
Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda 
Monday, October 17, 2011  

9:00 a.m. – 2:30 p.m. 
Freeman Building, Room B145 

625 Robert Street North, St. Paul 
 

 
9:00-9:15 Convene Full Council     

• Comments/additions to the agenda 
• Approve 9/19/11 meeting minutes 
• Council introductions and updates 

 
9:15-9:30 Steering Committee Report   Information item  
 
9:30-10:45 Regulatory tools: local units    Information item 

of government 
  Cities: Craig Johnson, LMC 

Counties: Annalee Garletz, AMC 
  Watershed districts: Louis Smith 
 
10:45-11:00 Break 

    
11:00-12:00 Interagency Measures and    Information item 

Outcomes reporting     
  Suzanne Hanson, MPCA and 

Andy Holdsworth, DNR  
      
12:00-12:30 Lunch  
 
12:30-1:00 Minnesota’s Legacy website    Information item 

Greg Hubinger and Sally Olson,  
Legislative Coordinating Commission   

 
1:00-2:15 Ideas to accelerate nonpoint   Discussion item  

source implementation     
  Concept examples for Council discussion   
 
2:15-2:30 November meeting agenda / adjournment 

 
2:30~3:30  Council Steering Team 
2:30-4:30 SSTS ad hoc committee meeting   

 
Next Meeting: November 21, 2011  
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 Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes 
Monday, October 17, 2011 

9:00 a.m. – 2:30 p.m. 
Freeman Building, Room B145 

625 Robert Street North, St. Paul 
 
Council members present: Dave Bennett, Marilyn Bernhardson, Tannie Eshenaur (for Linda 
Bruemmer), Warren Formo, Keith Hanson, John Harren, Scott Hoese, Mark Knoff, Dave Leuthe, 
Mike McKay, Gene Merriam, Gary Pedersen, Gaylen Reetz, Victoria Reinhardt, Todd Renville, 
Sandy Rummel, Louis Smith, Dan Sparks, Deb Swackhamer, Paul Torkelson, Matthew Wohlman, 
Steve Woods.  
 
Absent: Pam Blixt, Linda Bruemmer, Kent Eken, Bradley Kalk, Steve Pedersen, John Pederson.  
 
1. Convene Full Council 

o Comments/additions to the agenda  
o Approve 9/19/11 meeting minutes  
o Council introductions and updates  

• Council convenes. Chair Hanson asked for comments on the agenda. There were none.  
Motion to accept the September 19th meeting minutes passed. Council members 
introduced themselves.  

• Scott Hoese finished harvesting corn last night. He still has the soybeans to do. It’s been a 
dry year so the corn is drier. Louis Smith is still growing tomatoes, broccoli, but no more 
green beans. Dave Leuthe said we’re in a drought now.  

• Steve Woods – next week is the BWSR Academy for county, city, SWCD staff. 3 day training. 
Request for proposal (RFP) for FY12 Clean Water Fund (CWF) grants is closed. We received 
$40 million in requests for projects and $16 million is available. 248 proposals were received 
with good distribution around the state and by type of government. Decisions will be made 
by the BWSR Board at their December meeting.  

• Mike McKay – we held a Lake Pepin event to bring together upstream and downstream 
stakeholders. Matt Wohlman – Governor Dayton signed the Legacy bill which included an 
appropriation for MDA for research to investigate the relationship of agriculture drainage 
systems and impaired waters. An RFP process will be announced. Recommendations will be 
based on an interagency research team. 

• Dave Bennett – Craig Wilson, LSFA received a grant from LSOHC. The Knife River advocacy 
group will work with St. Louis SWCD to work with private landowners.  

• Marilyn Bernhardson – the SWCD held a two day environmental fair with 5th and 6th 
graders. It was the 20th anniversary of the event (news in AgriNews). Hoping to find a way to 
fund this in the future so we can continue to educate kids on soil and water.  

2. Steering Committee Report 
• Jen Maleitzke – applications are in Governor’s office for the Council’s vacancy for a member 

representing rural communities. The Office of Legislative Auditor (OLA) did a programmatic 
and financial audit of the Clean Water Fund (CWF). They hope to have a draft report by the 
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end of the month. Keith will be able to review it. They will come to the November Council 
meeting to review their findings. The December Council meeting will be on December 12th 
in the MPCA Board Room. BOC meeting – the Targeted Implementation section of the 
Council’s work plan is done; now working on Outcomes and Accountability. There is still one 
spot available on the BOC. If anyone is interested, let Jen know.  

• Victoria Reinhardt – SSTS Ad Hoc Committee is in the middle of three meetings. The second 
meeting is today. The first meeting was about background information. We hope to have 
something for the full Council in January.  

3. Regulatory tools: local units of government  
o Cities: Craig Johnson, LMC  
o Counties: Annalee Garletz, AMC  
o Watershed districts: Louis Smith  

• Annalee described what counties, cities and local government are doing. MN Statutes (394, 
462) give authority to LGUs to do planning and zoning. Counties do local water planning for 
surface and groundwater. Rural counties and cities are the authority for shoreland 
ordinances. Counties are delegated for feedlot ordinances, septics. LGUs are the designated 
authority for the Wetland Conservation Act.  

Questions: 
• Talk about enforcement of statutory requirements. Developing, implementing, 

enforcement. If something is not in compliance, it’s up to local government to go out and 
enforce. Annalee – there are a number of ways for LGUs to bring into compliance. Point of 
sale inspections are done; opportunity for LGUs to look at other things.  

• How many counties are delegated for feedlots? 55. Counties not delegated are under the 
MPCA. Marilyn – cities and counties and townships can be more restrictive than agencies, 
but not less.  

• Victoria – if LGUs opt in to something, it comes with set of rules and regulations and some 
funding. Annalee – feedlots, wind tower siting, beverage, lodging - counties can opt in. It 
provides a service for residents; provides a local contact. Craig – outside the metro, cities 
and counties can opt in on building code enforcement. Victoria – funding is a primary issue.  

• Craig – most of what applies to counties, applies to cities. Cities have their own 
comprehensive plans. There was a change in how variances work during the last Legislative 
session based on a court case. Change in law so variances are tied to comprehensive plans 
and are at least in harmony with the ordinance.  

• Craig – LGUs have a lot of authority. They have to balance things – how to move forward as 
a community and protect the rights of individuals. There already is a tremendous amount of 
regulatory pressure on local governments for septic issues, stormwater MS4 permits, 
groundwater use/appropriation, drinking water requirements (state and federal), wellhead 
protection, wastewater, solid waste. In statute, stormwater, wastewater and drinking water 
are services cities provide.  

• More programs, more requirements, all getting more complicated to administer. How well 
do comprehensive plans work in integrating these requirements? Craig – comprehensive 
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plans get flavored by the politics of the community. They are meant to reflect the needs of 
the community, so it varies by community.  

• Annalee – water and land environmental protection outcomes are secondary in 
comprehensive plans. Water plans address those issues. They should be reflected in 
comprehensive plans.  

• Do you see capacity problems? Craig/Annalee – yes. Craig – it’s stunning how bad it is for 
communities trying to run programs with limited staff. Some are looking at using city 
council members to help out occasionally. Legislative changes in property value taxes will 
have a big impact. Annalee – counties have to do a lot of triage on their programs. It’s hard 
for limited staff to cover many programs and large areas. They can’t always physically go 
out to see areas with problems. Craig – some cities no longer send someone out if a non 
property owner has a complaint.  

• How much are stormwater permits really addressing local issues? Craig – that’s a capacity 
issue. TMDLs are having an effect on stormwater permits. They need to be more specific. 
Communities can try and show the MPCA how what they are doing already meets 
requirements and try to get credit for what they are doing.  

• How do we as the Clean Water Council try to get more dollars to LGUs to do the things 
required by the state? Craig – CWC budget recommendations for how CWF dollars are spent 
are critical and help keep the focus on getting the money on the ground. Some of the 
recommendations are for doing TMDLs, which is important. The rest focuses on getting 
work done on the ground. The way you’re doing it is great and it’s hard to quantify.  

