


















RRWD Manager Todd Miller stated that they had half of a ring dike and that the RRWD  

added on to it and put culverts in. 

Dalager concluded his presentation summarizing that he had provided an overview of 

some of the impacts to the system, and comments from the public. 

Commissioner Swanson asked if the County had received any written comments. 

County Coordinator Trish Klein stated that the County had not received any written or 

oral comments.  

Commissioner Swanson asked RRWD Administrator Sando if they had received any 

written comments or verbal comments. 

Sando stated that no written comments had been received but that he had gotten a 

positive verbal comment from Mike Dahl. 

Commissioner Swanson asked if there were any further comments or questions.  

Commissioner Rasmussen asked if there had been any negative concerns from the 

landowners.  

RRWD Manager Miller restated that the Watershed had met with landowners a couple of 

different times so all their concerns were ironed out or at least answered.   

Commissioner Walker asked if the culvert sizing change will increase water downstream. 

Dalager responded that typically the Roseau River is the problem for these landowners. 

Ketring added that by pulling water off Hay reek into the impoundment the overall impact 

on the river itself is positive so increasing culvert size will not put more water in the system.  

Commissioner Rasmussen asked about the impact on farmsteads immediately north 

and west. 

Ketring responded that this concern is what makes the Norland Impoundment such an 

important project.  

Dalager stated that the culvert is a replacement for a worn out culvert.  He noted that 

adding that it is opportunity for some of the concerns along here and that it is a feel good thing 

that will have no negative impact.  

Ketring asked the Board how they wanted to proceed. He stated that he assumed the 

Board would want to proceed in phases. He added that he also assumed that the County would 

want to have another public hearing or at least another meeting to go over the outside 

engineer’s report. 

Commissioner Swanson asked what the timeline is for getting started. 



Dalager stated that they hoped to have a contractor working by mid July. 

Commissioner Swanson asked if the Board approval was necessary prior to starting.  

Dalager answered that he believed it was needed. 

Commissioner Swanson asked if the Board approved the project if there would be an 

opportunity to make changes so that comments and suggestions from the outside engineer’s 

report could be incorporated. 

Ketring stated that he thought the Board could approve Phases 1 and 3 and Phase 2, 

the Norland Impoundment, could be contingent upon the engineers report. Ketring added that if 

Phases 1 and 3 are approved and the Norland Impoundment was not done that they could 

easily mitigate potential problems by removing traps. Ketring stated that this project keeps the 

water off the land and meters it through the river system. He added that if there are potential 

upstream problems there is the possibility of re-opening culverts.  Ketring added that the 

positive that will come out of the project is that high water that normally breaks out into this area 

and flows the back way to the river will be eliminated.  

Commissioner Swanson asked about oversight, noting that with the recent Two River 

Watershed District project that oversight continued throughout the project.   

Ketring answered that that the Board could approve Phases 1 and 3 and you could do it 

contingent upon an outside engineers report.  

Swanson asked Ketring if he was less concerned about phases 1 & 3 and more 

concerned about the impoundment.  

Ketring stated Phases 1 and 3 have limited impact to the system. He stated that the 

collector ditch will have no bearing on anything and will essentially not do anything but wait to 

be utilized when the impoundment is finished.  

Commissioner Swanson asked if Ketring would recommend approving Phases 1 and 3 

and then having another public hearing on Phase 2 when we get to that point.  

Ketring stated that he did not know if we needed a public hearing or not but that the 

Board definitely wants to hear the engineers report before approving the impoundment project.  

Coordinator Klein stated that if this public hearing was closed and only two phases were 

approved that another hearing would be required before the Board could formally take action on 

that portion of the petition. 

Commissioner Rasmussen asked if the Board could approve all three phases contingent 

upon the engineer’s report.  

Coordinator Klein stated that it would be possible given the parameters of the petition 

provided the contingencies were clarified.  



Dalager stated that an outside party is not legally part of the project. He stated that 

Ketring is the County Engineer and represents the County and that he is the appointed engineer 

for the Roseau River Watershed District and he represents their interest but that he did not think 

that their presence at a public hearing would not be the proper protocol.  

Coordinator Klein clarified that the discussion point is not about whether or not the 

consulting engineer makes a presentation to the County Board but rather it is about the County 

Engineer getting the information, making a recommendation to the County Board, and the 

flexibility existing to make changes in the project based on the consulting engineer’s input and 

the county engineer’s recommendation.  

