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MAY 23, 1990

Appointed Members in Attendance
Donald Ogaard

John Boulton

Don Warner

James Hoese

Jack Graba

William Cofell

John Brooks, Jr.

Appointed Mem Absent
Natalie Haas Steffen
Howard Peterson

Loren Harste

John Williamson

Agency Members in Attendance

Paul Burns, Minnesota Department of Agriculture

Tom Lutgen, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
Wayne Anderson, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
Kim Benson, Minnesota Department of Health

George Foster, University of Minnesota

Others in Attendance
Al Dornfeld, Minnesota Association of Watershed Districts

D’Wayne DeZiel, Minnesota Association of Soil & Water Conservation Districts
Franklin Denn, Minnesota Association of Townships
Gary Nordstrom, Soil Conservation Service

Staff in Attendance

Jim Birkholz Susan Tsakakis
Pat Bloomgren Dave Behm

Mel Sinn Mary Jo Anderson
Tom Schwanke

Greg Larson




Meetin, Order - Chairman Ogaard called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.

Adopt Agenda - Moved by Boulton, seconded by Cofell, to adopt the agenda as presented.
Affirmative: Ogaard, Boulton, Warner, Hoese, Graba, Brooks, Jr., and Cofell. Opposed:
None. Carried.

Approval of Minutes of April 25, 1990 - Moved by Hoese, seconded by Boulton, to approve

the minutes of April 25, 1990 as circulated. Affirmative: Ogaard, Boulton, Warner, Hoese,
Graba, Brooks, Jr., and Cofell. Opposed: None. Carried.

Chairman Ogaard introduced Kim Benson who is representing the Minnesota Department
of Health at today’s meeting.

Chairman’s Report - Chairman Ogaard stated that it is nice to see moisture in the metro
area. The northwestern part of the state has been very dry.

He stated that several Environmental Assessment Worksheets (EAW) and Environmental
Impact Statements (EIS) were received and discussed at the Environmental Quality Board
meeting on May 17th.

Executive Director’s Report - Jim Birkholz introduced Susan Tsakakis, Information Officer,
who replaces Denice DeFrates. Susan started on May 9, 1990.

The State Register will publish the announcement of the Board’s open appointments notice
of vacancy on May 29, 1990 (Loni Kemp’s position). The application period is open until
June 20. (Application forms can be obtained by calling the central office).

Staff will hold their annual work planning session on June 12-14, 1990, in Pipestone, with
a tour of the southwestern area of the state on the 13th.

Five of the nine 1991 LCMR funding proposals submitted by the Board will be receiving
consideration. Four of the proposals: Education/TV Spots for Conservation; Trees for
2000; Save the Wetland Education Game Board; and Documenting Water Quality Impacts
of Best Management Practices have been cut as of this date.

Jim updated the Board on legislative implementation. A meeting will be held on June 20
in Navarre at the Freshwater Institute on the Metro Local Water Management Task Force
bill. The state and county tax forfeit land sale provisions (MS 40.46) will be implemented
on March 15, 1991.

Jim attended "Capitol For A Day" in Moorhead on May 15. He was very impressed with
the third grade class he visited. The class had all the bills and laws associated with the




BWSR displayed around their classroom, presentations were made by the students, and a
question and answer session took place. A water forum was held in the afternoon. Jim
stated that another "Capitol For A Day" session will be held on June 15, 1990, in Little
Falls.

He made a presentation on the Metro Local Water Planning Act at the Twin City
Developers Council meeting on May 9, 1990. Developers are very aware of the need to
comply with the Metro Local Water Planning Act and environmental protection laws. Jim
proposed an annual award to be presented to a developer which exhibits outstanding
environmental protection.

Jim proposed the following resolution to the Board on recognizing the retirement of Ervin
Barth, District Manager from Root River SWCD:

BE IT RESOLVED, that the Executive Director send a congratulatory letter to Ervin Barth,
Manager of the Root River Soil and Water Conservation District, in recognition of his
retirement which states:

"Congratulations on a well earned retirement.

The Board of Water and Soil Resources wants to join with the Root River Soil and Water
Conservation District, your co-workers and the citizens of Houston County in recognizing
your lifetime commitment and dedicated work to protecting and preserving the precious soil
and water resources of the State of Minnesota.

Your twenty-three year career with the Root River Soil and Water Conservation District is
an inspiration for all who work in soil and water conservation.

We hope in retirement you will find time to continue to use your knowledge and experience
in supporting the work of those who follow.

Again, congratulations on your well earned retirement and thanks for all your dedicated
work".

Moved by Cofell, seconded by Boulton, to accept the above stated resolution to Ervin Barth.
Affirmative: Ogaard, Boulton, Warner, Hoese, Graba, Brooks, Jr., and Cofell. Opposed:
None. Carried.

The September Board meeting and tour will be held in Grand Marais on September 26-27,
1990. Facility planning needs to begin now; members were asked if spouses will be joining
them -- Boulton, Graba, Brooks, and Ogaard will need double rooms.
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Jim Hoese reported that Carver County has received 16 1/2 inches of rainfall since last
March.

EOB/Water Resources Committee Report - The May meeting was cancelled. Pat
Bloomgren reported that the EQB/Water Resources Committee tentatively plans to hold

a series of statewide public informational meetings in September and October, 1990.

BWSR Draft Strategic Plan - Jim Birkholz and Mel Sinn introduced the BWSR Review
Draft of the Strategic Plan. Dave Behm described the major concepts of the plan. Mel
stated that the verbal and written comments that have been made by Board members have
been very useful and resulted in significant change to the draft. Several comments,
questions, and concerns were addressed by members. Staff will incorporate their comments
into the strategic plan. Pages 8 - 19 will be discussed at the June Board meeting. Chairman
Ogaard commended staff and members for their fine efforts on the strategic plan.
Additional comments, verbal or written, should be submitted to the central office.

Local Water Resources Protection and Management Grant Program Rules - Greg Larson

distributed local water planning levy information and also the estimated percentage of 509
plans approved in the metro area by January 1, 1991. As discussed at previous meetings,
a county with an approved water plan is eligible for water plan implementation base or
challenge grants. This same criteria applies to eligibility for a water planning levy. Greg
then asked the Board, "what percentage of a county should be covered by approved water
plans before being eligible to participate in the grant program?" Greg stated that the
following counties would be affected by this issue: Rock, Meeker, Kandiyohi, Pope, Swift,
Big Stone, Todd, and the seven metro counties. Discussion followed. Staff recommended
that the county must have 51% or greater of land eligibility to participate. Moved by
Boulton, seconded by Graba, to accept staff recommendation that the county must have
51% of land eligibility to participate. Affirmative: Ogaard, Boulton, Warner, Hoese, Graba,
Brooks, Jr., and Cofell. Opposed: None. Carried.

Greg stated that the water plan levy amended Chapter 103B and eliminated the matching
requirement. This means that the BWSR must prescribe a cost-share rate for challenge
grants. Staff recommended that a 50/50 cost-share rate matching grant be prescribed.
Moved by Brooks, Jr., seconded by Cofell, to accept the staff recommendation and approve
a 50/50 cost-share rate matching grant. Affirmative: Ogaard, Boulton, Warner, Hoese,
Graba, Brooks, Jr., and Cofell. Opposed: None. Carried.

Greg reported that Anoka, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, and Washington Counties will be
ineligible for base grants due to their high net tax capacity. Discussion followed. Staff
recommended that no special consideration be given these counties, that all proposals
should be required to follow the competitive screening process based on merit. Moved by

90-50 Brooks, Jr., seconded by Warner, to accept the staff recommendation on base grants.




Affirmative: Ogaard, Boulton, Warner, Hoese, Graba, Brooks, Jr., and Cofell. Opposed:
None. Carried.

Staff will communicate the Board action to the rules committee. Members were asked to
direct any questions or comments on the rules process to staff.

Advisor Comments

D’Wayne DeZiel, Minnesota Association of Soil and Water Conservation Districts, stated
that the MASWCD will hold their first retreat on May 31 - June 1st, at the Riverwood
Conference Center in Monticello.

Al Dornfeld, Minnesota Association of Watershed Districts, stated that the MAWD summer
meeting and tour will be held on June 22-23. The Nine Mile Creek and Riley-Purgatory-
Bluff Creek Watershed Districts will be toured. Al reported that the Blue Ribbon
Committee met on May 22, with three members of MAWD and BWSR in attendance. He
also commented on the uniform no net loss of wetland protection in the metro area.

Franklin Denn, Minnesota Association of Townships, reported that MAT will be meeting
on June 4-5 at Cragun’s in Brainerd to discuss environmental issues. He stated that MAT
has been discussing and addressing questions and concerns regarding land use planning and
water planning.

Gary Nordstrom, Soil Conservation Service, stated that Dave Durenberger will be traveling
in Minnesota for wetland forums on May 29-30. Forums will be held at the Earle Brown
Center, the Willmar Community College, and in Stearns County. SCS has been asked to
make a presentation in Willmar.

Gary stated that two Area Conservationist positions are vacant, one in Fergus Falls, and the
other in Marshall. Gary reported that Don Schuster from Mankato, stationed in Becker,
is the SCS representative on the Anoka Sand Plain water quality project.

Chairman Ogaard recessed the meeting for lunch at 12:00 p.m. The meeting reconvened
at 1:00 p.m.

Minnesota Ag In The Classroom - Al Withers, Program Director, updated the Board on Ag
In The Classroom, which is a public/private partnership serving K-12 education to help

increase general "agricultural literacy" among students, educators, resource specialists and
the public. This is a non-profit organization that has received over $220,000 in private
sector support since formally organizing in 1986. The "Minnesota Agriculture Magazine"
and "Teacher Guide Series" is distributed free of charge, statewide to 1250 schools. Of
those receiving informational materials, approximately 400 schools respond to the materials.
Chairman Ogaard and Jim Birkholz thanked Al for his fine efforts and presentation to the




Board today. Al asked Board members to feel free to contact him if they have any
questions or comments on the Ag In The Classroom program.

Allocation of FY91 Agency Budget Reductions - Jim Birkholz reported on the staff
recommendation for the BWSR general fund budget reductions required by the legislature
for FY91. The budget reduction recommendation is an internal document for review and
decision by the BWSR; the Department of Finance must approve the Board decision before
it can be finalized. Moved by Brooks, Jr., seconded by Cofell, to accept the staff
recommendation FY91 budget reduction. Affirmative: Ogaard, Boulton, Warner, Hoese,
Graba, Brooks, Jr., and Cofell. Opposed: None. Carried.