• There’s a disconnect with mandates coming down and capacity is going away. Does the 
money we’re recommending target that piece? Annalee – it’s allowing LGUs to do more 
than they would have been able to do. We like to see funds go to programs, rather than 
projects. What assurances do we have that the money is getting to your priorities?  Have we 
bought into your priorities? Craig – yes, because LGUs are the only ones who can deliver on 
those priorities. It’s hard to measure results, it takes time, and we need water quality data 
to show that it’s working. We can’t get up to full speed until have more data. State agencies 
have said what they want, LGUs have said (what they need), and it’s time to see if it works.  

• Gaylen – LGUs - there is a huge capacity need for nonpoint. Cities have wastewater and 
stormwater responsibilities, which is the regulated segment. If we can’t show progress on 
the nonpoint side, there is concern about further requirements on point sources and the 
tremendous costs for cities. What’s the balance in the capacity to move forward? Craig – 
MPCA has to show EPA that they are making progress. Only way to do that now is to use the 
permitted community. The concern of the permitted community is that nonpoint is not 
doing as much because it’s voluntary. We need to do a better job to target and drive actual 
land use changes.  Example of a stormwater permit where the regulated community’s 
contribution is less than 5% and non-regulated is 95%. Huge cost to address 5% of problems 
($843 million). It’s not economically smart to focus that much money on 5% of the problem.   

• Warren - BMP effectiveness, priorities, targeting of BMPs is what we struggle with. What if 
it doesn’t work? We need more data. Craig – we need more specifics about which BMP 
works best in each area. Warren – how do you respond if it doesn’t work? If you don’t get 

Page 3 of 11 



the reductions you’re looking for? Craig - in cities it will likely mean a change in the 
stormwater permit to fix that.  

• Annalee – counties have already done a lot of work to determine where the work needs to 
be done. Caution you not to make reporting too complex or too different for various 
programs or counties won’t apply for grants (because of limited staff).  

• Dave Bennett – question on Craig’s example of stormwater permit allocations. Craig – that’s 
a good reason to have trading. We don’t have a functioning trading system yet. MPCA is 
working on developing system, but it’s very complicated. There is a problem with excess 
nitrogen in the Gulf of Mexico. Minnesota is 1% of the nitrogen problem. It would make 
sense for Iowa to do some nitrogen trading to get work done in Minnesota, for example.  

• Deb Swackhamer  – the state of Minnesota contributes 7% of the nitrate that goes to the 
Gulf of Mexico. The Minnesota River is 80% of the 7%.  

• Louis Smith, Watershed Districts (WDs) – Regulatory tools to deal with point and nonpoint. 
Handout – WDs cover about one third of the state. They exist because people locally 
wanted a special district to deal with water issues. Minnesota adopted watershed district 
authority in 1955. WDs have taxing authority. WDs are unique to Minnesota. WDs in 
general have adopted rules that overlay city or county authority. Gene Merriam sponsored 
legislation for water planning in the metro area in 1982. There are watershed organizations 
in the 7-county metro; WDs or WMOs (joint powers/cities). In general, WDs do a lot more 
regulating. Regulate the impact of land uses on water uses. WDs can develop rules and 
municipalities can adopt those rules. Most leave it to WDs. Relationship and tension 
between WDs and municipalities, between land uses and water uses. Best when they work 
together to develop rules and ordinances that work for both land and water uses. It is a 
complex process. Example, Minnehaha Creek Watershed District has several TMDLs. The 
watershed plan took account of the TMDLs and embraced the requirements of the TMDLs. 
They set a nondegradation standard for the watershed – no phosphorus from new 
development using volume control. Balance between what can be obtained from land use 
and what needs to be controlled. Brownie Lake TMDL achieved the TMDL reductions more 
as a result of partnerships with voluntary actions. Opportunities to achieve reductions through 
redevelopment and development that are not as costly.  

• Craig – League of Minnesota Cities web site (LMC.org); Handbook for Cities, Chapter 14 is on 
comprehensive planning.  

Questions: 
• How far have watershed district plans evolved to deal with the challenges today of clean 

water? Louis – they do vary. Metro plans are generally better at addressing current issues. 
Steve W. – some districts were established for flood control issues and they want to 
continue with that, but most have gotten in the game.  

• Chair Hanson – all three presenters have talked about TMDLs. How are we going to 
maintain the existing water quality?  Louis – nondegradation standard needs to be 
embraced. Volume control for new development/redevelopment. Chair Hanson – is it a 
focus in management plans to address protection? Steve W. – most plans are addressing 
protection. With the 10 year monitoring and assessment plan, the statewide data is being 
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assessed and used by plans and they can consider protection. Craig – a base level of 
protection already exists in the regulatory requirements we have to meet.  

• How do public drainage authorities integrate into this? Annalee - not certain of the level 
water plans deal with drainage. It all depends on what’s going on. Louis – the public 
drainage authority is set up to achieve the drainage and assess property owners. We try to 
bring the watershed/subwatershed approach to drainage, and integrate planning to achieve 
multiple benefits. Up to now we haven’t expected drainage systems to deal with water 
quality issues. Craig - municipalities have to deal with drainage. Any new development in a 
city has to not affect water quality in any way. We don’t have that same expectation in a 
rural setting. We have to figure out how to address this. Warren – a lot of drainage areas 
drain a mixture of land uses, which makes it complicated. Dave L. – there’s still a lot of 
drainage going on. Craig – rural drainage is now where we were 30 years ago with 
stormwater. It’s all about getting water off the land. Mike – what is the percent of the 
pollutant load from rural drainage vs. stormwater, and the cost? Craig – MPCA can best 
answer that. The last budget cycle the mix of money was about $2 for nonpoint, $1 for 
point sources (to cities).  

• Does the money match up with the level of the problem for nitrates? Gaylen – total 
suspended solids (TSS) report that will be published soon says the major source is from rural 
contributions; 60% from ravines, erosion. WWTP, stormwater are a small contribution. For 
phosphorus, agriculture is a large contributor. The point sources have reduced already. 
Nitrates and bacteria – more equal contributions (from point and nonpoint sources). Mike – 
it would be nice to have a scorecard. Shift resources to bigger sources of pollution, away 
from mandates. Gaylen – we can’t continue to allocate money project by project. When we 
have the 81 watershed plans, we will be better able to determine where the loads are and 
focus on the priorities. Craig – urban areas are usually much more expensive to do. The 
problem is even though it’s expensive it’s mandated. It makes it tricky to shift the focus.  

Break 
 
4. Interagency Measures and Outcomes reporting, Suzanne Hanson, MPCA and Andy 

Holdsworth, DNR  
• Presentation slides; Clean Water, Land and Legacy Amendment 

o Legacy Amendment is a big investment. 
o The big question: How is it being spent and what is being accomplished?  

• Accountability to results, develop a framework. Minnesota is the only state developing a 
framework. EPA is pleased with the work. 36 measures. This is focused on the clean water 
funds. It’s not about all the money coming to the state for clean water.  

• Andy – hierarchy of measures (triangle) seven criteria to rank; measures that come closest 
to answering the common questions in amendment that passed (clean water). Five 
common questions for Clean Water Performance Report: 2012.  

• Dave B. – question on the bullet; how much money is being spent on the ground. Is there 
any way to micromanage that? Is there any way to break down costs to the project; capitol 
costs, administrative costs, etc.? Suzanne – we are working on getting that kind of data and 
roll it up into the process, to the higher level measures. Dave B. – we need to know if we are 
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• Mike – how do you prioritize and does the spending match the priorities? Suzanne – we 
have to tell a story about the context. It has to be part of the story we roll out. The 
communication team is looking at that. Sandy – what I want to know is what difference it 
makes to spend the money. Andy – there will be measures fact sheets. 

• Question about the pyramid; do we need all those measures? Suzanne – the base measures 
are not included in the report, but they may be important measures for an agency or 
program. Gaylen – more detailed measures that may be critical in the future to answer 
questions. They will help answer questions brought up here today, and provide data for 
future questions. Andy – measure what we value, some say we value what we measure.  

