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April 17, 1989

TO: Board of Water and Soil Resources yemb
Staff, and Advisors

FROM: Jim Birkholz, Executive Director 2;

SUBJECT: April 26th BWSR Meeting

Attached you will find a list of preliminary agenda
items and informational material for the April 26th
Board meeting. As wusual, the meeting will start at
9:00 a.m. 1in Conference Room A of the Department of
Agriculture Building, 90 W. Plato Blvd., St. Paul,
Minnesota. Once again we will attempt to cover the
agenda items and adjourn by 3:00 p.m. Also enclosed
is an agenda item suggestion sheet to use for structuring
the next BWSR meeting.

Following is a summary of preliminary agenda items:

Sustainable Agriculture. As a continuation of a
topic begun in February, there will be several reports
on recent developments in the sustainable agriculture
area. The end result of listening to these reports
and overviews should be a determination by the Board
of how to utilize sustainable agriculture concepts
to achieve our stated mission.

Feedlot/Animal Waste Management Issues. This will
be a discussion between Board members and Pollution
Control Agency staff and others on how to improve
the effectiveness of cooperative efforts to deal
with animal waste management. This agenda item is
at the request of Dr. Bill Cofell who described at
the March meeting several ongoing animal waste
management issues in central Minnesota which need
to get resolved.

Comprehensive Local Water Planning Status Report.
Doug Thomas will give an update on the plan preparation
schedule for the 52 counties scheduled for plan
preparation deadlines Tlater this year. A picture
of the workload facing the staff and the Board in
reviewing these plans is beginning to emerge.




Board Members, Staff, and Advisors April 17, 1989
Page Two

Metropolitan Water Management Planning Program. Please refer to the attachments
from Bruce Sandstrom which give an updated status report on the progress of
review of Metropolitan Water Management Plans and an overview of the Gun Club
Lake WMO Plan. If discussion at the April meeting indicates that the staff
review of the Gun Club Lake WMO Plan is on track staff will be bringing that
plan to the Board for approval in May.

Study Area II. Greg Larson will update the Board on the status of the resolution
which the Board adopted at its March meeting (please see attached resolution).
Also, the plans have come together for the Lazurus Creek Flood Control Structure.
A copy of the project agreement is included for your review prior to the Board
meeting.

Please call myself or Chairman Ogaard if you have questions or comments about
the agenda or have any additional agenda items. See you on the 26th!




BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE BUILDING
CONFERENCE ROOM A
90 WEST PLATO BOULEVARD
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55107
APRIL 26, 1989

PRELIMINARY AGENDA

Call to Order

Reports
- Chairman, Don Ogaard
- Executive Director, Jim Birkholz
* Legislative Update
- EQB/Water Resources Committee, Loni Kemp, Howard Peterson

Sustainable Agriculture

- Omaha Conference - Dick Ness
National Conference on Organic/Sustainable
Agriculture - Loni Kemp
Land Stewardship Project Activities - Ron Kroese, Director
USDA, Agricultural Research Service - George Benoit
Discussion

Feedlot/Animal Waste Management Issues - Bill Cofell

Lunch

Comprehensive Local Water Planning Status Report - Doug Thomas
Metropolitan Water Management - Bruce Sandstrom

- Plan status report
- Overview of Gun Club Lake WMO plan

Study Area II Update - Mel Sinn

Study Area II Project, Lazurus Creek - Greg Larson

Adjourn




COUNTY: 1QP-YB Watershed Dist.
PROJECT: Lazurus Creek

CONTRACT NO: B.W.S.R. 104-18

MINNESOTA BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES

PROJECT AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT, made this ¥ th day of April,1989 by and between the Lac qui Parle-
Yellow Bank Watershed District called the Spomsor; and the Minnesota Board of
Water and Soil Resources, called the Board. For the purposes of this
agreement the body known as the Area II Action Committee shall be considered
to be a part of the Board of Water and Soil Resources.

WITNESSETH THAT:

WHEREAS, The provisions of Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 40 and Minnesota Statutes
Chapter 104.42 to 104.50 provide for a program of grants and aid to local
government units for the construction of floodwater retention and
retarding structures including land rights and;

WHEREAS, The same instrument charges the Board of Water and Soil Resources with
" the supervision of the grant-in—aid program and;

WHEREAS, The USDA, Soil Conservation Service is designing and will construct the
flood control project known as the Lazurus Creek Reservoir under the PL-
566 Small Watershed Protection Program and;

WHEBEAS, Land rights for these projects are a local cost and;

WHEREAS, The body known as the Area II Action Committee has determined that this
project sponsored by the Lac qui Parle- Yellow Bank Watershed District
known as the Lazurus Creek Reservoir is listed in the Minmesota River
Basin Report’s upstream reservoir site inventory and qualifies in all
other particulars for a state grant-in—-aid under this program;

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises set forth above, the Sponsor and the
Board hereby agree as follows:




It is agreed that the following project will be undertaken at an
estimated $60,000.00.

The Survey, appraisal, and purchase of approximately 200 acres
of land in Section 3, T 114N, R 46W, in Yellow Medicine
County. The lands to be purchased are described in Exhibit
nAn.

The Spomsor will:

1. Provide 25% of the cost of the land rights costs described in
Section A. This cost to the Sponsor is estimated to be
$15,000.00.

Take adequate steps to obtain a good and, marketable title to the
lands purchased under this agreement. This is to include, but not
be limited to the purchase of title insurance.

Be responsible for the payment of all taxes and assessments levied
against the property purchased under this agreement both now and
in the future.

Hold any land acquired under this agreement fee simple and place
or cause to be placed no encumbrance against the title thereto.

Arrange for the necessary land rights and flowage easements to
permit the flooding of that portion of the normal pool located on
land not purchased under this agreement when the boundaries of
these lands are made available to the Sponsor.

Appoint a project manager, who shall have authority to act for the
the Watershed Board and furnish the name to the Board’s Project
Representative.

Provide necessary facilities, clerical personnel and legal counsel
for carrying out the purchase of the lands described in Section A.

Arrange for a legal survey to be made to:

(a) Determine the actual acreages of land involved in this
purchase and,

(b) Permanently mark the corners of the property purchased with
appropriate markers and,

(c) Record the ownership of such land with the County Recorder
in the County where purchased.

The survey shall be done by a Land Surveyor Registered in the
State of Minnesota.

Arrange for an appraisal of the land to be purchased by a
Certified Appraiser to determine the fair value of the land before
the purchase of the land and transmit a copy of the appraisal to
the Board’s Project Representative.




Take necessary action to defend any lawsuit in which the Board has
an interest, brought by the landowners against the Sponsor
resulting from this agreement. In connection with any such
lawsuit:

(a) advise and consult with the Board in the preparation for and
trial thereof,

furnish the Board with copies of all pleadings, orders, and
Jjudgments filed therein,

obtaln the written concurrence of the Board’s Director with
Eect to any stipulation or agreement to be entered into
wlt the contractor,

exercise the right of appeal if requested to do so by the
Board. Furt er, permit the Board, at its option and
expense, Erovzde such legal representation in any such
lawsuit as the Board considers necessary for protection of
its interests.

Make all records dealing with the purchase of the land available
for review by the Board’s Director. Retain such records for three
(3) years from date of purchase of the land under this agreement
and make them available for examination by authorized
representatives of the state government on appropriate notice.

Not sell or otherwise dispose of any land purchased under this
agreement without first obtaining the written consent of the
Board’s Executive Director.

The Board will:

1'

Provide 75X of the cost of the project described in Section A.
This cost to the Board is estimated to be $45,000.00
($8,905.18 ,FY 89; $36,094.82, FY 90;)

Provide the services of a Project Representative who shall
prepare payment vouchers for the purchase of the land and
submit them to the Sponsors and the Board. Make payment to
the Sponsors, the Board’s share of the cost of Board approved
payment vouchers.

The furnishing of the grants by the Board as set out in C-1 is
contingent upon the continuing availability of appropriations
by the legislature from which payment may be made and shall
not obligate the Board upon failure of the legislature to so
appropriate.

mutually agreed that:

This agreement shall become null and void four years after the
date the Board has executed this agreement in the event the
required land purchase has not been made.




The Board’s Director may make adjustments in the estimated
cost to the Board set forth in section C for the land purchase
costs. Such adjustments may increase or decrease the amount
of funds which are related to differences between such
estimated cost and the actual cost of the land due to changes
in the amount of land to be purchased which is found necessary
after the date of this agreement. No adjustment shall change
the cost sharing assistance to be provided by the Board as set
forth in C nor reduce funds below the amount required to carry
out the Board’s share of the contract.

Additional funds required as a result of a decision of the
Project Representative, or a court judgment in favor of the
land owner, will be provided in the same ratio as funds are
contributed under the terms of the agreement.

No member of the Minnesota Legislature or commissioner shall
be admitted to any share or part of this agreement,or to any
benefit that may arise therefrom; but this provision shall not
be construed to extend this agreement if made with a
corporation for its general benefit.

It is agreed by and between the parties that in the event the
Board is unable to furnish the grants as set out in C-1 of
this Agreement because of the unavailability of continuing
appropriations by the Minnesota Legislature then, and in that
event, either party may terminate this Agreement upon the
giving of thirty days written notice to the other party. In
the event of such termination of contract, payment under the
contract shall be made to justly compensate for services
previously satisfactorily performed, same to be determined on
a pro-rata basis.

The books, records, documents, and accounting procedures and
practices of the Sponsor relevant to this contract shall be
subject to examination by the Board of Water and Soil
Resources and the legislative auditor.




IN WITNESS WHERROF, the parties have espoused this agreement to be duly
executed intending to be bound thereby.

LAC QUI PARLE WATERSHED DISTRICT
BOARD OF MANAGERS

Authorized Signature
(L,;, Db, ConProle oz
Vi )

MINNESOTA BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL
RESOURCES

B e e e

Authorized Signature

ATTORNEY GENERAL

Authorized Signature

Date

COMMISSIONER OF ADMINISTRATION

Authorized Signature

Date

COMMISSIONER OF FINANCE

T R T TR,

Authorized Signature

Date
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April 6, 1989

Water Management Organizations
and
WMO Technical Advisors

Bruce Sandstrom, "509" Plan Review Coordinator

Minnesota Board of.,_w-'ater & Soil Resources

Subject: Introduction, Status Report & Miscellaneous ltems

On March 15, 1989 | was appointed as the coordinator of the "509" plan review
process for the Board of Water & Soil Resources. | have about 20 years of natural
resource management experience as an employee of the Minnesota Department
of Natural Resources, the last 15 years of which were with the DNR, Division of
Waters. While with the DNR, DOW | gained first-hand experience with most of that
agency’s water management programs. | am certified as a Professional Hydrologist
with the American Institute of Hydrology.

While | feel qualified to do the job, quite frankly | am overwhelmed with the backlog
of "509" plans which are ready for BWSR final action. | hope that each of you
recognize this problem and bear with me.

Currently there are 12 plans which are awaiting BWSR review. They are as follows:

Bassett Creek

East Mississippi
Lower Mississippi
Southwest Ramsey

Black Dog Lake
Forest Lake
Prior L./ Sring L.
Sunrise River

Central Ramsey
Gun Club Lake
Rice Creek

Vermillion River

As much as possible, we intend to review these plans based on a first come - first
serve basis. There will be exceptions, however. For example, where there is a
demonstrated ongoing public health, safety or welfare issue which hinges on the
implementation of a WMO plan, priority will be given to that plan over a plan which
came in first. If your WMO is in that situation I'd like to know about it. | can be
reached at (612) 296-3767 or 297-4958.

For those WMO's which have had their plans reviewed and approved by BWSR, |
would like to keep apprised of the progress of preparation of your final document
or revisions thereof if BWSR approval was contingent upon implementing
negotiated changes.

For those WMOQ's which are still in the plan development stage or have a plan
under agency review, I'm sure you're concerned about how BWSR will review your
plan. I've enclosed a one page overview of some of the major issues and
procedures BWSR will be looking for in each plan. This will hopefully give you
some guidance and expedite the review process as much as possible.

Encl

cc Agency Technical Representatives




Common Over-sights Of "509" Plans
and
Recommendations for Expediting BWSR "509" Plan Review

As of March 15, 1989, the Board of Water and Soil Resources has completed the review and approval of
eight (8) watershed plans pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Section 473. The experience gained to date has
revealed a number common plan deficiencies that should be avoided. The purpose of this document is to
point some of these out to those WMO's which have yet to receive BWSR's approval. Hopefully, this will
a) help prevent any last minute surprises and b) speed up the usual negotiation process needed to enable
the Board to approve the plan. Please note that these are not the only issues that have come up, just the
most common.

1. Each plan must clearly show how the plan will be implemented.

M.S. 473 clearly states the intent of the law "to protect, preserve and use natural surface and ground
water storage and retention systems..." The Board of Water & Soil Resources feels that a WMO plan
doesn't fulfill this mandate unless it clearly requires member communities to adopt ordinances in order to
regulate activities which affect surface water storage and quality. The law is meant to protect the water from
man’s activities, as well as to protect people from the impacts of flooding and polluted water. A WMO plan
must provide specific directives and standards that each member community must comply with in order
carry out the intent of the plan.

2. The plan must specify where the plan conflicts with existing local plans.

A number of metropolitan communities are already enforcing regulations which regulate erosion,
sedimentation, shoreland and floodplain development, storm water treatment, water quality, etc. Several
WMO's have successfully demonstrated what local controls are in place vs. what controls need to be
adopted by creation of a spreadsheet or grid similar to the attached one taken from the Browns Creek WMO
Plan. This approach gives a quick status report of current situation. Some communities have existing storm
water studies, complete with 100 year flood elevation estimates as well as standards for the elevation of
structures around storm water ponds. Where these situations exist, the plan should so note them.

3. The plan must include a complete inventory of both natural and manmade wetlands and which exist
based upon best available data ... not just the DNR Protected waters inventory!

At the request of the WMO, BWSR will provide a mylar copy of the national wetlands inventory for your
watershed.

4. BWSR will expect each WMO to provide us with written response to issues raised by state and local
agencies.

The Minnesota Health Department, Department of Natural Resources, the Pollution Control Agency and the
Metropolitan Council all review the "509" plans. Where significant issues have been raised in the past by
these agencies, BWSR has been required to mediate the issues to resolve. Due to the current backlog of
plans, in the future BWSR will be asking the WMO to provide us with the WMO's written responses to agency
comments. We believe that this will expedite our review process immensely. The agencies have been
requested to itemize theeir comments as much as possible so that issues can be more clearly addressed.

Attachment
By: Bruce Sandstrom,

*509" Water Plan Coordinator
4/6/89
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Overview of the Gun Club Lake Watershed Management Organization
For the April 26, 1989 Board Meeting

Introduction

The Gun Club Lake WMO was created by a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) on June 1, 1985. The Cities of
Eagan, Inver Grove Heights and Mendota Heights are the member parties to the JPA. The land area of the
WMO is 33.2 square miles, of which 29.6 square miles (89 percent) is in the City of Eagan. Inver Grove
Heights and Mendota Heights comprise 1.47 and 2.17 square miles respectively.

Watershed Description

The GCLWMO is entirely within a deposit of the St. Croix Moraine directly abutting and overlooking the
Minnesota River Valley. Topography ranges from steep to rolling hills intermixed with deep depressions
containing peat or small lakes and wetlands. About one-half of the surficial topography is considered to
be outwash with the remainder to be glacial till.

There are 96 protected waters or wetlands in the watershed. The Dakota County Soil and Water
Conservation District has identified a total of 374 natural wetlands which are 0.5 acre or larger the City of
Eagan, alone. This inventory was done as part of a water quality study the District is currently doing for the
City of Eagan. There are no streams classified as protected waters in the watershed.

The watershed is one of the most rapidly growing areas in the state. The water management problems are
primarily poor or deteriorating water quality as well as some minor flooding due to the land-locked nature
of the basins which do not yet have a storm sewer outlet.

Staff Review

Currently the staff have met on two occasions with the WMO Engineer and on April 17, 1989 toured the
WMO with the WMO Chairman. While the policies, objectives and content of the plan are very good, the
plan lacks clear guidance for the member communities and a schedule for achieving compliance. Due to
the unique nature of the physical watershed and the JPA, no capital improvements are proposed. Eagan,
however, is aggressively working on a water quality management plan which is beyond the efforts of most
metropolitan communities. Further planned negotiations will hopefully be able to resolve most of the plan’s
deficiencies before the Board’s initial review on April 26, 1989. Agency staff are planning to attend the
4/26/89 Board meeting and provide comment.