RIM Reserve Easement Modification - Jim Birkholz reported that a request has been
received from Ronald and Marlene Isdahl, easement #73-36-86-1, to modify their RIM

Reserve easement. Staff and Attorney General recommendation is to approve the request
to modify RIM Reserve Easement #73-36-86-1, for Ronald Isdahl to allow improvement of
County Highway 18 for public safety. The state will be compensated by the County of
Stearns in the amount of $266.78 for loss of easement benefits. Moved by Hoese, seconded
by Graba, to accept the staff recommendation and approve the RIM Reserve easement
modification. Affirmative: Ogaard, Boulton, Warner, Hoese, Graba, Brooks, Jr., and Cofell.

Opposed: None. Carried.

Staff recommended that the Board set general policy concerning approval of easement
modifications by staff. Staff proposed the following policy: The Board of Water and Soil
Resources hereby authorizes Jim Birkholz, BWSR Executive Director, to sign the RIM
Reserve easement modifications which are requested by road authorities for public health
and safety reasons. In all cases the information required by rule (8400.3610) must be
provided before the modification can be formalized. The BWSR will be informed of all
such actions at their next scheduled BWSR meeting. Moved by Cofell, seconded by Brooks,
Jr., to accept the staff recommendation and adopt the above mentioned policy on easement
modifications. Affirmative: Ogaard, Boulton, Warner, Hoese, Graba, Brooks, Jr., and
Cofell. Opposed: None. Carried.

Forest Stewardship Grants - Jim Birkholz presented the following proposed resolution, "BE
IT RESOLVED, that the BWSR directs the staff to allocate remaining funds from general
service grants to SWCDs: to Aitkin SWCD ($3,000) and Fillmore SWCD ($3,000), to
enable them to participate in the forest stewardship program. Moved by Hoese, seconded
by Graba, to approve staff's proposed resolution for the Forestry Stewardship Grant
Program. Affirmative: Ogaard, Boulton, Warner, Hoese, Graba, Brooks, Jr., and Cofell.
Opposed: None. Carried.

Jim Birkholz reported that a formal complaint has been filed against him and the BWSR
by Larry Seymour, formerly of the Department of Natural Resources/Division of Waters.




Mr. Seymour has filed the complaint that, on the basis of age discrimination, he was not
invited to interview for the Assistant Director position in 1988. Clearly, age was not a factor
in screening candidates for an interview for this position. However, the case is now before
an administrative law judge. Jim has been working with Steve Gunn, Attorney General’s
office, on this matter. The trial, is scheduled for June 14-15. Jim will keep the Board
updated on this issue.

Moved by Warner, seconded by Graba, to adjourn the meeting at 2:10 p.m. Affirmative:
Ogaard, Boulton, Warner, Hoese, Graba, Brooks, Jr., and Cofell. Opposed: None.
Carried.

espectfully submitted,

Donald Ogaard
Chairman




RESOLUTION

BE IT RESOLVED that the Executive Director send a congratulatory
letter to Ervin Barth, Manager of the Root River Soil and Water
Conservation District, in recognition of his retirement which
states:

Congratulations on a well earned retirement.

The Board of Water and Soil Resources wants to join with the Root
River Soil and Water Conservation District, your co-workers and the
citizens of Houston County in recognizing your lifetime commitment
and dedicated work to protecting and preserving the precious soil
and water resources of the State of Minnesota.

Your twenty-three year career with the Root River Soil and Water
Conservation District is an inspiration for all who work in soil
and water conservation.

We hope in retirement you will find time to continue to use your
knowledge and experience in supporting the work of those who
follow.

Again, congratulations on your well earned retirement and thanks
for all your dedicated work.
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From: Dave Peterson /

RE: Letter of recognlticn

Ervin Barth, Manager for the Root River Soil and Water
Conservation District is retiring after 23 vyears of
service. Would it be possible for the BWSR board or
management to send a letter of recognition on his
retirement.

Ervin started with the Root River SWCD on January -
1967. He worked for the SCS prior to that. His st
day is June 29. A retirement farewell will be held
June 16,

Houston County has a strong conservation ethic which

shows in the farming practices. Ervin is responsible

or a good deal of the conservation in Houston County
d is respected by the farmers and agencies for his
<k, knowledge and abilities.

If a letter is possible, may I suggest some wording
from the above information:

Congratulations on a your well earned retirement.

The Board of Water and Soil Resources wants to join
with the Root River Soil and Water Conservation
District, your co-workers and the citizens of Houston
County in recognizing vyour lifetime commitment and
dedicated work to protecting and oreserving the
pPrecious soil and water resources of the state of
Minnesota.

Your twenty three year career with the Root River Soil
and Water Conservation District is an inspiration for
all who work in soil and water conservation.

We hope in retirement you will find time to continue
the use your knowledge and experience in supporting
the work of those who follow.
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To: Jeff Nielsen

From: Dave Peterson /) }7L.
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RE: Letter of recognition

Ervin Barth, Manager for the Root River Soil and Water
Conservation District is retiring after 23 years of
service. Would it be possible for the BWSR board or
management to send a letter of recognition on his
retirement.

Ervin started with the Root River SWCD on January 5
1967. He worked for the SCS prior to that. His last
day is June 29, A retirement farewell will be held
June 16.

Houston County has a strong conservation ethic which
shows in the farming practices. Ervin is responsible
for a good deal of the conservation in Houston County
and is respected by the farmers and agencies for his
work, knowledge and abilities.

If a letter is possible, may I suggest some wording
from the above information:

Congratulations on a your well earned retirement.

The Board of Water and Soil Resources wants to join
vith the Root River Soil and Water Conservation
District, your co-workers and the citizens of Houston
County in recognizing vyour lifetime commitment and
dedicated work to protecting and preserving the
precious soil and water resources of the state of
Minnesota.

Your twenty three year career with the Root River Soil
and Water Conservation District is an inspiration for
all who work in soil and water conservation.

We hope in retirement you will find time to continue
the use your knowledge and experience in supporting
the work of those who follow.




Letter: Ervin Barth retirement

Again, congratulations on your well earned retirement
and thanks for all your dedicated work.

If the BWSR is not interested in providing a letter,
please let me know as soon as possible.

Thanks.
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ABOUT THE BOARD

The Board of Water and Soil Resources is a Minnesota state agency. The BWSR
membership comprises twelve voting and five nonvoting members. The voting members
include three county commissioners, three soil and water conservation district supervisors,
three watershed district representatives, and three citizens. Voting members are appointed
by the Governor to staggered four-year terms. The Governor designates the Chair from
among the voting members. The five nonvoting members are the Department of Natural
Resources, Pollution Control Agency, Department of Health, Department of Agriculture,
and University of Minnesota.

The BWSR staff is headed by an Executive Director who serves at the pleasure of the
Board. The central staff is located in St. Paul, and field staff are located in regional offices
in Bemidji, Brainerd, Duluth, Marshall, New Ulm, and Rochester.
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MISSION STATEMENT:

It is the BWSR’s mission to provide leadership in developing policies and implementing

programs that help all citizens to be stewards of our irreplaceable water and soil resources.




CHAIRMAN’S MESSAGE

The BWSR intends to play a major leadership role in water and soil

management in the 1990’s. We will support and assist all local units of government in

managing their priority water and soil resources issues in a spirit of local/state partnership.
Achieving successful implementation of comprehensive local water and soil management
plans will be our primary goal. We will strive to build effective working relationships among
all local units of government, and between state resource management agencies and local
governments. We will serve as the focal point at the state level for hearing and responding
to local resources management concerns. We will encourage and support local initiative
wherever possible. We will work to ensure that Minnesota’s resource management laws and
programs support strong roles and capabilities for local government. We will be dedicated
to the ongoing task of informing and educating the public about resource management
issues.

To help us perform our role we have initiated a strategic planning process.
This strategic plan defines the mission of the BWSR, its values and strategies on key issues,
and its vision of the agency’s future role. The plan is intended to convey the BWSR’s policy
direction on issues important to its mission. The plan is also meant to serve as a tool for
educating new BWSR members, staff, and BWSR clientele about the BWSR’s role in
managing and protecting Minnesota’s water and soil resources.

We would appreciate hearing your reactions or suggestions on the contents

of our strategic plan.

Donald H. Ogaard
Chairman
BWSR
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I. INTRODUCTION: MINNESOTA’S WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES

Minnesota is endowed with an abundance of natural resources. The "land of 10,000

lakes" and "sky blue waters" contains over 15,000 lake basins; 25,000 miles of streams; major

groundwater resources; and over 23 million acres of fertile soils supporting agricultural uses.

Although our endowment is rich, we have learned that it is not limitless. Over __ % of the
surface area of Minnesota has been directly altered by man’s activities. Over __ million
acres of our original prairie lands, woodlands, wetlands, and shallow lake basins have been
converted to agricultural, commercial, industrial, residential, and other intensive land uses.

This dramatic land use conversion has had major impacts on our water and soil resources.

Combined wind and water erosion on our 23 million acres of cultivated cropland
generates an estimated 150 million tons of eroded soil per year. This eroded soil carries
nutrients and pollutants that degrade our water quality. Eroded soil also settles out in our
lakes, waterways, and wetlands destroying habitat and reducing flow capacities. Loss of
natural water retention basins due to drainage and filling has degraded water quality,
diminished wildlife habitat, and exacerbated flooding problems. Construction of buildings,
roads, parking lots and other impervious surfaces in urban areas has increased stormwater
runoff and flood damages to both stream channels and adjoining properties. We have begun

to detect chemical pesticides and nutrients in our ground water.

To understand the importance of managing and protecting our limited water and soil
resources, we need to appreciate our reliance on them and how our actions affect their

integrity.

A. WATER RESOURCES

Minnesota’s rivers, lakes, and wetlands cover nearly 5% of the state’s area. Alaska

is the only state with more lakes than Minnesota. This abundance of surface water features




has significantly influenced our economic development, "outdoors" heritage, and quality of

life.

Minnesota’s major rivers are the Mississippi, Minnesota, Red River of the North,
Rainy, and St. Croix. Many of our cities developed along these and other rivers in our state

because of river transportation and water supply.

Surface water resources also play a big part in Minnesotans’ love of the outdoors.
Our lakes are dotted with seasonal cabins, resorts, and year-round residences. Our rivers and
lakes are heavily used for recreation and relaxation. In some counties, shoreland property
is the largest component of the local property tax base. Water-related recreation and

tourism is an important part of Minnesota’s economy.