• Chair Hanson – what are we doing with measures #4 and 5? For example, the PCB method 
of detection level will change, so there will be many more polluted waters even though 
there’s not more PCBs. Mercury makes sense for waters in a TMDL – already in an 
implementation plan. Deb reinforces what Keith is saying; the three bullets under measures 
#4 and 5 don’t address the two measures the same way the bullets do for the other 
measures.  

Clean Water Performance Report: 2012 
4. Can we eat fish caught in MN lakes? 

o Cumulative number of water bodies sampled annually for fish contaminant 
concentrations 

o Still under development 

5. How are emerging issues being addressed? 
o Number of new health-based guidance values for contaminants of emerging concern 

• Andy – helped address relevant questions. CWF won’t have much of an effect on mercury 
contamination for example, but the trend is important, also it is regional. Minnesota has a 
lot of data on fish consumption. Much more than other states. (Canada also has a lot of 
data.) Develop a trend measure for the 40 years of data.  

• Chair Hanson – we already have information on the number of impairments. We also need 
to focus on protection and that’s not up there. Suzanne – it’s hard to measure protection. 
We may add case stories for that.  

• Deb – those three bullets are performance measures, not outcome measures. They will 
cause confusion if they are in this report.  

• Question on including mercury in the measures, the Council didn’t have anything to do with 
the mercury TMDL. Also it’s a global issue. Chair Hanson – for PCBs, the problems are based 
on past practices. We can’t do anything about it.  

• Louis – report how much and where the money is spent and what are the results. But 
impairments will go up as more data collected. Will the public get the message about why 
impairments are going up? Andy – we are aware of that and it will be important in our 
messaging.  
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• How long does it take from time the waterbody is listed until it’s delisted? That’s something 
the public would want to know. Suzanne – we don’t have a lot of trend data now, but we 
will include that in the stories. Steve W. – maybe the question is, is the trend going in the 
right direction? Delistings are more important for EPA reporting. Suzanne – fact sheets will 
be developed. There’s lots of information in the more detailed work the group has done.  

• Gaylen – the Measures and Outcomes presentation slide with the wastewater treatment 
plant (WWTP) trends for phosphorus is something we’ve been working on for many years. It 
tells the story that significant progress has been made to reduce phosphorus loads from 
WWTPs. We hope to be able to have trends like this for nonpoint pollutants in 10 years.  

• There is a tension between spending funds on collecting more data and work on the 
ground.  

• Deb – there are not very many outcome measures. They were very carefully thought 
through. The biggest problem will be communicating the measures. I stand by and defend 
the measures very strongly. Suzanne – we may need to develop some communication for 
some of these points first before we roll this report out. Keith – this is the type of 
information we need.  

Lunch 
 
• Vice Chair Hoese – Jen will introduce our next guest. This is part of the accountability and 

outcomes portion of work plan, the Minnesota Legacy website.  
5. Minnesota’s Legacy website Information item, Greg Hubinger and Sally Olson, Legislative 

Coordinating Commission (LCC), Clean Water Fund, Minnesota’s Legacy 
• Greg Hubinger – the LCC is a joint House-Senate committee given the charge to develop the 

legacy website. Staff are working with an advisory group to develop the site. The website 
currently has information on about 1300 projects. This will increase over the years. Develop 
a tool to accommodate various agency databases. The site went live in January. Provisions 
were added in this year’s legislation to increase the amount of project information on the 
site (handout). No appropriations for staffing the website.  

• Sally Olson shows how the web site works. All legacy projects funded to date are listed. 
There are various search functions.  

• Do you reconcile the total projects with the total appropriations? Greg – they get close but 
don’t add up; don’t include agency administration costs. Many projects are multi-year 
projects. We’re still working on how to report and track those expenditures.  

• Any statistics on usage of site? Sally – pretty good, but it’s not advertised a lot. Steve W. – 
important to pay attention to who uses what to see if this kind of reporting is useful.  

• MPCA web sites have clear links to this site. Rep. Torkelson – are other agencies 
coordinating with this? Greg – we have good cooperation with the agencies. Data is 
structured so the data is put in by agencies. Do projects always stay on there or do they 
come off? Greg – we’re trying to figure out how to deal with old data. Projects listed by 
fiscal year shows the amount available for that fiscal year. Not sure how to deal with longer 
term monitoring funds. The website shows projects funded with the four legacy funds and 
the Environment and Natural Resources Trust fund.  
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6. Ideas to accelerate nonpoint source implementation  
o Concept examples for Council discussion  

• Handout; break into 2 groups. Jen goes over the process. Discuss the ideas in two separate 
groups, then come together in one group and compare notes.  

• Scott Hoese’s group: Dave Bennett, John Harren, Scott Hoese, Mark Knoff, Mike McKay, 
Gene Merriam, Gary Pedersen, Victoria Reinhardt, Paul Torkelson, Matthew Wohlman.  

For Council discussion:  
How can the adoption of practices identified as necessary to improve water quality from 
nonpoint sources of pollution be accelerated? Prioritize the top five ideas to better accelerate 
nonpoint source implementation from below or other new ideas can be generated by 
members.  
 
Ideas for discussion 
1. Evaluate effectiveness of WMOs/WDs in metro area. 
2. Measure current BMP adoption as a necessary first step for any decision making. 
3. Seek better enforcement of existing regulations.  
4. Provide funding for staff to work with landowners (either private, public or nonprofit). 
5. Extend grant periods to better retain staff, support ongoing relationship with landowner. 
6. Keep the adoption of practices as voluntary – but make disclosure of practices mandatory.    
7. Pick a date to begin dialogue related to mandatory approaches if voluntary programs don’t 

produce results. 
8. Require water retention within watersheds: reestablish wetlands and create water 

retention in riparian corridors to reduce downstream flows.   
9. Create Agricultural Management Areas (AMAs) to meet the agricultural sector pollutant 

load reduction allocated by the watersheds TMDL.  
10. Establish an agricultural sustainable water certification program. 
11. Shift focus of Clean Water Implementation Funds from cost share for private lands to 

“public problems” -- bluff and bank erosion.  
12. Make property taxes reflect land use choices—higher taxes for contributing pollution and 

lower taxes for having BMPs in place. 
13. Producers agree to develop and execute a conservation plan that addresses water quality 

issues on the operation, which includes a BMP implementation schedule that meets the 
objectives of state water quality programs (including TMDLs or other watershed 
implementation plans). 

14. Establish special purpose districts with taxing authority.   
15. Promote and fund widespread on-farm demonstrations of BMPs. 
16. Provide financial support to counties to develop agricultural advisory committees of local 

farmers and farm groups to provide input on non-point water plans.   
17. Work with existing ag technical resources (Certified Crop Advisors (CCAs) and Technical 

Service Providers (TSPs)) to enhance their environmental skills and to develop a water 
quality/environmental component that could be incorporated into consultations. 

18. Create an economically viable market for environmentally friendly cropping systems in 
targeted high risk areas on the land. 
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Discussion: 
• Vice Chair Hoese read the list of ideas. Are there any we want to throw out or are not as 

high a priority? Victoria – it’s more about what we want to advance. Explain the last bullet 
(#18). Matt – it’s about making crops more economically viable. Can we do that? Funding 
for subsidies.  

• The higher taxes one (idea #12) is ridiculous. It’s like the Green Acres program. It’s 
something that’s not going to work. Incentives for farm programs – continue that. Who will 
measure contributing pollution?  

• #13 – this is already going on. Scott – if we adopt this everyone will have to do it. Make it 
mandatory? It’s hard to do that – each farm is different. You would need a BMP assessor 
like a tax assessor. Who would approve the plan? #13 Producers – change to landowners. 
Add incentivize. John Harren - informing landowners of the importance of BMPs. Scott – 
haven’t we already done this with CRP, other programs?  

