor of 18-holes, but I would like to know the Park Board’s rationale for 

setting the pumping level. 

• Deb: Agrees with Joan that we should get a report from the Minnesota Geological Survey. 

• John: Likes the objectives listed. Thinks it balances out many of the issues. Biggest concern is 

that nothing will happen, in which case everybody loses. The golf course will be at risk and trash 

will continue to flow into the lake. 

• Charles: [some inaudible] Only costs $15,000 to pump now. Cost of the project estimated to be 

$29 to $62 million; that money will come from increased property taxes. No sense in getting rid 

of the golf course.  

• Sue: Concerned about the financials, $25 to $62 million, and is sure it will be toward the high end, 

is an enormous sum of money that may not be forthcoming from the legislature or wherever. We 

will still be pumping enormous amounts of water and it will not solve the problem, but it’s going 

to cost the taxpayers a fortune. 

• [unnamed]: Concerned about clean water. Trusts the CAC more than  the Park Board. Has 

worked with Park Board people a number of years, and every time there are meetings about the 

golf course they show three options. Trusts the CAC to merge the three options presented into a 

real answer. Please keep doing your work. Used to be able to walk from east to west end of the 

lake, but more fencing has been added around the golf course to prevent people walking through 

it and getting injured by golf balls. Doesn’t like the range net proposed in one of the concepts. 

• Blake (?): Is pleased with the CAC’s work, the questions asked and good insight. Has trouble 

understanding what we are trying to accomplish, and that’s a failure in what the Park Board has 

presented on why we have the high water and what can be done about it. [inaudible; airplane 

noise] Agrees with previous speaker about the fence. If the space is going to flood, why not a golf 

course? 

• Bill: Has experience in government and politics. Whenever government says “trust us” we should 

be suspicious. Regarding the 18-hole plan, would like to know who was the designer hired to do 

that, who hired them, how much did they get paid, and wants to see the designs that the Park 

Board based its decisions on. [Tyler said he would provide that information and the plans.] 

• Eduardo (Organizer for Center for Workers United in Struggle): Lives in the Powderhorn area. 

Has concerns about questions that have not been answered and have been skewed. It makes no 

sense that Park Board doesn’t have time to study all the issues. If the development happens there 

will be a good probability of labor trafficking, wage theft and really bad situations for workers. 

There is power in unity, and he invited people to sign up with him to continue the discussion.  

• Matt: A couple of observations about the lake. Understands that homeowners want to keep their 

basements dry but it’s important to acknowledge that there are houses that are built on historical 
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wetlands. With the water levels that are predicted to increase, that means more flooding. The 

lake is trying to be a wetland again. The golf course is sinking. [objection to this statement by 

several CAC members.] 

• [unnamed]: Questioned when the Park Board members who made the decision about pumping 

were elected. [Tyler said the last direction to the CAC was made by current Park Board 

members.] When we originally talked about pumping, everyone said we were over our permit. 

Tried to explain at that time that we never had a permit to pump water out of the golf course. We 

had a permit to pump 36 million gallons of water from the lake onto the golf course. [Tyler said 

they pumped 36.5 million gallons for irrigation and never had a permit for pumping groundwater. 

That doesn’t mean it’s ok to pump groundwater without a permit. Tyler apologized for the initial 

confusion around the permit, and said there is now a current permit in place.] At a meeting of the 

DNR and members of the Senate and Legislature at the State Capital, there was concern by the 

people attending from the Park Board that they were lying to the public about the permit and a 

lot of people had mud on their face at the end of that meeting. 

• Jodie: Has lived in the neighborhood her entire life. Does not know who will want to come to a 

swamp for their park experience. Mosquitoes will be massive. If it goes through as a wetland she’s 

out. 

• Carla (?): Lives in the neighborhood. Not a golfer. Thinks current Commissioners undervalue golf 

as a resource and she sees it as a valuable resource. Has an observation that there is quite a bit of 

land around the golf course, especially the northwest corner and along the parkway, that could 

be used for rain gardens, natural plantings, woodchip trail for walking, floating/wooden bridge, 

creating a natural walkway all around the golf course.  

• [unnamed]: Clarified that the northeast corner and southeast corner of Hiawatha Park are not 

included in the project and have already been master planned. Pumping is a process that we do 

to create civilization. The Dutch have it down and they decide whether or not it is worth it. We 

have to come up with that decision, too. Pumping in and of itself is not bad; it is something that 

can be done.  

• Chris Meyer, Park Board Commissioner, District 1: The Park Board passed the directive to reduce 

pumping twice, in 2017 on a 6-3 vote and in 2018 on a 6-2 vote. That decision has been made and 

is unlikely to change. The Park Board made it because they believe it is the ecologically 

responsible thing to do to reduce the pollution going into water downstream. Phosphates are the 

biggest concern, and by reducing pumping they can remove about 200-230 pounds of phosphate 

per year. A pound of phosphate has a value of approximately $20,000 annually, so it works out 

to more than $4 million per year. The Park Board has a lot of different revenue sources to pay for 

changes, including the Capital Improvement Fund, money from the Watershed District, the City, 

and other sources. The directive to the CAC is to work out the details within a reduced pumping 

scenario. 

• Kathryn: Why is a Commissioner allowed to speak during public testimony? [David replied that 

other elected officials were allowed to speak. This is not abnormal.] 

• Patrick: Lives in the neighborhood. Speaking of politics, people who want to retain 18 holes 

talked about the Park Board as being some sort of tyrannical body that is imposing its will upon 

the people. Reminded everyone that 18-hole golf at Hiawatha was very much on the ballot during 

the 2017 elections. There were four candidates who ran on an explicit agenda of preserving 18-

holes at the golf course and all of them lost. The current Park Board has voted to reduce pumping 
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as a result of that electoral process. That was not tyranny imposed, that was the will of the voters. 

He knew exactly what he was voting for when he voted for his Park Board candidates. Save 

Hiawatha 18 made sure that everyone knew what was on the ballot, and this is the result of that 

democratic process. Asks the people who fancy themselves to be the voices of the community to 

respect the results of that democratic process. 

• [unnamed]: Every wetland isn’t a good wetland. We are all deluded into thinking that we can 

push ourselves back to this era in time where everything was pristine and everything will be right. 

Creek is getting more water than it can take, and whether you reduce pumping or whatever you 

do to it, if you don’t address where this water is coming from, you’re not solving the problem. If 

you want to stop pumping, that’s fine, but you can’t have it both ways. You can’t tell people 

you’re sorry their homes are destroyed and by the way we have to save all these other things and 

you were the person we chose to let go in the meantime. Look at what a restored wetland is. You 

can’t restore a wetland unless you take everything back. There is so much natural urbanization 

that has taken place since this golf course was built. You can do mechanical things that would 

stave it off for a while. You can flood 40 acres and at the end of that time that amount of land will 

still get used up and we’ll still have water coming down this Creek because nobody is fixing that 

part of this project. The golf course has been the silent guardian of those homes in this 

neighborhood since Theodore Wirth determined that nobody wanted this swampy piece of land, 

which was not the wetland we see in our dreams. If you want to make it that, it will take a lot of 

work and money to maintain, but you can’t make it happen because you did not fix the problem 

which is the inundation of water coming down the Creek.  

• Jere: The Environmental Protection Agency says not to put a wetland near homes.  

#4 Workshop Discussion continued after public comment period. 

6. Adjourn 

Meeting was adjourned at 8:50 pm.  

 