Dalager stated that he agreed with that process.  

Ketring concurred.  

Commissioner Walker asked for clarification on the replacement culvert.   

Dalager stated that it is not necessary to increase sizing as it will not make any 

difference in drainage. 

 Commissioner Swanson stated that the sizing increase made the upstream people 

happy. 

Ketring stated that it would not have any effect on the people downstream at all because 

that culvert does not stage any water.  Ketring added that it is a flat enough area and that it is 

close enough to the outlet, that even if you had an 18 inch culvert there it would not have a 

positive or negative impact on those people to the west.  

Voll asked if there are three spots where the outlet flows into the impoundment.  

Dalager stated that yes, there are three outlets; noting that water will be flowing out to 

where it is suppose to. 

Voll asked if the impoundment is going to be wet or dry. 

Dalager answered that it will be dry, adding that it will drain down to the bottom of those 

ditches. 

Ketring addressed Commissioner Walker’s concern regarding the increased culvert 

sizing. Ketring stated that a bigger culvert actually pushes water back into the system so it flows 

as designed.  

Commissioner Rasmussen asked if the project would help the issues with the Roseau 

River itself.  Rasmussen stated that he had driven in this area in the spring and it was a solid 

water mass to the north because of the river backing out.  Rasmussen asked what effect this 

project will have when the river is actually flowing out into this private land and floods this whole 

area and remains flooded for 2-3 weeks.  



Dalager answered that when a project like this is designed there is an operating plan 

based on downstream stages. Gates are closed when certain flood condition are persisting 

downs stream and that water is held until water drops below those stages.  So in theory, when 

there is flooding to the west downstream, you hold that water until those conditions subside or 

until you don’t add to those problems. 

Ketring asked if it will completely alleviate those problems.  

Dalager answered, no, this project can take the peak off the Roseau River but once it 

has done that, then its job is done.  

Sando stated that there are trigger points downstream and then water can start being 

released out of the impoundment.  He noted there are trigger points at Ross and when the 

gauges drop there will be a certain point where water will be released Sando stated there will be 

an Operating and Maintenance plan associated with the project. 

Voll stated that when the impoundment is full, there will be a ditch around it so there will 

still be opportunities to drain. 

Dalager concurred stating the system will either be flowing into the impoundment or 

around the impoundment when it is full and that drainage should be better in all circumstances.  

Ketring asked Sando about the O & M Plan and asked if the O & M could be finalized for 

the Board to review prior to approval.   

Sando said the O & M is essentially already in the engineers report.  

Ketring stated that the O & M Plan, how the project will function, is an important part of 

the Board’s decision.  

Voll asked Dalager how much the project will take off the peak in Roseau.  

Dalager answered that the Army Corps of Engineers estimates that it will take about 

1/10th. . Dalager clarified that the discharge is downstream of Roseau so it will not directly 

reduce flow through town.  

Voll asked if is there a provision to pay damages if the project doesn’t work and water 

backs up. 

Dalager answered not at this time.  

Commissioner Swanson called for a motion to close the public hearing.  A motion was 

made by Commissioner Rasmussen, seconded by Commissioner Walker, and carried 

unanimously to close the public hearing.  

A motion to close the Public Hearing was made by Commissioner Rasmussen, 

seconded by Commissioner Walker and carried unanimously. 

Chair Swanson reconvened the regularly scheduled Board meeting at 9:45 a.m. 



A motion was made by Commissioner Johnston, seconded by Commissioner 
Rasmussen and carried unanimously to approve all three phases of the project contingent upon 
the consulting engineer’s report and the creation of a mutually acceptable operating and 
maintenance agreement for the project.  





ITEM #

* Required Fields

Comm. Motion Motion

(First) (Second) Yes No Abstain

Swanson Passed

Johnston

Folds Failed

Rasmussen

Walker Tabled

 9:30 appt.

2009 Budget included $40,000 for the purchase of a new pup trailer at the Transfer Station.  Have asked for quotes from 3 

vendors… only received 1 quote, (Sanitation Products: $28,734.00). Requesting Board approval to purchase the trailer 

from Sanitation Products for the quoted price.   Also, we have an old loader, boom truck and several containers that we 

would like to scrap;  awaiting a proposal from the firm we have used in the past.  Would like Board approval to proceed 

under the assumption that we receive a "reasonable" proposal. 

*Financial Consideration:

The quoted price falls within budget guidelines.