• Mike - #8 – the practical issue is to slow down the flow of water. Incentivize, invest in 
technology for that. One of my top priorities. Target flows. Rep. Torkelson – add the word 
temporary in #8. Targeting – finding spots on the landscape where this is reasonable. John 
H. – cities are required to do this. Mike – targeting really is about agriculture.  

• #8 re-establish wetlands – what does that mean? Remove re-establish wetlands. Add rate. 
Mike - incentivize and require temporary water retention within watersheds to reduce 
downstream flow rates.  

• Question; is this about funding or policy? These are ideas for discussion. The problem is that 
the private sector is required to meet new air and water regulations, but agriculture is not. 
We understand the problems with the market. Gary – farmers can’t set their own prices.  

• Dave B. – only works if we do it on national basis. Scott – we are the headwaters for 3 major 
watersheds and we want it to be cleaner for those downstream. Rep. Torkelson – it’s hard 
to know what works, what is cost effective for nonpoint. It’s not as easy as it is for point 
source.  

• Scott – opportunity to get new ideas for things that work. Mark – the goal is clean water. 
You can do it two ways, mandatory or voluntary. Even if it’s mandatory, it take years to see 
results. Voluntary – all based on relationship with landowners. Accelerate by using existing 
groups to work with landowners.  

• Idea #3 - we already have two laws; 50 ft. setback, 16 ft. for ditches. If we were in total 
compliance with these laws in the Minnesota River Basin, that would deal with one third of 
the sediment problem in the river. Six counties in SE MN figured out who is in compliance 
and who isn’t. They’re taking the technology up the Minnesota River Basin. Many come into 
compliance by just showing them the problem. Dave B. - #3 is the strongest idea.  

• #4 add……for enforcement of existing regulation, education and implementation (either….). 
Scott - programs for this are always underfunded.  

• Matt – how can we target? Incentivize farmers. The best way is through some economic 
incentive – subsidy or other economic incentive. For example, marketing of sustainable 
farm products. Dave B. - how much of the market is organic? About 4%.  
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• Gene – private sector certification – biggest incentive. General Mills has someone in charge 
of sustainability. Gary – bigger picture work with agriculture owners incorporating their own 
farm into the plan. Scott – the presenters we had last year from Iowa created their own 
plan. Gary – it puts pressure on those who are not involved. Rep. Torkelson – that fits in 
with his suggested bullet on water planning. Gary – for example, 15 farms bordering a river 
would create a conservation plan for that river or subwatershed. Matt – if you meet a 
certification level, (there will be some advantage). Some have concerns with sustainable 
certification for farms.  

The two groups came back together.  
Marilyn’s group categorized the list of ideas into these top five concepts (numbers in 
parenthesis are from the overall list of ideas above);  

A. Help landowner (3, 4, 5, 15, 17 18) 
B. Promote voluntary approach with BMPs (2, 6, 10, 12, 15, 18 19) 
C. Develop mechanism for local sector, implementation, ex. AMAs (8, 9, 13, 14, 16) 
D. Develop regulatory approach (7) 
E. Use CWF funds for cumulative (transferred) issues, ex. Ravines (11) 

 
Top 5 ideas from Scott’s group; 

1. Combine #3 and 4 - Provide funding for staff to work with landowners for enforcement 
of existing regulation, education and implementation (either private, public or 
nonprofit).  

2. #8 revised - Incentivize/require temporary water retention within watersheds to reduce 
rate of downstream flows.  

3. #10 - Establish an agricultural sustainable water certification program.  
4. #11 - Shift focus of Clean Water Implementation funds from cost share for private lands 

to “public problems” – bluff and bank erosion.  
5. New - Making our water planning process valuable. (Paul T). Add Gary’s idea for 

conservation farm planning at the subwatershed level.  
 
Discussion: 
• The ideas in the list are not all equal; apples and oranges. This is a brainstorming list. So we 

grouped them together. Big ideas are more important than specifics.  
• We’re here to promote this by accelerating; get more dollars on the ground and get there 

faster. More dollars are a finite resource. If we spend more on these things, we spend less 
on something else. Put a percentage on the ideas. That’s one way to deal with this.  

• Do we go on this path or a new path? Gaylen – voluntary or mandatory is a continuum not a 
choice. What’s new is the space in between. Warren – education is key. We have to 
educate. Voluntary is largely working. Victoria – help landowners; ideas for nonpoint source 
implementation; add specifics. There is a way to blend these two lists.  

• Importance of civic engagement. Most expensive thing is to wait until the waters are 
impaired, and then retrofit to fix the problem. It’s better to make adjustments beforehand.  

• Dave L. – we need new concepts about A and B, and we need to develop C.  Sandy – genesis 
of this is at the local level. The two lists are not that far apart.  
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• There are many parts of the idea bullets that I don’t agree with and would want to clean up. 
Jen – these are ideas. This goes to the BOC for them to make recommendations.  

7. November meeting agenda / adjournment  
• Vice Chair Hoese reviewed next month’s agenda.  
• Jen - a summary of the discussion of accountability and outcomes will be prepared.  
• Adjourned.  

2:30~4:00 p.m. SSTS ad hoc committee meeting 
2:30~3:30 p.m. Council Steering Team 
 
 

Next Meeting: November 21, 2011 
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“Poplar River: Public/Private Initiatives to Improve Water Quality” 
 Importance of Poplar River Watershed to Economy, History, Culture, and 

Environment of Region 
 Brief summary of physical characteristics of the River 
 Cooperation of Landowners/Public Agencies to address water quality issues. 
 Summary of projects and results to date. 

• History of Lutsen Resort. Tourism makes up 80% of economy in Cook County. No 
other county in Minnesota can say that. Gateway to the BWCAW.  

• Poplar River – geomorphology; listed for turbidity, small watershed, smaller number 
of landowners.  

• Poplar River Management Board was formed in 2006 shortly after the impairment 
was declared. Projects, investment by landowners. Tom provided an overview of 
privately funded projects. Also publically funded projects leveraged with private 
projects.  

• It’s all about how the water moves to the river. Reduction in sediment delivery – 42% 
reduction of median sediment load.  

• Effective public/private partnerships.  
 
Questions: 
• Are your projects closely tied to public funding? Tom - yes, some may continue, but 

we need to leverage them with public funds.  
• Are there funds for maintenance? Tom – yes, landowners are committed to that.  
• Is the TMDL on the Poplar River completed? Pat Carey – we hope to complete it by 

the end of the year.  
• There are a small number of landowners in the watershed so do you need to step up 

and take on the TMDL? Tom - yes, and we’ve done that. Some of these conditions 
were created many years ago. We’re doing the best we can, and are definitely 
committed to it.  
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Kate Kubiak, South St. Louis SWCD, Knife River Watershed 
• The Knife River is impaired for turbidity. The South St. Louis SWCD completed a 

TMDL for the Knife River. Some of the turbidity is natural from clay banks. Also from 
timber removal along the river. Strategies are to stabilize eroding banks; plant long 
lived conifers; use stormwater BMPs.  

• Trees help shade the river, which is good for a trout stream. Also, they fall into the 
river and help slow the flows in river.  

• Landowners loved having MCC (Minnesota Conservation Corps) members come out 
and plant trees. It really helped with civic engagement.  

• Tree planting – good way to get to know the landowners.  

Questions:  
• How did you choose which landowners? Kate - we sent out 600 letters and got 10 

landowners to be involved. Totally voluntary. 10 year commitment.  
• Have additional landowners stepped forward to be involved? Kate – not yet.  
• Are you asking landowners to cost share stabilization banks? Kate – not yet. That 

would be ideal.  
• The Council should discuss if we are going to ask landowners to pay for stabilizing 

streambanks, especially if the problems are from past practices; long term. Chair 
Hanson – that’s part of our work plan. We’ll have to wrestle with it.  

• How many trees have been planted? Craig Wilson, Lake Superior Steelhead 
Association – we were doing several thousand. We had 50 volunteers for some of 
them.  