By: BDS, 4/14/89




PLEASE NOTE THIS ADDITIONAL AGENDA
INFORMATION ITEM regarding
Animal Waste Management

FEEDLDTS IN CENTRAL MINNESOTA

by Wittiiam Cofall

This paper is an attempt to assemblie and sxamine information
OF The ten Count ies of Concarn in this study. I would
sugsest that other areas where |ivestock are Cconfined may
have simi lar probliems and neads. I hope we Can be CcONcarned
about the whole state in terms of improving feedilots and
redu ing this POl Tution hazard.

the inventory of all cattie, cattlie on feed, January

for the Central Minnssota counties of Banton
Dougi as, Kandiyohis: Mesker, Morrison, Pope, Sherburne,
Stearns, Todd and Wryiaght was B45.000 animails. In 1988, it
was 519,980 a drop of 125, 500. These Figsures give an
igdea of thee size of the | ivestook industry in the area. In
1987 this represents 280% of beef and dairy incdustry in the
atate. Thayrae may be Savaeryral FEASONS FOr the drop in numbay
It was the period of the dairy buyout srogram and it was a
may iogd Of dyrousht and restyiction in feed eproduction.
During these yesars the counties acocounted for 3% of the
dairy animals in thae State of Minnesota.

In 196 the ten county area sales were $738. 021, 008 or 22%
Of the ivestoock and | ivastock proaducts marvketad in
Minnesota. The crop products marketed Ffrom the same area
acocountsad For about B of the STATS Crop markat or a total
market value of $179,512, 000. The ten county aArsa acoounts
for 14% of the total asriculitural income fFoy the state from
Crops, cattie: hogs and poultyy and that figsure is

%1048, 218, OB, It seams to ma this i an 2Conomic industry
that is worth protecting in an environment that deserves
Protest i ON.

The sizeable 1ivestook industry and modern practices using
feadlots are makins ) impacts on the anvivronmant. IF
tests are accurate ong of those impacts is upon surface and
Dround water.

HISTORY = The area began settiement in the 1858"s. Durins
The2 pay idod Oof Sa2ttiemant farmsitas on lakes and alonsg
streams were considered most desireablie. Farmers much |ihke
tThose whd platted the Citias gave impoytance to T e
availability of water. FMany of the existing farmsites are
still in tha same 10Cation.

From the 1858's untit 1908 trhe area raised both Srain and
Pivestock in 18800 for instance St2arns was still a larse
whaat raising county. In general after 1898 with a few




VAViAtTions thae area developed into a § ivestook,: dairy and

hos yedgion.

In the rural areas there was probably some pol tution
bacause Oof the jlocations Oof homas and farms. The |ivestook
industry of the historical past was on a smaliey scale and
With differant practice. Farms had four oy five hOorses.
There might be 18 to 3@ milk COws, depending upon the numbey
Of hands pyesant to ddo the mi TRKing. Thare might be twenty
aor thirty hogs.a few sheep, a hundred chickens and some
tUrkeys ducks and 9emse, Most Oof thaese animals wars yangsad
on open Ppasture Or arassed Pens. In this central Minnesota
area farmars valued and usaed th2iy manure and dil isentiy
apread it on to the land. Thase were pretty well the farm
Practices until the 2nd World War and somewhat after. I did
a family 1life study of St. Martin's Community in 19580 and
theE AVea Was highly diversifiad in FAMING DP2rations but
Pivestook and mil kK, Ccream: butter production was the
mainstay oOf the community: and of Ccommunities surrounding.

With the advent of machinery. particularily lectricity and
MmilkKing machines and Sthay SQuiamant fFarmars wasre abhie anc
in mHst cases found it desireable to expand their |ivestock
op2rations. This was one sagmant of rational decisions to
farming opsrations. In other areas such as North Dakota some
farmays sold Dut TO N2ighbdyrs and sya2atily axpancad theaiyr
acreasgse and changed their mode Oof operation in crop farminsg.
In Central Minnesota the acreass enlargement did not happen
Tt such a cdegyee, I know the acrease of farms in thse area
has not ar2atily incraased. The inorease ococuryed in
FivestoCk: more intensive use Oof jand and development of
Conf i NEd and open feadiot tyee of opasrations. Along with
the intensive livestochk thaere was also an increase in
MANUMEs and as a vasult tha consaguent increased ikl i oo
and dangers of pollution,.

Since 19560 most of the dairy farms have moved to Grade A
production. Aimost att tivestock farmers confine their

AN imaAals in barns or rajatively small lots. The recent farm
deprassion has caused economic distress in the area and
Ffarmers do Nnot have tha axtra capital redguvired to put in
structures,: pPiIits and ecuiprment to initiate practices that
Would assist in the abatemant of pol lution.

Today: the same land space contains from 480 to 120 mitk Cows
anc anotheayr 50-150 head oFf replacement and market animals.

Al together there may be 200 to 300 animais in an arsa that
onoe supported 308 or 40 cattie and some othey ) ivestock and
pOUItry in a diversifiead farming oparation.

This briaf history enabiss us to oome up to date. In 1879
the Water Guality Manasement Planning Burvey found in isht
Of the ten Ccountias in the areat,. 1908 fesdiots potential ly
a hazard to shoreland standards. (% Meeker and Sherburns

(%)




wara not included in the survey.d Froms (Feadliots: Packags
I: Water Buatity Manasement Planning. Minnesota Pollution
Control Asency: Division of Water Quality. Plannming S=ctions
May 1979.)

This April 1988, I sent a guestionnaire to the

Consmervat ionist of the tan County araa as of Apvil 12 the
saven returns contain some very interesting information.

The figures J recaived indicate that there are batween 1873
to 1228 feediots that have the potential of poliuting
surface water. Bttt Sizaab 2 numbeay T be Conceyned
about. The aguestion relating to numbey of feediots on
SENSIiTIVEe S0Di18 that could endangsy Sroaundwatsayr indicated
there were between 1421 to 1446 such 1ots. As of this date
thars warse 435 ugnde2ry citation oy thraat of it. O hund red
seventy nine farm operators have requested Ccost share or
taechnical assistance.

Thers may have been a changs in criteria or a sreater
awareness of feediot POl lution but the preceding fisures
syggest a serious problem in the area. Recentiy I heard a
daescr it ion of overf lowing feadlots which susgests to me
that some are not of the proparyr sSize oF were Nnot properiy
anginearaed or linad. In this case if feediot manure handl ing
facility is to Ffunction there appears to be a need of
FEdesieN and reaconstruction. Theyra aljsd ampears to be nead
of education in storage pit managsement and disposal

practices.

It Aalso appaars from remarks in the auestionnaire and Firom
othay sources: th2 nead for education resarding purypose of
manure handling facilitisas. In addition thare is apparentiy
a nead for Ffol jow—up IiNSPeESCtion and sSup2rvision of use.

I aiso asked fFor opinions of Best Manasement Practice
regsarding disposal of fesadlot animal wastes. A1 the
answars were similar. "Land applications of waste during
tima Oof ¥eay when soil is not frozen and mataryial Can eithery
be inJected or incorporated within & hours of apptliication.
Apmlicat i on rates to be baséed on soHil tests and CTha
potential of soitl and/or of specific crops to utilize the
NUTri@ants in the manurs to prodgucs a crop, ' Alsd enphasized
were s0il testing: filter strips: claan watey diversion and
importance of a waste manasemant pilan.

The value Of the guastionnaires is that ths parsons
ANSWeY ing pProvided furthar ideas about the (ocal pyobilems
and #rovide additional information fOr consideration of
SOIUtioNS.

i. High cost of manure handl ing 2guipment. Should be part
Of Cost share.
2. Feedliot jlocated next to streams: lakes, ditoches wetilands

(3




Feadlots on kighly permeakie soils
High corrective Costs for two previous items.
Improper appiication of manure in hish water tables.
Nead For research on soil response Lo installiations.
Abandonad storase facilities cr2ating probilans.
W1} desisned: pPropar installation: proper maintenance of
fAaZil iti@s, PYroOPar incorpdration.
9. Larege Poultry 1ots with nitrate poliution of aguifers
and weal is.
id. Ressaych on all aspects of fesdiot usase Ffrom desisn
iNncorporation of manurea.
11. of storage pit owners to remove contents on
SChadu la.
12 Buyout of feedlot operators in some shoreland
Situations.

In the Sauk Lake HWatershed "There are approximateily 20
faeediots and barnyards which contribute yundff O streams in
the watershed. " (From Engineer Report for Lake Treatement,
Excerpt for Corp of Ensinesrs,. Sauk Lake Prodisct Report,
March 22, 19898.) These contribute to Sauvk Lake wvia creek.
Fivey or drainage ditch and some nutriants also continue
throush the ake and down the Sauk River,

It is estimated that the funds nesded to take care of 4
feadlots would b2 about $BA5. 088 in Ccost share. The cost
infoarmation in this yY2p0rt inciudes Only what na2ads to be
done above Sauk Lake and only in resard to fesdiots.

The Novth Forik Crow River Watershed district has regussted
a technical assistance training program to inventory ailil
Faag Tots in the district. One of the manasers mentioned &
fesdiot probism in the yviver and ake region of ths North
Fork.

I think there are several reasons that work has not
RProgressed as rapicdly as it might in ths area. The futursa
of agriculture and particuiarily small farm agsriculture has
bean Cloudaed by thE 200NOmic CYisis Dveay the jast faw
Years. Farmers themsejves iF they are neay the and of
tTha2iy Caresrs in asrviculture are rejuctant to make
improvema2nts in livestock antermrise. Some jland owners
anticipate the sale of tha2ir land ancd some of thase
improvemants do not add to sale value unless the buyer
intends to Ccontinuea a | ivestook oparation and has the
capability Tto manage this Complax dispdsal system. The
tendancy is to 1eave thinss as thay are andc hopa they oo
not 9et i ted. Othery Farmers do not have investment capital
foy instaltliation of manure pits and very tittiae o) se.

Going out Oof Jivestock will aiso ieave some problems and
create othars. Une cited above the problem Oof abandoned
feadl Ot manure pits whicCh when fFilied with watey become a
stasnat ing mess.

(&




During the 19BE-B7 ssasons the alfalfa acrease in the area
deciined by 48,080 acres. Very Jikely m2aning that land was
plowed uUPp And seeded o FFrain Crops Or row Crops. In my own
townshin: I saw a farm abandoned and 108 acres of b2auti ful
s0il retaining atfalfa plowed up and seeded to up—down hill
CoOrn that after a heavy rain left sulligs in the fiald and
sedimant plumes in roadside ditches,

The impact of a jlargs | ivestook reduction in the area would
be socially, sconomicaltliy and @nvironmentalily undesi reabl &,
The 1ivestoock faming oparations are Costiy as far as the
enviraonmant and if it is desireabie to reduce POliution the
Change to other Kinds of asyicuiture would mean sra2ater use
of commerycial fertilizers and pesticides in Crop industry.
If the Change means 1288 asraass in small sSrain orop and
atfalfa and more acreagse of yOow Crops it could also mean
arsater soil 1058 and, Sadimentation: with morse putrisnts
and Cchemicals entering surface water.

Feediots are a source OoFf content ion betwaen neighbors and
others in the area. Sometimes these are due to strife
batwaan n2isghbors and fesadiots pProvide the spark that
rejeases the amoti ons. We have at least one Or two of these
in tha aresa.

Another eroblam freqguentiy mentioned is when a farmey
attempts to UsSe agency Personn2! to achiave his own ends. |
think that standards of some sort that all agencies agsree on
Wouid b very desirs2ablie in deal ing with pol ot insg feadliots.
I think every asency member with a local unit or state
agency will dd what thay Can to avoid hostility ancd no one
wants to put Ffarmers out Oof business in dealing with

ol fution. I think it would be 2asier if thare is a gsenaral
agsreement on practices and recommendations and asreement in
regard to Rproceduras of COommuniZatinsg information to land
oWners,

It seems to me the situvation Justifies an axtensive
educational campaign. Education is nesded on the danger of
feaedliots to surface and underground waters. and |ivestock
DRSYATIONS depend upon safe water., The paopiae naed to Know
the types Oof practices and structures that reduce poliuting
Yunoff. Tha mathods OFf incorporating feed il ot wastes into
the S0il is necessary. Resolution of many probiems by the
Kinds of financial assistance awvai labie and incentives for
ysing financial cost share.

Finaltly thare is need fF0)r sources of funds to CosSt share to
reduce the present pollution hazards exXxisting in the are<a.
e Shoulad examine the nead For Ccost share funds: | ow
interest 1oans or a combination of these. Wrhat about Funds
FOr bhuyout of fesadlots in ars2as whare Corractions will be
VEery sXpensive. The need Ffor continuved research and
MON i T2 ing SEem To be NBCessary with the aducational process
ready to put Findings to use

{'J
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BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE BUILDING
CONFERENCE ROOM A
90 WEST PLATO BOULEVARD
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55107
APRIL 26, 1989

AGENDA

Call to Order
Adopt Agenda
Approve Minutes of March 22, 1989

Reports
- Chairman, Donald Ogaard
- Executive Director, Jim Birkholz
- Legislative Update
- EQB/Water Resources Committee - Loni Kemp, Howard Peterson
- KTCA Award Presentation - Dr. Bill Cofell

10:00 a.m. . Sustainable Agriculture
- Omaha Conference - Dick Ness
National Conference on Organic/Sustainable
Agriculture - Loni Kemp
Land Stewardship Project Activities - Ron Kroese, Director
USDA, Agricultural Research Service - George Benoit
Discussion

11:00 a.m. 6. Feedlot/Animal Waste Management Issues - Dr. Bill Cofell

7. Advisor Comments
Lunch

8. RIM Reserve Program - Request for Land Exchange -
Wayne Edgerton

Comprehensive Local Water Planning Status Report -
Doug Thomas

Metropolitan Water Management - Bruce Sandstrom
- Plan Status Report
- Overview of Gun Club Lake WMC Plan
11. Study Area II Update - Donald Ogaard, Mel Sinn
12. Study Area II Project, Lazurus Creek - Greg Larson

Adjourn




MINUTES OF APRITL 26, 1989
OF THE
BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES

Appointed Members in Attendance
Donald Ogaard

John Williamson
John Boulton

Don Warner

Loni Kemp

Eugene Kalmes

John Brooks, Jr.
Howard Peterson
William Cofell

Jack Graba

Doug Bade

Lowell Moen

Natalie Haas-Steffen

Appointed Members Absent
Ken Schellack

James Hoese

Loren Harste

Others in Attendance

Al Dornfeld, Minnesota Association of Watershed Districts

Dwain Otte and Bob Pigeon, Minnesota Association of Soil and Water
Conservation Districts

Keith Grow, Minnesota Association of Conservation District

Employees

Franklin Denn, Minnesota Association of Townships

Jon DeGroot, Soil Conservation Service

Sarah Tufford, Department of Natural Resources

Dr. Valentine O'Malley, Department of Health

Nels Nelson, Baar Engineering

George Foster, University of Minnesota/Extension Service

Joe Fitzgerald, Stearns Soil and Water Conservation District

Russ Felt and Kim Brynildson, Pollution Control Agency

Ron Kroese, Land Stewardship Project

Brian Christenson and Tom Colbert, Gun Club Lake WMO

Staff in Attendance
Jim Birkholz

Pat Bloomgren

Greg Larson

Wayne Edgerton
Bruce Sandstrom
Dick Ness

Denice DeFrates
Doug Thomas

Mary Jo Anderson
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Meeting Called to Order - Chairman Ogaard called the meeting to
order at 9:03 a.m. in Conference Room A of the Minnesota Department
of Agriculture Building, 90 W. Plato Boulevard, St. Paul,
Minnesota.

Adopt Agenda - Moved by Graba, seconded by Warner, to adopt the
agenda as presented. Affirmative: Ogaard, Williamson, Boulton,
Warner, Kalmes, Bade, Moen, Steffen, Brooks, Jr., Peterson, Graba,
Kemp, and Cofell. Opposed: None. Carried.

Approval of Minutes of March 22, 1989 - Doug Bade stated that on
page 5, item 89-18, his name should be in the affirmative rather
than in opposition of the motion. Howard Peterson stated that also
on page 5, item 89-18, his name should be in the opposition rather
than in the affirmative. Moved by Bade, seconded by Peterson, to
approve the minutes of March 22, 1989, as corrected. Affirmative:
Ogaard, Williamson, Boulton, Warner, Kalmes, Bade, Moen, Steffen,
Brooks, Jr., Peterson, Graba, Kemp, and Cofell. Opposed: None.
Carried.

Chairman's Report - Chairman Ogaard reported that approximately 175
people were in attendance at the Water Day at the Capitol on March
29th. He heard many good comments from various people that
participated. He commended Jim Birkholz and Pat Bloomgren for the
excellent job they did in putting together the Water Day at the
Capitol. Chairman Ogaard updated the Board on the Coon Creek
Watershed District legislation. Chairman Ogaard met with the
drainage engineers in Study Area II. He has been invited back for
a meeting on July 10 to discuss some of the concerns of water
retention in the area. He reported that the Study Area II
representatives did adopt the resolution that the BWSR adopted at
the March 22 meeting. Chairman Ogaard testified at a congressional
hearing in St. Cloud regarding wetlands and drainage.

Chairman Ogaard reported on the flood in the Red River Valley.
Erosion from the flood has caused $786+666-in damages in the Wild
Rice Watershed District. They are seeking a disaster declaration
for the area. He explained how the flooding occurred, with runoff
from the beach ridges to the east entering the flatter terrain of
the valley. Ditch channels were plugged with ice and snow and ice
jams occurred in the river. There was much erosion in the
channels. The Ada area received 96 inches of snowfall this season.
Ft—ie- A tremendous loss in the Wahpeton and Breckenridge are%7 An
estimated $45263,000 of damage. “%buéb

Cer
Chairman Ogaard reported that he and Jim Birkholz met with ,Q?%é
Commissioner Nichols yesterday regarding administrative services. 0
Commissioner Nichols told them that effective July 1,

the Department of Agriculture will be charging the Board for the

use of all services, which will cost $60,000 - $80,000 annually.

