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Basic Argument – Struve 

 

1. In general, we support the approach called Scenario #1 in the recent report by Andy Kunst Knust, that is, 

to renovate Ponds 3–7 one-by-one in succession over a period of about ten years. Though we think the 

cost estimates therein for dredging are rather high, our proposal is informed by much of the valuable 

information in that report. 

2. In advocating for Scenario #1, we reject Scenario #2, which calls for the creation of a stream channel 

through what are now Ponds 3 and 4. We reject that scenario because it is: 

a. Unnecessary 

b. Fiscally unfeasible 

c. Aesthetically undesirable and unsustainable 

3. Unnecessary: Because the pond system as it was established is basically sound. Repeatedly it has proven 

its ability to handle extreme rain events, most recently in the “100-year flood” of Feb. 2019, when it still 

performed exactly as designed despite being heavily sedimented after decades of neglect. Yes, some 

shortcomings have come to light in the original design of the ponds—failure to anticipate especially 

heavy silting of Pond 3 and to provide access for dredging of that pond, and the less-than-optimal 

method used for attaching the liners to the banks. But these are shortcomings that can be gradually 

corrected and mitigated without resorting to a drastic reconfiguration. The stream-channel plan would do 

nothing to reduce the already low chance of flooding; rather, it would introduce uncertainties in that 

regard. 

4. Fiscally unfeasible:  

a. Because in the stream-channel scenario, Ponds 3, 4, and 5 would need to be greatly changed all at 

the same time, the estimated price tag of $221K only for the work included in the basic estimate is 

already an upfront cost well beyond what WFCA could afford without levying an unacceptable 

assessment on WF residents. 

b. Moreover, that estimate does not include substantial ancillary costs at least “in the tens of thousands” 

for: 

1) required preliminary studies (especially for engineering),  

2) federal and state permitting (the permits themselves and the probable need to hire a specialist 

to handle the application process),  

3) property acquisitions or easements, 

4) moving of present utility lines, 

5) monitoring of habitat changes, 

6) possible need to hire a project manager for such a complex undertaking 

7) and beyond that, the extensive landscaping that would be needed to make the entire overflow 

area look attractive by planting it like a rain garden. A few years ago, WFCA explored the 

idea of creating a rain garden just in the northern section of Pond 3 and found that the 

cheaper plan would cost over $35K (the other bid, from EcoLogic was well over $88K). 

Quadrupling the minimal plan to cover all the area of Ponds 3 and 4 would run, then, to at 

least $140K. So one can see how the total cost of the stream-channel scenario just to redo 

Ponds 3 and 4 could easily rise past $400K. 

c. The chief argument in favor of the stream-channel idea is that in the long run it would save money 

on dredging (that is, on the dredging of two ponds out of the seven). This I like to compare to the 

Comment [aek1]: The preliminary study has 
been done (at least from my perspective...) what I 

recommend as a next step is development of 
construction plans.  If WFCA were to engage BRCJ 

in this, we would include the permitting, design for 

relocation of any conflicting utilities, and 
construction management in our fee. 

Comment [aek2]: The estimate included in the 
report for Pond 3-4 stream restoration does include 
roughly $100k for Site Restoration (i.e. landscaping).  

Not knowing the full scope of the previous rain 

garden estimates, I cannot directly compare them to 
the estimate included in the report.  However: I feel 

that $400k total would be at the high end of the 

potential total cost for the stream channel through 
Ponds 3-4. 

Comment [aek3]: If the stream channel is 
constructed, and Pond 5 is engineered to be a 

sediment forebay as recommended, the need for 
dredging should be reduced at Pond 6 & 7, and 

eliminated at Ponds 3 & 4.  Also consider the years 

of deferred maintenance that would be needed to 
maintain the existing pond system at a desirable and 

aesthetically pleasing condition.  The aeration and 

recirculation systems will also require electricity and 
maintenance. 
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idea of saving money on gas by buying a Tesla. First, I cannot afford to buy a Tesla; second, what 

are the added costs of insuring, licensing, servicing, and replacing batteries in a Tesla? The costs 

overwhelm any anticipated saving on gas, and there are less expensive alternatives.   