Sound management of our water resources is vital to our quality of life. We are
drawn to our rivers and lakes for fishing, swimming, boating, and other outdoor activities.
Our wetlands provide valuable habitat for both game and non-game wildlife species. We

place a high value on being able to spend leisure time near surface water amenities.

Minnesota is also fortunate in having a major groundwater resource. The United
States Geological Survey has defined 14 major aquifer types in the state. They all fall into
the two broad categories of "glacial drift" and "bedrock". Southeastern Minnesota is
underlain by major sandstone and limestone bedrock formations that contain the largest
quantities of groundwater found in the state. The highest yielding glacial drift aquifers are
located in central Minnesota and along the Mississippi and Minnesota Rivers where there
are major sand and gravel deposits. In western Minnesota the glacial drift is predominantly
composed of tight clay soils that yield little water, although significant supplies can be found

in scattered buried drift aquifers.




Groundwater resources provide water supply for domestic, agricultural, commercial,

and industrial uses. The quality of these resources is critical because two out of three

Minnesotans rely on wells for their drinking water.

B. SOIL RESOURCES

Soil is one of Minnesota’s most valuable resources. Our fertile topsoil and favorable
climate make Minnesota one of the outstanding crop producing regions in the world. About
one-half (more than 20 million acres) of Minnesota is covered by soils capable of supporting
agricultural uses. This large base of productive soils has made it possible for Minnesota to
develop the sixth largest agricultural industry in the nation. Minnesota’s agricultural
production of corn, soybeans, many small grains, sunflowers, hay, potatoes, sugarbeets,
processed sweet corn and peas, and livestock and poultry and their products consistently

rank in the top ten nationally.

Because our population and standard of living are increasing, there is an expanding
demand for these products. It is important that this demand be translated into careful
conservation and management of soil and not into exploitation. Soil, because of its
extremely slow development process, is essentially non-renewable. Minnesota’s soil must be
maintained as a permanent, useful resource because future needs for productive soil will be
even greater than those of the present. Soil is, and is likely to remain, the major source of

human sustenance far into the future.

Soil is formed by the complex interaction of several natural elements. These
elements include the parent geologic material, climatic conditions, the plants and animals
living on or in the material, and time. Soil scientists estimate that it takes between 100 and
250 years for one inch of topsoil to be formed by natural processes. Over 600 different soil
types have been identified im Minnesota, each having unique characteristics and

management requirements for various land uses.




II. MISSION STATEMENT

It is the BWSR’s mission to provide leadership in/) i

implement rograms that help all citizens to stewar

water and soil resources.

The BWSR’s activities are focused on proper water and soil management. The
planned management of these precious natural resources is necessary to ensure their wise

use and prevent their degradation.

The BWSR has a unique role in water and soil resource management because of its
direct ties to local government. The board members include representatives of soil and
water conservation districts, watershed districts, and counties; and virtually all of the
BWSR’s statutory responsibilities relate to local water and soil management planning and
implementation. The BWSR’s primary duty is to guide and support the water and soil

management activities carried out by local governments.

The BWSR’s mission is accomplished in several ways:

Policy Development: The BWSR seeks, through legislative initiative, policies

supportive of water and soil resources management. The BWSR also serves as a forum for
policy development relating to water and soil resources management and encourages

implementation through local units of government.

Service to Local Units of Government: The BWSR provides local governments with

guidelines, training, and technical assistance in developing, implementing, and administering
water and soil resource management plans. It offers leadership training to local officials and

provides local government with educational materials on resource management issues.




Coordination: The BWSR uses its members, local planning guidelines, rules, and staff
assistance to ensure effective management of natural resources and to foster communication,
understanding, exchange of information and ideas, and working partnerships among counties,
soil and water conservation districts, watershed districts, other units of local government, and

agencies involved in water and soil resources management.

Education: The BWSR develops information and education material designed to
increase awareness and knowledge of local water and soil resources problems and provides
training opportunities in skills necessary for citizen action and local government involvement
in solutions and prevention. The BWSR’s information and education program emphasizes

and supports proven current educational practice and creative problem solving.
Funding: The BWSR advocates funding for water and soil resources management
activities carried out by local government. It administers state grants and incentive programs

to local governments to help them accomplish their resource management goals.

Conlflict Resolution: The BWSR can act as both mediator and adjudicator in

resolving resource management conflicts between people, local governments, and agencies;

and recommends procedures to avoid future conflict.

III. RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ISSUES

The BWSR’s conservation mission will be accomplished primarily by enabling local

governments to effectively address four key resource management issues: land use

conversion, nonpoint pollution, soil erosion, and water quantity management.

A. LAND USE CONVERSION

When land use changes, regardless of whether it is in a rural or an urban area, there

are impacts on water and soil resources. Although each situation is unique, conversion of
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land to a more intensive use generally has negative effects on water and soil resources. This
type of conversion can result in: increased runoff, erosion, and sedimentation; higher
downstream flood flows due to loss of natural storage or changes in the timing of
subwatershed discharges; reduced rates of groundwater recharge due to creation of
impervious surfaces; increased generation of water pollutants due to loss of natural filtering
mechanisms; and decreases in wildlife populations due to destruction of habitat. On the
other hand, land conversion to a less intensive use, such as restoration of drained wetlands
or conversion of marginal agricultural land to permanent vegetation, generally will have
positive water, soil, and wildlife impacts. Conversion of wetlands, marginal agricultural lands

and sensitive lands, and forest lands are of primary concern.

Wetlands

Wetlands are lands where water is the dominant factor determining the nature of soil
development and the types of plant and animal communities living in the soil and on its
surface. Wetlands can provide significant public benefits by storing water, controlling
erosion, purifying runoff by nutrient uptake, recharging groundwater, and by providing open
space, landscape diversity, wildlife habitat, and recreational opportunities. Wetlands
protection, restoration and management are critical because there is continued pressure to

fill wetlands for land development purposes and to drain wetlands for conversion to

P
agricultural and other uses.étate and federal programs discourage wetland degradation, but

/there is no compreWﬂand management program in place.

__H‘H/‘_,__/,,L' ;‘“
The(BWSR believ at:
1: A "net gain" wetland management policy should be adopted in law. i'\OL

Vel

2. Wetland regulation must be accompanied by strong education, m;incentive )

programs. Wﬁ%’m)

The BWSR will serve a major role in furthering wetland management efforts by:
fostering strong local wetland protection and restoration programs through such activities

as local water planning; encouraging and supporting research; creating opportunities for
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education, including forums for local-state-federal communication on wetland issues; and

seeking progressive changes in wetland management laws, programs, and policies.

Marginal Agricultural Lands and Sensitive Lands

Marginal agricultural lands are either highly erodible, inherently unproductive, or
highly susceptible to drought or flooding problems. Considerable public benefits can be
gained by taking these marginal lands out of crop production. These benefits include
improving water quality, wildlife habitat restoration, and enhanced recreational
opportunities. Asof __, Minnesota had purchased conservation easementson __ acres
of marginal agricultural land under the Reinvest in Minnesota Conservation Reserve
Program. About one- of these lands are permanently retired under perpetual

easements. Under the same program a total of wetland basins have been permanently

restored. Sensitive lands, which are lands particularly susceptible to ground water

contamination, are also eligible for retirement under the Reinvest in Minnesota

Conservation Reserve Program.

The federal government has temporarily retired over 1.8 million acres in Minnesota
under the Conservation Reserve Program. The federal CRP contracts will expire at the end
of their ten-year duration. The earliest enrolled lands will be due to come out of retirement
starting in 1997. Most of the lands protected under the federal "soil bank" programs of the

sixties came back into production.

The BWSR;@:H:

1. Marginal agricultural lands now under temporary retirement should not be brought
back into production, unless they are effectively managed under a comprehensive
water and soil conservation plan.

Programs should be available to retire all existing marginal agricultural lands and

highly sensitive lands.

figulation pole 7 plate [Loeal)gecnat
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The BWSR will actively support state and federal programs designed to keep

marginal agricultural lands and highly sensitive lands out of annual crop production on a

long-term basis.

Forestry

The proper management of forest land is imperative to maintain and improve water
quality, the forest economy, and the tourism industry. Forty-three percent of Minnesota’s
forest resources are found on small tracts or private lands. The DNR’s Division of Forestry
is the state’s expert in forest management. Most small private forest landowners are not
receiving technical assistance from the state. Soil and water conservation districts have an
effective communication network with these private forest landowners, but they lack

technical expertise in forestry.

The BWSR believes that:
1. State expertise in forestry management techniques needs to be delivered to private

owners of small forest tracts.

The BWSR will serve an important role in forest land management by coordinating
DNR and SWCD activities so that Minnesota forest landowners receive sound guidance on

managing for multiple use and enviromental protection.

Urbanizing Lands

The conversion of undeveloped lands or agricultural lands to residential, commercial,
or industrial uses is called urbanization. This process takes place around all expanding urban
centers. Poorly planned or managed urbanization can create serious water and soil resource
problems, including erosion, water quality degradation, and flooding. Currently, the
Metropolitan Area and many other urban centers in Minnesota are involved in local water
planning. Sound local planning and regulation can prevent many of the harmful water and

soil resource impacts of urbanization.




The BWSR believes that:

1. Local governments with planning and zoning authority should develop and adopt long

term comprehensive land use plans and official controls to ensure proper land use
and sound land use management practices to promote a healthy, sustainable, and

aesthetically pleasing environment.

The BWSR will serve to minimize the potential water and soil resources problems
associated with urbanization by assisting local governments in developing and implementing

effective local water management plans.

B. NONPOINT POLLUTION

Nonpoint sources of pollution are defined as land management or land use activities
that contribute to water pollution as a result of runoff or seepage into groundwater.
Nonpoint sources are distinguished from point sources in that they can be generated by a
variety of land use practices over broad areas of land. Examples of potential sources of
nonpoint pollutants include agricultural runoff, wind erosion, feedlot runoff, urban runoff,
runoff from forestry and mining activities, and leachate from septic systems. The primary
pollutants contained in the runoff from these sources are soil particles, nutrients, and
pesticides. Despite significant efforts and expenditures to address point sources, Minnesota’s
surface water quality still has not attained the federal Clean Water Act’s "fishable and
swimmable" goal. Nonpoint sources are the most significant sources of water pollution and
the major contributers to eutrophication and degradation of water quality in our lakes and

streams.

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency is the state agency responsible for
developing Minnesota’s nonpoint source pollution management program in accordance with
requirements of the federal Environmental Protection Agency. The Minnesota Department
of Agriculture has specific responsibilities under state law for regulating agricultural

pesticides and nutrients. Local units of government are authorized to foster proper land use
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management through information and education, cost-sharing and other incentives, and land

use controls.