This is a very serious issue as the Board has not received an
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allocation to cover these costs. Discussions with the Department
of Agriculture will continue.

Natalie Haas-Steffen reported that she and a group of over 200
volunteers did clean up 26 miles of the Rum River. They picked up
3 1/2 tons of debris from the river banks. 300 pounds of seed was
donated, and also trees. The Governor awarded Natalie with a
plaque for organizing the clean-up project. She stated that
certificates were sent out to all of those who made donations and
volunteered, recognizing their worthwhile efforts. Natalie stated
that she plans to continue the clean-up project in other areas.

Executive Director's Report - Jim Birkholz reported that the west
central office in Staples has consolidated with the new office in
Brainerd. Hal Anderson and Dan Steward will be sharing an office
and secretarial services. The office is located at 503 Washington
Street, Brainerd, 56401, the phone number is 218-828-2604. He
noted that several state agencies also have offices in Brainerd.

Jim reported on reclassification of the board representative
position. Also, an inequity proposal has been sent to the
Minnesota Association of Professional Employees (MAPE) bargaining
unit by persons in the board representative classification. Staff
has been working with the Department of Employee Relations to
reclassify the position. Pat Bloomgren reported that the board
representative responsibilities have increased drastically since
the position of Soil Conservation Representative was created in
1959. The compensation level has not been adjusted since 1976.
A resolution regarding the reclassification and supporting the
inequity proposal was distributed to the Board for review and
action. Discussion followed. Bill Cofell stated that he is very
impressed with the board representatives knowledge and
contributions to the Board. He's very proud to have them
representing the Board and is in support of this resolution.
Natalie Haas-Steffen felt that the MAPE bargaining unit should be
working on this rather than the Board. She doesn't feel that the
Board should be involved with the inequity adjustment. She would
like to see the Soil Conservation Representative position
description and have the resolution rewritten. Moved by Haas-
Steffen, seconded by Graba, to table this matter until just before
or after the lunch recess when the Board has a chance to review the
position description and the resolution. Affirmative: Ogaard,
Williamson, Boulton, Warner, Kalmes, Bade, Moen, Haas-Steffen,
Brooks, Jr., Peterson, Graba, Kemp, and Cofell. Opposed: None.
Carried.

Jim Birkholz asked Board members to submit their expense claims
after each meeting to assist in meeting spending targets for
closing out the Board's budget for the fiscal year. Jim reported
that the cut-off date for submitting expense claims for FY89 is
June 30.
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Jim gave an overview of the Board's FY90-91 biennial budget request
status, including House and Senate reductions to the Governor's
recommendations for the Board's information.

Jim updated the Board on the following 1legislative issues:
comprehensive water planning; urban drought; tree replanting;
metro water management task force; wetlands protection;
recodification of water law; and the optional levy to fund SWCDs.
He stated that both the House and Senate are cautious this year
about raising taxes.

EQB/Water Resources Committee Report - Howard Peterson sat in on
the meeting for Loni Kemp. He reported that it was a short
meeting, due to legislative issues at the Capitol lasting only an
hour.

Howard Peterson reported that he spent a week in New York and they
are now in a drought cycle. He also reported that he visited the
Department of Natural Resources Fish Hatchery in Lanesboro, in
southeastern Minnesota, and was pleased with the wonderful
treatment by DNR staff. He commended the Department of Natural
Resources for this. Sarah Tufford responded that Commissioner Joe
Alexander has made it a point to train staff in public relations
and she was pleased that it has made a difference.

Loni Kemp reported on the Groundwater Bill. The senate and house
bills are somewhat different. Senator Charlie Berg feels that this
bill is too hard on farmers, and it has been modified in the
Senate. Prevention as a focus of the bill has been softened. In
the Senate, the education component has been eliminated and the
fees for water wells have been cut. She stated that liability for
ag chemicals is a concern.

Bill Cofell reported that he, Jim Birkholz and Denice DeFrates
presented Cindy Browne, Program Director at KTCA Channel 2, with
an award yesterday, commending them for the natural resources and
environmental education efforts being shown on their station. He
stated that this was a very successful effort and felt that the
Board should recognize others as well.

Bill Cofell attended the Senate Agriculture and Rural Development
committee hearing on the comprehensive groundwater hearing and
noted that Jim Birkholz and Pat Bloomgren also attended this
hearing which lasted until 2:00 a.m.

Sustainable Agriculture

- Omaha Conference - Dick Ness reported on the sustainable
agriculture conference he attended in Omaha, Nebraska on March 8-
10, 1989. He distributed a written report for the Board's
information. He stated that it was a very interesting and
informative conference. He summarized main points of the
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conference: they stressed getting farmers involved in a soil
conservation program; there is a need for the Extension Service
to assist in promoting sustainable agriculture; leadership is
needed; the thrust is to use less chemicals. Dick reported that
he was pleasantly surprised to learn so much about the Minnesota
Department of Agriculture accomplishments in sustainable
agriculture at the conference.

- National Conference on Organic/Sustainable Agriculture - Loni
Kemp reported that she attended the national conference in
Washington in mid-March. She reported that the Department of
Agriculture in Minnesota, Texas, Vermont, and North Dakota were
sponsors of the conference. Minnesota has a higher profile on
organic/sustaintable agriculture out of state than it does here in
Minnesota. She stated that Minnesota has a program that will
certify organic growers. The focus of the conference was on
reducing chemical use and bringing both chemical and organic groups
together. Senator Patrick Lahey was the keynote speaker at the
conference. Barry Commoner made a presentation on pollution. His
point was that rather than pollution levels decreasing, they have
been staying steadily the same. Jim Hightower, Commissioner from
Texas, focused on the need for state, 1local and private
initiatives. Loni expressed that the conference was very upbeat
and exciting. Prior to this conference, Loni attended a meeting
in Washington of the Sustainable Agriculture Working Group to
promote sustainable agriculture. The work group was very well
received by House and Senate staff. She stated that conservation,
groundwater, and sustainable agriculture may be part of the 1990
Farm Bill. They are supporting conservation compliance the way
the 1985 Farm Bill was supported. Loni is working on the
groundwater/well testing proposal which will soon be introduced by
Senator Fowler. Bob Pigeon stated that flexibility in the farm
program is needed, regarding crop rotation.

- Land Stewardship Project Activities - Ron Kroese, Director,
reported that the Land Stewardship Project 1is a non-profit
organization. They now have regional offices in Lewiston and
Montevideo. They sponsor many workshops in the winter and farm
days in the summertime to demonstrate sustainable farming
techniques. Resources such as videos, pamphlets, articles, etc.,
are available from the Land Stewardship Project. They are
presently demonstrating crop rotation systems in Washington County
at the Wilder Forest Farm showing sustainable agriculture and why
people should be involved in it. Mr. Kroese distributed a brochure
on "A Song For the Earth", which is an environmental puppet show
for children, written by the author of "Planting in the Dust", a
one-act play. Mr. Kroese stated that attitude is what needs to be
addressed. Chairman Ogaard stated that land ownership makes a
difference in the transition to sustainable agriculture.
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- USDA, Agricultural Research Service - George Benoit gave a slide
presentation on "Minnesota's Contributions to Erosion Prevention
and Prediction Research" for the Board's information.

George Foster, University of Minnesota/Extension Service, was
introduced. Mr. Foster is replacing Dr. Bill Larson.

Chairman Ogaard stated that he will be at a Senate confirmation
hearing at the Capitol this afternoon regarding his position as
Chairman.

Chairman Ogaard adjourned the meeting for lunch at 12:10 p.m. The
meeting reconvened at 1:05 p.m.

Moved by Natalie Haas-Steffen, seconded by Warner, that rather than
a resolution regarding the Soil Conservation Representative
position, Chairman Ogaard write a letter of concern that Soil
Conservation Representative position be revised because this
position has been expanded and now encompasses new duties. It
should further state that there is no provision for a career ladder
and the Board supports the review for reclassification of the
position and anticipates an outcome that would keep the Board
Representative position compatible with other comparable state
positions. Affirmative: Williamson, Boulton, Warner, Kalmes,
Bade, Moen, Haas-Steffen, Brooks, Jr., Peterson, Graba, Kemp, and
Cofell. Opposed: None. Carried.

Feedlot/Animal Waste Management Issues - Jim Birkholz introduced

Russ Felt and Kim Brynildson from the Pollution Control Agency who
work with the Animal Feedlot Program. Bill Cofell stated that more
education is needed; if possible a task force to accelerate
efforts. Eugene Kalmes commended Bill Cofell on the article he
wrote on feedlots; he stated that this would be good with the
sustainable agriculture systems. Cofell stated that manure is a
resource that needs to be properly managed. More emphasis on
education is needed to accomplish this. Russ Felt stated that MPCA
defins a feedlot as a confined feeding area for ten or more animal
units. PCA is encouraging counties to assume responsibilities for
the state feedlot program. 23 counties now are involved, no
funding is available to counties on this. There are only two
staff, at PCA working with 80,000 feedlots in Minnesota. PCA has
recently published a handbook on feedlots. Joe Fitzgerald, Stearns
SWCD, stated that an inconsistency exists between the PCA rules,
and SCS Technical Guide standards. A good example is that PCA
rules allow the winter spreading of manure and SCS standards
adopted by the SWCD do not. He stated that PCA has developed a
healthy working relationship with the people in his county. Kim
Brynildson stated that a Feedlot Advisory Committee is now being
formed to assist in evaluating the feedlot program. Bill Cofell
will be an advisory committee member and Brian Dwight, Marshall
Board Representative, will provide staff assistance.
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Natalie Haas-Steffen left the meeting at 2:00 p.m. Don Ogaard
returned to the meeting at 2:05 p.n.

Advisor Comments

- Dwain Otte, MASWCD, reported that he went to Washington, D.C. and
had very successful meetings with Bruce Vento, Dave Durenberger,
and Tim Penny. The MASWCD Annual Convention will be held December
3-5, 1989 in Rochester. The NACD National Leadership Conference
will be held August 23-25, 1989 at the Radisson Hotel in St. Paul.

- Keith Growe, MACDE, reported on activities of the Association of
Conservation District Employees as well as 110B water planning
activities in Wadena SWCD.

- Franklin Denn, MAT, reported that the Township Officer short
courses which included topics on water planning and solid waste
have been completed.

- Jon DeGroot, SCS, reported that John Edwards has taken the Deputy
State Conservationist position in Michigan.

- Al Dornfeld, MAWD, distributed the annual report for the Valley
Branch Watershed District for the Board's information. He invited
the Board to attend MAWD's annual summer meeting and tour on June
23-24. Al commended Jim Birkholz on the excellent job he has been
doing at the Capitol. Jim stated that he appreciates the good
working relationship with the MAWD and the support they are giving
the BWSR.

Metropolitan Water Management - Bruce Sandstrom gave an overview
of the status of the Gun Club Lake Watershed Management
Organization (GCLWMO) plan for the Board's information. Bruce
introduced Tom Colbert, of the City of Eagan, Chairman of the
GCLWMO. Mr. Colbert stated that he is looking for favorable future
action from the Board on this plan. Brian Christenson, from E.A.
Hickok, was introduced, he has been assisting the WMO in their
plan. Loni Kemp complimented the plan's contents on water quality.
Board action on this plan will take place at a future meeting.

John Brooks, Jr., invited the Board to attend the Area I meeting
and tour in Bemidji on June 27. The agenda will be released
shortly.

John Brooks, Jr., commented on the USDA brochure on "Wetlands which
of these four areas is a wetland?" He referred to the picture
shown in the lower right of a Type I wetland. He stated that Type
I wetlands have been farmed this way for years, clarification is
needed. Moved by Brooks, Jr., seconded by Moen, that staff is
directed to bring suggested language for a policy statement on
wetlands in the next two months. Affirmative: Ogaard, Williamson,
Boulton, Warner, Kames, Bade, Moen, Brooks, Jr., Peterson, Graba,




Kemp, and Cofell. Opposed: None. Carried.

RIM Reserve Program - Wayne Edgerton distributed a proposed policy
statement to the Board for considering requests to modify RIM
reserve easements. Policy is needed because the Board has received
a request to modify an easement. Legally, easements can be
modified and such modification can be done at no net cost to the
RIM program. Discussion followed. Moved by Cofell, seconded by
Warner, to adopt the following policy for considering requests to
modify RIM reserve easements:

All requests to modify RIM Reserve Easements must come before the
Board of Water and Soil Resources for action. It is the policy of
the Board of Water and Soil Resources to consider RIM Reserve
easement modifications to include: 1) demonstrated hardship cases;
or 2) health and safety situations; 3) greater advantage/benefit
to the purpose and goals of the RIM program. The landowner request
for easement modification must be accompanied Dby: 1)
recommendation from the local SWCD Board of Supervisors; 2) letter
of recommendation from DNR Area Wildlife Manager and other
appropriate members of the 1local Screening Committee; 3)
supporting documents including: a) aerial photo identifying
requested modification; b) soils map (for land exchange); c)
cropping history (for land exchange); and 4) other pertinent

information concerning the request. The BWSR reserves the right
to require special provisions as a condition of the modification.
The special provision may include additional acres, additional
conservation practices applied on the acres, or other provisions
as determined necessary by the Board. This procedure will be
formalized as a part of the RIM Reserve Program Rules during the
next revision process.

Affirmative: Ogaard, Williamson, Boulton, Warner, Kalmes, Bade,
Moen, Peterson, Graba, Kemp, and Cofell. Opposed: None. Carried.

Wayne Edgerton explained to the Board a request for RIM field
changes. Anna Wicklund and her daughter enrolled 20.6 acres of
cropland into the RIM program in 1986. The easement on the land
expires in February, 1997. Last year Anna's daughter requested to
exchange 5.6 acres of the RIM field for other cropland on their
farm so they could accommodate a new strawberry field and parking
area on the RIM land. This request was denied. Subsequent legal
review has determined that the easement can be modified. 1In this
case the proposed new easement area has higher wildlife values than
the existing easeement. Moved by Warner, seconded by Graba, to
approve the request of Anna Wicklund to exchange the 5.6 acre
fields on the stipulations that all legislative and administrative
requirements be met by the Wicklund's and the land exchange and the
length of easement on the new RIM field be 10 years from today's
date. Affirmative: Ogaard, Williamson, Boulton, Warner, Kalmes,
Bade, Moen, Bruouksw--dis , Peterson, Graba, Kemp, and Cofell.




Opposed: None. Carried.

Jim Birkholz introduced Doug Thomas, Hydrologist III, who was
recently hired to work on the 110B program.

Comprehensive ILocal Water Planning Status Report - Doug Thomas
reported that he is working with people statewide on the local
water planning efforts. 56 counties are involved in water
management planning, most of those 56 counties have plans that are
at or approaching the preliminary review stages. There have been
two meetings held to coordinate the state agency review process.
Another technical meeting will be held in July. The Board's
Dispute Resolution Committee will likely be involved in resolving
conflicts between counties. Doug stated that staff is looking for
direction from the Board on their level of involvement in plan
review. Discussion followed. Plans will be reviewed by the staff
and action taken by the Board. If a problem exists it will be
brought before the Board.

Study Area ITI Project, Lazurus Creek - Greg Larson reviewed the
proposed project agreement with the Board. Discussion followed.
Moved by Boulton, seconded by Graba, to table action on the
proposed Lazurus Creek project agreement until the May meeting, at
which time more information on the project will be available.
Affirmative: Ogaard, Williamson, Boulton, Warner, Kalmes, Bade,
Moen, Brooks, Jr., Peterson, Graba, Kemp, and Cofell. Opposed:
None. Carried.

Jim Birkholz distributed a side-by-side comparison of the House and
Senate versions of the "Big Water Bill" for the Board's
information.

Study Area II Update - Mel Sinn reported that he attended a Study
Area II meeting in Slayton on April 13. The Study Area II
representatives endorsed the Board's wetlands and water management
resolution after some discussion. They made a change on the last
paragraph of the resolution - "are used" should be changed to "are
considered". Staff was directed to continue working with Study
Area II on this issue and to utilize the July meeting of the Study
Area II Board for more communication including Chairman Ogaard

Moved by Warner, seconded by Kalmes, to adjourn the meeting at 4:18
p.m. Affirmative: Ogaard, Williamson, Boulton, Warner, Kalmes,

Bade, Moen, -Breeks,—JFr., Peterson, and Cofell. Opposed: None.
Carried.

L (~q
Donald Oga




1990-91 BIENNTIAL BUDGET
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS)
AGENCY : WATER & SOIL RESRCS BD
PROGRAM : HATER & SOIL RESRCS BD
BUDGET ACTIVITY : MWATER & SOIL RESRCS BD

GOVERNOR'S GOVERNOR'S
EXPENDITURES: FY 1988 FY 1989 RECOMM. RECOMM.