*Background (Provide sufficient detail of the subject):

*Legal Consideration:

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

*Person Responsible for Request *Department *Board Meeting Date

*Subject Title (As it will appear on the agenda):

Environmental Office Operations

Teresa Klein, Board Clerk  ATTEST:

Board Action:

Vote Vote Result

*Other Consideration:

None

 

Coordinator's Office Use (Do Not Write Below)

Date Received:

 

Comments:

*Resolution (Wording should reflect the intent of the Board vote):

None

Pelowski, Jeff Environmental Services Aug 11 2009











ROSEAU COUNTY ORDINANCE NO. 33 

 
ROSEAU COUNTY ORDINANCE 

FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF ALL TERRAIN VEHICLES 
IN THE PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY ON CERTAIN ROADS 

WITHIN THE COUNTY’S JURISDICTION 
 
THE COUNTY OF ROSEAU DOES ORDAIN: 
 
Subdivision 1.  Findings, purpose and intent. 
 
Minnesota Statutes § 84.82-84.928 generally regulate the use of all terrain vehicles within the 
right of way for trunk highways, county state aid highways, and county roads.  Consistent with 
these statutes, and to provide for the health, safety and welfare of its citizens, and to ensure the 
integrity of roads falling under the jurisdiction of Roseau County, this Ordinance is enacted to 
regulate the use of all terrain vehicles on county state aid highways and county roads within 
Roseau County. 
 

Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes § 84.928, subd. 6(c), the County makes the following 
findings:   
 

1. That the following County State Aid Highways and County Roads exist 
throughout Roseau County: 
 

•County State Aid Highway 2 from County State Aid Highway 13 east sixteen  
 (16) miles to County Road 141  
•County State Aid Highway 4 from Trunk Highway 89 east nine (9) miles to  
 Hayes Lake State Park 
•County State Aid Highway 7 from Kittson County State Aid Highway No. 25  
 south and east to County State Aid Highway 10 
•County State Aid Highway 72 (excepting 2nd Ave. SE to 2nd Ave. SW in the City  
 of Roseau) 
•County State Aid Highway 8 
•County State Aid Highway 10 
•County State Aid Highway 11 
•County State Aid Highway 12 
•County State Aid Highway 13 
•County State Aid Highway 14 
•County State Aid Highway 16 
•County State Aid Highway 17 
•County State Aid Highway 18 
•County State Aid Highway 19 
•County State Aid Highway 20 
•County State Aid Highway 23 
•County State Aid Highway 24 
•County State Aid Highway 28 
•County State Aid Highway 30 
•County State Aid Highway 33 
•County State Aid Highway 34 
•County State Aid Highway 35 
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•County Road 103 
 •County Road 104 
 •County Road 108 
 •County Road 109 
 •County Road 114 
 •County Road 115 
 •County Road 118 
 •County Road 120 
 •County Road 121 
 •County Road 122 
 •County Road 123 
 •County Road 124 
 •County Road 125 
 •County Road 126 
 •County Road 136 
 •County Road 137 
 •County Road 138 
 •County Road 141 
 •County Road 142 
 •County Road 143 
 •County Road 145 
 •County Road 146 
 

2. That the above County State Aid Highways and County Roads are in an area of 
the County that is generally flat and contains numerous and extensive lowlands.   

 
3. That the terrain adjacent to the above roads is such that travel by all terrain 

vehicles in the ditch or outside slopes for such roads is not possible.   
 
Subdivision 2.  Definitions. 
 
The following definitions apply to this Ordinance. 
 
 1. ATV or All Terrain Vehicle shall mean a motorized flotation-tired vehicle of not 
less than three, but not more than six, low pressure tires, with an engine displacement of less 
than 800 cubic centimeters, and a total dry weight of less than 900 pounds. 
 
 2. County means the County of Roseau, Minnesota. 
 
 3. County State Aid Highway or CSAH means the following roads located in 
Roseau County: 
 

•County State Aid Highway 2 from County State Aid Highway 13 east sixteen  
 (16) miles to County Road 141  
•County State Aid Highway 4 from Trunk Highway 89 east nine (9) miles to  
 Hayes Lake State Park 
•County State Aid Highway 7 from Kittson County State Aid Highway No. 25  
 south and east to County State Aid Highway 10 
•County State Aid Highway 72 (excepting 2nd Ave. SE to 2nd Ave. SW in the City  
 of Roseau) 
•County State Aid Highway 8 
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•County State Aid Highway 10 
•County State Aid Highway 11 
•County State Aid Highway 12 
•County State Aid Highway 13 
•County State Aid Highway 14 
•County State Aid Highway 16 
•County State Aid Highway 17 
•County State Aid Highway 18 
•County State Aid Highway 19 
•County State Aid Highway 20 
•County State Aid Highway 23 
•County State Aid Highway 24 
•County State Aid Highway 28 
•County State Aid Highway 30 
•County State Aid Highway 33 
•County State Aid Highway 34 
•County State Aid Highway 35 
   