• Kate – maintenance is important for rain gardens.  
• Why potted plants vs. seedlings? It helps to get established if the trees are bigger. 

Craig Wilson, Lake Superior Steelhead Association 
• Lake Superior Steelhead Association organization has been around for 40 years 

working on the Knife River. Knife River has more habitat for trout than other rivers 
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on the North Shore with steeper gradients. Steelhead trout planted 100 years ago. 
Logging changed the forest from piney woods to aspen and alder. Beavers came in 
and damaged the riparian vegetation. The hot sun affects the river and the trout.  

• Beaver meadows are created when trees die off from beaver dams. Knife River 
doesn’t have a lot of spring-fed groundwater to the cool river in the summer – low 
flows in summer. Fish leave the river to go to the lake to find habitat. In the heyday 
of steelhead, 5-10 thousand fish returned to the Knife River. Now it’s more like a few 
hundred fish. The Knife River is the only steelhead resource in Minnesota. Population 
is now naturally reproducing. Valuable resource for locals/kids. Easy access to fishing 
without a lot of expensive equipment needed.  

Rich Axler, Amity Creek Watershed Restoration Project 
• Amity Creek is one of Duluth’s 16 trout streams; impaired for turbidity and 

sedimentation; has a mix of urban and rural issues.  
• Community partnerships/collaboration with many groups for stormwater issues. 

Pressure on communities with stormwater regulations to do something.  
• Protection message as well as restoration resonates in the Northland. 
• Seed money from Ron Weber for streams in the area was given to UMD and used for 

the Weber Stream Restoration Initiative (WSRI).  
• Go to website to see how streams work up here at different times of the year; 

duluthstreams.org; lakesuperiorstreams.org. 
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August 16, 2011  Overview of Great Lakes Restoration Initiative (GLRI) - Great Lakes National Program 
Office, Darrell Gerber, Clean Water Action 
 
Presentations/Notes: 
Darrell Gerber, Clean Water Action 
• GLRI – Action plan covers FY2010 through 2014 
• Overview of funding for Great Lakes Programs 
• Great Lakes Week: Detroit October 11-14 
• Bring representatives of US and Canada together with public and private groups.  
 
Matt Doss, Great Lakes Commission (GLC) 
• It’s not just about environmental clean-up, also economic development. Revitalized 

shoreline is important too.  
• GLC advocates with Congress and Legislatures.  
• 2 handouts; Great Lakes Restoration at work in Minnesota, Great Lakes Restoration 

Initiative Projects Underway in Minnesota.  
• There’s lots of support for Great Lakes issues – bipartisan issue.  
• GLRI is a 5 year program. We’re going into the third year. Great opportunity we have 

now, but it will go away in the future. Minnesota is well positioned to leverage 
federal funding, especially with the 3/8ths sales tax funds for clean water.  

• Representative Tom Huntley is Minnesota’s representative on the Commission; 
Lieutenant Governor, other representatives, senators.  

St. Louis River Area of Concern (AOC) 
o Overview of St. Louis River Area of Concern: Rick Gitar, Fond Du Lac; Marc 

Hershfield, MPCA; Nancy Larson, WI DNR; John Lindgren, MN DNR  
o Sediment Contaminant Bioavailability Assessment: Dr. Nate Johnson, UMD  
o Framework for the future: Hans Holmberg, Gini Breidenbach, LimnoTech  

Darrell Gerber, Clean Water Action 
(612-623-3666)  
Matt Doss, Great Lakes Commission 
Nancy Larson, WDNR (715-395-6911) 
Marc Hershfield, MPCA (218-302-
6633) 
Rick Gitar, Fond du Lac Band (218-
878-7122) 
John Lindgren, MDNR (218-525-0853 
x209) 
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Nancy Larsen, Wisconsin DNR - AOC Coordinator team 
• Four main agencies work on area of concern; MDNR, WDNR, MPCA, Fond du Lac 

Tribe.  
• Major impact of sources is in the lower area of concern. We need to deal with 

sources throughout watershed.  
• Beneficial Use impairments (BUIs) – there are nine St. Louis River BUIs.  

Marc Hershfield, MPCA - AOC Coordinator team 
• Mission statement – quality of water related to quality of life.  
• Contaminated sediments in harbor/St. Louis River 
• Challenge is to tie remediation to restoration. How sediment samples relate to 

biology. Goal is to restore 1700 acres (R2R; remediate to restore). R2R philosophy is 
you need good baseline data.  

• Fond du Lac Band – headline in Duluth News Tribune today, Band acquires a sacred 
island; Fond du Lac Band buys sacred Ojibwe island - A sacred Ojibwe island on the 
St. Louis River is now in the hands of the Fond du Lac Band of Lake Superior 
Chippewa. The ancestors of the Fond du Lac Band stayed in the area. There is 
evidence that until the early 1900s the Ojibwe held ceremonies on the island. The 
band will use the island for conservation and cultural efforts. Tuesday, August, 16, 
2011 - Duluth News Tribune.  

Rick Gitar, Fond du Lac – AOC Coordinator team 
• Chair of the habitat workgroup 
• St. Louis River Alliance – habitat; sediment work group 

John Lindgren, MDNR - AOC Coordinator team 
• Built a bus with many partners. Wheels on the bus are Minnesota and Wisconsin 

committed to delisting. Duel fuel with state and federal funding. Driving the bus to 
delisting.  

• Lake Sturgeon spawning success.  
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• Spirit Mountain development increased sedimentation in harbor. CWLA funds and 
Outdoor Heritage funds need to coordinate – clean water and habitat. 

• Restoration – remediation to restoration, R2R.  

August 16, 2011 Dr. Nate Johnson, UMD – Sediment Contaminant Bioavailability Assessment 
• Research is focused on water quality in natural systems. 
• What is bioavailability? How “sticky” is sediment? Stickier the sediment, the less 

contaminants are able to leach off and get taken up by organisms. Natural variation 
in sediment properties. Bioavailability is the link between presence and absence of 
contamination and the effects (see handout) on organisms.  

Questions: 
• How much of contamination can be traced back to pulp and bleaching operations in 

Cloquet? Dr. Johnson – we don’t know for sure for an individual source. We do see a 
pulp layer down in the sediments. Nelson – there have been over 300 businesses in 
the area over the last 120 years. It’s hard to identify individual sources. That’s the 
reason for public and private partnership. 

 
Hans Holmberg, LimnoTech; Gini Breidenbach, LimnoTech 
• Implementation Framework (Springboard) – pushes project ahead to achieve 

objectives. The roadmap to show us how to get where we want to go.  It should 
enable local partners to move ahead in a well-thought out way to recovery, and 
ultimate delisting. 

• Gini – Bui Blueprints; ID sources and stressors. Form BUI groups.  

Questions:  
• More priority R2R projects. What we struggle with are priority projects. Nelson – the 

Framework will inform future projects. Projects ongoing as long as funding is 
available.  

• The Council wants the Framework to identify projects. Nelson – current projects are 

Dr. Nate Johnson, UMD (218-726-
6435) 
Hans Holmberg, LimnoTech (715-
386-4062) 
Gini Breidenbach, LimnoTech (734-
478-8466) 
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connected to beneficial uses.  The Council likes measurable outcomes and 
prioritization.  

• Pat Carey – funding cycles have various requirements.  
• At some point, the Council wants to have priorities for the funds we work with.  

August 16, 2011 Sediment characterization and remediation 
o Overview and introduction: Doug Beckwith, MPCA 
o Clean Water Legacy and Water Resource Development Act: Dave Gerczak, US Army 

Corps of Engineers (invited) 
o Clean Water Legacy and Great Lakes Legacy Act Funds: Marc Tuchman, US 

Environmental Protection Agency 

Doug Beckwith, MPCA – Sediment Characterization and Remediation 
• Risk-based assessment/clean-up. After remediation is done, there’s still some 

contamination left on clean-up sites. Try to minimize impact on St. Louis River 
downstream. Three superfund sites near and in the waterbodies of the AOC that are 
in various stages of clean-up; St. Louis River Bay Interlake tar site, U.S. Steel site, 
paper plant.  