The BWSR believes that:
Best management practices should be used on all Minnesota lands.
Pesticide and nutrient use should be minimized.
Concepts such as "sustainable agriculture" and "watershed-based management" should
be promoted and supported through incentive programs.
Local government adoption and enforcement of land use controls to prevent

nonpoint pollution should be encouraged and supported.

The BWSR will work to empower local government to carry out effective nonpoint

pollution control programs.

C. SOIL CONSERVATION

Close to one-half of Minnesota’s total land area is used for growing crops.
Agricultural use dominates the western and southern portions of the state, comprising over
90% of the land area in some counties. The way this agricultural land is managed has
significant effects on both water quantity and quality. Cultivation makes the land surface
more susceptible to erosion from the forces of water and wind. Total soil erosion in
Minnesota is estimated to be in excess of 150 million tons per year with over 96 percent
attributed to cropland. Although the effect of this soil loss on crop production varies, it

usually increases costs and makes the soils less productive.

The erosion rate at which a particular soil can sustain its productivity is called the
tolerable soil erosion rate or "T". Values of T range from 1 ton per acre per year to 5 tons,
depending on the soil type. In 1982 the USDA Soil Conservation Service estimated that over
one-half of Minnesota’s cropland was eroding at a rate in excess of the tolerable level. The

SCS estimated that on average each of our cultivated acres lost over 7 tons of soil in 1987,
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or over twice the rate at which the soil is being replenished. Excessive soil losses not only

reduce or destroy the productivity of the land, but cause several other harmful

environmental effects. These "off site" impacts include siltation of streams, drainageways,
lakes, and reservoirs; impairment of fish and wildlife habitat; and degradation of water
quality. Although governmental programs to control excessive soil loss have been in place
since the 1930’s, we continue to lose excessive amounts of soil. Conservation farming
practices such as contour farming, strip cropping, terracing, crop rotation, conservation
tillage, and the use of field windbreaks can reduce erosion and its associated harmful off-site

impacts.

Controlling soil erosion rates below that which can indefinitely sustain the productive
capacity of agricultural soils does not necessarily ensure elimination of water pollution
problems. Water pollution problems in the form of sediment pollution can still occur, even

when soil losses are controlled to rates less than erosion tolerance levels.

The single greatest threat to conservation of the state’s soil resource is erosion.
Sediment pollution is, by volume, the greatest water pollutant. Recent estimates indicate
that the off-site damages from erosion and sedimentation may actually exceed soil
productivity losses. Soil erosion by water and wind are naturally occurring events. However,
increasing demands from agricultural, forestry, mining, and urban development have
accelerated the erosion process. Effective soil conservation practices have also been

developed for these non-agricultural land uses.

The BWSR believes that:

1. The most marginal and sensitive lands should be retired from crop production.

2 Land treatment cost-share programs should be targeted to productive lands that are
erosion-prone.
Local adoption of erosion and sediment control ordinances should be promoted and

supported.




D. WATER QUANTITY MANAGEMENT

Water quantity management deals with actions that affect water runoff, detention,

retention, diversion, appropriation, and use. Issues involving water quantity management are

most apparent when precipitation varies greatly from normal. In times when precipitation

greatly exceeds normal we experience flooding; in times when precipitation is greatly below
normal we experience drought. The economic impacts of both flooding and drought can be
great. Flood damages alone are estimated at $130 million annually in Minnesota. Water
supply problems in times of drought can have even greater economic impacts due primarily
to lost agricultural income. Water supply problems can also be caused by contamination of
surface or groundwater. The true costs of finding adequate supplies of good quality drinking
water or trying to clean up contaminated supplies are significant and are an incentive to

promote the wise use and conservation of our precious water resources.

The water quantity management issue is particularly significant for the BWSR
because local government plays a major role in regulating activities directly affecting water
quantity. Both state and federal floodplain management and flood control programs rely
upon local implementation. Land use regulations that control runoff rates and volumes, and
urban water use restrictions are implemented primarily by local government. Water supply,
through municipal systems, is also a local responsibility; both federal and state regulations

require the local water supplier to develop water conservation plans.

The BWSR believes that:

1. State water policy should establish that every owner of land is responsible for
properly managing the runoff from their property.
Runoff should be managed to minimize property loss and environmental damage by

moderating high flows and maintaining low flows of streams.




Natural retention systems should be preserved and properly used to the maximum

practical extent in managing surface water runoff and groundwater recharge.

Water conservation policies and programs should be strengthened and drought

planning should be undertaken at both local and state levels.

IV. RESOURCE MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

The BWSR is not a regulatory agency. The BWSR can achieve its resource
management goals only through the actions of local government. The basic strategy of the

BWSR is to empower local governments to be effective resource managers.

Successful implementation of comprehensive local programs for the protection and
management of water and soil resources will require the use of several management
strategies with emphasis on a local/state partnership and interlocal governmental
cooperation. The strategies the BWSR intends to use to accomplish its resource

management mission can be broadly categorized as education, incentives, and regulation.

A. EDUCATION

Education should be the principal component of any program which attempts to
change human activities. Sound management and protection of water and soil resources will
require that some land use activities be changed, and some prohibited. Therefore, education
will play a key role in serving as a change agent in the modification of societal values and
attitudes toward land use management activities. This must occur before any significant
progress can be achieved in addressing our priority resource management issues. Education
initiatives must encompass holistic as well as targeted approaches, innovative concepts as
well as dissemination of existing information, and advocacy of intergovernmental
communication and cooperation. Education must also meet the needs of children as well as
adults, urban as well as rural residents, and advocate regulatory compliance as well as

voluntary adoption of best management practices.
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The BWSR believes that education must include:

1 Disseminating resource management information in the most effective ways possible,
including K-12 curriculum and the use of radio, television, and video.
Developing and maintaining technical and educational services.
Directly communicating with targeted audiences, including cooperating agencies and
land occupiers affected by water and soil resources policies and programs.
Advocating proper management of our resources and strengthened cooperation and
coordination among units of government and resource management agencies.

Instilling a sense of personal responsibility for stewardship of our natural resources.

BWSR education-related management strategies include:
*Providing local governments with the capabilities to develop and implement information

and education programs through technical and financial assistance.

*Facilitating communication and cooperation among local governments, state and federal
resource agencies, and private resource organizations through informational mailings,
sharing of information on successful local programs and projects, local tours, special

meetings, local planning guidance, and related methods.

*Providing the public and local governments with educational, informational, and research

materials on water and soil resources management issues.

*Providing local government officials and staff with special training opportunities regarding

water and soil resources management, program administration and operation, personnel

management, governmental accounting and reporting, leadership, and related topics.

*Developing and making available planning guidelines, model ordinances, conservation

easements and trusts, technical guidelines and policies, and other guidance materials to




assist local governments in designing and implementing effective and coordinated water and

soil management programs.

*Utilizing BWSR monthly meetings to provide a forum at the state level for presentation

and discussion of important local resource management issues.

*Publicizing and promoting the use of effective local, state, federal, and private programs

designed to manage and protect water and soil resources.

*Supporting legislative initiatives for broad-based public education and information

programs, as well as innovative approaches to reaching specific target groups.

*Supporting legislative initiatives to create stable and adequate funding sources for both

local and state water and soil management programs, including education.

*Supporting legislative initiatives for the collection, analysis, and management of technical

data on a regular and predictable basis.

B. INCENTIVES

Incentives can be successfully used to accelerate acceptance of desired values and
attitudes. Incentives include those which reward compliance with desired values and
attitudes as well as those which attempt to discourage undesirable values and attitudes.
Proper management and protection of water and soil resources will require that desirable
activities be rewarded and that undesirable activities be actively discouraged. Incentives
must encompass urban as well as rural values, loans as well as grants, and reward desired

behavior as well as discourage undesirable behavior.

All citizens who benefit from the goods and commodities produced from the natural

wealth of our lands and waters should share the cost of maintaining their integrity. Incentive
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programs must recognize that all land occupiers should practice good stewardship, and that

the marketplace may not always totally compensate them for conserving our water and soil

resources.

The BWSR believes that incentives must:

L. Be a tool available to local government to enhance local program delivery.

2 Be offered to potentially affected land occupiers to create positive attitudes about
proper land management practices.
Provide opportunities to dissuade harmful and encourage beneficial land and water
use activities.

Reward landowners who practice good stewardship. and penalize those who refuse.
BWSR incentive-related management strategies include:

*Providing direct guidance and financial assistance to counties and other local governments

involved in the preparation or implementation of comprehensive local water plans.

*Providing direct guidance and assistance to soil and water conservation districts and
watershed districts in the preparation and implementation of annual and comprehensive

plans.

*Providing general technical guidance and assistance to local governments regarding water

and soil management issues.

*Identifying and communicating local governments’ needs for surface and groundwater
monitoring, geologic atlases, regional groundwater studies, and development and

coordination of computerized data bases.




*Advocating expanded state grants for implementing elements of approved comprehensive

local water management plans, compliance plans, and other vital water and soil protection

programs.

*Advocating new positive incentives such as tax breaks for landowners who practice good
stewardship, and negative incentives such as ineligibility for cost-share programs for

landowners who abuse the land.

*Advocating a role for the BWSR in serving as a clearinghouse for all state grants to local

governments in the area of water and soil resources management.

C. REGULATION

Regulation is often viewed as a "last resort" for dealing with resource management
problems, rather than an important element of a comprehensive approach to resource
management. To be effective, the need for a regulation must be understood by the public,
the regulation itself must be known, and the regulation must be enforced. Many resource
management issues are not yet well understood by the general public. However, it appears
that the public is beginning to recognize the connections between land use activities and
nonpoint pollution and other resources management problems. For example, in some areas
the public is beginning to demand adoption of local land use regulations to address nonpoint
pollution. To be equitable, regulations must encompass urban as well as rural activities, the
sources as well as the effects of resource problems, and a philosophy of progressive as well

as ultimate penalties.

The BWSR believes that local regulatory authorities must:

1 Be provided the governmental powers necessary to address water and soil
management issues proactively.
Be able to obtain the resources needed to properly administer and enforce local rules

and official controls.




Couple local regulations with active efforts to educate residents and provide
incentives to land occupiers to properly manage water and soil resources.
Be encouraged to go beyond minimum state standards for delegated programs and

adopt local regulations to meet their unique needs.
BWSR’s regulation-related management strategies will include:
*Providing general guidance and assistance to local governments seeking to adopt official
controls or rules addressing surface water runoff, erosion and sediment control, water
quality, and other aspects of water and soil resources management.
*Developing and making available model ordinances and rules for water and soil resources
management, and supporting needed improvements in the statutory powers of local

governments to regulate activities impacting water and soil resources.