DETAIL BY CATEGORY:
STATE OPERATIONS:
PERSONAL SERVICES
EXPENSES/CONTRACTUAL SRVCS
MISC OPERATING EXPENSES
SUPPLIES/MATERIALS/PARTS
CAPITAL EQUIPMENT

STATE OPERATIONS
AIDS TO INDIVIDUALS
LOCAL ASSISTANCE

TOTAL EXPENDITURES
CHANGE REQUESTS:

BOARD ADMINISTRATION

FLOOD PLAIN MANAGEMENT

COST SHARE-ERSN & HWATER HORKS

GENERAL PURPOSE GRANTS TO DISTRICTS
CONSERVATION TILLAGE

SEDIMENT & EROSION CONTROL

WATER PERMITS REVIEW GRANTS GEN
COMP LOCAL WATER PLANNING IMP. GEN
LOCAL HATER RESOURCES PROTECTION GEN
MANAGEMENT

HWATER QUALITY DEMONSTRATION FARMS GEN
LOCAL AG CHEMICALS USER INFO SVC GEN
WATER QUALITY MONITORING GEN
SEALING ABAMNDONED HMELLS GEHM
HELL REPLACEMENT GEN
RIM PROGRAM GEN
RIM AND THE MN ENR TRUST FUND ACCEL EXP GEN

PO m
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BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES
FY90-91 BIENNIAL BUDGET REQUEST STATUS
HOUSE AND SENATE REDUCTIONS TO GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATIONS
APRIL 26,1989

PROGRAM HOUSE
(000'S)

Base ($8,068) -80
Local Wtr Res Prot/Mgnt ($3,429) 0
Well Sealing Cost Share ($630)

Well Replacement ($150)

RIM Reserve Acceleration (+$300)

Total reduction to request
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Dick Ness

Report from Low Input Sustainable Agriculture (LISA) Conference in Omaha, NE,
March 8-10, 1989.

The conference was very impressive -- with excellent speakers and much
discussion.

Every speaker had a little different definition of Low Input Sustainable
Agriculture -- referred to as "LISA." However, the simple basic definition of

LISA, coming through the conference, was the use of less chemicals and
fertilizers in the production of crops.

The first speaker was Robert Rodale, chairman of the Rodale Press, Inc.,
and chairman of the Rodale Institute, Fmmaus, PA. He explained about using

the internal and external resource systems in farming. The internal resources
systems consist of the following:

-— Using rotation farming which releases more minerals from the soil,
such as the soil producing its own nitrogen.

Using biological and mechanical weed and pest control.

Having more management decisions made by the farmers.

The external resource system consists of the following:
- Depending on chemical farming almost completely and using the
least amount of mechanical agriculture.

Having the management decisions made by the chemical company
suppliers.

Neil Schaller, Program Director, Low Input Sustainable Agriculture
Research Program, Washington, D.C., talked about concerns for ground water,
soil erosion, and wild life. He defined LISA as a possible "reaction" to
present day agriculture. He also described LISA as "farming-in-partnership-

with-nature” which may be a controversial issue. Other important points he
spoke about included: :

Information and research on LISA is just beginning.

LISA is profitable.

Present farm programs are a hindrance to LISA because they
subsidize 100%Z chemical farming.

LISA should be subsidized.

Universities and experiment stations need to do more research and
education on LISA.

We need a kinder and gentler agriculture.

Then Fee E. Busby, Director of U.S. Programs, Winrock Institute for
Agricultural Development, Morrilton, Arkansas, challenged agencies for
leadership. He said that opportunities for leadership are great--to work our
way out of the present day agriculture into LISA. He emphasized:

-— The hope that farmers are never told to plow from fence row to
fence row again like they were in the 1970's.

Agriculture needs to live in harmony with land, water, animals,
birds and nature.




The challenge for leadership is vision =-- in search of excellence.

The next part of our program was a panel discussion by four farmers who
had changed from chemical farming to organic farming. The first farmer to
talk said that LISA may mean different things to different people, but
everyone understands it requires a higher input of management and labor. They

stated that when they were farming with present day chemical farming, they
found these problems:

Their soil was becoming more and more compact.
Their soil needed more fertilizer every year.
They were constantly worried about using dangerous chemicals.

All four farmers stated that the first thing they did when they converted from
conventional chemical farming to organic farming was -- to get their farms
under a conservation plan. They believed that the need to stop erosion was
the very first priority! They were all very pleased to find that during the
drought of 1988 their crop yields were "better" than the conventional chemical
farmers. (One of the farmers said that one of his neighbors had accused him
of spreading fertilizer at night!)

One of the farmers was excited about how much more life his soil had —-
with more aerobic bacteria in the first six inches of soil. He depends on

earth worms for soil tilth -- with worms both loosening and fertilizing the
soil. He also stated that organic matter is essential for the soil. A new

alfalfa that puts as much as 90 pounds per acre of nitrogen in the soil was of
great interest to him, also.

All four farmers strongly believed that the extension department should
get more involved and should be used for educating people about LISA. One of
the farmers stated that LISA "is forever" but probably will be decided
politically.

Ralph E. Grossi, President, American Farmland Trust, Washington, D.C.,
explained the impediments to LISA. He believes that we need a big "push" on
education and research because our universities are not responding to the
demand for LISA. He made these important points:

There is too much emphasis on yield - not necessarily net profit.
There is not enough farmer participation in research.

There are not enough farm demonstrations.

Farmers do not understand LISA.

Farmers do not realize the change in agriculture that is coming.
Farmers believe we are talking about "only" organic farming (no
chemicals at all), not understanding LISA (less chemicals and
safer chemicals).

Farm programs are geared to high production regardless of cost.
The set aside acres are too inflexible.

There is a need for an education program geared for farm managers
and absentee landowners.

There may be a social stigma on LISA.




Many farmers have a fear of change or risk.

SUMMARY

The conference was geared to a whole new approach to agriculture. This new
approach is called Low Input Sustainable Agriculture (LISA). It is here to
stay -- and is considered to be "forever!" The public's concerns about food
and water safety "pushed" this new approach to agriculture. LISA may mean
pure organic farming to some people; or it may mean a combination of many
things to others. Facts on organic farming include the following:

Strictly speaking -- organic farming means that ™no" chemicals
-- "at all" -- are used on soil or crops.

Rotation farming is used to release minerals, such as nitrogen,
from the soil.

Biological and mechanical methods are used for weed and pest
control.

Consumer concern about food safety "boosted" this new age of
organic farming.

This "unprecedented" interest of consumers has made organic
farming a three-billion-dollar a year business - and growing
rapidly.

Although most farmers are unlikely to go as far -- a few large
food conglomerates and thousands of smaller farm operations are
moving towards it.

About one-third of the states (including Minnesota) have set up
organic programs of their own:

Certifying organic growers.

Having on farm inspections.

Having spot checks by state inspectors of organic foods on
store shelves.

Having special seals put on food stating that it was
organically grown.

Organic foods usually get 15 to 207 above the regular market price
of present day chemically grown foods -- for the reason that they
are -- poison free and contain more nutrients that were released
in the soil.

However, LISA is "broader" than organic farming -- using lower levels of
less threatening chemicals than what is used in present day chemical farming.
Therefore, for most farmers, LISA will mean (to begin with, at least) the
following:

Stopping the use of many of the chemicals now being used,
especially the most dangerous ones.

Using fewer chemicals and using as safe chemicals as possible.
Using lower amounts of chemicals (for example, spreading
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fertilizers and other chemicals in narrow bands along crop rows
instead of dousing entire fields with the chemicals).

Using much more mechanical weed control then present day chemical
farming.

Incorporating biological weed and pest control where possible.
The possibility of more and more organic farming in the future.

LISA will definitely take different management than present day chemical
farming. The generation that is farming today knows "only" chemical farming.
Therefore, it will take a lot of education in our schools, colleges, and adult
classes to reach people. We need a great amount of research at our
universities, and we need to get our extension departments more involved.

Most speakers believed that our extension departments are not doing their job
in education. It is important that we support our extension departments and

have them educate the public -- as people have confidence in them and believe
in them.

I understand that the agency which is the leader for LISA in Minnesota
is the Department of Agriculture. However, it is the BWSR, the SWCD's and the
Watershed Boards that have contact with the farmers "every day". This puts us
in the "position" to get the LISA message to the farmers. We also need to get
the message to the urban people to influence them to quit using chemicals on

their lawns and gardens -- to help protect our water, soil, and natural
resources.

The news media is discussing LISA in a very positive way -- which should
help educate both the public and its leaders.

Washington, D.C., in the past, had been supporting federal agriculture
research and price supports -- steering farmers to chemical, high yield
farming. However, changes are in progress:

Congress set up the LISA program.

Bush's 1989 budget proposal acknowledges that chemical intensive
farming has affected the nations water supply. His budget
proposal contains $47 million to "develop farming practices that
avoid water quality degradation".

The 1990 Farm Bill will be effected by extremely strong demands
for change. The Senate Agriculture Committee Chairman, Patrick
Leah, D-VT, called for "an end to the policy barriers that keep
farmers from rotating crops and undertaking practices that are
beneficial to themselves and to the environment",

Rep. Tim Penny, D-MN, member of the House Agriculture Committee
acknowledges that the current system is weighed against the
practice of organic farming and plans to introduce legislature to
allow more flexibility in the farm program.

I believe that the decision on whether or not we are going to start
using less chemical farming is going to be made politically. Therefore, I
believe that we need to become politically involved to get the farm program
changed to benefit sustainable agriculture (LISA) —- rather than being geared
for chemically produced high yields, not necessarily high profits.




It is interesting to note that farmers are saying that the definition of
sustainable agriculture 1is "profitable agriculture". However, they are not
using that definition for chemical farming!

The national shift from chemical farming to chemical free or reduced
chemical agriculture can be explained by these forces '"converging":

-— The recent great fear of chemical residues in our foods and
chemical runoff -- contaminating lakes, streams and ground water.
An absolute demand by the consumer for safe food and water!
Supermarkets across the country are being "besieged" by consumers
asking about the safety of food.
A tremendous renewed environmental concern.
The new realization that farmers make the same profits -- and
usually better profits -- with reduced chemical farming.

LISA is moving fast. If we are going to be leaders, we may have to run
to catch up to the people we are leading.




Joan Lisi
Joan is a professional actress from St.
Paul, Minnesota. She has toured through-
out the United States in a variety of roles
and is currently on tour with the Land
Stewardship Project’s powerful conserva-
tion drama, Planting in the Dust.

In addition to her skills as an actress and
puppeteer, Ms. Lisi is also an accomplish-
ed singer and dancer.

Joan’s great grandparents were home-
steaders in northern Minnesota on
farmland that is still in Joan’s family to-
day. It is this love for the land that Joan
shares with us in A Song for the Earth.

About the Playwright...

Nancy Paddock is a Minnesota poet, playwright and
author whose concern for the land is evidenced in her
writings. She is the author of the Land Stewardship Pro-
ject’s play, Planting in the Dust, and together with her
husband Joe co-authored Soil and Survival, published in
1986 by Sierra Books.

The Land Stewardship
Project...

The Land Stewardship Project is a non-
profit organization working to foster a
national ethic of stewardship toward our
farmlands. Our hope is that each farmer
and landowner will strive to leave the land
in a better condition than when they
received it.

Resources

To assist your group or organization, the
Land Stewardship Project offers the
following resources:

¢ Books

¢ Plays

¢ Videos

e T-shirts

® Speakers Bureau

* Bumper Stickers

® Quarterly Newsletter

¢ Monthly Newspaper Column

o

I
“hppsnP ¥
14758 Ostlund Trail North
Marine on St. Croix, MN 55047
(612) 433-2770

An Environmental Puppet Show

For Children & Adults

written by:
Nancy Paddock, author of

“Planting in the Dust’

’

produced by:
The Land Stewardship Project




Mother Earth is Sick...

...sick from Malldozers, Poisonous Waste
and Agrisaurus Monsters that have pol-
luted her air, water and soil. She is too
sick to send spring.

Longing for their fields and flowers, the
animals search for ways to heal Gaia,
Mother Earth. They turn to the children
in the audience to help them.

® >

It is people who have paved over earth’s
fields and poisoned her water and it is
only people who can save her!

Hope for the Future

Through the use of puppetry and drama,
A Song for the Earth delivers a message
of hope for our planet. Mother Earth will
continue to take care of us...if we take
care of her.

The one woman/one act play speaks to
children about the future of their home,
Mother Earth, and the importance of tak-
ing care of her and all her creatures.

The colorful puppets and props used in A
Song for the Earth were designed by Jim
Ouray and the Heart of the Beast Puppet
& Mask Theatre.

Gaia, Woodchuck and Crow

From the Play

“Don’t people know that whatever they
do to the earth, they do to themselves?’’

“I am Gaia. 1 am the earth...I am your
only home...We need each other.”’

‘““Every animal sings lovesongs to Gaia
with every sound it makes, every day of its
life! It’s only the people who forget
her...”

From Teachers and Parents

‘““Extremely enlightening. Good program for all
ages. It has made an impact on the students—they

remembered a lot.”’
Enrichment Coordinator/St. Therese School
Maureen Belanger

‘“‘Absorbing. Great for children to see—it’s what’s

happening to their world. Helps them to unders-

tand that we need to keep Mother Nature in work-
ing order.”

Farmer and mother of eleven

Lorraine Redig

For all Ages

Now, more than ever, the play’s timely
message needs to be heard by both adults
and children.

The play and post-play discussion can be
effectively staged for a variety of
audiences:

¢ Schools

¢ Churches

¢ Bible Camps

¢ Nature Camps

e Summer Camps

¢ Environmental Organizations

¢ Wildlife Preservation Groups

® Soil & Water Conservation Boards

Plant a Seed...

Insure that there will be a healthy earth
for your children and grandchildren to
enjoy. Use a performance of A Song for
the Earth to instill in them a respect and
reverence for our living home,

The Land Stewardship Project presents A
Song for the Earth for a nominal fee. We
will also provide your group or organiza-
tion with a press kit, posters and a discus-
sion guide to complete the program.

FOR MORE INFORMATION, OR TO
RESERVE A DATE, CALL
(612) 433-2770
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FARMERS LOOK AT a corn field on the Joe and Naney Petit -

farm during a sustainable agriculture field day pear Rochester,

Sustainable ag tour is popular
‘Farmers switch, end up cutting chemical costs

By MYCHAL WILMES

Agri News Siafl Writer

ROCHESTER, Minn. — Sustain-
able agriculture practices received
a shot in the arm during a field
day :n southeastern Minnesota last
week.

More than 100 people participat-

ed in the tour sponsored by the
Lind Stewardship Project and the
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Agrl News Phota by Mychal Wilmes

Minn, More than 100 participants toured three farms to see
sustainable agricultural practices first-hand.

The health of the family’s dairy cattle
was a major concern. Veterinary bills
were high and Everett thought his reli-
ance on chemicals may have been par-

tially to blame.

Sustainable Farming A
of Southeast Minnesota.

The tour included a stop at Ev-
erett and Rosemary Koenlng's
farm.

The Koening's operation features
contour-strip cropping, chisel
plowing, and a four-year crop rota-
tion. Corn is followed by one year
of cals and two years of alfalfa.

The couple tries to control
weeds Lhrough delayed planting
and cultivation that includes drag-
ging and rotary hoeing. Herbicides

are only used as a rescue

operation.

The Koening's 1988 weed control
cost s t[y;rnximalely $1029 an
acre, including equipment cost. In
4 conventional system, they might
have spent approximately $§16.71
an acre,

Health concerns caused the fam-
ily to move away from a conven-
tional approach.

The Koenings were forced to dig
a new well five years ago because
the old water ‘su pl{ had become
o R s b

The Koenigs aren't afraid to ex-
periment take some chances.

This year, they are growing
some Sindelar corn. The variety is
bred under low-input conditions
and is tuproeed to have a higher
livestock feed value than other
varieties.

Tests conducted in lowa indicat-
ed protein was 2 percent higher in
Sindelar than in standard corn. Sin-
delar also scored higher in trace
elements.

Everett well test the grain to see
if there is any difference between
Sindelar and standard corn variet-
ies this fall.

His skepticism is justified by ex-
the dhod

operation.

The Petit’s take nitrogen credits
for alfalfa and manure; use split-
nitrogen applications; control in-
sects through crop rotation instead
of insecticides; raise their own oal
and soybean seed, and reduce weed
control costs in corn through herbi-
cide banding and cultivation.

The operation relies primarily

on manure from its dairy herd and

low-down alfalfa to provide fertil-
zer for the corn.

The Petits' weed control cost in
corn was $16.36 an acre in 1987 and
ranged from §12.76 w0 §16.17 an
acre this year,

Joe's initial interest in sustain-
able opti followed a 1975 visit

perience. Some of
they've tried on the farm have
worked oul; others haven'l. Some
so-called “miracle products,” he
said, were miracles for their man-
ufacturer because they were able
to make money with them.

Everetl offered some advice to
farmers considering making a
hange in their farming practices.

Everett also attended a meeting
where an organic farm advocate
spoke. He didn't think much about
what the speaker had said at first.
As time went on, Everett started
agreeing with speaker’s philosophy.