• Water Resources Development Act.  
• Minnesota’s and Wisconsin’s work complement each other in taking care of the BUIs. 

Marc Tuchman, U.S. EPA Chicago GLNPO office 
• Great Lakes Legacy Act (GLLA) – unique opportunity to take advantage of all these 

funding sources.  
• Great Lakes Legacy fund – cost share. 
• Focus is on contaminated sediments in AOCs. Goal is to accelerate the pace. Highest 

priority is remediation.  
• “The Match” - nonfederal cost share. 
• 2 projects to highlight:  

1. Kinnickinnic River, Wisconsin - one half mile stretch of river - dredging; cleaned 

Doug Beckwith, MPCA (218-302-
6611) 
Marc Tuchman, U.S. EPA Region 5 
(312-353-1369) 
Mike Barnes, MPCA (651-757-2210) 
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out area; laid down sand layer. Economic development increased, shipping and 
boating increased. Redevelopment potential, etc.  

2. West Branch Grand Calumet River Project – Indiana 
• St. Louis River AOC – two site characterizations were done at federal expense. GLLA 

remedial investigation in Spirit Lake – cost share project with U.S. Steel. Trying to 
accelerate the pace of projects.  

• Community involvement is important. We wouldn’t do a project without community 
involvement.  

• It is necessary to delist BUIs. Projects are the tools to get the work done. We need 
cost share to do projects.  

Questions/comments:  
• Matt Doss – this program is very popular with Congress. It gets stuff done on the 

ground relatively quickly; it’s not litigious and has partnerships.  
 

August 16, 2011 Discussion on opportunities 
• Linda Bruemmer reviewed some of the related things MDH does; Great Lakes 

Restoration funding used for fish consumption, biomonitoring project with Fond du 
Lac Tribe, MDH has taken over beach advisory work in Duluth.  

• Explain more what R2R means. Dr. Johnson – bioavailability. Contaminants may be 
present, but are not available to organisms; may not pose a risk. If there’s a site with 
high habitat value, we might be able to look at what areas have higher rates of 
contamination risk in order to inform the restoration design. Risk-based targets set 
for superfund sites.  

• Site with high habitat value – use risk posed by contamination to determine 
restoration goals.  

• Mike Bares, MPCA – a lot of contamination is low level. Set goals based on 
availability. Look at sediment quality targets in estuary; levels where you see effects 
on organisms – gray area; (PAHs 5-23 ppb).  
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• The Clean Water Council is not a project funding group, we fund programs. Targeted 
implementation is in the Council’s work plan. We work with partners (MPCA, DNR, 
MDH, etc.); we hear these presentations. Agencies will come back to the Council with 
budget recommendations and they can reference what was heard here today.  

• CWC has made recommendations for funding in the Great Lakes and St. Louis River 
Area. Another potential role is to encourage funding for projects in this area by the 
Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council.  

• John Lindgren – MDNR did submit projects in this area to the Lessard-Sams Council.  

St. Louis River Area of Concern tour of current and future projects 
Nelson French – boat tour this afternoon. Three stops with 3 presentations while on the 
boat. 
 

 

 



Regulatory Tools  
 
The Clean Water Act lays out tools to address most point sources of pollution through regulatory 
mechanisms, as outlined below.  
 
 Though many nonpoint sources are not regulated and instead rely on voluntary adoption of BMPs, 
there are some regulatory tools that can be used to address nonpoint sources, also outlined on page 2. 
 
Regulation Enforcement 

agency  
Short description   

Point source 
Clean Water Act / 
state authorities  

MPCA  Wastewater: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) and State Disposal System (SDS) program controls direct 
discharges into navigable waters. NPDES and SDS permits, issued by 
either EPA or an authorized state/tribe contain industry-specific, 
technology-based and/or water-quality-based limits, and establish 
pollutant monitoring and reporting requirements. A facility that 
intends to discharge into the nation's waters must obtain a permit 
before initiating a discharge.  
 
Storm water: The Stormwater Program includes three general 
stormwater permits: the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Permit, 
the Construction Stormwater Permit and the Industrial Stormwater 
Permit. 
 
CAFOs: All concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFOs) that 
discharge or propose to discharge must obtain an NPDES/SDS 
permit. County may accept delegation to be regulated authority (in 
55 counties, the feedlot program is conducted through a cooperative 
arrangement between the MPCA and county government). 
 

SSTS – MN Statute 
115.5-56 
 
Chapter 7080-7083 
 
Local ordinances  

Counties / 
MPCA   

MPCA lays out design and compliance criteria for systems, 
establishes requirements for local programs, certifies individuals and 
licenses businesses to do SSTS work. Counties adopt SSTS ordinances 
that comply with state rule and cover all of county not covered by 
city or town ordinance by reviewing plans and approving permits for 
new/replacement systems; ensure compliance of systems when 
notice of noncompliance is issued.  
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Non point source 
Shoreland Program 
 

Counties and 
cities 

DNR developed statewide minimum standards in 1989 which all 
counties and cities are supposed to comply with by including them in 
local zoning ordinances.  Local ordinances are to contain 
requirements that limit vegetative and topographic alteration in the 
shore impact zone which is ½ the structure setback for the water 
body.  In addition, such ordinances are supposed to contain 
standards which require agricultural uses to keep a 50’ buffer along 
all public waters in natural vegetation. 

Public Water 
Permits 

DNR Any alteration of the cross-section of a public water requires a 
permit from the DNR.  BMPs are often required as conditions under 
those permits.  State Rules require that DNR permits contain a 
condition requiring that a one rod strip of land be planted in 
permanent grasses on either side of altered natural watercourses. 

Public Ditch buffers Public Ditch 
Authorities 
 

MS 103E.021 requires that a one rod (16.5’) strip along all public 
ditches be planted in permanent grasses.  This provision is required 
for new ditches or when legal repairs are done on existing ditches. 

Groundwater 
Protection Act for 
Nitrates 

MDA  MDA is the lead agency for the regulation of inorganic fertilizer and 
has authority under the state Groundwater Protection Act to 
regulate the use of fertilizer to protect groundwater.    

Pesticide Control 
Law  

MDA MDA is the state and EPA delegated lead agency for pesticide 
regulation in Minnesota and has broad regulatory authority to take 
actions to restrict the use of pesticides as necessary to prevent 
unreasonable adverse effects on the environment. 

Wetland 
Conservation Act  

BWSR  Protection of wetland areas via local issued permits.  

County Planning 
Act (Minn. Stat. 
394) 

Counties  County authority to plan for and manage land use. Land use 
regulation is often referred to as planning and zoning. The scope of 
county land use activities includes a range of programs that address 
environmental concerns, including specific land uses or landscape 
features: shoreland areas, floodplains, wild and scenic rivers, 
wetlands, wells, feedlots, septic systems and soil erosion. Some 
program areas are mandated by the state and others are optional for 
county adoption.  

 
 



Tracking Minnesota’s Clean 
Water Legacy Effectiveness

Andy Holdsworth (DNR) and Suzanne Hanson (MPCA) 
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Clean Water, Land and Legacy Amendment

Legacy Amendment is a big investment.

The big question: How is it being spent and 
what is being accomplished? 

2



Accountability to results

Everyone wants to know how the money is being spent and 
what they are getting as a result.

Using adaptive management, we can learn what works and 
what doesn’t – and be more effective in the future.

If our current systems do not work, legislators and others 
will find alternative ways to distribute the money and 
decide what projects get funded.

Both government and the private sector are being pushed 
to be more transparent.
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Tracking Clean Water Legacy Effectiveness

Where it all started: 

Clean Water Legacy Act and Clean Water Council

Multi-agency & stakeholder process hosted by Water 
Resources Center at U of MN – report 11/2008

Clean Water, Land and Legacy Amendment passed 11/2008

Environmental Protection Agency – measures pilot

Clean Water Council Research & Measures Team

Interagency staff team – started 1/2009
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Measurement goals and philosophy

We can’t measure and report on everything. 