5. Aesthetically undesirable and unsustainable: 

a. Although Pond 3 is not very visible to people other than the residents who live on its banks, Pond 4 

is iconic of the whole neighborhood; eliminating it as a pond would especially have an adverse effect 

on the image of Moss Creek. Even if the broad, landscaped, overflow area around the stream channel 

were decently executed, this would significantly reduce the desirability of the properties that now 

overlook Pond 4.  

b. Moreover, such a large landscaped area would need to be conscientiously maintained, especially by 

regular weeding. Who would do this maintenance? As we know, disagreement between WFCA and 

the Pond HOAs over maintenance of pond-bank vegetation has been unresolved for several years, 

resulting in great unsightliness of the ponds especially during the growing season. The stream-

channel scenario would compound this problem several times over. 

 

So, let us return to Scenario #1 and our views of how to proceed with that, by means less costly than are 

estimated in the Knust report, and with fiscal measures that would make it manageable within the realm of 

WFCA possibilities. 

 

Steps for Renewal of the Pond System – Boardman 

 

We recommend going pond-by-pond until the renewal is complete, after which routine maintenance would 

ensue on a regular schedule. 

 

1. Finish Renewing Pond 3  
 

Step 1: Obtain a bid to install a sediment forebay for future maintenance 

Step 2: Obtain a bathymetric survey and dredge plan of pond 3 (A bid for this in 2018 was $2,800) 

Step 3: Solicit and obtain bids from pond dredging specialists to dredge pond 3, without trying to preserve the 

existing liner, and digging 2-3 feet deeper, in the manner outlined by KunstKnust 

Step 4: Engage experienced service providers to complete work of dredging, bank repair, new liner installation, 

erosion control at specific points, and reseeding 

 

Subsequent expected maintenance cost would be the removal of collected sediment from the forebay every few 

years, and possibly natural enzyme treatment to keep water quality good and muck from building up. Clean Flo, 

a company that has been in business for 50 years providing a natural enzyme product line that breaks up muck 

like Dawn breaks up grease, costs $70 every month the temperature is above 50 degrees. That is, three pounds 

of product for a pond the size of pond 3 and less for smaller ponds. 

 

Some sediment coverage on the bottom would be helpful. RPE liners have an indefinite lifespan, but a UV-

protected one with some sediment coverage will certainly last much longer than the non-UVC protected 

PVC liners originally installed. Such UV-protected liners are much more puncture-resistant than RPEs; they 

are used at the bottoms of landfills to prevent material from seeping into the ground for at least 100 years. 

Therefore, the pond would never need to be dredged again. 
 

Deeper water with less muck, less phosphorus from lawn fertilizers, and recirculating water would generate 

significantly fewer issues with algae. This would reduce maintenance costs for water treatments. [TB: I 

could back this up with multiple sources.] 

 

Comment [aek4]: There will always be sediment 
entering the pond system.  If you impound water 

below the elevation at which it can drain out, 

sediment will settle in the bottom of the pond.  I 
have no experience with Clean-Flo or their muck 

enzyme treatment, but daresay it is impossible to 

completely eliminate the need for dredging.  

Comment [aek5]: I agree with this statement. 
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2. Pond 4: Follow the same steps 2-4 listed for pond 3. Sediment buildup will be very low if natural 

enzymes are used to keep the water quality good and muck from building up. This pond should never 

need to be dredged again. 
 

3. Pond 5: Same as pond 4 

 

4. Pond 6: Same as pond 5 

 

5. Pond 7: Depending on the condition of the liner, select dredging that either preserves or removes it. 

 

Obtain Better Estimates of Dredging Costs 

We have learned a lot since the WFCA board undertook the renewal work of Ponds 1 and 2. We started there 

because of the severely eroding banks encroaching on properties. We also wanted to inspect the liner and 

determine if a replacement would be needed or if the liner would be fine with the rebuilt and erosion-controlled 

banks. We used the only company that we were told would work on our ponds and the dredging method they 

recommended.  

 

Much of the work was done on a time-and-materials basis, rather than a carefully constructed estimate. No 

bathymetric work was done, nor was there a constructed cost analysis comparing different methods of 

dredging based on the amount of material to be removed. 

 

We know now that future dredging can be done in a more efficient way by professionals who specialize in pond 

dredging and erosion control. 

 

Nonetheless, we do have some data, and we believe it is a better starting point for estimating than are the rough 

calculations in the Kunst Knust report. 

 

Estimating Future Dredging Based on Prior Actuals: 
 

Using the worksheet “Ponds 1 & 2 Costs 11.8.16.xls”, which showed estimated and actual spent amounts, it is 

possible to see how much it cost to dredge the ponds and replace the liners.  

 

Together, ponds 1 and 2 are approximately 0.21 acres. Pond 3 is approximately 0.27 acres. 