The health of the family’s dairy
cattle was a major concern. Veter-
inary bills were high and Everett
thought his reliance on chemicals
may have been partially to blame.

Since the move away from
chemicals, Everett said herd
health problems have been reduced
significantly.

“Get a chise] plow instead of a
moldboard plow and stop using an-
hydrous ammonia,” he said. “If you
need nitrogen, there are a lot bet-
ter source than anhydrous. Get a
5001! rotation and start cutting

own on herbicides and eliminate
their use afler a couple of years.”

Joe and Nancy Petit farm 300
acres and milk 35 to 40 cows year-
round. The couple also uses a crop

,rotation and minimum tillage to
conserve soil.

Terraces, ponds and grass wa-
terways are also parl of the

to an organic farm. The organic
operation looked so good the Pelits
followed suit.

Organic yields were good and
the test weight of the grain in-
creased, but the Pelits also had
weed problems.

During the same time, the Petits
switched from a beef herd to a
dairy operation.

Labor was in short supply, Joe
said, and there were few markets
for organically grown grains.

Those factors caused the Pelils
to drop the organic methods and
move loward what Joe describes
as "their middle-of-the-road
approach.”

The tour stopped at one of his
soybean fields. The field wasn't
weed free, and Joe admitted that it
is sometimes difficult to have the
weeds in a field located next to a
well-traveled blacktop road.

But, he said, he can live with the
weeds providing they don't cut into
yields, The weeds were at Lhe
same height as the soybeans, a
condition that Joe said reduced
their ability to reduce yields. They
were also whitened somewhat by
an application of Command earlier
in the growing season.

David Miller urged farmers to
et oul of their tractor cabs and
ook al their soils more closely
than they have been.

He reached into a bucket and
grabbed a handful of dirt to make
@ point.

“Look at this,” Miller said. “This
is life itself. That is where we
come from and that is where we'll
return.”

David and his wife, Helen, farm
With their son, Ed, and daughter in
law, Susan.

The Millers have practiced soil
and waler conservation since the
early 1950s. Conlour strips, grass
walerways and a legume-based
crop rotation are pillars in their
operation.

Following a picnic lunch at
James Carley State Park, tour par-
ticipants listed what they view as
roadblocks that discourage farm-
ers from moving toward sustain-'
able agriculture.

Peer pressure was one of the -
main roadblocks mentioned. Others
included weed problems, govern-
menl programs that require farm-
ers Lo keep large feed grain bases,
and the Fmt‘sm applied by chemi-
cal companbes.

This year's drought conditions
may also make more farmers
skeptical of alternative practices.

Extension personnel and farmers
have reported poorer crop perfor-
mance on ridge-tilled and no-tilled
fields throughoul southern Minne-
sola and northeastern lowa.

No one is sure why non-conven-
tional tillage has hurt crop perfor-
mance this year. Researchers
maintain that more study is need-
ed on the issue.
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Sustainable agriculture -
where soil conservation
and orzanic farming meet

By Dianne Motvig
Specil to The Chnstan Scence Momitor
Stiitwater, Minn.
AUL DRENCKHAHN points
beyond the buildings on his
Minnesota dairy farm toward
the valley below. He's seen
lots of changes in that valley since he
came to this farm ncarly a half-century

ago.

“There used to be a bridge down
there,"” he says. “You could ride a
horse underneath it, wearing any style
hat you wanted, and not worry about
it getting knocked off. But if that
bridge were there i»day, it would be
completely buried.”

It would have been buried, Mr
Drenckhahn says, by soil that eroded
from nearby slopes and hilltops and
settled in the valley. He's seen first-
hand what happens when people don't
take care of the soil.

‘We’ve got to leave something

there for the next generation and

the ones after that.’
et kD AR ol £ kit T P e S ML

- Bob Goss

Today, Drenckhahn is a strong ad-
vocate for what is known as sustain-
able farming, a relat.vely new concept
that blends soil conservation practices
- which aren’t so new, but have fre-
quently been abandoned owing (o eco-
nomic pressures of recent years — and
elements of organic farming.

As a result, Drenckhahn says, he
has built up his soil quality over the
years,

“This year was a real test,” he says.
“The longer you've been building up
the humus in your soil, the more able
you are to go through a drought with
less stress. The soll has more tilth and
can hold water bettei.”” He says he got
corn yields last summer of 130 bushels

an acre, compared with neighbors’
yields of 60 to 80 bushels an acre,

Sustainable farming differs from or-
ganic farming, notes Ron Kroese, direc-
tor of the Land Stewardship Project in
Stillwater, Minn., which assists farm-
ers in making the transition to sustain-
able farming.

“Organic farming has an expecta-
tion of stringency that we're trying to
get away from, because it turns off a
lot of farmers,” Mr. Kroese explains.
“Sustainable farming implies more tol-
erance. For example, someone who's
still using chemicals, but trying to cut
back on them, qua.llﬁes as practicing
sustainable farming."

Sustainable farming is based on
working with nature, rather than com-
bating it. It includes such practices as
rotating crops and planting cover
crops to replenish the soil, control
weed.a and prevent erosion; app]ymg

manures on flelds as fertilizer;
and reducing - or even eliminating -
the use of pesticides, herbicides, and
chemical fertilizers.

Those methods are put into practice
on the Land Stewardship Project's
demonstration farm, an hour's drive
from Mln.nespolla{St Paul.

THE CHRIST]AN SCIENCE MONITGH
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Third-generation iann Bob Goss is trying to uca use of chemicals on his la

ton. The Stewardship Farming Pro-
gram grew out of an earlier program
that worked with farmers on soil con-
servation. “But what farmers started
talking about besides soil erosion was
their concern about ground water and
their use of chemicals,” says Doug
Nopar of the Lewiston staff.

Mr. Nopar and other staff work
closely with 26 area farm families who
are practicing sustainable farming. Be-
yond that, about 60 area farm families
formed an independent organization,

the Sustainable Farming Association, -

The farm, donated by the Wilder* to share information.

Foundation, "gwes us some land un-
derneath our rhetoric,” says Kroese, as
he waves an arm out toward 100 acres
of field and pasture land.

“Our prirrary audience here is the
urban person, ' Kroese explains. “With
a diminishing farm population, it's
clear that if we're going Lo get agricul-
tural policies that make sense and are
sensitive to the land and small farmers,
we have to have an i./ormed urban
constituency to back us up "

While the project strives io aducate
Twin Cities urbanites through the
demonstration farm, it also works di-
rectly with farmers 100 miles away in
the small, rural community of Lev is-

Drenckhahn is one of the farmers in
the program. He hasn't used herbicides
and pesticides for about 20 years. The
only chemical he still uses is a starter
fertilizer he applies at spring planting.

Drenckhahn clearly has no fondness
for the chemicals so widely and heav-
ily used by area farmers. “l wish peo-
ple could understand the damage
they're doing to the soil," he says. "1
remember something my dad said
years ago. He was one of the first
around here to plant in contours [to cut
soil erosion]. Once he saw what con-
tours did, he said, ‘We should have
been doing this 20 years ago." "

One day, says Drenckhahn, people

may say the same thing about cutting
chemical use. “We're seeing things get
worse in the ground water; that stuff
won't break down. It just keeps going
down and down into the ground.”

While Drenckhahn has used few
chemicals for two decades, Bob Goss
has just started looking at reducing
chemicals. Mr. Goss came back to the
family farm 11 years ago, after a stint
in the service. He's the third generation
of his family to work his land.

“l grew up in the conventional sys-

tem,”’ he says. "I thought that was the .. .

way to go. | was told that was the way
to go by the chemical dealers and the
university - the system that tells you
how to farm. Sure, you get higher
yields, but at the end of the year you
don't have any more money left. The
yield is really irrelevant - it's how
much you make on an acre that mat-
ters." When he was farming conven-
tionally, Goss says, “It was nothing to

spend $10,000 a year on chemicals.”
Besides economic reasons, Goss
cites environmental concerns and the
need to recognize a land ethic. “We've
got to leave something here for the
next generation and the ones after
that,” he says. “We can't just farm this
Please see SO next page

S_OH—' from preceding page

like it's a mine, and run it till it's gone.”

So while Goss was, in his own words, “strictly conven-
tional” two years ago, last year he reduced his chemical
use, cutting herbicides 76 percent by applying at a lower
rate and by banding - that is, applying only in crop
furrows, rather than spraying an entire field

While Goss is still among only a minority of propo-
nents of sustainable farming, he says things are chang-
ing. “People are seeing that what they're doing isn't
working," he says. “All of the guys who are farming are
having financial problems. Maybe they're afraid to
change - everyone is. But I knew if 1 didn't change,
things were going o get a lot worse ™

It will, however, take more than willingness to change
ou the part of the fammers themscives. Current agricul
tural policies often hinder, rather than help, farmers
who want o shift to sustainable farming, according to
Kroese. And government financial support has been
minuscule, with only $4 million allocated this year for
sustainable-farming programs nationwide. “In Washing-
ton, that’s just pocket dust,” says Kroese.

“People have to start to realize that our whole life is
based on six inches of topsoil,” says Goss. “Everything
we do stems from that."

“*Error. The Wilder
Foundation continues to
own the demonstration
farm. The Land Steward-
ship Project cooperates
with Wilder in management

of the farm.
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Sustainable ag dialogue is aid

LSP promotes community support for sustainable agriculture

By AMY JO BRANDEL
Agri News Staff Writer

;  MONTEVIDEO, Minn. — Band-

ing fertilizers and herbicides, using
mechanical weed control methods,
ridge planting and rotational crop-
ping were among farmer’s cost-
reducing, soil-saving ideas at a
Land Stewardship Project spon-
sored workshop on sustainable
farming. :

The Land Stewardship Project is
a2 national non-profit advocacy
group working to save the family
farm. The sustainable farming
practices and public policies pro-
moted by its membership are
geared towards protecting the en-
vironment from soil erosion and
ground water contamination, while
insuring crop yields and profitable
farming.

While last week’s workshop end-
ed a four-meeting series, the LSP’s
“work in southwestern and south
-central Minnesota is in its early
stages. *

The LSP opened an office in
Montevideo in 1988. The non-profit
organization has a 12-member ad-
visory board and staff and is work-
ing at establishing a regional net-
work of farmers interested in sus-
tainable agriculture.

Good farmer attendance and en-
thusiastic participation highlighted
' each meeting, said Audrey Arner,
" LSP western programs’ director.

“In small communities social pressure is ex-
tremely important pressure. If you can have a
sense of community behind you, you feel stronger
to take the risk and make the transition.”

— Larry Olson

The workshops, Arner said, pro-
vided individuals with the educa-
tional information and the moral
support for making the transition
to sustainable farming practices.

“It’s creating a framework for
farmer-to-farmer dialogue,” she

said. “It encourages people to take pes

an appropriate amount of risk, to
start small and to be willing to
experiment with some new
practices.” ;

The emotional networking creat-
ed by the LSP, said Larry Olson, a
Granite Falls crop farmer and LSP
advisory board member, is neces-
sary and significant. Adopting
farming methods outside the neigh-
borhood-norms remains a barrier
for many crop and livestock pro-
ducers interested in sustainable
agriculture.

“In small communities,” Olson
said, “social pressure is extremely
important pressure. If you can
have a sense of community behind
you, you feel stronger to take the
risk and make the transition.”

Olson began adopting low-input
farming practices on his own land
in 1980. He uses a corn, soybean,

small grain and legume rotation.

Through his own experiences, Ol-
son said the transition from con-
ventional farming using expensive
ticides and fertilizers to low-
input farming takes preparation,
planning and information. %

A soil fertility study that Olson
has developed is one of 17 sustain-
able agriculture research projects

selected by the Minnesota Agricul- .

ture Department for state funding.

Olson will be comparing conven-
tional fertilization, livestock ma-
nure and compost, and their af-
fects on soil development and
maintenance. The research data
will address both economic and en-
vironmental questions. His work
will also look at applications rates
of these soil-enriching methods.
Another project Olson is undertak-
ing seeks long-term data on le-
gumes’ contribution to soil
fertility.

Agriculture research typically
addresses a single problem rather
than developing an entire farming
system to resolve the conflict, Ol-
son said.

His work, in addition to other
sustainable agriculture projects
now underway, will help farmers
develop specific farming systems.
Rather than zeroing in on a single
issues, Olson said, a farming sys-
tem takes a long-term approach to
problem solving through crop rota-
tion, tillage and planting methods
and cover cropping.

The on-farm sustzinable re-
search that is taking place, said
Benson farmer and LSP advisory
board member William Rois, pro-
vides farming system examples
that are close to home. That's im-
portant, Rois said, in assisting oth-
er crop producers interested b
moving away from the chemical-
input crutch.

“These are systems that can be
identified by the neighbor,” Rois
said. “It’s a personal qne-to—one
relationship.” .

At each LSP workshop, individ-
pals involved in agriculture re-
search at university levels were
present. Farmer comments, ques-
tions and feedback at the meetings,
Arner said, offered the university
representatives ideas on what the
research needs are for farmers
wanting to successfully implement
low-input farming methods.




By JULIE GAY
Agri News Staff Writer

ST. CHARLES, Minn. — Sustain-
able agriculture should be a key
part of the new

overnment
arm policy that
American farm-
ers need in or-
der to compete
in the world
economy, says
one nationally
known family
farm advocate.

Marty
Strange, co-
founder of the
Center for Rural Affairs in Walth-
ill, Neb., said because of the sus-
tainable agriculture debate, gov-

ernment Jmlicyrnakers are split on
what to do.

':% Rl

“But, they do agree agriculture
has to change,” Strange said at last
week’s annual meeting of the Sus-
tainable Aﬁliculture Association of
Southeast Minnesota.

Now, the prevailing view in
Washington 1s that agriculture
must get bifger with the help of
technological advances, he said,
while, at the same time, becoming
more aggressive in world markets.

Despite that viewpoint, Strange
said more ﬁolicymakers are start-
ing to think agriculture must be-
come smaller, more frugal, and
put more emphasis on maintaining
the environment.

When the debate heats up over
the next farm bill, he expects sus-
tainable agriculture will be right
in the midﬁle of discussions.

AN INTENSE AUDIENCE of 120 farmers lis-

Agri News Photo by Jim Welch

annual meeting of the Sustainable Agriculture |

tened to several speakers during last week’s Association of Southeast Minnesota.

The reason why sustainable agri-
culture will get attention is that
policymakers are looking for pro-
gram alternatives.

“The public goodwill is running
out,” he said. “The public is tired
of supporting farm programs that
are costly.”

The growing concern about the
environment is also forcing
changes in agriculture.

Another reason he believes the
current farm program isn't work-
able is that American agriculture
is no longer in the drivers’ seat in

the world economy.

Anybody who says exgorts are

the future of agriculture “is asking
you to jump down a dark hole,” he
said. No longer will the world “buy
the idea that they should be depen-
dent on American agriculture.’

Strange thinks the next farm bill
should include a plan to allow up
to 40 percent of the base acres to
be planted in forages, an approach
that would promote crop rotations.

Also he favors a multi-year, set-

aside program, rather than the |
one-year approach that is used
now.

The family farm advocate called
for a much stricter approach to
enforcement of existing anti-trust
laws because what is happening in
agriculture now is “a dangerous
trend.”.

“The trend in livestock is fright-
ening,” he said. “The emerging sus-
tainable agriculture sees produc-
tion of livestock spreading on the
land. Instead, it's becoming more
concentrated.” !

1
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DRAFT - April 24, 1989
Working Title: Board Representative

POSITION PURPOSE

Resources. ation of these pPrograms and policies requires
planning and coordination of — Soil and Water Conservation
Districts, _ wWatershed Districts, __ counties and with the
resource management programs of other agencies.

REPORTABILITY

Reports to: the Assistant Director
Supervises: varies

DIMENSIONS

Budget: This position is responsible for administering the
funding allocated for maintaining the field office
including the arrangements for support services.
also makes recommendations about
money to local units of government.

Clientele: The principal clientele of this position are the
boards and employees of the local units of
government that we provide grants to or that we have
statutory responsibilities to represent. Secondary
clientele include the associations that represent
local units of government, regional development
commissions, regional staff of the Pollution Control

the Department of Natural Resources,

» the Department of Agriculture,

and Wildlife Service, U.5.

Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation
Service and Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Service, and the U.s. Forest Service.
Additional clientele include public and private
interest groups and members of the general public.




PRINCIPAL RESPONSIBILITIES, TASKS AND PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

1. To oversee the administration of Board programs at the local
level so that programs are implemented according to the
requirements of law, rules and operating guidelines.

Tasks

a.) Recommend allocation of state funds.

Review program documents, project proposals and make
recommendation as to Board response.

Perform field inspections to assure program compliance.

Make recommendations to local units of government to improve
program implementation.

Make recommendations to Board to improve program
effectiveness.

Performance Indicators

1.) Monies allocated are spent in accordance with all
applicable program guidelines.

Recommendations to local units of government result in
better program delivery.

Board policies are backed by fact.

development and implementation of
urces of the State are properly

a.) To participate on "teams" established to deal with specific
statewide issues of Program administration.

b.) To develop regional program proposals that address regional
Program problems.