Need to collect data on key measures that 
show how we are performing in context of 
multiple pressures.
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Developing a tracking framework 

Environmental outcomes

Partnerships and leveraging

Organizational performance

Financial investments

Social indicators & stressor measures –
under development 

6
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Clean Water Effectiveness Tracking Framework

Suite of quantifiable performance measures 
that tells the story of:

Pressures on MN’s water resources
State of watershed health
Response of agencies and partners working to 
restore and protect MN’s water resources.

Goal: Clarify connections between funds 
invested, actions taken, and outcomes 
achieved
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Section Five: Next Steps 
Developing performance measures to track progress on Clean Water Fund activities is an iterative 
process. The Team has identified several next steps for coming the year:  

• Make the Framework operational through strong agency management support 
• Complete stressor and social measure development 
• Complete and revise metadata sheets and collect data for the current suite of performance measures  
• Identify and prioritize future data collection needs 
• Automate the data collection process 
• Develop communication tools 

• Select key measures for communicating progress 

Make the Framework operational through strong agency management support  
The Framework provides a coherent system for making Clean Water Fund investments transparent, and 
holding agencies and partners accountable for the effectiveness of these investments. Making the 
Framework operational is ambitious, demanding high-level support and guidance from the Clean Water 
Fund Interagency Coordination Team and other Clean Water Fund agency leaders. Most importantly, 
agency management support is needed to: 

• Pursue an integrated system for collecting, compiling and synthesizing interagency data is to be 
developed and made part-and-parcel of each agency’s data management procedures. 

• Obtain feedback from each agency on individual measures is essential before attempting to design 
an integrated system around these performance measures. 

• Obtain approval of the Team’s communication strategy and key messages will be critical if target 
audiences are to be reached, and if agency leaders are to be consistent in their delivery of these 
messages. 

Complete stressor and social 
measure development 
Two categories of measures – stressor 
measures and social measures – will be 
critical to understanding the likelihood of 
achieving clean water outcomes measures.  
Work is underway and development of the 
measures is scheduled to be completed in 
2012.   

Wastewater spending and phosphorus reductions are also being 
tracked. The city of Lester Prairie was awarded $404,000 in Clean 
Water Funds from the Phosphorus Reduction Grant program to 
upgrade the city’s wastewater treatment plant. The project will 
help the city meet new permit requirements to reduce 
phosphorus discharged to the South Fork of the Crow River by 
over 1,000 pounds each year. 
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Complete and revise metadata sheets and collect data for the current suite of 
performance measures 
Several performance measures in the existing suite lack detailed metadata worksheets. In some cases this 
is because a measure was only recently identified and more time is needed to compile data from multiple 
agencies. In other cases it is because trend data needed to support a measure will not be available for 
several cycles.  

Generally, as the Team tackles the work of creating metadata for each measure, there is a discovery 
period where relationships between supporting data from multiple agencies and connections to other 
measures start to become apparent. These complicated webs of data from multiple agencies take time to 
understand and articulate. 

A key tenet of the Clean Water Fund is to avoid creating new programs; therefore, funds are distributed 
primarily through existing programs. Data for these programs reside in databases designed to meet the 
needs of individual programs long before the Clean Water Fund existed. That is one reason it is so 
challenging to develop an accurate and consistent process for collecting, compiling and synthesizing data 
from diverse programs (cost-share versus loan programs) within a single interagency performance 
measure. Describing the source of the data for each performance measure and how it is compiled is 
integral to the success of Minnesota’s Clean Water Tracking Project. This important, yet time-consuming, 
work will help to identify and prioritize future data collection needs, and eventually automate the process. 

An important outcome of the Clean Water Tracking Project has been identifying future data collection 
needs based on gaps in currently available data. The Team has worked to identify not only performance 
measures that can be supported with existing data, but also “aspirational” measures that presently lack 
supporting data yet are important for tracking effectiveness.  

One of the Team’s next steps is to better articulate these aspirational performance measures, including the 
types of data needed to support them. Table 2 presents aspirational performance measures and efforts 
under way (entirely separate from the Clean Water Tracking Project) that might eventually provide the 
necessary data. 

Table 2. Aspirational Performance Measures and Potential Data Sources 
Examples of “aspirational” measures 

(see Table 1 for acronyms) 
Efforts that may provide the necessary data 

EDWOM 7: Changes over time in agricultural nitrogen 
use efficiency 

An MDA-sponsored research project is identifying types 
and sources of data necessary to support this measure. 

OPM 12: Percent of research projects meeting research 
efficiency goals 

The Clean Water Fund Interagency Research Team 
anticipates developing a process for evaluating the 
efficiency of research projects as described in the 
metadata for this measure 

OPM 14: Percent of targeted areas addressed with 
Clean Water Funds 

The Clean Water Fund Interagency Restoration & 
Protection Strategy Team is working on defining a 
“priority management zones” concept, which may lead 
to the development of shared interagency guidelines 
for delineating “targeted areas” at multiple scales. 

 
Also, there are also two entire categories of performance measures that the Team has only just begun to 
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identify: Social Measures and Stressor Measures. Table 1 lists five potential Stressor Measures. Not 
reflected in Table 1 – but described in detail in Appendix C – is the Team’s considerable progress toward 
a cohesive set of social measures centered on awareness, perceptions, and behavior changes, based on 
ongoing MPCA and University of Minnesota civic engagement and pilot projects.  

Finally, the Team intends to develop evaluation criteria for the measures. The criteria will assess both the 
success and limitations of the performance measures and can be used as a tracking and communication 
tool. The goal is to periodically conduct a review of the performance measures and develop an action 
strategy for improving them. 

Automate the data collection process 
As discussed above, collecting and compiling data to support the performance measures is no simple task. 
This became apparent to the Team during the effort to collect data for the measures, described in Section 
Two. Interagency performance measures compound the data collection process. The Clean Water 
Tracking Project has demonstrated the need for integrated, automated data collection to support the 
performance measures. Although the metadata worksheets strive to provide a “recipe” for collecting and 
compiling the data for each measure, repeating the data collection process annually for every measure is 
likely to prove daunting for agencies over time and may require additional resources. The Watershed Data 
Integration Project discussed in Section Three has the potential, over the long-term with adequate 
resources, to alleviate some of this burden if expanded to include datasets from other agencies. It is the 
Team’s hope that this initial exercise in data collection to support performance measures will help inform 
the functionality of a new integrated information management system.  

Develop communication tools 
As discussed in Section Four, the Team is developing a communications strategy to determine the best 
way to communicate key messages about the Clean Water Fund to target audiences. Some of the 
performance measures are meant to address questions for a specific target audience. The template used to 
create metadata sheets includes a placeholder for communication strategies associated with each 
performance measure. An important next step is to develop outreach tools and feedback mechanisms for 
individual measures, and for the Framework as a whole, consistent with the overall communications 
strategy described in Section Four. Feedback from target audiences will help the Team adapt and improve 
the way performance measures are depicted, as well as the communication tools used to reach target 
audiences.  

Select key measures for communicating progress  

Tracking and communicating clean water results must occur at many scales from clean water program 
and project managers to the general public (see Figure 2, the performance measures pyramid).  The Clean 
Water Measures and Outcomes Team is building measures that fit into the top two tiers of the 
performance measures pyramid.  This progress report focuses on the middle tier.  This tier’s 30-50 
measures inform Interagency Coordinating Team members and other agency leaders to in their decision 
making to adapt plans, refine strategies and objectives, and develop budgets for improved progress 
towards clean water goals.  With guidance from the Interagency Coordinating Team, the Measures and 
Outcomes Team will select 10-20 measures to include in the top tier of the pyramid.  The Measures and 
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Outcomes Team will work with the Communications Team to propose an approach for communicating 
those measures to the public, stakeholders, and the legislature. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Performance Measures for Different Scales of Measuring and Communicating Clean 
Water Results 
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 January 2012 Clean Water Performance Report 
 
 Proposed Measures and Framework  
 
Minnesotans want to know if our water is getting cleaner and how Clean Water Funds are being 
spent. These questions and many others are being addressed by representatives from the Interagency 
Measures and Outcomes Team (Team) in the Clean Water Legacy Effectiveness Tracking Project.  