 

The dredging method used was to vacuum and haul away material in badger trucks, while carefully rinsing and 

exposing the existing liner. That method was selected because one of the project goals was to inspect the liner 

and determine if the replacement was necessary.  

 

The amount WFCA paid to do this to ponds 1 and 2 was $64,729. This excludes costs specific to ponds 1 and 2, 

including weir repair, piping, and Flexamat materials and labor. 

 

While this cannot be used to precisely forecast the amount it would cost to finish dredging and renewing Pond 3, 

it is a data point based on our experience. 

 

There is good reason to expect the cost to finish dredging, relining, and bank repair of Pond 3 would be less 

than this amount for the following reasons: 

 

1. The dredging method would not require exposing and inspecting the liner. Rather it would be to remove 

a certain amount of earth from Pond 3, dig it 2-3 feet deeper, and emplace a new liner. 

Comment [aek6]: See comment aek4 above... 

Comment [aek7]: Yes, my calculations are 

rough estimates, but are based on years of experience 
with local earth moving contractors and their costs. 

Comment [aek8]: Note that the volume of 

material needing to be removed is a much more 
valuable point of comparison than the surface area. 

Comment [aek9]: This means that much more 
material will need to be removed from Pond 3, than 

P1 or P2, taking more trucks and more time. 



 4 

2. Vacuum dredging took a lot of hours by several workers for many days. Mechanical excavation would 

be faster and more cost-efficient. 

3. The expense of a badger truck would not be needed; material can be pushed onto a flatbed truck. 

4. Using a company that specializes in pond dredging and erosion control would be more efficient, and the 

results would be predictable, backed by prior work and testimonials. 

5. Some material has already been dredged from Pond 3 in the last two years. 

 

Relevant items to include in a projection for Pond 3 renewal: 
 

$70   Measurements 

540   Pump water out of ponds 

13,186   Evergreen labor 

18,220       Badger truck 

500   Disposal of pond debris at Good Earth 

9,420   Bank repair (earthmoving) 

3,860   9 loads clay fill dirt and 1 load topsoil 

2,080   Additional dirt 

10,215   Liners (1 & 2) 

3,750   Liner installation labor 

1,714   Bank repair seed and straw 

1,074   T-bars to anchor liners to weirs 

100   Set sprinklers and maintain for 1 week 

======= 

$64,729  Total for above items 
 

A relatively small amount of rip-rap, pond border plantings, and a forebay could conceivably cost an additional 

$15,000, making the projection $79,729. This seems like a reasonable projection of the maximum cost to renew 

Pond 3. 

 

Addendum, FYI: 

Below is a list of actuals (except where noted as estimates or unknown) that are not relevant to a Pond 3 

renewal project. 

 

$1,260   Weir repair 

1,335   Aqua Block 

1,984   Check valve and arms installation 

1,625   Check valve and arms 

11,010   Flexamat 

5,600   Labor to install Flexamat 

153   Sand and Straw banks 

1,620   Rebars to anchor Flexamat 

540   Fill dirt for seeding Flexamat 

361   Heat gun (purchased and retained) 

180   Welding boot to liner 

1,950   Silt basin 

?    Water rental 

?    Straw 

?    Sand 

120   Haul and store Aqua Block (Estimated) 

140   Rinse mud, debris walks (Estimated) 

Comment [aek10]: Yes, but considering the 
difficulty in accessing parts of Pond 3, some 

additional time will be needed. 

Comment [aek11]: Pond 3 has much more flow 
(and therefore sediment) entering it than Ponds 1 and 
2.  It is likely that whatever was previously dredged 

out of Pond 3 has already filled in and will need to 

be dredged out again. 

Comment [aek12]: Note that Pond 3 has much 
larger drainage area and will require larger pumps to 
keep it dry. 

Comment [aek13]: greater volume of removed 
material will lead to greater disposal cost. 

Comment [aek14]: The Pond 3 outlet weir 

requires attention, cost for this should be considered. 
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500   Remove tree & vegetate Flexamat 

50   Remove/reinstall no trespassing sign (Estimated cost) 

458   Remove/replace check valve and arms 

120   Extend water inlets to match bank 

350   Repair corner Weir 2 

======= 

$26,548  Total NOT included for Pond 3 extrapolated estimate of a dredge, renew 
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FINANCING THE WFCA POND PROJECT – Sandy Martin 
Regardless of what plan is implemented, the overriding concerns are:  

1) What are the costs? 

2) How can it be financed? 