C.) To monitor the implementation of Board programs and recommend
changes as needed.

d.) To prepare and revise program handbooks and manuals.

Performance Indicators

l.) Team assignments are completed on time.




Opportunities for special projects having both regional and
statewide importance are realized.

Program and financial auditing needs are identified and taken
care of to avert bigger problems.

Program materials are current.

3. Coordinate BWSR programs and activities within designated
geographic area with clientele so that integrated natural resource
management is implemented.

Tasks

a.) Facilitate interaction among local units of government seeking
assistance from other agencies to assure that proper expertise is
applied to solving natural resource problems.

b). Collect and disseminate information concerning BWSR programs.

c.) Coordinate multi-disciplinary approaches to accomplishing the
programs, goals, and objectives of the BWSR.

d.) Disseminate information relating to the status and content of

legislation that may affect natural resources concerns of local
units of government.

e.) Facilitate transfer of technical and administrative
information among agencies.

T:) Identify opportunities and resolve conflicts between
regulatory intent and local administrative actions.

g). Prepare (or request to have prepared) promotional materials
explaining BWSR programs, policies and procedures that are
appropriate for use in area.

Performance Indicators

1.) Communications are maintained with other groups.

2.) Opportunities to cooperate with other agencies are utilized.

3.) Conflicts are identified before they become crises.




water plans.

Tasks

a.)

Perfo

To actively encourage Soil & Water Conservation Districts
and Watershed Districts to participate in the local water
planning process.

To facilitate public meetings, seminars, workshops to
promote information exchange.

To coordinate with Board Hydrologists to assure that they
are aware of resources issues and concerns addressed by
on-going Board programs.

To assist in resolving conflicts among programs and/or
units of government that occur in planning process.

To review implementation section of local water plans and
make recommendations, through field hydrologists, for
Board action.

rmance Indicators

1.)

Tasks

a.)

Soil & water Conservation Districts and Watershed
Districts needs and roles are identified in local
water plans.

Implementation statements make practical use of on-going
Board programs.

To meet regularly with the field hydrologists, and
staff of cooperating agencies to facilitate
implementation.

To research potential funding sources for proposed
implementation actions.

To review and recommend approval/denial of grant
proposals from local units of government for funding to
support implementation actions.

To prepare promotional or educational materials, reports
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or other documents to expedite the implementation of
priority activities.

To monitor implementation activities of local units of
government and take appropriate action concerning
findings of monitoring.

£f.) To assist soil and water conservation districts and
watershed districts in revising their plans to be
conformance with the comprehensive local water plans.

Performance Indicators

1.) Local units of government are made aware of Board
and other potential funding sources for implementation
activities,

Staff resources of Board are expended in support of the
implementation of priorities of local water plans.

Implementation monies are appropriately spent by local
units of government.

District plans are revised to reflect the priorities and

action items of comprehensive local water plans within
one year of local water plan approval.

6. To perform program audits of state programs, including cost-
share, SLR and RIM, to ensure compliance with program requirements,
and to assist local units of government in achieving more effective
operations.

Tasks

a.) Conduct or facilitate training for local units of government
administering Board programs.

Review annual plans, long-range plans, capital improvement
plans, and annual reports for Soil and Water Conservation
Districts to ensure requirements are met.

Conduct compliance audits in a timely manner.

Develop remedial action plans were infractions have occurred.
Review consultants plans, proposals and reports and other
plans for Watershed Districts to assure they are consistent
with state law.

6.) Assist Watershed Districts in preparing petitions.

Performance Indicators




Timetables are met on audit reports.

Recommendations made to training committee result in training
needed.

Remedial action plans are implemented.

Watershed District petitions are administered according to
Board policy and law.

Local hearings are arranged as required by law.
7. To represent the Board and its programs at public forums and
other meetings and address public inquiries concerning Board
programs so that the Board has an effective promotional program for
its stewardship activities.

Tasks

1.) Prepare brochures, reports, handouts and other visual aids for
use in public presentations.

Request assistance of central office support staff in
preparing materials needed for promotional efforts.

Make presentations.

Identify appropriate opportunities for promoting Board
programs and assure that such opportunities are realized.

5.) Respond to requests from public for information.

Performance Indicators

Prompt response (within 10 working days at most) is given to
requests for information.

Promotional materials are developed in FY90 that meet needs.
Professional presentations are given.
8. To manage the regional office of the board so that an

efficient/coordinated operation is maintained for the Board
Representative and, if appropriate, the Field Hydrologist.

Tasks

1.) Ensure that administrative responsibilities are conducted
efficiently.

Prepare and manage regional budget.

Represent the Board in negotiations for office space and




equipment.

Make arrangements for Support personnel to meet office
needs.

5.) Service as lead staff person for Board's programs.

Performance Indicators

a.) Office space needs are met.
b.) Support services are secured.
€.) Equipment inventory is maintained.

d.) Staff are coordinated in their response to requests for
board information and/or participation.




RELATIONSHIPS

This position reports to the Assistant Director. The Assistant
Director provides general guidance and approves work plans and
adjustments. Employee is expected to communicate regularly with
Program Managers on concerns and issues regarding the
administration of Board programs. Communication with supervisor
is written and oral and is expected to occur frequently.
Communication with employees supervised by this position is to be
' on a regular basis, both formally (written assignments, work plans,
etc.) and informally by telephone and frequent staff meetings. The
employee 1is also expected to establish and maintain a strong
liaison function with the local units of government, district
directors of appropriate associations and board members in the
region as well as the state and federal agencies who have interests
and/or authorities in land and water conservation and stewardship.

KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS AND ABILITIES

This position requires broad training and experience in soil and
water conservation, watershed management, water quality practices,
and related technical fields. This position also requires a
working knowledge of organizational procedures for all levels of
government and their boards, commissions, agencies and affiliated
associations. The employee must have good communication and human
relations skills and be able to work with people, individually and
in groups, to achieve goals. Employee must also have negotiation
and interpersonal management skills to resolve personnel and

interagency conflicts.

PROBLEM SOLVING

Key problem solving areas for this position are related to
coordinating and integrating the many agencies of local, state and
federal government that are involved in natural resources
management. Strong communication 1links with all groups are
critical but there are many opportunities for innovation and
creativity in creating these 1links. Employee must use knowledge
of array of existing programs to "tailor" solutions to existing
resource problems and work with all affected units of government
to achieve a solution. Interpersonal relations, interagency
conflicts and program compliance are specific areas where employee
is expected to analyze problems, formulate solutions and resolve
or create opportunities for constructive solutions.

FREEDOM TO ACT

Employee has considerable freedom to act within the framework of
existing Board policies and procedures and appropriate Personnel
Management policies and procedures. Written reports giving status
of regional activities, including activities of staff he/she
supervises, are provided on a regular basis. Specific projects or
problems will require oral reporting to Supervisor. Employee has
freedom to adjust priorities within the framework of the annual
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work plan. Employee has discretion to interpret Board policies
and to request clarification from central office as needed.

The employee is expected to make adjustments in work schedules
in order to respond to changing program needs. Since the employee
operates from a location remote from his/her direct supervisor,

these actions must frequently be made without the benefit of the
supervisor's consultation.




DRAFT

WHEREAS, the Board Representative position is the focal
point for the delivery of programs for the Board
of Water and Soil Resources;

WHEREAS, the Board Representative responsibilities have

expanded greatly due to new programs and the Board
merger; and

\
WHEBEAS, thefegplo S\ hagz/prbgosedfap inequity
\ adjugfmen totheir cYassifiedation in-state
ervice;

NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved that the members of the
Board of Water and Soil Resources support-the._
efferts—of-the employees in seeking- an;gagggity~
adjustment to their-classificationy A&ID'
PO A /uiﬁéaaf benrent N

Adopted by the Board of Water & Soil Resources
at their regular meeting on April 26, 1989.

Don Ogaard, Chairman




PLEASE NOTE THIS ADDITIONAL AGENDA
INFORMATION ITEM regarding
Animal Waste Management

FEERDLDTS IM CEMTRAL MINNEEDTA

by Wit iam Cofall

This papar is an attamet to assemble and examine information
e TR Ben count ies of concern in this study. §owouid
syggest that othsyr areas wheyve jJivestook are confined may
Fave Hmimi tar prokiems and needs. I rhope we an bs Conoeynec
About the wWwhole state in terms of impryrovins feedl ots and
YU NS this Lol Tution hazard.

In 1987 the inventory of all cattie, cattie on feed, January
1, 1987 for the Central Minnesota counties Oof Banton
Dowus i as, Kandi yohis Mesker, Moy rison, Pope, Sherhurnes
Stearns. Todd and Wright was 645,080 animals. In 1988, it
was Hi9, 900 a drop of 125, 500. These Figuras 9ive an
irdea of the Sioze of Tl L ivestook industry in the arvea. In
1987 this represents 2% of beefd and dairy incdustry in the
atats, Thare may b Saveyral YEasons For tThe drop 0N numbey
It was the paryiod of the dairy burout prosram ancd it was a
ey e 0 f dyousht o and v Tyriction in faac Byodustion.
DUrims these years the counties accounted for 0% of the
daiyy animals in the State oFf Minnassota.

In 1986 the ten county arsa sales were $798, 021, 900 or 2%
S B D ivestook o and iveastock praducts mayketad in
Minnesota., The crop products marketad From tThe same area
Avoountisd For about BY% of Tl STAate Crop markat oy o a total
market vajlue of $179, 512, DR, The ten county AVea ACCounts
Foy 1AY OF the total asricultural inooms: Foy the state from
cropsy, cattie: hogs and pPouityy and that Ffigure s

$1 . A48, 218, B, It sewmms T omer This P8 an Saoomnomig industyy
that is worth protecting in an environmant that deserves

(= ey L=l AR )

The sizeable ivestoock ingdustyry and modern practices using
faad lOts aye maki ng SE Y IOUS TmPacts on the anvironment. I
tests ars accurate one of those impacts s upon surface and
FBround water.

HISTORY s The area bessan settiement in the 18358 s. Durvins
T @y o Def SeEtt ement Ffarmsites O Takas and along
streams ware considered most desireablie. Farmers much ke
thnss whD platteaed the Citias gave impoytance ©h T
availabi ity of watery. Flany of tThe exigting farmsites are
sti bl in the same jocation,

From the 1858s until 1900 trhe area raised both @rain and
Pivestoack in 1900 For instance Stearns was still a jlargas
wh2at raising county. In general after 1B98 with a few




VAY AT IONS the area deve booeaod into A F ) vestoo R dai ry ancd

e red ) On.

In ths rural arsas there was probkably Some POl lution

b ause of Lhe bocations of and favms. Tha i vestook
industry of the historvical past was on a @émal lsy soale and
With diffarant practice. Farms bhad four oy five hOorses.
There might be 10 to Z0 milk Cows, depending upon the numbsy
oef o hand: prassnt T oo thes o mi TR ing. There might b twenty
ar thirty hogs,a few sheep, a hundred ochi CRKENS anc some
tUrkeys duchks and sewsss, Most of thasse animals were yangdaca
an open pasture OF Srassed pens. In this central Minnesota
Area farmsrs valuad and used ThaEiy manurs and dil isently
apread it on to the land. These were oretty well the farm
Bractioms until the Engd Worild War and somewhat afeer. 1 did
a family 1ife study of St. Martin's Community in 18958 and
ThEr AVYEea WAas Mighly diversifiad in farming oparyrations bhut
Pivestook and milk, Cream. buttey e

ma i nstay Ve T RE COommUuY ity s and of Commun it i es suyround i ng.

With the advent of machinery,. particularily electricity and
miTHIiNSg machi mas and DhheEy S3au i pment Farmers wers ak e anul
yromost cases found it desiveable o expand their ivestook
DRErAtioNns. This was o S@Egameant Oof Yational decisions to
farming opsrations. In other arsas such as MNorth Dakota some
Favrmmre SO ld out Lo mEishbors anc sre2atly exeancdad theiry
acyease and changsed their modse Of oparation in Cror farming.
In Central Minnesota the acreasse snlargsmant did not happen
to such a desaree. I Know the acreage of farms in thae araa
Fas ot sreatly incraasad. The inorease Ooouryyeod in
Pivestook: more intensive use of Jand and development of
confired and opaen faag ot Tty es Of DREYations. AFlong with
the intensive ivestook thers was also an inorease in

MAND MBS And A A rasult ths consaauent inoreaséec ikl Dl
and dang=ars of pol lution.

&in 1 D most oF the dai vy Farvms have moved to Orade 4
production. Almost atl tivestock farmerss Confineg tTheiry
AVimals in bayns or ralatively small lots. Tz reosnt farm
depraession has caused economic distress in the area and
farmears oo not hawve Lhes axtra Ccapital raaui yad T put an
atructuras, pits and eguipmaent o initiate practices that
Wou e Aassist in the abatemaent Oof POl ution.

Today, the same land space contains Ffrom 48 to 120 mi Ttk Cows
anc anotkay 50150 head oF yeplacemant and market animals.
At tosether there may be 200 to 200 animals in an arsa that
onoe sypmorted 3B ooy 48 cattie and some Dbthay 1 ivestock and
POl try in a diversifisd Farming opayration.

This brief mistory enables us to oome up to date. In 1879

the Water Ruality Management Plranning Survey found in 2ight
of the ten Ccounties in Tt areast, 1908 feediots potential iy
a hazard to shoreland standards. (b Mesker and Sherburns

(¥




Not insiuded N tThe survey., d Froms (Fead lots, FPackage
Water Quality Manasement Flanning. Minnesota Poliution
Control Agencys. Divigion of Watey Quality, Planmming Sact ions

May 1897%9.)

This fMAeprit 1989, 1 sent a aguestionnaireé to the
Comservat ioni st of The TiEn Zounty araa, o oof Apyil 12 the
returns contain Soms very interesting information.

The Fiaures | received indicate that thare are batween 1073
to 1220 feedlots that have the potential of pollutins

wWatey., Still A =iZeabile numbery to b Concernaa
about. The auestion relating to nunbey of Ffascdliots On
SENEitive S00 s that coulad endang2y groundwata2y indicated
there were between (8] to 1646 suvch 1ots. As of this date
Ty were 43 gnde2yry citation oy throsat of it. Ones hund red
soventy nine farm operators have reqguested cost share or
technical assistance.

Thers may have baan a chang:a in oriteria oy a areatey
awarenasas of FfaEed ot POl Tution but the praceding figures
sygFsast a Serious problem in the area. Recentily I hearvd a
daescr gt ion of oveEarf lowins faaedlots which susgests tTo me
that some are not of ths proper Size OF ware not propey iy
Enginearad or binad., I thies casse iFf Fead ot manurse handl ins
facility i€ to Function thsre appears Lo be a naed of
radeaian and reconstruct i on. Thare also ampears to be nead
of education in storase it management and disposal

Byachices.

It also appaars From Yemarks in the auestionnail re and Firom
Ot h2y SouyoEs, the maeg Ffoy erducation yesarding purYpDae oF
manure handling facilities. In addition thare is apparentiy
a resd For FOol JoweuR PnsSPEct ion and SuDaYVis ion OFf use.

I also  ashkhed for opinions of Best Managsement Practice
regarding dispasal of faedliot animal wastaas, A e
answars were s@imitar. "Land applications of waste during
time of yaay when SDil s not fFrozen and mateyial Can eithey
be indected or incormorated within & bours of application.
Apmlicat ion rates to ber based on sDil tests and GChe
potential of soil and/or of spacific Crops Lo utilize tThe
MUt ients in the manurs to producs a croap. ' fAlso enphasi zed
were soil testing:, fFiltery stirims, Ciean watery diversion and
importancs OF A WasTtE manasa2mant pilan.

The value of the aguastionnaires is that the parsons
ANSWEY iNnYg Provideo furthey ideas about the bhacal pyobk hams
and oyavide additional information for consideration of
SOlUtioNs.

. Hiah cost of manure handl ing eauisment,. should be part

COEt Share.

o

i

2. Femeaedlot tocated next o streams,. takes, di tohaes wetiands

¢




., Feadlots on hishly parmaalkle 500 18

4. Hiah corrective costs for two pravious P tems.

5., Impromer apeilication of manure in hish watary tables.

5. Need For researyrch on soil reasponse o instaliations.

7. Abandonag storass facilitigs Ccreating 2okl a2ns.

82, Well desisned, Proper instalfation,. syopery maintenance oF
FACIH ITi@8, RPYOPS)T iNCOreoration.

9. Large Poultry lots with nitrate pollution Oof aguifers
Aand weal 5.

1. Research on all aspacts of feediot usage from design o
incarpoyation of manuirea., '

{11, Faiture of storage it Ownsars to rémove contents on
sChaduy e,

) Buyout of Feedliot oparators in some shoreland
Situat i oNSa.

In the Sauk Lake Watershed “There are approximately B0

faad ots and barnyards whickh contribute runDff Lo str2ams in
the watershed. © (From Enginesr Report Ffor Lake Treatement,
Exverpt for Corp of Enginesrs. Sauk Lake Prodsct Report,

March 22, 1989, Trhrese contribute to Sauk L.ake Via oreshks
Fiwver or drainase ditch anc Some nutrisnts also continus
thyoush the lake and down thse Sauk River.