*Encouraging local governments to make use of their regulatory authorities in addressing

water and soil resources management issues, and to maximize their roles in achieving

compliance with state and federal laws and rules.

*Making use of the BWSR’s local plan approval authorities to ensure communication and
cooperation among local governments and state agencies regarding local water and soil

resources management programs and projects.




V. THE BWSR’S FUTURE

The BWSR believes that its unique structure and role provide an unprecedented

opportunity for local governments to greatly expand their roles in water and soil resources

management and state policy development.

The BWSR envisions its future to include:

*Creating a more unified voice for local government at the state and federal levels

on water and soil resources management issues.

*Acting as a catalyst for creation of coalitions among local government associations,
state and federal resource agencies, and private resource organizations on emerging

water and soil resources management issues.

*Serving as an effective participant in state and federal water and soil resources

policy development in partnership with other resource management agencies.
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May 14, 1990

To : Board Membe
From : Greg Larson\_ Zhaﬁ<ygww~x\
Subject: Draft Rule for water planning grants

The enclosed draft represents changes necessitated
by the water planning levy. Base grants are now
dictated by that levy. Consequently, the previous
issue of "metro vs. outstate" base grants is no
longer relevant. So, we are now back to one rule.
Although this issue may be resolved others remain.
I have listed pending issues (in the opinion of
staff) in the order they occur in the draft rule.

Pg 3, lines 6 and 12 : As we have discussed at past
meetings, a county with an approved water plan
(metro groundwater, metro 509, 110B, or watershed
district "112" plan) is eligible for water plan
implementation base or challenge grants. This same
criteria applies to eligibility for a water planning
levy. Technically then, a county with a very small
percentage of its land area covered by a "509" or
112" plan(s) could implement a county-wide water
planning levy and receive a grant. SHOULD WE BE
CONCERNED, OR WHAT PERCENTAGE OF A COUNTY SHOULD BE
COVERED BY APPROVED WATER PLANS BEFORE BEING
ELIGIBLE TO PARTICIPATE ? This will not be a problem
when the entire state is covered with metro
groundwater and 110B plans. But until that happens,
this issue should be addressed. For your
information, I have included a map which shows
counties affected by this issue: Rock, Meeker,
Kandiyohi, Pope, Swift, Big Stone, Todd, and seven
metro counties.

Pg 3, lines 17 and 18 : The water plan levy amended
Chapter 103B and eliminated the matching
requirement. This means that we must prescribe a
cost-share rate. WHAT IS A REASONABLE RATE ?

Pg 8 : As discussed at the last Board meeting,
several counties will be ineligible for base grants
due to their high net tax capacity. There is an
opportunity on this page to incorporate language
providing “"special consideration'" for challenge
grants. SHOULD THESE COUNTIES RECEIVE SPECIAL
CONSIDERATION, AND IF 8O, HOW SHOULD IT BE
STRUCTURED ?

(over)




Other points-

Pg. 2, line 20 : Metro water plan development is not
listed because all development grants will have been
made by the time the rules are effective.

Pg. 9 : With the metro area back in, the review team
got bigger.

We recently met with Revenue officials and are
preparing a fact sheet regarding the water planning
levy. I will provide a copy to you at the Board
meeting-if not before.
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Local Water Planning Levy

*Authorization for this special levy was included in the 1990 tax
bill and is effective for taxes payable in 1991.

*Any county with an approved comprehensive local water plan is
eligible to levy for water plan implementation. A comprehensive
local water plan includes 110B, "509", metro groundwater, and 112
overall plans.

* The local levy is optional BUT if not implemented, a county is
not eligible to participate in any BWSR water planning grant
programs.

*Proceeds from the levy and subsequent base (and challenge) grants
must be used to fund local water plan implementation. Plan
development costs are not eligible.

*The aggregate sum of local levies is the local match to BWSR base
grants. Currently, $1500000 is the statuatory figure used to
calculate the local levy.

*L,ocal water planning levies are calculated as follows:
$1500000 =—adj. net tax capacity for all counties = tax rate

-Tax rate times the adjusted net tax capacity for an eligible
county = local levy for that county

-The local levy cannot exceed plan implementation costs

*Base grants are then calculated as follows:
$37500 - local levy = base grant

-The base grant cannot exceed plan implementation costs

*The balance remaining after base grants is available for challenge
grants.

*Since local implementation costs are used in calculating both the
levy and base grant, an annual work plan and budget from an
eligible county are very important.

BWSR DUTIES:

. Provide the Department of Revenue with a 1list of (eligible)
counties with an approved comprehensive local water plan and the
cost of plan implementation in those counties. Implementation costs
are obtained from the annual work plan and budget.




. Make base grants after Revenue certifies that a county intends to
implement a 1local levy. Base grants will 1likely be made
beginnning late in the calendar year, or as soon as county auditors
certify the local levy to Revenue.

- Given the timing of base grants, challenge grants will likely be
made early in the calendar year.

NOTE: UNTIL THE RULES FOR THE LOCAL WATER PLANNING GRANTS ARE
EFFECTIVE, BASE OR CHALLENGE GRANTS CANNOT BE MADE. NEVERTHELESS,
COUNTIES WITH AN APPROVED LOCAL WATER PLAN MAY IMPLEMENT A LOCAL
WATER PLANNING LEVY FOR TAXES PAYABLE 1991.




Basset Crk 7.8% 7.8%
Rice Creek . 0.3%
Riley-Bluff-Purg Crk 8.2%
Nine Mile Crk 7.7%
Middle Mississippi 5.1%
Lower Minnesota 3.5%
Richfield-Bloom - 1.0%

Subtotal 100.0%
Exempt Area

Ramsey County
Central Ramsey 14.3%
Grass Lake 5.8%
Lower Miss : 2.3%
Ramsey-Wash-Metro 25.7%
Rice Crk 27.1%
SW Ramsey 11.7%
Vadnais Lakes Area 12.5%
Valley Branch 0.6%

Subtotal 100.0%
Exempt Area

Scott County
Credit River 11.6%
Lower Minnesota R 7.4%
Prior Lake-Spring Lake 10.2%
Sand Creek 45.8%
Shakopee Basin 5.0%
Southwest Scott 14.6%
Vermillion River 5.3%

Subtotal 100.0%
Exempt Area

Washington County
Browns Creek 6.8%
Carnelian-Marine 12.8%
Cottage Grove Ravine 13.9%
East Mississippi 3.4%
Forest Lake 6.8%
Marine on St. Croix 5.4%
Middle St. Croix 5.4%
Lower St. Croix 9.0%
Ramsey Metro Wash. 2.9%
Rice Creek 16.8%
Valley Branch 16.8%

Subtotal 100.0%
Exempt Area 3.2%




Estimate of Percent of Metro Area Approved
509 Plans by January 1, 1991

Area % of
Mi.2  County

Percent
Aprv'd
5/23/90

Percent
Aprv'd
1/1/91

Anoka County
Coon Crk
Lower Rum River
Rice Creek
Six Cities
Sunrise River
Upper Rum River
Vadnais Lakes Area
Subtotal
Exempt Area

Carver County
Bevens Crk
Carver Crk
Chaska Crk
Crow River
Hazeltine-Bavaria
Lower Minnesota R
Minnehaha Crk
Pioneer Creek
Riley-Purg-Bluff Crk
Subtotal
Exempt Area

Dakota County
Black Dog
Credit River
Gun Club Lake
Lower Minnesota R
Lower Mississippi
North Cannon R
Vermillion R
Subtotal
Exempt Area

Hennepin County
EIm Creek
West Miss
Shingle Creek
Pioneer Creek
Minnehaha Crk

90.5 20.4%
54.6 12.3%
80.6 18.2%
21.8 4.9%
68.6 15.5%
124.8 28.2%
2.1 0.5%
443.0 100.0%
0.0

21.0%
26.0%
4.6%
26.3%
3.7%
2.2%
8.7%
3.0%
4.5%
100.0%

3.9%
0.7%
5.8%
2.7%
8.8%
23.1%
54.9%
100.0%

20.4%

20.4%
12.3%
18.2%

4.9%
15.5%

0.5%
71.8%
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LOCAL WATER RESOURCES PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT

0000.0100
0000.0110
0000.0120
0000.0130
0000.0140
0000.0150
0000.0160
0000.0170
0000.0180
0000.0190
0000.0200
0000.0210
0000.0220
0000.0230

8TH DRAFT

DRAFT RULES RELATING TO

Purpose

Definitions

Available Assistance
Eligibility Criteria

Notice of Grant Availability
Grant Application

Denial of Grant Applications
Allocation of Funding
Ranking of Applications
Selection of Grantees
Grant Conditions

Grant Contract

Grant Payments

Grant Termination

NOTE:

This draft reflects changes to the grant process as a result of
legislative action during the 1990 session.




MAY 14, 1990 8TH DRAFT

DRAFT RULES RELATING TO
LOCAL WATER RESOURCES PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT

0000.0100 PURPOSE

This chapter provides for the administration of the state local water resources protection and
management grant program. Parts 0000.0100 to 0000.0230 implement this program by establishing
the substantive criteria and procedural conditions under which the board may award state grants

for the development and implementation of a comprehensive local water plan.
0000.0110 DEFINITIONS

Subpart 1. Scope. The definitions in this part and in Minnesota Statutes, section 103B.3363

apply to parts 0000.0100 to 0000.0230. If terms defined in this part conflict with the definitions

in Minnesota Statutes, chapters 110B, 112, and 473 and the rules adopted under those chapters,

the definitions in this part govern.

Subp. 1. Board. "Board" means the board of water and soil resources.

Subp. 2 Comprehensive Local Water Plan. "Comprehensive Local Water plan" or "plan”
means a local water plan authorized under Minnesota Statutes, section 110B.04, a watershed overall
plan required under Minnesota Statutes, section 112.46, a watershed management plan required
under Minnesota Statutes, section 473.878, or a county groundwater plan authorized under
Minnesota Statutes, section 473.8785.

Subp. 3 Local Share. "Local Share" means the contributions of a local unit of government
to the eligible cost of a program including the value of cash expenditures, private contributions, and

in-kind contributions of labor, equipment, material and real property used for and expended on
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eligible program activities. Up to 50 percent of the local share may consist of federal funds. State
funds are not eligible for use as local share.

Subp. 4 Local Unit of Government. "Local Unit of Government" means a statutory or home
rule charter city, town, county, or soil and water conservation district, watershed district, an
organization formed for the joint exercise of powers under Minnesota Statutes, section 471.59, a
local health board, or other special purpose district or authority with local jurisdiction in water and
related land resources management.