Any homeowner understands this dilemma.  We research costs, review our budget, and select options based 

upon the most cost-effective plans that our budget will support.  The following is submitted consistent with such 

an approach. 

 

WHAT ARE THE ANTICIPATED COSTS? 

A. INITIAL INSTALLATION 

Andy Knust’s estimates provide us with two sets of hypothetical figures. At first glance one scenario 

appears less expensive than the other. They are summarized below: 

 

SCENARIO #1: POND RENEWAL SCENARIO #2: STREAM CHANNEL 

POND ACTION 
ESTIMATED 

COST 
POND ACTION 

ESTIMATED 
COST 

1
st
  project 

Pond #3 

Dredge & deepen, install new liner,  
reinforce eroded banks, landscape banks, 
install sediment forebay in north end 

$121,000* 

1
st
  project 

Pond #3, 4, 
& 5 as one 

project 

Acquire engineer and necessary 
permits. 
 
Convert 3 & 4 to streams by cutting 
thru weir between ponds 3 & 4.  
Redesign to create deep channel, 
reinforce banks for erosion control, 
landscape channel sides, install 
sediment forebay in pond #5 

Unknown costs 
but estimate to 
be in “tens of 
thousands” 

 
$221,000 
$67,000* 

(Initial cost of 
over $300,00) 

2
nd

  
project 

Pond #4 

Dredge & deepen, install new liner, 
reinforce eroded banks, landscape banks 

$85,000 

3
rd
   

project 
Pond #5 

Dredge & deepen, install new liner, 
reinforce eroded banks, landscape banks 

$61,000 

4
th
 project 

Pond #6 
Dredge & deepen, install new liner, 
reinforce eroded banks, landscape banks 

$95,000 
2

nd
  project 

Pond #6 

Dredge & deepen, install new liner, 
reinforce eroded banks, landscape 
banks 

$68,000 

5
th
  project 

Pond #7 

Dredge & deepen, install new liner, 
reinforce eroded banks, landscape banks, 
install water recirculating equipment 

$127,000 
3

rd
   project 

Pond #7 

Dredge & deepen, install new liner, 
reinforce eroded banks, landscape 
banks, install water recirculating 
equipment 

$65,000 

 Total $489,000  Total $421,000 
*$10,000  maintenance was included in the original estimate and has been removed for more accurate comparison purposes. 

As in any homeowner’s project, these figures need to be reviewed.  The report suggests that even within 

these figures, choices are available.  Using the same figures, it is reasonable to reconfigure the options. 

Even Mr. Knust commented that the option to “pick and choose” specifics is available.  Given the new 

configuration using the same figures as provided, the implementation of Scenario #1: Pond Renewal 

appears to cost less than the Stream Channel option.   

SCENARIO #1: POND RENEWAL KNUST REPORT SCENARIO #1: POND RENEWAL OPTION B 

POND ACTION 
ESTIMATED 

COST 
Difference 

ESTIMATED 
COST 

1
st
  project 

Pond #3 

Dredge & deepen, install new liner,  
reinforce eroded banks, landscape banks, 
install sediment forebay in north end 

$121,000 same $121,000 

2
nd

  
project 

Pond #4 

Dredge & deepen, install new liner, 
reinforce eroded banks, landscape banks 

$85,000 same $85,000 

3
rd
   

project 
Pond #5 

Dredge & deepen, install new liner, 
reinforce eroded banks, landscape banks 

$61,000 same $61,000 

4
th
 project 

Pond #6 
Dredge & deepen, install new liner, 
reinforce eroded banks, landscape banks 

95,000 
Uses hydraulic vacuum. Does not dig deeper than 
current liner, 

68,000 

5
th
  project 

Pond #7 

Dredge & deepen, install new liner, 
reinforce eroded banks, landscape banks, 
install water recirculating equipment 

$127,000 

Uses hydraulic vacuum. Does not dig deeper than 
current liner, require the removal of riprap, or 
estimate the cost of electrical line (same as scenario 
#2 

$65,000 

 Total $489,000 Option B Total: $400,000 
 

Documents from previous WFCA projects would indicate that less expensive options may be available.  

Any current estimate is hypothetical. But for the sake of discussion, the figures from the Knust report 

Comment [aek15]: I promise I did not intend to 
steer anyone toward Scenario #2 based merely on the 

bottom line cost.  My objective is to provide realistic 

cost data on which to base your decisions. 