Tt s estimated that the funds nesded 0 take cars of 4@
fesdlots would be about $SERS, B2 in cost shave. The cost
inFoarmation in this report insludes only what needs o b
done above Sauk Lake anc only in resard to feadlots.

The Morth Fovik Crow River Watershed digstrict  has reguastaad
a terhnical assistance training progran to inventory all
Foag Jmts in the distyict, e oFf the manasers mant ionad &
feadlot prablem in the Yiver and lake yegsion Oof the North
Forka.

I think theEre are ssveral V8asons that work has not
progressed asi rapiclly as it might in Thi ayaa. Ther Ffuture
of asviculture and particuliarily small farm agriculture has
ey Clouded by The 8COnomig Oy isis aver)r The jast faw
YEAYSHa Farmers themselves if they are neayr the end Oof
ThEilr CAYeREYrs in asyiculturs are ya2luctant to make
improvemnents in livestook antermyise. Some jand Owners
anticipate the sale of Trhaiy jand anca somse Of  These
improvema2nts do not add to sale value unliess the buyey
iMmternds to Ccontinus A }iveEstook Opsrat ion and has thes
capability to manase this complex disposal systhemn. The
tendancy is to jleave things as they are Aanc PP Chey o
not s@et O ted. Otkey Farmers oo not have investment capital
For  instal ration OoF manu iy ﬁi'tS and vary littie a2ise.

Going out OF Tivestoork wWill also jleave some 2roblems and

wreate DhhErs. (e Ci e above thi pyoblaem Of abandonec

feadl ot manurs pits which whan Filled with water bedoms a
Stasnat ing mass.

(&




Duving the 19BE~-87 seasons thse alfalfa acraass in ths arsa
gl ined by 48, BB acrass. Very Jikely sEaninsg that and was
plowad UR and sSeeded O Frain Cross Or row Crops. In my own
townshie: L saw a farm abanconsd and 100 acvyes Of beautiful
aoi b oretaining atfalfa Pl owsd U and seaded T upe-down hi i
Corn That aftery a heavy rain 1eft sulligs in the field and
sediment plumes in roadside ditohes.

The impact of a jlarves | ivesatook reduction in the araa woula
be socialiliy:, economically and anvironmantal iy undesireab e,
Tre 1ivestook farming Dparyations arve Costiy as far as the
environmant and if it is desireable to reduce PO Tution the
Change to other Kinds of asyiculturs would maan sra2atery uss
of commercial fertilizers and pesticides in Crop industry.
I the Cchanss m2ans | @2ss aACVreass in small grain orom and
altfatltfa and more acreage of row crops it Could also maan
Sr2atear s0il loss and: sedimentation: with mors nutyients
and chemicals entering surface water.

Feedlots areg a sSource Of Ccontant ion batwaen neishbors
others in the area. Sometimes these are due to strife
Batiwaen N2 ighbors ancd fe2ediots provide the spark that
rérleases the amnotions. We have at jlaast one or twd of these
in the araa.

Another problem {frequentliy mentioned is when a farmey
attempts o USe agency P2rsonn2) to achisgve his own ends. |
think that standards of some sort that all agendcies agrse 0n
Wouic bs veryy dasivyaabia in deal ing witth pol ot ing feadlioats.,
I think every agsency membe)r with a local unit aor state
agancy will dd what they Can to avoid hostil ity ancd no one
wants to put farmers out Of bussiness in dealing with

pol tution. I think it would kb @=asia2ry ifF TheEare i a seanayal
agreament on practices and recommendations and asreement in
regard to procedoras oF communiocat ing information to jand
OWNE Y S,

It seems to me the situation Justifises an extensive
educational campaisn. Education is needed On the dansgs2y of
feadiots to surface and underyaround waters,: and |ivestook
DRErATIONS depend uRpon safe water. The paoplea neaed o Know
the types Of practices and structures that reduce polijuting
Yunoff. The mathoads OFf inooyrporat ing f22d 10t wastas into
the @“0il is necessary. Resolution of many probliems by tThae
Kinds of fFinancial assistance avai iabie and incentiveaes foyr
using Financial cost share.

Finally thave is neaed foy souroes of funds T oSt shars T
reduce the present ool Jution hazards existing in the area.
(A= Shoula 2xamine tha paad Ffor cost share funds: | ow
interest loans or a combination of these. What about funds

FOr buyout of fasdlots in arsas whare coyrEctions wi )l be
VEary eXPensive., The nesed FOr continuved ressarch and

MOR G BT i ne Seen to be NeCcesSAary with the aducational process
ready to put Findings to use

k"/

(5)




Q: Which of these 4 areas is a wetland?

Eih i Tt O L W - A

A: All four.

An area doesn’t need to have standing water to be considered a wetland. History of drainage,
soil type and other factors are considered. To stay eligible for USDA programs, know the status
of wetlands on your land.

The bottom line: Check with SCS before you drain.
More details —»




Wetlands on your farm?

These definitions apply to wetlands as defined by the 1985 Food Security Act. Follow the use, maintenance and im-
provement guidelines to avoid swampbusting and stay eligible for USDA benefits.

Wetland Definition Use Allowed

Drainage Additional
Maintenance Drainage
Allowed?* Allowed?**

Natural Wetland (W)
An area of predominantly hydric soil which May be used to
can support a prevalence of water-loving plants. produce ag com-
Cattails, willow trees, sedges, rushes, some modities when
smartweeds, or other water-loving plants weather permits,
are often present. if no altering
of the wetland
takes place.

Abandoned Wetland

Wetlands that were once altered and farmed, Same as natural
but have been abandoned as cropland. No wetland.
attempt was made to maintain the area as

cropland for at least five successive

years, and it now supports water-loving

plants.

Converted Wetland (CW)
A wetland (area of hydric soil) drained Planting an ag
or altered after 12/23/85 to enable commodity will

production of an agricultural commodity. cause a
person to be
ineligible for
USDA benefits.

Farmed Wetland (FW)

A wetland that was partially drained May be farmed
or altered to produce crops prior to as it was prior
12/23/85. The land was not completely to 12/23/85.
drained, and may have potholes or

seasonally flooded areas that still

meet wetland criteria.

Prior Conversion (PC)

Wetlands that were converted to Produce ag
cropland use before 12/23/85. commodities.
This cropland was completely drained or

otherwise altered to make it possible

to produce crops, and it no longer

meets wetland criteria of saturated

soil or water-loving plants.

None No

None. Same
as natural
wetland.

May maintain
the degree

of drainage

that existed

prior to 12/23/85.

Yes

*Maintenance refers to maintaining any previous drainage to the same level.
**Additional drainage refers to improving drainage from a previous condition.

All programs and services of SCS are offered on a nondiscriminatory basis without
Regard to race, color, national origin, religion, sex, age, marital status, or handicap.

USDA Soil Conservation Service

0 St. Paul, Minnesota)
(Feb. 1989
J




BWSR
POLICY FOR
CONSIDERING REQUESTS TO MODIFY RIM RESERVE EASEMENTS

A1l requests to modify RIM Reserve Easements must come before the Board
of Water and Soil Resources for action.

It is the policy of the Board of Nater and Soil Resources to consider RIM

Reserve easement modifications orby—fer: fo
1) demonstrated hardship cases; or
32) health and? ety 1tuat10ns &/A’/"j% /g/ﬁw
ropp1ng convenience 1s not a 1eg1t1mate reason for easement modification.
-The Tandowner request for easement modification must be accompanied by:
recommendation from the Tocal SWCD Board of Supervisors;

letter of recommendation from DNR Area Wildlife Manager and other
appropriate members of the Tocal Screening Committee;

supporting documents including:
a) aerial photo identifying requested modification;
b) soils map (for land exchange);
c) cropping history (for land exchange); and
4) other pertinent information concerning the request.
The BWSR reserves the right to require special provisions as a condition
of the modification. The special provision may include additional acres,
additional conservation practices applied on the acres, or other provisions

as determined necessary by the Board. This procedure will be formalized as
a part of the RIM Reserve Program Rules during the next revision process.

Board action: /%ZQQAAQQC/'
Date: ’//a?@/f?




April 10,

Dakota County SWCD Board of Supervisofs
[
Jim Kujawa, RIM Coordinator 7Lw,
|

RE: Anna Wicklund RIM field changes.

Background

Anna Wicklund and her daughter, Shirely Bosshart enrolled
20.6 acres of cropland into the RIM Program in 1986. The
Easement on this land expires in Feb. 1997. Last year
Shirley Bosshart asked if they could exchange 5.6 acres of
the RIM field for other cropland on their farm so they could
accommodate a new strawberry field and parking area on the
RIM land. This request was denied due to the easement and
Legislative restriction on enrolled RIM land.

Legislation for 1989 will now enable this land to be
exchanged for land of comparable wildlife benefits and
eligibility criteria.

Issues:

Anna Wicklund, through her daughter Shirley Bosshart
officially request 5.6 acres of their current RIM field be
exchanged for 5.6 acres of cropland in another area of their
farm. The areas to be exchanged are shown on the attached
aerial photo. The SWCD Board needs to act on the request
before the State Board can.

Because three years are used up on the original 5.6 acre
field, the SWCD Board may request that the easement for the
new field run a full 10 years for the benefit of wildlife.

Recommendations:

We recommend the Dakota SWCD Board approve the request of
exchanging the 5.6 acre fields on the stipulations that:

1) all legislative and administrative requirements
be met by the Wicklund’s and the land exchange

2) the length of easement on the new RIM field be
10.years fr the date of approval by the Board.
ﬁ? Dakota SUJC,Q efg()c:u‘ e 2

A(P’omueﬁ 5)“ L3
sl O




STATE OF

NNESOTA
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

pHONE NO.(612) 445-9393 Aoril 17, 1989

FILENO.

Area Wildlife Office
223 Holmes Street, Room 101
Shalkzopee, MN 55379

Dakota County Soil Conservation Board of Supervisors

821 3rd Street
Farmington, MN 55024

RE: Anma Wicklund RIM easement land exchange.

Dear Supervisors:

I inspected the Anna Wicklund RIM easement and the proposed land to be
exchanged. I found the land which was proposed for excharge to be of equal or
greater value for wildlife marmagement purposes to that of the original RIM
easement. I recommended at the time that the contract be extended from the
date of excharge so that the establishment year wauld not be lost again to
wildlife production. I understard that the Board will require that the new
easement be extended to ten years from the date of excharge. I approve of
this lard excharge

Sincerely,

- 7
///%—c'_km M. Parker, Area Wildlife Manager

cc: Roger Johnson, Reg. Wildlife Mgr.
Tan Keefe, Sec. of Wildlife Private Lands Coordinator

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER







COUNTY: 1QP-YB Watershed Dist.
PROJECT: Lazurus Creek

CONTRACT NO: B.W.S.R. 104-18

MINNESOTA BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES

PROJECT AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT, made this ¥ +th day of April, 1989 by and between the Lac qui Parle-
Yellow Bank Watershed District called the Spomsor; and the Minnesota Board of
Water and Soil Resources, called the Board. For the purposes of this
agreement the body known as the Area II Action Committee shall be considered
to be a part of the Board of Water and Soil Resources.

WITNESSETH THAT:

WHEREAS, The provisions of Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 40 and Minnesota Statutes
Chapter 104.42 to 104.50 provide for a program of grants and aid to local
government units for the construction of floodwater retention and
retarding structures including land rights and;

WHEREAS, The same instrument charges the Board of Water and Soil Resources with
the supervision of the grant-in—aid program and;

WHEREAS, The USDA, Soil Conservation Service is designing and will comstruct the
flood control project known as the Lazurus Creek Reservoir under the PL-
566 Small Watershed Protection Program and;

WHEREAS, Land rights for these projects are a local cost and;

WHEREAS, The body known as the Area II Action Committee has determined that this
project sponsored by the Lac qui Parle— Yellow Bank Watershed District
known as the Lazurus Creek Reservoir is listed in the Minnesota River

Basin Report’s upstream reservoir site inventory and qualifies in all
other particulars for a state grant-in—aid under this program;

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises set forth above, the Sponsor and the
Board hereby agree as follows:




It is agreed that the following project will be undertaken at an
estimated $60,000.00.

The Survey, appraisal, and purchase of approximately 200 acres
of land in Section 9, T 114N, R 46W, in Yellow Medicine
County. The lands to be purchased are described in Exhibit
“A“ -

The Sponsor will:

1. Provide 25% of the cost of the land rights costs described in
Section A. This cost to the Sponsor is estimated to be
$15,000.00.

Take adequate steps to obtain a good and, marketable title to the
lands purchased under this agreement. This is to include, but not
be limited to the purchase of title insurance.

Be responsible for the payment of all taxes and assessments levied
against the property purchased under this agreement both now and
in the future.

Hold any land acquired under this agreement fee simple and place
or cause to be placed no encumbrance against the title thereto.

Arrange for the necessary land rights and flowage easements to
permit the flooding of that portion of the normal pool located on
land not purchased under this agreement when the boundaries of
these lands are made available to the Sponsor.

Appoint a project manager, who shall have authority to act for the
the Watershed Board and furnish the name to the Board’s Project
Representative.

Provide necessary facilities, clerical personnel and legal counsel
for carrying out the purchase of the lands described in Section A.

Arrange for a legal survey to be made to:

(a) Determine the actual acreages of land involved in this
purchase and,

(b) Permanently mark the corners of the property purchased with
appropriate markers and,

(c) Record the ownership of such land with the County Recorder
in the County where purchased.

The survey shall be done by a Land Surveyor Registered in the
State of Minnesota.

Arrange for an appraisal of the land to be purchased by a
Certified Appraiser to determine the fair value of the land before
the purchase of the land and transmit a copy of the appraisal to
the Board’s Project Representative.




Take necessary action to defend any lawsuit in which the Board has
an interest, brought by the landowners against the Sponsor
resulting from this agreement. In connection with any such
lawsuit:

(a) advise and consult with the Board in the preparation for and
trial thereof,

(b) furnish the Board with copies of all pleadings, orders, and
Jjudgments filed therein,

(c) obtain the written concurrence of the Board’s Director with
respect to any stipulation or agreement to be entered into
with the contractor,

(d) exercise the right of appeal if requested to do so by the
Board. Further, permit the Board, at its option and
expense, to provide such legal representation in any such
lawsuit as the Board considers necessary for protection of
its interests.

Make all records dealing with the purchase of the land available
for review by the Board’s Director. Retain such records for three
(3) years from date of purchase of the land under this agreement
and make them available for examination by authorized
representatives of the state government on appropriate notice.

Not sell or otherwise dispose of any land purchased under this
agreement without first obtaining the written consent of the
Board’s Executive Director.

The Board will:
1. Provide 75% of the cost of the project described in Section A.
($8,905.18 ,FY 89; $36,094.82, FY 90;)

Provide the services of a Project Representative who shall
prepare payment vouchers for the purchase of the land and
submit them to the Sponsors and the Board. Make payment to
the Sponsors, the Board’s share of the cost of Board approved
payment vouchers.

The furnishing of the grants by the Board as set out in C-1 is
contingent upon the continuing availability of appropriations
by the legislature from which payment may be made and shall
not obligate the Board upon failure of the legislature to so
appropriate.

is mutually agreed that:

This agreement shall become null and void four years after the
date the Board has executed this agreement in the event the
required land purchase has not been made.




The Board’s Director may make adjustments in the estimated
cost to the Board set forth in section C for the land purchase
costs. Such adjustments may increase or decrease the amount
of funds which are related to differences between such
estimated cost and the actual cost of the land due to changes
in the amount of land to be purchased which is found necessary
after the date of this agreement. No adjustment shall change
the cost sharing assistance to be provided by the Board as set
forth in C nor reduce funds below the amount required to carry
out the Board’s share of the contract.

Additional funds required as a result of a decision of the
Project Representative, or a court judgment in favor of the
land owner, will be provided in the same ratio as funds are
contributed under the terms of the agreement.

No member of the Minnesota Legislature or commissioner shall
be admitted to any share or part of this agreement,or to any
benefit that may arise therefrom; but this provision shall not
be construed to extend this agreement if made with a
corporation for its general benefit.

It is agreed by and between the parties that in the event the
Board is unable to furnish the grants as set out in C-1 of
this Agreement because of the unavailability of continuing
appropriations by the Minnesota Legislature then, and in that
event, either party may terminate this Agreement upon the
giving of thirty days written notice to the other party. In
the event of such termination of contract, payment under the
contract shall be made to justly compensate for services
previously satisfactorily performed, same to be determined on
a pro-rata basis.

The books, records, documents, and accounting procedures and
practices of the Sponsor relevant to this contract shall be
subject to examination by the Board of Water and Soil
Resources and the legislative auditor.




IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have espoused this agreement to be duly
executed intending to be bound thereby.