Subp. 5 Local Water Planning Levy. "Local Water Planning Levy" means a property tax levy
implemented pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, section 103B.3369, subdivision 5, (2) for the purpose
of implementing a comprehensive local water plan.

Subp. 6 Official Controls. ~ "Official Controls" means ordinances and regulations that
control the physical development of the whole or part of a local unit of government, protect public
health, or that implement the general objectives of the local unit of government.

Subp. 7 Program. "Program” means a water-related program.

Subp. 8 Related Land Resources.  "Related Land Resources” means land affected by
present or projected management practices that have significant effects on the quantity and quality,
or use of groundwater or surface water.

0000.0120 AVAILABLE ASSISTANCE

Subpart 1. Grants. The board may award grants to counties to develop a plan authorized
under Minnesota Statutes, section 110B.04, or implement water resource protection and

management programs identified as priorities in a comprehensive local water plan(s). Grants may

be used to employ persons and to obtain and use information necessary to: Develop a section
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110B.04 plan that did not receive funding as provided in Laws 1987, Chapter 404, section 30,
subdivision 5, (a) and Implement a comprehensive local water plan. Plan development grants shall
not exceed a maximum of $15,300.

Plan implementation grants consist of two types: base grants and challenge grants.

Base grants are non-competitive and are available to any county with an approved comprehensive

local water plan and that implements a local water
planning levy. The purpose of base grants is to encourage plan maintenance and implementation.
Eligible activities include, but are not limited to, supporting water plan coordination and
enforcement of official controls. Base grants shall not exceed the amount specified in Minnesota
Statutes, section 103B.3369, subdivision 5, (2).

Challenge grants are competitive and are available to any county with an approved comprehensive

local water plan and that implements a local water

planning levy. The purpose of challenge grants is to accelerate implementation of priority actions.

Eligible activities include, but are not limited to, establishment of monitoring programs,

development of official controls, assessments of resources, and development of geographic

information systems. A county may submit more than one challenge grant application.

Subp. 2 Local Share. All challenge grants must be

Subp. 3. Priority. All grants must be awarded, within the limits of available appropriations,
to those applicants having the highest priority.
Subp. 4. Technical Assistance. The board may provide technical assistance to counties who

are considering application in order to ensure timely, accurate, and comprehensive applications. The
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board will provide technical assistance, within the limits of available resources to counties that

receive grants, to assist in developing or implementing a comprehensive local water plan.
0000.0130 ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

Subpart 1. Eligible Applicants. Only counties are eligible to apply for grants. A county must
coordinate and submit requests on behalf of other local units of government within its jurisdiction.

Subp. 2. Eligible Costs. Plan costs are eligible for state grants if the expenditures are
reasonable and necessary for developing or implementing a comprehensive local water plan(s) as
described in part 0000.0120, subpart 1.

Subp. 3. Ineligible Costs. Ineligible costs include any costs that are not related to the
activities in subpart 2. In addition, the following costs are ineligible whether or not they relate to
the activities in subpart 2:

A. Expenditures or in-kind contributions incurred prior to the grant encumbrance; or

B. Activities that violate local, state, and federal statutes, rules and regulations.

0000.0140 NOTICE OF GRANT AVAILABILITY

Subpart 1. Notice. Whenever the board determines that funds are available to award grants,

the board must publish a notice in the State Register announcing that applications will be accepted.

The notice must include the amount of available funding and contain a deadline for application
submittal, which must be no less than 60 calendar days from the date of publication.

Subp. 2. Notification. The board shall notify all counties of grant application periods. Any
other local unit of government that wishes to be notified shall contact the board by writing to the

executive director.
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Whenever the board publishes notice in the State Register, the board shall mail notice of
the grant application period to those local units of government who have requested to be notified.
Subp. 3. Grant application periods. The board may establish a grant application period from

time to time but there must be at least one application period each fiscal year if funds are available.

0000.0150 GRANT APPLICATION

Subpart 1. General requirements. The grant application shall be submitted by a county. A
county must coordinate and submit requests on behalf of other local units of government within
its jurisdiction. A grant application must be submitted by the published deadline. The grant
application must be submitted in a format provided by the board and must contain the information
required by this part.

Subp. 2. Plan development grant. Any county submitting an application for a plan
development grant must submit the following information:

A. A resolution committing the county to develop a local water plan in accordance with

section 110B and Minnesota Rules, Chapter 9300;

B. A resolution by the county authorizing signing of the grant contract and other related

documents; and

C. A budget detailing expenses associated with developing a local water plan.

Subp. 3. Plan implementation base grant. Any county submitting an application for a plan

implementation base grant must submit the following information:

A. A resolution by the county authorizing the signing of the grant contract and other

related documents;

B. A detailed work plan and schedule for program implementation during the grant period;




MAY 14, 1990 8TH DRAFT

C. A detailed budget for the grant period including the identification of the amount
requested in the grant;
D. A statement describing the relationship of the grant request to priority implementation
items in the comprehensive local water plan(s); and
E. A statement describing how cooperation will be secured with adjacent counties and,
water management organizations, if applicable.
Subp. 4. Plan implementation challenge grant. Any county submitting an application for a
plan implementation challenge grant must submit the following information:
A. A resolution by the county authorizing the signing of the grant contract and other
related documents;
. An executive summary of the application;
. A detailed work plan and schedule for program implementation during the grant period,
. A detailed budget for the grant period including the identification of the amount

requested in the grant;

. A list identifying the amount, type, and source of the local share;

. A statement describing the relationship of the grant request to priority implementation
items in the comprehensive local water plan(s);

. A statement describing how cooperation will be secured with adjacent counties and,
water management organizations, if applicable;

. A statement indicating local support and interagency coordination;

A description of how the challenge grant complements the base grant; and
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J. A statement indicating if partial funding could be accepted. If partial funding is
acceptable, project components must be listed in order of funding priority.

Subp. 5. Sequence of implementation grants.

A. Before a county can submit an application for a plan implementation grant, the county
must have: (1) approved comprehensive local water plan(s) and (2) implemented a local
water planning levy.

B. Although base and challenge grants may be applied for at the same time, separate

applications must be made.
0000.0160 DENIAL OF GRANT APPLICATIONS

Subpart 1. Grounds. An application for a plan development grant or a plan implementation
grant shall be denied by the board for the following reasons:
A. An ineligible applicant;
B. The proposed expenditures are ineligible;
C. The request is not consistent with priorities described in the applicant’s comprehensive
local water plan(s); or
D. A late submittal.

Subp. 2. Procedure. The board shall review each grant application within 14 calendar days

after the deadline for application submittal. The board shall notify each denied grant applicant of

the denial of its application and the reasons for the denial within 14 calendar days after the
determination.
Subp. 3. Effect of denial. A grant applicant whose application is denied must reapply in a

subsequent application period in order to be considered for a grant.
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0000.0170 ALLOCATION OF FUNDING

Subpart 1. Overall grant fund allocation. After assessing the number and type of
applications, and within 30 calendar days of the close of an application period, the board shall
determine the amount of funding to be made available for each grant. In deciding how much money
to make available for new grant awards, the board shall consider the necessity to have money

available for anticipated grant amendments in the next year.

If the money intended for a type of grant is not awarded during a grant period, the board

may reallocate the funds to one of the other grants or to a subsequent grant period.
0000.0180 RANKING OF APPLICATIONS

Subpart 1. Process of ranking. Upon completion of the review of the grant applications for
acceptability, and determination of available funds, the board shall proceed to: (a) fund all

acceptable plan development and base grant requests as provided in part 0000.0120, subpart 1

. The requests with the highest number of priority points

will be given the highest priority. All requests will be given a ranking depending on the number

of points awarded.
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Subp. 2. Review team. Prior to ranking applications, the board shall establish an advisory
review team to evaluate requests. The review team, chaired by the board, shall consist of a
representative of the following agencies or organizations: Association of Metropolitan
Municipalities; Association of Minnesota Counties; League of Minnesota Cities; Metropolitan
Council; Metropolitan InterCounty Association; Metropolitan Water Management Organizations;
Minnesota Association of Conservation District Employees; Minnesota Association of County
Planning and Zoning Administrators; Minnesota Association of Soil and Water Conservation
Districts; Minnesota Association of Townships; Minnesota Association of Watershed Districts;
Minnesota Departments of Agriculture, Health, and Natural Resources; Minnesota Extension
Service; Minnesota Geological Survey; Minnesota Pollution Control Agency; State Planning Agency;
and others as the board may determine.

Subp. 3. Priority points for challenge grant applications. The following criteria must be used

to determine the number of priority points to be awarded in the evaluation of each challenge grant

application. To expedite the review process, the board is responsible for providing background

information and summaries of the applications to the review team. The review team, acting as a
committee, shall award each application between zero and ten points under each of the following
criteria, depending on how well the application satisfies the criterion. The number of points under
each criterion must be added together to determine the application’s total point value. This total
number must be used to determine the application’s overall ranking and priority. The criteria are
as follows:

A. The extent to which the proposal demonstrates participation of several local units of

government, including multicounty efforts;
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. The extent to which the request expresses long-term commitment to effective water
protection and management;

. The extent to which the applicant would use local programs and methods to protect and
manage water and related land resources;

. The extent to which the request complements efforts of federal, state, and local units of
government; and

. The extent to which the request supports efforts of local units of government to adopt,
administer, and enforce official controls to protect and manage water and related land
resources.

Subp. 4. Other considerations. In assigning points, the review team must consider the

regional variations that exist in program needs and priorities.
0000.0190 SELECTION OF GRANTEES

Subpart 1. Ranking. The review team shall complete its ranking of all applications for
challenge grants for which an acceptable grant application has been submitted and forward the
recommendation to the board within 90 calendar days of the close of the application period.

Subp. 2. Projects funded. The board shall select those projects that will be awarded grant
funds by awarding grants to the highest priority challenge grant requests within the limits of
available funds established in part 0000.0170 subpart 2.

Subp. 3. Board decision. All decisions of the board in ranking applications and awarding

grants must be made at a regular or special board meeting.
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Subp. 4. Timing. The board shall make its selection of grantees within 120 calendar days
of the close of the application period. The board shall notify all applicants of the status of their
application within 14 calendar days after the selection of grantees.

Subp. 5. Reapplication. A grant applicant whose application is not awarded grant funds must

reapply in a subsequent application period to be reconsidered for a grant.
0000.0200 GRANT CONDITIONS

Subpart 1. Amount. Except as provided in part 0000.0150, subpart 4.J., a grant that is made
must be for the amount requested by the applicant. The maximum grant must be in accordance with
part 0000.0120 subpart 1.