In May 2011, the Team released the report, ‘Minnesota’s Clean Water Tracking Framework,’ which 
established a multi-agency Clean Water Effectiveness Tracking Framework. The Framework will clarify 
connections between funds invested, actions taken and clean water outcomes achieved. The heart of 
the Framework is a suite of quantifiable performance measures that tell a cohesive, meaningful story 
about the pressures on Minnesota’s water bodies, the state of Minnesota’s watershed health, and the 
response of agencies and partners working to restore and protect Minnesota’s waters. The Framework 
contains 36 measures under six categories. 

 Since May, team members have evaluated how to best report progress on the measures. The Team 
determined the performance measures fit into different scales for tracking and communicating results, 
and underwent a selection process to choose measures for inclusion in an initial Clean Water 
Performance Report.  

Performance measures at different scales for tracking and communicating clean water results  

Citizens, 

Stakeholders & 
Legislature

Agency Leaders, Interagency 
Coordinating Team

 

Two-step measure selection process: 

1) Used 7 criteria to rank the 36 measures in the May 2011 Tracking Framework Report: 
a. Measure data is readily available and will be prepared by lead agency for presentation.  
b. Measure data helps answer one of the common questions identified in the May 2011 

report. 
c. Measure is best suited to a general audience. 
d. Measure shows progress being made, helps tell an important story. 
e. Measure represents work of many agencies.   
f. Measure represents financial investment.   
g. Measure is “hot button” or “emerging issue” that requires reporting.  

 
2) Applied three “lenses” to evaluate the 15-20 top-ranked measures:  

a. Representation across the pillars of the tracking framework (4 categories, input/output/outcome).  
b. Broad representation of agency involvement. 
c. Representation of groundwater, drinking water, and surface water. 

DRAFT Proposal for the 2012 Clean Water Performance Report:  

Few high-level measures 2012 Clean Water Performance Report 
                (10-15 measures, selected from middle tier) 

Interagency CW Tracking 
Framework Report 

(36 measures) 

Many measures 
at program and 
project level 

Individual Agency 

Program and Project Managers
Agency Work Plans 

(100+ measures) 



 
 
 
 
 

The Performance Report will use the selected measures to help answer five common questions from the 
May 2011 report. The report will also contain essential contextual information, and other Clean Water 
Fund stories to highlight progress.  
 

Proposed measures* 
 
How much and where is money being spent? (Include other financial questions: Where are 
clean water dollars being spent across the state? How much money is being spent on the 
ground? How much money is being leveraged in matching dollars from local, state, and federal 
monies?) 

• Percent of total funds by category of expenditure (monitoring/assessment, TMDL development, 
protection and restoration, and drinking water protection). 

• Total dollars spent per watershed or statewide on monitoring, planning, implementation, and 
research. 

• Total dollars passed through from state agencies to external partners. 
• Total dollars leveraged by Clean Water Fund. 

 
Is our water getting cleaner?  

• Rate of impairment/unimpairment of surface water statewide and by watershed. 
• Changes over time in key water quality parameters for lakes, streams, and wetlands. 
• Number of previous impairments now meeting water quality standards due to corrective 

actions. 
• Number of BMPs implemented with Clean Water funding and estimated pollutant load 

reductions. 
• Percent of state’s major watersheds intensively monitored through the watershed approach. 
• Changes over time in pesticides, nitrates and other key water quality parameters in 

groundwater. 
 
Is our water safe to drink? 

• Changes over time in raw water quality from community water supplies. 
• Number of new public water supply systems assisted with developing and implementing source 

water. 
• Number of local government partners participating in Clean Water funded nitrate monitoring 

and reduction activities. 
 
Can we eat fish caught in Minnesota Lakes? 

• Cumulative number of waterbodies sampled annually for fish contaminant concentrations. 
• Measure to be developed: mercury levels in fish.  

 
How are emerging clean water issues being addressed? 

• Number of new health-based guidance values for contaminants of emerging concern. 
 
*Environmental stressors and social indicators are still under development.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Questions for consideration:  
• Do the proposed measures satisfy your need for CWF outcome information? 

o Please share what you like about the proposed measures.  
o Please share what you don’t like about the measures and/or how you would 

recommend changing them.  
• What is your recommendation for frequency of report?  
• How do we effectively communicate this information to your membership / stakeholders?  



 
 

Ideas to accelerate nonpoint source implementation 
For Clean Water Council discussion, Oct. 17, 2010 meeting  
 
Background:  
When the Clean Water, Land and Legacy Amendment passed in 2008, it set high expectations that Clean 
Water Fund dollars would not only protect the state’s lakes and rivers, but also that water quality would 
be restored and improvements would be noticeable within a few years.   
 
Currently, protecting and restoring water quality is addressed through point and nonpoint source tools:  

• Most point sources of pollution are regulated and have a defined schedule for pollution 
reduction.   

• Most nonpoint sources of pollution are unregulated and rely on voluntary adoption of practices 
to reduce pollution.   

 
Over the past several months, Council members have heard presentations and engaged in discussions 
about regulatory tools and nonpoint source programs at the state and local levels. 
 
Contrary to public expectations for rapid water quality improvements, Council members have been told 
by conservation professionals that the timeline is much longer to address nonpoint source issues. 
Speakers indicated that while working with motivated operators is easy, working with unmotivated 
landowners takes a lot of staff time and often doesn’t achieve results. Speakers also indicated it takes 
years to build relationships and to develop trust – sometimes up to 10 years before landowners are 
willing to work with local staff.  
 
For Council discussion:  
How can the adoption of practices identified as necessary to improve water quality from nonpoint 
sources of pollution be accelerated?  
 
The following is a list of ideas that Council members will be asked to consider at the October meeting. 
During the 1:00-2:15 agenda item, members will break into groups and will prioritize the top five ideas 
to better accelerate nonpoint source implementation.  The top five ideas can be from below or can be 
other new ideas generated by members.  
 
Ideas for discussion 

• Evaluate effectiveness of WMOs/WDs in metro area. 
• Measure current BMP adoption as a necessary first step for any decision making. 
•  Seek better enforcement of existing regulations.  
• Provide funding for staff to work with landowners (either private, public or nonprofit). 
• Extend grant periods to better retain staff, support ongoing relationship with landowner. 
• Keep the adoption of practices as voluntary – but make disclosure of practices mandatory.    
• Pick a date to begin dialogue related to mandatory approaches if voluntary programs don’t 

produce results. 
• Require water retention within watersheds: reestablish wetlands and create water retention in 

riparian corridors to reduce downstream flows.   
• Create Agricultural Management Areas (AMAs) to meet the agricultural sector pollutant load 

reduction allocated by the watersheds TMDL.  
• Establish an agricultural sustainable water certification program. 



 
 

• Shift focus of Clean Water Implementation Funds from cost share for private lands to “public 
problems” -- bluff and bank erosion.  

• Make property taxes reflect land use choices—higher taxes for contributing pollution and lower 
taxes for having BMPs in place. 

• Producers agree to develop and execute a conservation plan that addresses water quality issues 
on the operation, which includes a BMP implementation schedule that meets the objectives of 
state water quality programs (including TMDLs or other watershed implementation plans). 

• Establish special purpose districts with taxing authority.   
• Promote and fund widespread on-farm demonstrations of BMPs. 
• Provide financial support to counties to develop agricultural advisory committees of local 

farmers and farm groups to provide input on non-point water plans.   
• Work with existing ag technical resources (Certified Crop Advisors (CCAs) and Technical Service 

Providers (TSPs)) to enhance their environmental skills and to develop a water 
quality/environmental component that could be incorporated into consultations. 

• Create an economically viable market for environmentally friendly cropping systems in targeted 
high risk areas on the land. 

 
 
 