 4. County Road means the following roads located in Roseau County: 
 

•County Road 103 
 •County Road 104 
 •County Road 108 
 •County Road 109 
 •County Road 114 
 •County Road 115 
 •County Road 118 
 •County Road 120 
 •County Road 121 
 •County Road 122 
 •County Road 123 
 •County Road 124 
 •County Road 125 
 •County Road 126 
 •County Road 136 
 •County Road 137 
 •County Road 138 
 •County Road 141 
 •County Road 142 
 •County Road 143 
 •County Road 145 
 •County Road 146 
 
Subdivision 3.  Permitted Operation of ATVs on certain roads in Roseau County. 
 

1. Except as provided below and in Minnesota Statutes § 84.928, subd. 1(e), it shall 
be unlawful for any person to operate an all terrain vehicle on the roadway, shoulder or inside 
bank or slope of any County State Aid Highway or county road within Roseau County. 
 
 2. It shall be permissible to operate an all terrain vehicle on the roadway on the 
following County State Aid Highways and County Roads within Roseau County: 
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•County State Aid Highway 2 from County State Aid Highway 13 east sixteen  
 (16) miles to County Road 141  
•County State Aid Highway 4 from Trunk Highway 89 east nine (9) miles to  
 Hayes Lake State Park 
•County State Aid Highway 7 from Kittson County State Aid Highway No. 25  
 south and east to County State Aid Highway 10 
•County State Aid Highway 72 (excepting 2nd Ave. SE to 2nd Ave. SW in the City  
 of Roseau) 
•County State Aid Highway 8 
•County State Aid Highway 10 
•County State Aid Highway 11 
•County State Aid Highway 12 
•County State Aid Highway 13 
•County State Aid Highway 14 
•County State Aid Highway 16 
•County State Aid Highway 17 
•County State Aid Highway 18 
•County State Aid Highway 19 
•County State Aid Highway 20 
•County State Aid Highway 23 
•County State Aid Highway 24 
•County State Aid Highway 28 
•County State Aid Highway 30 
•County State Aid Highway 33 
•County State Aid Highway 34 
•County State Aid Highway 35 
•County Road 103 

 •County Road 104 
 •County Road 108 
 •County Road 109 
 •County Road 114 
 •County Road 115 
 •County Road 118 
 •County Road 120 
 •County Road 121 
 •County Road 122 
 •County Road 123 
 •County Road 124 
 •County Road 125 
 •County Road 126 
 •County Road 136 
 •County Road 137 
 •County Road 138 
 •County Road 141 
 •County Road 142 
 •County Road 143 
 •County Road 145 
 •County Road 146 
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 3. Persons operating all terrain vehicles on any of the roadways listed above must 
operate the all terrain vehicle on the extreme right hand side of the road, making left turns 
across the road only if it is safe to do so under prevailing conditions. 
 
 4. Persons operating all terrain vehicles within the right of way of any of the 
roadways listed above shall not operate their ATV on the inside slope, ditch bottom or outside 
slope of the right of way, unless such operation is otherwise permitted by appropriate trail 
designation or signage.  
 
 5. Except as otherwise provided in this Ordinance, all operation of all terrain 
vehicles shall be in compliance with Minnesota Statutes § 84.92-84.928, as well as any other 
federal, state, or local rule or regulation. 
 
Subdivision 4. Effective Date. 
 
This ordinance shall be in full force and effect upon adoption pursuant to Minnesota law. 
 
Dated this 28th day of  February, 2006. 
 
 
 
     ROSEAU COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
 
  
     By ________________________________________ 
 Orris Rasmussen, Chairman 

     Roseau County Board of Commissioners 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
By_________________________________ 
 Teresa Harren 
     Roseau County Coordinator 
 
 

 











































ammiller
Information Only





ammiller
Highlight

ammiller
Typewritten Text

ammiller
Typewritten Text

ammiller
Information Only