Comment [aek16]: Uses hydraulic vacuum. 
Does not dig deeper than current liner, 

Comment [aek17]: Uses hydraulic vacuum. 
Does not dig deeper than current liner, require 
the removal of riprap, or estimate the cost of 
electrical line (same as scenario #2 
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are used.  Specifically, the estimates for Scenario #1 Option B are being employed to illustrate our 

recommended approach to budgeting, acknowledging that any cost may be adjusted given more 

detailed information.   

 

B. COSTS BEYOND INSTALLATION 
 

The additional costs that may, or may not, have been included in the Kunst Knust estimates have already 

been discussed.  But it is important to focus on the issue of long-term maintenance costs. Obviously, the 

stream-channel scenario entails much greater upfront expenditures, but the argument has been made that it 

would bring worthwhile long-term savings by reducing the need for pond dredging. On examination, this 

argument can be challenged. 

First, as has already been identified, the stream-channel scenario would only eliminate dredging of two of 

the seven ponds. The other five would still need to be dredged—or treated chemically at much lower cost, 

per Ted Boardman’s suggestion. Hardly a big saving. Moreover, the stream-channel scenario would entail 

far greater landscape maintenance than would be the case in just maintaining the bank vegetation of the 

existing ponds. 

Second, both Scenario #1 and Scenario #2 call for the installation of a sediment forebay, only in different 

locations. The long-term cost of periodically clearing that forebay would be the same in both scenarios. 

Hence, no saving in the stream-channel plan. 

 

HOW COULD ANY POND IMPROVEMENT PROJECT BE PAID FOR? 

A. Financing Options 
 

 Loan:  WFCA is not eligible for a bank loan as it holds no collateral. 

 Grants: No grants have been discovered that will assist in this project. Two attempts have failed to 

acquire funds. 

B. Membership Dues:   
 

 A substantial dues increase appears to be the only recourse. Major budget changes will need to be 

approved by the residents of WFCA.  The next WFCA Annual General Meeting is scheduled for the 

fall of 2021. Pending such approval, additional funds would not start to accrue until January of 2022. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 

1. Dedicated Pond Improvement Budget: A separate budget must be created specifically for pond 

improvement projects to assure residents that increases in dues be dedicated specifically to pond 

improvement. Continued basic pond maintenance such as algae control should remain in the reserve 

budget. 

 

2. Transfer from WFCA reserves: A minimum of $40,000 should be initially transferred from the 

WFCA reserve budget to the Pond Improvement Budget as a good faith initiative to accumulate the 

necessary funds. 

 

3. Contributions from Moss Creek and Moss Creek Village: Since the two communities, Moss 

Creek and Moss Creek Village, are most noticeably impacted by the status of the ponds, they should 

be asked to contribute directly to the Pond Improvement Budget.  This contribution could come from 

small increases to the members’ monthly HOA dues.  Because most of the ponds are adjacent to 

Moss Creek properties, the Moss Creek contribution should be larger than that of Moss Creek 

Village. 

 

 

Comment [aek18]: Through use of sediment 

forebays, I would expect the need for dredging in the 
remaining ponds to be significantly decreased, while 

the frequency of maintenance at the forebay would 

increase... but by locating the forebay at an 
accessible location, overall dredging costs should be 

lower. 

Comment [aek19]: Yes, this is true, and cost for 

landscape maintenance has not been included in my 
report. 
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4. Approval from WFCA membership: Submit a Pond Improvement Budget for approval at the 

WFCA Annual Meeting, presenting a multi-year proposal for dues and specified expenses. 

 

5. Multi-year Plan: While some residents believe that a single (or few) large assessment(s) is best to 

accomplish all the pressing work as quickly as possible, the counter argument is that this would not 

be approved by the larger number of WFCA residents who do not live close to the ponds. The simple 

chart below is based upon WFCA contributing $40,000 towards the hypothetical cost of $400,000 

and demonstrates the number of years it would take to accumulate $360,000 to complete the project.  
 

 

Increase in 
Dues 

Number of years 
to completion 

 Increase in 
Dues 

Number of years 
to completion 

$863.31 1 year  $143.88 6 years 

$431.65 2 years  $123.33 7 years 

$287.77 3 years  $107.91 8 years 

$215.83 4 years  $95.92 9 years 

$172.66 5 years  $86.33 10 years 
 

It is immediately obvious that it is necessary to create a balance between increasing dues against the 

time it takes to accrue enough funds to complete the project.  As has been explained, a phased-in 

approach can allow for the gradual accumulation of the required funds.  The following worksheet 

provides a suggested budget that balances the increase in dues and the time factor. The method to 

create a reserve budget, as presented in the “Current Assessment Funding Model” submitted by 

Reserve Design Advantage last year, was emulated utilizing the figures from Scenario #1 Option B 

(above). An interactive worksheet is available to any WFCA Board member who would like to 

explore the options. 

