
Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda 
Monday, January 23, 2012 

9:00 a.m. – 2:30 p.m. 
MPCA Board Room 

520 Lafayette Road North, St. Paul 
 

9:00-9:15 Convene Full Council 

 Comments/additions to the agenda 

 Approve 12/12/11 meeting minutes 

 Council introductions, updates, conflict of interest notification 
 
9:15-9:30 Steering Committee Report   Information item 

 Review of Council conflict of interest policy  
 
9:30-9:45 BOC update      Information item 

 Membership changes  

 Council priority list / BOC schedule  

 Possible CWF recommendation for 2012 (approx. $6M) 
   

9:45-10:15 Clean Water Fund Performance   Information item 
Report update 

 Andy Holdsworth (DNR), Suzanne Hanson (MPCA) Tannie Eshenaur 
(MDH)  

 
10:15-10:30 Break 

 
10:30-11:30  2012 Draft TMDL List     Information item 
 Howard Markus, Pam Anderson, Chris Klucas (MPCA)  
   

 11:30-12:00 Lunch  
 
12:00-1:00 Minnesota Ag Water Quality   Information item 

Certification Program  
Matt Wohlman (MDA), Rebecca Flood (MPCA), John Jaschke (BWSR), 
Don Baloun (NRCS)  

 
1:00-2:30 Groundwater management:    Information item 

Putting it all together  
Bruce Olsen (MDH), Bruce Montgomery (MDA), Jason Moeckel (DNR) 

   
2:30  February meeting agenda / adjournment 

 
2:30~3:30  Council Steering Team 
2:30~3:30  SSTS Ad Hoc Team – postponed to the February meeting 

 
Next Meeting: February 27, 2012  
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Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes 
Monday, January 23, 2012 

9:00 a.m. – 2:30 p.m. 
MPCA Lower Level Board Rooms 

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

o Comments/additions to the agenda  
o Approve 12/12/11 meeting minutes  
o Council introductions and updates  

• Marilyn Bernhardson convenes the Council meeting at about 9:30 a.m. The snowy weather 
has delayed many members. Currently, there are seven voting members present. Council 
introductions begin.  

• Council member introductions: Louis Smith said a few words about the passing of Council 
member Dave Bennett in December; he was passionate about protecting our natural 
resources and he represented the fisheries community very well on the Council. Louis also 
mentioned Jerry Heil, who is missing after a cruise ship accident in Italy. Jerry Heil worked at 
MDA and was active on the G16.  

• Deb Swackhamer said she was grateful to be able to bring Lisa Jackson, U.S. EPA 
Administrator to the University of Minnesota with the help of the agencies. It was a 
successful event.  

• Victoria Reinhardt said we are cancelling the SSTS Committee meeting scheduled for today 
following the Council meeting because she is the only member of the committee who is 
able to attend due to weather and other commitments. The meeting is postponed until the 
February Council meeting and the committee’s report to the Council will be at the March 
meeting.  

• Steve Woods handed out a BWSR booklet with project descriptions to Council members.  
• Senator Pederson also recognized the work of Dave Bennett on the Council.  
• Dave Leuthe has been busy with different groups coming in to present to the Council. 

Suggestion to maybe bring in some agriculture groups, consultants. 
• Gene Merriam – the Freshwater Society and the U of MN’s College of Biological Sciences 

has scheduled the next Moos Family lecture series for March 1st with Mindy Lubber. She is a 
sustainable investment advisor. It will be at 7 p.m. at the St. Paul Campus Student Center.   

• Matt Wohlman – we will provide information on the agriculture quality certification 
program. MDA has received a significant number of applicants in response to their Request 
for Proposals (RFP) for the Clean Water Research Program.   

• A quorum of nine voting Council members was reached. Marilyn Bernhardson asked if there 
were any changes to the agenda and asked for a motion to approve the minutes. Todd 
Renville seconded the motion. The minutes were moved and approved.  
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• Audience introductions.  
• Jen Maleitzke spoke about the passing of Council member Dave Bennett. A sympathy card 

has been sent on behalf of the Council to Dave Bennett’s family. Another card is available 
today for members to sign. Also, there are note cards if anyone would like to write 
something about Dave for the family to put in a memory book for Dave’s grandchildren. The 
card and note cards were passed around to Council members.  