Subp. 2. Grant period. The grant period for a plan development grant shall be for a period
of two years. The grant period for an implementation base grant shall be for one year. The grant
period for an implementation challenge grant shall be for two years and may be extended an
additional one year with prior board approval.

Subp. 3. Grant contract. The county must enter into a contract with the board before a grant
will be awarded. The contract must include the provisions established in part 0000.0210.

Subp. 4. Records. The county, or delegated local unit of government, shall maintain all

records relating to the receipt and expenditure of grant funds for a period of six years from the date

of termination of the grant contract.
Subp. 5. Audit. The county, or delegated local unit of government, must agree that the
books, records, documents and accounting procedures and practices of the county, relevant to this

program may be examined at any time by the board or board’s designee. It is the responsibility of
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the county or delegated local unit of government implementing a grant to provide for an audit that
meets the standards of the Office of State Auditor. The audit must cover the duration of a
grant and be performed within one year after the end of a grant period or when routinely audited,
whichever occurs first. Copies of the audit must be provided to the county and the board.

Subp. 6. Annual progress report. The county, or delegated local unit of government, shall
submit an annual progress report to the board by January 31st of each year the grant is in effect.
The report must include the following information:

A. A discussion of progress relative to the application and schedule, and difficulties

encountered meeting the schedule during the year;

B. A discussion of the program results appropriate to the work conducted during the year;

and

C. A report of expenditures in the year and those anticipated during the upcoming year.

Subp. 7. Eligible costs. No grant funds shall be used to reimburse the county, or delegated

local unit of government, for costs incurred prior to or after the end of the contract period.

0000.0210 GRANT CONTRACT

Subpart 1. Contents. The board and the county shall enter into a grant contract. The grant

contract must:
A. Establish the term and conditions of the grant;
B. Provide that the county may contract with others, including appropriate local units of

government under the terms and conditions specified by the county, to complete the

work specified in the contract;

C. Provide that the cost overruns are the sole responsibility of the county;
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. Require that a county is responsible for ensuring that state funds are properly expended
even if the work specified in the grant contract is performed by a local unit of
government acting on behalf of the county;

. Require that the county submit an annual progress report; and

. Incorporate terms and conditions required by federal or state statutes, rules and
regulations.

Subp. 2. Amendments. A grant contract may be amended upon agreement of the board and
the county.
Subp. 3. Contract period. Grant contracts shall be for a duration as specified in part

0000.0200, subpart 2.

0000.0220 GRANT PAYMENTS

Subpart 1. Payment. The board shall transfer to the county the total amount of the grant
promptly after the grant contract is executed as to encumbrance by the Commissioner of Finance.
Subpart 2. Unencumbered funds. Any grant funds unencumbered or becoming
unencumbered after the end of the contract period shall be returned to the board within two

months of that date.
0000.0230 GRANT TERMINATION

Subpart 1. Board action. The board may rescind a grant for "just cause". "Just cause" shall
mean that the county, or a delegated local unit of government, is not disbursing grant funds in
accordance with established board and State procedures or has otherwise breached a term of the

contract. In the event of such cancellation, the county shall have fourteen (14) calendar days’ prior

written notice. The county shall have until the date of cancellation to "demonstrate” why the

13
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contract should not be cancelled. If it is determined by the board that the county’s default was
beyond its control or it was not otherwise in default, the contract shall not be cancelled. The county

may cancel this contract with or without cause. In the event of such cancellation by the board or

county, all unencumbered funds or grant funds becoming unencumbered shall be returned promptly

to the board.

Subp. 2. Agency action. At the request of any state agency commissioner, the board shall
rescind the portion of a grant used to support a program not in compliance with rules of that

agency.
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OVERVIEW OF THE STEELE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE WATER PLAN
FOR THE MAY 23, 1990 BOARD MEETING

INTRODUCTION

Steele County has a total of 276,480 acres of land of which 2,880 acres are publicly owned. The County’s
original vegetation consisted of prairie, wet prairie and brushland, however, today the county is primarily
cultivated for agricultural use. Steele County officially began the comprehensive water planning process in
August, 1987, as part of the South Central Minnesota Counties Comprehensive Water Planning Project, a
13 county joint powers board formed to write and implement local water plans.

PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION OF COUNTY

Steele County is traversed by two end moraine systems, treading in a north-south direction. They were
formed on the eastern margin of the Des Moines lobe of the late Wisconsin ice sheet. Except for the rolling
morainic belts, the surface is essentially gently undulating and elevations are between 1,100 and 1,200 feet.
Steele County is largely in the Cannon River Watershed which is primarily an area of ground water recharge.
The southwestern part of the county drains into the LeSueur River system. The northwestern corner of the
county drains into the Cannon River. The eastern edge of the county drains into the Zumbro River system.
The southeastern corner drains into the Cedar River system.

PROBLEMS

Major problems in Steel County include gully erosion adjacent to the main channels of the Straight River
and Maple Creek. Along the lower portion of Maple Creek, streambank sloughing is a serious problem.
Other major problems include landfills/dumps, feedlots, abandoned wells, underground and above ground
storage tanks, wastewater dischargers, and hazardous waste generators.

ACTIONS

Steele County has planned many actions to address its problems and to preserve, restore and enhance its

water resources. The county intends to;

a. identify areas around dumps that may be more susceptible to contamination and need to be
monitored,

; planning and implementing solid waste abatement measures,

c. implementing an industrial waste plan to establish a notification and monitoring system between
industries/businesses and the county landfill,

d. establish a system to locate abandoned wells and problem feedlots,

e. verify the accuracy of records of storage tanks and hazardous waste generators, and

f. coordinate public information and education programs between local and state agencies.

Steele County has contributed towards the hiring of an extension cluster agent to helps implement its
education program.

IMPLEMENTATION

The official implementation of the plan will begin within 120 days of its approval by the Minnesota Board
of Water and Soil Resources. Steele County recognizes that in order to more effectively implement its plan
it will be necessary to designate a staff person as the Water Planning Coordinator. The County Extension
Service and the Soil and Water Conservation District have indicated a commitment to assist the county in
implementing the plan actions within their respective areas of expertise and responsibility. The Steele
County Water Planning Committee will be maintained as an advisory committee to the County Board. This
group will represent a variety of public and private interests, and they will serve to review and recommend
changes to the plan as needed.




OVERVIEW OF THE FREEBORN COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE WATER PLAN
FOR THE MAY 23, 1990 BOARD MEETING

INTRODUCTION

Freeborn County is a predominantly agricultural county in southcentral Minnesota. It’s cities include the
county seat of Albert Lea and the municipalities Alden, Clarks Grove, Conger, Emmons, Freeborn, Geneva,
Glenville, Hartland, Hayward and Hollandale. The total area of the county is 720 square miles of which
approximately 6 square miles are publicly owned. Interstate

Highways 35 and 90 pass through the county. The original vegetation map shows prairie, marsh, and
hardwood forest consisting of burr oak, white oak, red oak. black oak, elm, basswood, ash, maple, aspen,
birch, and black walnut. Also, some white pine is native to the area.

Freeborn County is a member of the South Central Minnesota Counties Comprehensive Water Planning
Project, formed to write and implement local water plans. The county began the 110B process on June 23,
1986.

PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE COUNTY

The watersheds of Freeborn County include the Blue Earth River, Le Sueur River, Cannon River, Cedar River
and Shell Rock River. Quaternary Geology for the County includes surficial soils of glacial till and glacial
outwash. Glacial till is an unlayered compact mixture of sand, silt and clay with average water yields of less
than 1 gallon per minute. Water yields in glacial outwash are from 100 to 500 gallons per minute. These
outwash areas exist near Bear Lake, Albert Lea Lake, around Petran and Oakland, and in the southeast
corner of the county. Bedrock is approximately 100 to 200 feet. Aquifers available to Freeborn County
include the Cedar Valley limestone and the moquota, dubuque, and galena formations. These formations
consist of limestone with the Cedar Valley being a thin layer above the 300 foot thick maquota, dubuque
and galena formations.

The land surface of Freeborn County is nearly level or gently undulating. The most rugged tracts exist in
Section 16 of Newry Township and Sections 1 and 2 of Pickerel Lake Township where the hills rise from
50 to 100 feet.

PROBLEMS

Resource problems in the County include the lack of water quality data for decision making, erosion and
sedimentation, and the need for enforcement of the state drainage code. Landfills, contaminated soil disposal
sites, feedlots and undergroung storage tanks are also considered problems.

ACTIONS
Freeborn County has developed a very pro-active implementation program, selected actions include:

1. The County has applied for Clean Water Partnership funding to help assess the water quality of
Albert Lea Lake.

2. The County has proposed to monitor storm sewers, develop a geologic atlas and work with others
to develop the long term monitoring needed for accurate assessment of the county’s water quantity
and quality.

The County has contributed toward the hiring of a water quality specialist.

The County is developing sustainable farming demonstration plots through the Environmental
Agriculturalist Program and will work closely with The SWCD to further reduce the erosion and
sedimentation impacts in the county.

The County will seek more consistent enforcement of the state drainage code including the grass
buffer strip requirement.

The county will find the proper waste disposal sites based on soils and geologic atlas information
and will develop an inventory, installation and removal management plan for storage tanks.