 

Note that the following chart: 

 Assumes that WFCA will transfer $40,000 to start the Pond Improvement Budget. 

 Assumes that Moss Creek and Moss Creek Villages will agree to contribute to the dedicated 

Pond Improvement Budget. 

 Does not preclude WFCA from continuing to dredge pond #3 and/or reinforcing the bank 

behind 604 E Winslow Farm Drive during the summer/fall of 2021.  
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The chart is summarized as follows: 

 The pond renewal project would be addressed over time and be completed by the 

summer/fall of 2028. 

 WFCA residents would pay an additional $100 in dues each year for 7 years, totaling $700. 

 In this approach, those residents who live closest to the ponds make larger contributions 

toward maintaining the quality of the ponds.  

 

6. A dedicated campaign will be required to secure approval for any plan to improve the status of the 

ponds. Thoughtfully designed communications should be sent by mail and made available 

electronically.  Additionally, a special meeting should be called to respond to concerns prior to the 

Annual General Meeting. Informed members should be made available to speak to neighborhood 

meetings upon request.  

 

 

 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 

1. Acknowledge that along with other considerations, the most feasible plan in terms 

of finances, is to renew the ponds as outlined in SCENARIO #1 POND 

RENEWAL OPTION B. 

2. Establish a DEDICATED POND IMPROVEMENT BUDGET and transfer a 

minimum of $40,000 from the WFCA reserves. 

3. Until more specific financial details are available, assume that Scenario #1 Pond 

Renewal Option B provides the foundation for BUDGET PLANNING. 

4. Seek a mutually agreeable partnership with MOSS CREEK AND MOSS 

CREEK VILLAGE that eases the conflict regarding on-going maintenance and 

financial contributions.  (It would be advisable for WFCA to assume more of the 

maintenance in return for financial contributions from MC.) 

5. Launch a well-designed CAMPAIGN to garner support for increased dues based 

on a specific, multi-year budget. This should include a special informational 

meeting and well-designed print communications. 
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Addendum A: 

Using the identical dues increase and Mr. Knust’s hypothetical cost estimates the two options are compared 

below: 

Scenario #1 Pond Renewal Option B 

 
Scenario #2 Stream Channel 
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Addendum B: 

A Financial Comparison of The Recommendation v the Stream Channel Option 
Based upon the Hypothetical Estimates Provided 

Item Scenario #1 
Pond Renewal 

Option B 

Scenario #2 Stream Channel 

1. Overall costs using estimates from Knust 
Report 

$400,000 $489,000 

2. Additional Costs 
Technical reports 

to obtain 
construction bids 

Engineering design, technical reports 
for bids, permits, landscaping 

consultants, possible legal services 
related to property easements, long 

term habitat survey 

3. Pond Dredging every 5-10 years Seven ponds Five Ponds 

4. Sediment Forebay clean-out Pond #3 Pond #5 

5. New Landscaping Status quo 

Concerns with regards as to which 
organization will be responsible for 
bank maintenance for areas #3 and 

#4.  High maintenance first few years 
until vegetation is established 

6. The first year enough funds will be 
available for the first phase of the project 

 Year 2023  
for Pond #3 

Year 2025  
for ponds #3 and #4 

7. The year the last phase of the project is to 
be completed 

 Year 2028  
for Pond #7 

Year 2029  
for Pond #7 

8. For WFCA residents outside Moss Creek 
and Moss Creek Village HOAs the total 
increase of $100 for the duration of the 
project. 

$700 
For 2022-2028 

$800 
For 2022-2029 

9. For Moss Creek residents with $10/mo 
increase in HOA fees, their total 
combined increases for the duration of 
the project 

$1,540 
For 2022-2028 

$1,760 
For 2022-2029 

10. For Moss Creek Village residents with 
$5/mo increase in HOA fees, their total 
combined increases for the duration of 
the project 

$1,120 
For 2022-2028 

$1,280 
For 2022-2028 

11. Approximate balance remaining to start 
maintenance routine 

$920 $21,480 

 

Comment [aek20]: Through use of sediment 
forebays, I would expect the need for dredging in the 

remaining  ponds to be significantly decreased, 

perhaps on a 10-20 year interval, while the frequency 
of maintenance at the forebay would increase... but 

by locating the forebay at an accessible location, 

overall dredging costs should be lower. 