LAC QUI PARLE WATERSHED DISTRICT
BOARD OF MANAGERS

Authorized Signature

4;1,\) = Z/LLul Vag C< "h.}n\f L(,jr{»;u

Date

Y-5-69

MINNESOTA BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL
RESOURCES

Authorized Signature

Date

ATTORNEY GENERAL

Authorized Signature

Date

COMMISSIONER OF ADMINISTRATION

Authorized Signature

Date

COMMISSIONER OF FINANCE

Authorized Signature

Date




BLUE EARTH
Courthouse
Mankato, MN

BROWN
Courthouse
New Ulm, MN

COTTONWOOD
Courthouse
Windom, MN

LAC QUI PARLE
Courthouse
Madison, MN

LINCOLN
Courthouse
lvanhoe, MN

LYON
Courthouse
Marshall, MN

MURRAY
Courthouse
Slayton, MN

PIPESTONE
Courthouse
Pipestone, MN

REDWOOD
Courthouse

Redwood Falls, MN
YELLOW MEDICINE

Courthouse
Granite Falls, MN

MINNESOTA RIVER BASIN PROJECTS, INC.

1400 East Lyon Street ® PO. Box 267 ® Marshall, MN 56258 @ 507-537-1324

LAZURUS CREEK RESERVOIR (LQP-25)
LOCATION

Location:--2 1/2 Mi.EAST OF MINNESOTA/SOUTH DAKOTA
STATE LINE, 1 3/4 MI. SOUTH OF T.H. 68, AND 6 MI.

S. W. OF CITY OF CANBY IN THE S.E. PART OF SECTION 9
IN FORTIER TOWNSHIP OF YELLOW MEDICINE COUNTY
DRAINAGE AREA 21 Square Miles.
ESTIMATED PROJECT COST-

Construction Cost
Land Cost

$1,000,000.
$900,000.00
100,000.00

WATERSHED- Lac qui Parle River

COUNTY: - Yellow Medicine

HEIGHT of DAM:- 70+ Feet

SIZE of POOL:- 20 Acres

USES of STRUCTURE: - Flood Control
This flood control reservoir is one of the two
Retarding Sites found feasible in the PL 87-639
Study, recntly completed by SCS and the Corps Of
Engineers. Area II proposes to pay for the land
rights which are all Local Costs

Information in this sheet is taken from the
_Minnesota River Basin Report and the Alternatives
" Report from the PL 87-639 Study




BILL COMPARISON HOUSE AND SENATE VERSIONS OF "BIG WATER BILL"

Board of Water and Soil Resources
Major items of difference:

Third Engrossment H.F. 534

lll. WELL SEALING
ITEM A

pg. 128. Article 7, sec. 10, subd. 3 "The grant program shall
not continue beyond June 30, 1995. Grants provided be-
tween July 1, 1989 and June 30, 1995, are contingent upon
biennial appropriation of funds"

ITEM B

No Similar Provision

ITEM C

p- 128. Article 7, sec. 10, subd. 4 Language requires all
wells proposed for sealing to be identified as priorities in
an agprovcd comprehensive water plan and meet criteria
established by BWSR

ITEM D

pg. 128. Article 7, sec. 10, subd. 5 Requires counties to
apply for well sealing grants on forms prescribed by BWSR
and demonstrate that it has consulted with various local
units of government in preparing the application

ITEM E

pg. 129. Article 7, sec. 10, subd. 7(b) "a county...shall con-
tract with landowners to share the cost of sealing priority
wells..."

ITEM F

p% 130. Article 7, sec. 10, subd. 7(3) "...county files a record
of well sealing and well log with MDH"
ITEM G

pg. 130. Article 7, sec. 10, subd. 7(e) "To encourage land-
owner participation, the county...m 0 ropri

ITEM H

No Similar Provision

Fourth Engrossment S.F. 262

Ill. WELL SEALING
ITEM A

No Similar Provision

ITEM B

pg. 41. Article 3, sec. 21, subd. 2(b) "After July 1, 1991, only
well sealings that are part of, or responsive to, the priority ac-
tions identified in an approved comprehensive local water plan
are eligible for assistanee"

ITEM C
pg. 41. Article 3, sec. 21, subd. 3 Requires BWSR and MDA to
consult with local water planning authorities for establishing
priorities for sealing wells that are not an imminent threat to
public health or puElic safety...
ITEM D

No Similar Provision

ITEM E

F. 42, Article 3, sec. 21, subd. 4 "A county...may contract with
andowners to share the cost of sealing priority wells...

ITEM F

p. 42. Article 3, sec. 21, subd. 4c§3)(4) A county will issue a

sealed well certificate to the lan
is completed and the
well certificate and well log with MDH

ITEM G

owner after sealing of the well
a copy of the sealed

No Similar Provision

ITEM H

pgs. 43-44. Article 3, sec’s 22-23. Provides that landowners who
desire to seal a well but cannot afford the costs may apply to
BWSR for funds :

- BWSR adopts rules for accepting applications

- Establishes that these costs become a government services lien
against the landowners’ property

- Establishes procedures for enforcement, collection and satis-
faction of liens

y Elsltablishes a dedicated rcvt;lving fund for BWSR for sealing
wells




House and Senate File comparisons continued (well sealing)

(House) (Senate)
ITEM I ITEM I
pg. 130. Article 7, sec. 10, subd. 8 "The owner shall file No Similar Provision

the record of well sealing with the county recorder or
register of deeds where the scaled well is located."




BILL COMPARISON HOUSE AND SENATE VERSIONS OF "BIG WATER BILL"

Board of Water and Soil Resources
Major items of difference:

Third Engrossment H.F. 5234

II. LOCAL WATER RESOURCES PROTECTION AND
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

ITEM A
p- 123-24. Article 7, sec. 1-3
r of Natural r

~ommissi make gr to

local governments for various shoreland management activi-

ties. Specific information regardi nt criteria an
limitations is included.JThe January 1, 1989 stipulation is
e

ITEM B

. p. 124-5. Article 7, sec. 4 amends 110B.35 to add the
University of Minnesota as a nonvoting member of BWSR.

ITEM C.

p. 125, Article 7, sec. 8

"State agencies must give priority to local requests that are
part of, or responsive to, a comprehensive local water plan

when administering programs for water-related financial
and technical assistance."

ITEM D.

No Similar Provision

ITEM E

. p. 127 Article 7, sec. 9, subd. 5 5RULES! "..(e) specify a

3 ) YT S——

Fourth Engrossment S.F. 262
IL. LOCAL WATER RESOURCES PROTECTION AND
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
ITEM A
p- 21, Article 2, sec. 10, Subd. 8 Grants (made by BWSR)
specified for shoreland management shall be allocated accord-
ing to priorities established by the commissioner of natural

resources. Specific information regarding grant criteria and
limitations is included.

Further, shoreland management rules adopted by the commi
sioner after January 1, 1989, are not effective until all affected
counties receive state appropriations necessary for the adop-
tion, administration, and enforcement of shoreland ordinances.

ITEM B

No Similar Provision

ITEM C

No Similar Provision
ITEM D
p- 22 Article 2, sec. 11, Subd. 6 (3) amends 110B.04, to add and

ITEM E.

No Similar Provision




Third Engrossment  H.F. 534 (The version that was passed out of policy

committees)

I. General Items

pg.5

pg. 7

Article 1, sec. 5, subd. 1 (b) (1) (2)
MDH disseminates health risk limit information through SWCDs

Article 1, sec. 6, subd. 4
MPCA and MDA consult with BWSR in preparing a report on nitrate and nitrogen compounds in
groundwater

Article 2, sec. 15 (3)
BWSR participates on an MDA-chaired task force regarding nitrogen fertilizer use

Article 3, sec. 1, subd. 9
MDA to cooperate with BWSR in establishing a pilot pesticide and nutrient user information system

Article 3, sec. 51, subd. 7
MDA to involve BWSR in development of a pesticide management plan

Article 4, sec. 1, subd. 2
SWCDs and WDs are defined as a local unit of government

Article 4, sec. 2, subd. 7
Authorizes MPCA to enter into cooperative agreements with state agencies and local units of govern-
ment for administration of the waste pesticide collection program

Article 6, sec. 3, subd. 3
BWSR to be included on a Water Resources Information and Education committee

Article 6, sec. 8, subd. 1
BWSR to be included on a Water Research Coordinating Committee

Fourth Engrossment S.F. 262 (The version that was passed out of
committees)

I. General ltems

pg. 4

Article 1, sec. 3, subd’s. 1-2

DNR consults SWCDs and local water planning authorities when developing criteria for identifying sensi-
tive groundwater areas

Article 1, sec. 4

Establishes that sensitive groundwater areas and hillside areas are eligible for enrollment in the RIM
Reserve program




Article 1, sec. S, subd. 2

Establishes a landowner defense for liability if an SWCD adopts a plan to protect groundwater and
the landowner implements and maintains the prescribed best management practices

Article 1, sec. 6, subd. 1

MPCA in consultation with local water planning authorities develop best management practices for
preventing groundwater degradation

Article 1, sec. 6, subd. 2

MDA in consultation with local water planning authorities develop best management practices for
agricultural chemicals

Article 1, sec. 6, subd. 3
BWSR and SWCDs participate in the promotion and education of best management practices

Article 1, sec. 11

MPCA and MDA consult with BWSR in preparing a report on nitrate and related nitrogen com-
pounds in groundwater

Article 2, sec’s. 4-6

Revises RIM Reserve law to accommodate Article 1 references to sensitive groundwater areas and
hillside areas

Article 6, sec. 6, subd. 14a
SWCDs and WDs are defined as a local unit of government

Article 6, sec. 17, subd. 7

Authorizes MDA to enter into cooperative agreements with state agencies and local units of govern-
ment for administration of the waste pesticide collection program

Article 7, sec. 28, subd. 1
SWCDs are to be involved in an MDA demonstration project regarding soil buffering materials

Article 7, sec. 33, subd. 2
BWSR participates on an MDA-chaired task force regarding nitrogen fertilizer use




Red River of the North Resource Management Area
=S

AN EXCITING PILOT PROJECT IS TAKING PLACE IN
THE RED RIVER VALLEY OF NORTHWEST MINNESOTA!

A copy of the program brochure and the
latest newsletter is enclosed.

READ ALL ABOUT IT!!!:




Red River of the North
Resource Management Area

Ginny Kruger
Communications
Director

216 Pennington Ave South
Thief River Falls, Minnesota 56701

business home
218-681-6600 218-745-5646




HAPPENINGS
SPRING 1989

HAPPENINGS
SPRING 1989

Red River of the North Resource Management Area

TORVALD IS ON THE MOVE

For a piece of cardboard, Torvald really
gets around!

Torvald, popular radio conservation ad

person?, hugging a tree, is the offical logo of

the "Plant A MoneyTree" campaign. If you have
not seen the semi-life sized display, take a

look, you might be able to use him in a display

or fair booth.
The first outing for Torvald, was to Clay
County SWCD for a college conservation day.

From there he spent time at the Red River Valley

Winter Shows.

Pennington County SWCD decided to feature
a "MoneyTrees" theme at their open house.
Torvald was set up for an eye-catcher and tree
bucks were handed out. . .along with coffee and
doughnuts! Pennington County sold over a

thousand trees that day..is that right Mountain

Ash Al, Maple Molsness, and Shady Lane?????
Red Lake Falls SWCD used the display at
a community conservation day, and though Tra-

verse County SWCD is not in the RRN Area, asked

to use Torvald for a children's conservation
fair.

For the children
developed, and emphasis was placed on all the
things a tree does for people. The booth was
turned into a mini "hands on" learning center.
The trivia board was used, a coloring contest,
water display, and much more! For prizes head
bands designed by RRN were handed out. The
Traverse SWCD report their booth was a great
success

The headbands that were developed are
available for district use, so if you are

a "Hug A Tree" theme was

TREE SALES UP IN MOST DISTRICTS

Most districts in the Red River of the
North area are reporting an increase in tree
sales.

Don"t forget the MILLION TREES BY 1991
field office challenge. Keep a record of
tree sales, what you have done to promote
tree sales, and any special projects. The
office judged to have done the best job will
receive a nice incentive award. Judging will
be done by a peer group at the end of the
tree sales period, Spring 1991.

CONSERVATION TRIVIA POPULAR NATIONWIDE!!!

An article written by RRN in the state
"Conservation Mentor" newsletter about the
trivia board developed by Kevin Deschene,
was reprinted in part in the NACD "Tuesday
Newletter". This article has brought requests
from Maine to California, Washington to
Maryland about conservation trivia. It is
rumored that Kevin is working on making a
board for a Nevada SWCD!

An information packet has been prepared
for use by requesting districts.

RED RIVER OF THE NORTH PREPARES
INFORMATION BROCHURE

Red River of the North will be visiting
each district board meeting this spring as
usual. A brochure has been prepared to help
éxplain the program and what is being done.

interested, let RRN know. It may be possible to Its purpose is to help clear-up any questions
get a batch printed for fair use at a reasonable and to be used as an evaluation tool.
price. At the time RRN visits, an evaluation
Anyone desiring the use of the "MoneyTrees" will be left with the board, and also an
booth ir oarts of the booth should sign up as evaluation form will be left with the staff.
soon as possible. This evaluation will be helpful to determine
the future of RRN and if any new directions
should be taken.

CONSERVATION OLYMPICS CANCELLED

Due to the heavy workload is the field
offices, conservation olympics is cancelled.




Red River of the North
Resource Management Area

What Is It?

What Is It Doing?

What Service Does It
Provide?

Profile Of The Red River Of
The North Resource
Management Area:

Goal:

To reduce wind erosion of the soil in the
Red River Valley.

Mission:

To develop a media/informational/edu-
cational/promotional campaign that will
directly influence conservation measures
to be placed on the land.

Members: Minnesota Board of Water &
Soil Resources
Minnesota Association of Soil & Water
Districts
Soil Conservation Service
Minnesota Extension Service

Area Covered: Nine counties of North-
western Minnesota. Kittson, Roseau,
Marshall, Polk, Pennington, Norman,
Red Lake, Clay and Wilkin. This area
contains 12,800 farmers who control
4,652,430 acres of cropland. There
are 2,569,300 cropland acres that are
eroding at a loss greater than tolerable
for the soil to maintain productivity.

Where Located: The office Red River of
the North is located in the Area One
office of the Soil Conservation Service,
216 Pennington Avenue South, Thief
River Falls, Minnesota 56701. Tele-
phone: (218) 681-6600.

Staff: Virginia Kruger is the Communi-
cations Director of the Red River of the
North and is in charge of the pro-
gram. Glen Kajewski, Area One Con-
servationist, and Robert Conklin, Area
Two Area Conservationist, are tech-
nical advisors.
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Red River Of The North
Resource Management
Areals...

Unique

The only program of its kind in the United States. It has
been designed for maximum benefits and minimum costs
to help the fight against soil erosion.

A Regional Promotional Agency

The mission of Red River of the North is to develop
informational/educational/promotional media campaigns
that will help influence conservation practices. Emphasis
to be placed on crop residue management and field wind-
break plantings.

Red River Of The North
Resource Management Area
Is Working To . ..

Develop Effective Layered Campaigns
Radio — Used for blanket coverage
Display, Booth, Speakers — Used to make campaign,
district specific
Educational Materials — Used to individualize campaign
handouts, posters, placemats, table tents

“Conservation Trivia” Campaign

* Radio — Trivia questions on residue and trees were
used on KFGO Radio with farm broadcaster Larry
Ristvedt

* Display — Electronic trivia question board developed
by Kevin Deschene, RRN promoted its use.

* Materials — Conservation trivia questions and ans-
wers were used on table tents, placemats, hand-
outs poster — specific “how to” information.

“Plant A Moneytree” Campaign

* Radio — One-minute radio soap operas (alias ads)
written and placed at stratetic listening times for
farmers.

— Humorous, popular, educational

— Conservation man attempts to help Torvald, Nor-
wegian bachelor farmer, whose land and love-life
are eroding away at a rate faster than can be
tolerated.

— Torvald, in search of money for his farming, is
urged to plant Money Trees — field windbreaks —
because windbreaks in the field increase crop yields
and that means $.

* Display — Lifesize Torvald and Money Tree. Local-
ized information on how field windbreaks will in-
crease crop yields.

* Materials — “Tree Bucks” handout with information.
Speaker on field windbreaks.

Implement Basic Educational/

Informational Projects

Red River of the North has organized seminars and
tours: Loren Soth, noted agricultural columnist; Dr. Har-
old Scholten, State Extension Forester; Luther Bjerke,
humorist (plays Torvald in the radio dramas); Dr. Joe Giles,
NDSU soil science professor; State Tree Nursery Tour,
Badoura.

Promote Conservation By Speaking And
Testifying At Conservation Events

Red River of the North has spoken at conservation events,
banquets and testified to the Governor's Drought Task
Force.

Promote Changes That Enhance

Conservation Activities For Farmers

Red River of the North has prepared, by district request,
grants and resolutions that would provide cost-share on
new field windbreak maintenance and property tax relief
on land planted to single-row field windbreaks.

Red River Of The North
Resource Management
Area Provides. ..

— regionalized educational materials and pro-
motional activities

educational activities “with a difference”

The use of humor and understanding of the
human condition make farmer clients want
to listen!

image building for conservation

The media commercials allow for dialogue
that vents frustrations of both the conserva-
agency and the farmer, while coming to a
peaceful solution.

accessability to media people

accessability of expertise

Conservation offices have at their disposal
expertise in the field of speaking, booth con-
struction, materials, signs, news releases.