IMPLEMENTATION

The county submitted the plan for the final 90 day review on May 1, 1990 and is currently modifying the
plan format and making several additions to its resource assessments.
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AITKIN 9/15/87 1/01/90 4/01/90 4/25/90
BECKER YES 8/04/89 12/01/89 12/20/89 2/28/89

BELTRAMI 10/27/87 6/05/89 8/09/89 8/23/89 10/25/89
BENTON 10/19/88
BIG STONE 4/04/90

BLUE EARTH 6/24/86 5/03/90
BROWN 8/24/87 9/01/89 12/05/89 1/24/90 2/28/90
CARLTON 12/8/87
CASS 10/9/87 8/23/89 1/05/90 1/24/90 3/28/90
CHIPPEWA 3/05/90
CHISAGO
CLAY YES 8/04/89 12/01/89 12/20/89 2/28/90

CLEARWATER 10/28/87 6/05/89 8/09/89 8/23/89 10/25/89
COOK
COTTONWOOD 8/18/87
CROW WING 11/3/87 12/27/89
DODGE 12/22/87 8/21/89 1/01/90 1/24/90 3/28/90
DOUGLAS 5/24/88 8/15/89 11/01/89 11/22/89 2/28/90
FARIBAULT 6/17/86 11/14/89 6/01/90
FILLMORE 12/8/87 8/30/89 12/05/89 1/24/90 3/28/90
FREEBORN 6/23/86 10/01/89 5/01/90
GOODHUE 12/15/87 7/31/89 12/05/89 1/24/90 2/28/90

GRANT YES 8/04/89 12/01/89 12/20/89 2/28/90

HOUSTON 12/8/87 9/25/89 1/5/90 1/24/90 3/28/90

HUBBARD 10/7/87 7/05/89 10/03/89 10/25/89 12/20/89
ISANTI
ITASCA 10/27/87
JACKSON 6/23/86 2/01/90
KANABEC
KANDIYOHI 2/06/90
KITTSON 10/6/87 8/04/89 12/01/89 12/20/89 2/28/90
KOOCHICHING




BOARD OF WATER & SOIL RESOURCES
110B COMPREHENSIVE WATER PLANNING
COUNTY STATUS REPORT

MAY 21, 1990

COUNTY

- |RESOLUTION
 TO PLAN
_ (DATE)

PART OF
REGIONAL
PLANNING

SUBMITTED
FOR

_PRELIMINARY |
REVIEW |
(DATE)

SUBMITTED
FOR
FINAL
REVIEW
(DATE)

BWSR
BOARD
OVERVIEW
(DATE)

SCHEDULED

BWSR GRANT
AGREEMENT

LAC OUI PARLE
LAKE

LAKE OF THE WOODS
LESUEUR
LINCOLN
LYON
MCLEOD
MAHNOMEN
MARSHALL
MARTIN
MEEKER
MILLE LACS
MORRISON
MOWER
MURRAY
NICOLLET
NOBLES
NORMAN
OLMSTED
OTTER TAIL
PENNINGTON
PINE
PIPESTONE
POLK

POPE

RED LAKE
REDWOOQD
RENVILLE
RICE

ROCK
ROSEAU
ST. LOUIS

4/26/90
6/24/86
9/15/87
10/10/87
2/06/90
10/13/87
10/20/87
6/17/86
8/15/89
12/89
10/27/87
12/15/87
10/10/87
7/15/86
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

10/10/87
YES

YES
10/10/87
3/01/90
12/8/87
7/01/89
YES
12/19/89

10/29/89
10/29/89

8/04/89
8/04/89
6/1/89

12/01/89
8/04/89
10/15/89
1/05/90
9/20/89
8/04/89
8/07/89
8/04/89
8/04/89

11/22/89
8/04/89

8/04/89
12/28/89

8/23/89

8/04/89

12/01/89
12/01/89
1/02/90

4/01/90
12/05/89

2/01/90
12/01/89
1/01/90
12/01/89
12/01/89
12/01/89

12/01/89

12/05/89

12/01/89

12/20/89
12/20/89
1/24/90

4/25/90
1/24/90

2/28/90
12/20/89
1/24/90
12/20/89
12/20/89
12/20/89

12/20/89

1/24/90

12/20/89

2/28/90
2/28/90
3/28/90

2/28/90

4/25/90
2/28/90
3/28/90
2/28/90
2/28/90
2/28/90

2/28/90

2/28/90

2/28/90
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SIBLEY
STEARNS
STEELE
STEVENS
SWIFT

TODD
TRAVERSE
WABASHA
WADENA
WASECA
WATONWAN
WILKIN
WINONA
WRIGHT
YELLOW MEDICINE

11/21/89

6/24/86
2/3/88
6/24/86
YES

9/18/89
YES
12/22/87

7/1/86
6/24/86
YES
2/23/88
6/20/89
10/10/87

5/09/90

8/24/89
8/04/89

8/04/89
8/27/89

10/01/89
4/89
8/04/89
9/06/89

5/01/90
12/01/89

12/01/89
1/01/90

4/01/90
8/01/89
12/01/89
1/05/90

12/20/89

12/20/89
1/24/90

8/23/89
12/20/89
1/24/90

2/28/90

2/28/90
3/28/90

10/25/89
2/28/90
3/28/90

TOTALS

80

RRV - Red River Valley 15 Co. Joint Powers Board
MH - Mississippi Headwaters Board, 8 Counties

RC - Redwood-Cottonwood Rivers Control Area, 6 Counties
SC - South Central Watershed Planning Project, 13 Counties
RZ - Root-Zumbro Rivers Watershed, 9 County Joint Powers Board

WC - West Central MN 5 County Group
EC - East Central MN 4 County Group

* — Stearns County is a LCMR funded planning effort
X - Independent Conties, Counties preparing plans alone
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Minnesota Agriculture in the Classroom
90 West Plato Boulevard
" St. Paul, Minnesota 55107
(61R) 296-6688

Minnesota Agriculture in the Classroom is:

a public/private partnership serving K-12 education to help increase
general "agricultural literacy" among students, educators, resource
specialists and the public

housed at the Minnesota Department of Agriculture with a program
director, Al Withers, on staff to administer and develop the program.

a non-profit partnership organization with IRS 501(c)(3) status
that has received over $220,000 in private sector support since
formally organizing in early 1986

supported by the Minnesota Department of Education, State Board of
Education, MEA and MFT, Minnesota School Boards and Elementary
Principals Associations, University of Minnesota College of
Agriculture, Minnesota Vo-Ag Instructors, agribusiness, commodity
groups, farm organizations and others

a model and leader in the network of state Ag in the Classroom
programs

Minnesota Agriculture in the Classroom offers the:

popular MINNESOTA AGRICULTURE MAGAZINE and Teacher Guide Series
targeted primarily for grades 4-6 . . . distributed free statewide to
hundreds of schools and thousands of students

Minnesota Guide to Educational Resources About Agriculture . . . a
comprehensive listing of resources appropriate for the K-12 classroom

"Excellence in Integrating Agriculture" Teaching Awards Program for
K-12 educators . . . $2,500 in cash for exemplary integration
efforts, any grade level and subject area.

new Model Learner Outcomes and Program Planning Guide for Integrating
Agricultural Awareness in Grades K-12 . . . in support of

outcome-based education

on-going networking with the Minnesota education community via
exhibits and countless requests for materials/information from
students, educators and the public

Promoting a Better Understanding of Agriculture among Students































DRAFT - FOR BWSR CONSIDERATION

BASE Reductions

Proposed FY91 BWSR General Fund Budget Reductions

Background: The 1990 Legislature reduced the BWSR budget by $200,000 for FY91 (from an $8,273,000 General Fund appropriation). The BWSR has discretion as to where it will make the reductions. The
reductions will reduce the budget base for the FY92-93 biennium.

Program Area

1) Study Area II Flood Control

2) SLR Program

3) RIM Reserve

4) E & S Cost-Share

5) General Service

Local Water Resources
Abandoned Well C/S

MFIP

Env. Agriculturalist Program

Dues to The International Coalition

NON BASE Reductions

Annual
Appropriation Reduction

$199,000 -$10,000 (5%)

159,000

750,000

1,501,000 -40,000 (2.6%)

978,000 -25,000 (2.6%)

2,500,000 -115,000 (4.6%)
400,000 -10,000 (2.5%)
120,000 N/A
200,000 N/A

_10,000 5 AT
6,817,000 200,000

New
BASE

$189,000

SAME

SAME

1,461,000

953,000

2,385,000

390,000

Comments

This amount can be covered as allowable project costs from the
bonding appropriation for Wellner-Hageman.

Needs far exceed small appropriation.

RIM already seriously cut in the bonding bill. Reducing the
general fund appropriation would do double damage.

NOTE: items 2-5 represent 1.9% reduction to SWCD grants.
New program not yet leveraging local staff.

New program funds not yet allocated.

DNR appropriation is transferred to BWSR.

FY91 funds already allocated to contracts.

Background: The Metropolitan Water Management Task Force legislation gave the BWSR significant additional responsibility but no new funding. The Board was given discretion to reduce its budget elsewhere
and reallocate $57,000 to implement the Metro legislation. This $57,000 is not a BASE reduction but represents an overall reduction and reprioritization for FY91.

Program Area

1) Administrative FY90

2) Administrative FY91

3) Local Water Resources

4) Env. Agriculturalist Program

* Does not include salary, fringe and per diem.

Annual
Appropriation Reduction

$409,000 * $15,000 (3.6%)

409,000 * 25,000 (6.1%)

2,385,000 15,000 (0.6%)

200,000 2,000 (1 .0%)
57,000

Comments

This represents use of FY90 funds which would have carried
forward due to spending reductions in anticipation of Metro
bill.

While this cut is for FY91 only, it likely represents a long term
commitment by the BWSR.

FY91 reduction only.

Due to rounding, this amount was not allocated to contracts.




Request to Modify RIM Reserve Easement
Ronald and Marlene Isdahl, Stearns County
(73-36-86-1)

Justification For Modification Request:
Improving and widening County Highway 18 for public safety.

General Information
1) Easement duration: Ten year easement will expire May 15, 1997.
(7 years remaining)

2) Total Easement Area: 29.3

3) Highway right-of-way to be expanded 17' onto RIM acres =
0.53 acres lost permanently plus
0.44 acres of habitat lost for one
year for resloping.

Proposed Compensation:
1) Permanent right-of-way area (0.53 ac) = $112.78
(.53 ac x $304 payment rate = $161.12 x .70%)

2) Temporary slope area (0.44 ac) = $154.00
(.44 ac x $350 payment rate offered from Stearns Co. Hwy. Dept.)

Total Compensation = il OOwls

OTHER NOTES
A. Stearns County Highway Department will reseed according to
RIM specifications.

B. The County plans on construction being done during the
1990 construction season with seeding this.

Staff and Attorney General Representative Recommendation: “Approved







RESOLUTION

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve the request to modify RIM Reserve
Easement # 73-36-86-1, for Ronald Isdahl to allow improvement of County
Highway 18 for public safety. The state will be compensated by the County
of Stearns in the amount of $266.78 for loss of easement benefits.

The Board of Water and Soil Resources hereby authorizes Jim Birkholz, BWSR
Director to sign the RIM Reserve easement modifications which are requested
by road authorities for public health and safety reasons. In all cases the
information required by rule (8400.3610) must be provided before the
modification can be formalized. The BWSR will be informed of all such
actions at their next scheduled BWSR meeting.




Grants for Forestry Stewardship Program

BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board directs the staff to allocate
remaining funds from general service grants to SWCDs: to Aitkin
SWCD ($3,000) and Fillmore SWCD ($3,000), to enable them to
participate in the forest stewardship program.