2. Steering Committee Report 
o Review of Council conflict of interest policy 

• Jen Maleitzke said Council meetings will be held at the MPCA Boardroom in the future. The 
costs will be less because we don’t have to pay for parking permits.  

• Steve Pedersen has resigned from the Council. His job has changed and it’s more difficult for 
him to attend the Council meetings. There are now two vacancies on the Council. The 
vacancies have been sent to the Secretary of State’s office and they will be public noticed in 
February 2012.  

• Chair Keith Hanson gave a presentation and was on the Water Policy panel at the Clean 
Water, Land and Legacy Amendment Stakeholders’ Forum on January 5, 2012. Other 
Council members on the panel were Gene Merriam and Rep. Torkelson.  

• Rep. Torkelson – 300 people attended the forum, which shows how much interest there is 
in how the legacy funds are being spent.  

• Gene Merriam – legacy funds cover a wide range of things. This forum didn’t include the 
Arts & Cultural Heritage funding. They’re asking for feedback on format of the forum. It 
would be difficult to fit anything more into an afternoon event.  

• There was not enough time for questions and answers. Probably too many people on the 
panel.  

• Rep. Torkelson asked if the Council plans to do something for Steve Pedersen’s leaving the 
Council. Jen talked about past Council members who resigned and said that the Council 
chair and co-chair took them out to lunch and maybe something like that would be done.  

• Jen – the Council’s Bylaws are in your meeting packet. Some revisions are needed. 
Questions about the attendance policy (members are not supposed to miss more than 3 
meetings in a year), how to address non-voting members, conflict of interest policy. Two 
conflict of interest documents in your meeting packet; a written policy and a disclosure 
form. Members should review the documents. Jen would like to finalize the policy. Once a 
year members will need to complete the form. Chair Hanson wants us to respond to the 
legislative auditors with this request.  

• Mike McKay asked if someone from the AG’s office could come and present something to 
the Council about conflict of interest.  

• Suggestion that members would fill out a conflict of interest form for each meeting. 
Discussion about how the Council would determine conflict of interest. Some thought it 
would be more efficient to have the Council Chair ask members at each meeting if there is 
any conflict of interest. Victoria said it’s not the Chair’s responsibility, it’s the members’ 
responsibility to disclose any conflict of interest.  

• Jen – bring the booklet included in your handouts today; Board Members’ Handbook of 
Legal Issues, Lori Swanson, Attorney General of Minnesota, to the February meeting for the 
conflict of interest discussion/presentation.  
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• Deb Swackhamer – change some of the language on the conflict of interest form in our 
packet to fit with the Clean Water Council and its activities, i.e., page 1 of the Disclosure 
form, the last paragraph on the page doesn’t fit with the work the Council does. We’ll need 
a process for when the answer to the conflict of interest question is yes. Gene – this 
document was not written for the Clean Water Council’s process. Victoria – develop a 
process and bring it back to the Council.  

• Jen will rewrite it and bring it back in February and someone from the AG’s office will attend 
the meeting.  

3.  BOC update Information item  
o Membership changes  
o Council priority list / BOC schedule  
o Possible CWF recommendation for 2012 (approx. $6M)  

• Marilyn – Scott and Marilyn will co-chair the BOC with the departure of Steve Pedersen. We 
need a new member. BOC talked about the Council priorities and made some changes. List 
of priorities is in the meeting packet. Think about the priorities for a discussion in February. 
We also revamped the timeline. Changed dates for the agencies’ input to a later timeframe. 
Marilyn went over the timeline. February meeting discussion on priorities.  

• Gaylen – additional dollars re-allocated discussion. Jen – there may be an additional 
allocation of Clean Water Funds from the Legislature.  

• Rep. Torkelson – funds on the bottom line; left some funding for projects that may need 
funding in their second year. There is some interest in using those funds for aquatic invasive 
species (AIS), which is a hot topic right now. The Council should discuss and make 
recommendations for funds.  

• Gaylen – Council could put together a team to look at the issue of funding AIS; where it is 
clean water fundable. Mike – important to put together priority screen first. Gene – AIS is 
moving to the fore. We need to address AIS - Asian carp; great concern with zebra mussels 
among the public. Victoria – next meeting is February 27th. That might be too late.  

• Senator Pederson – an electric fish barrier bill; high priority asks for funding from the 
amendment dollars. Bills will be introduced that will recommend using amendment dollars.  

• Rep. Torkelson – February meeting might be soon enough.  
• Mark – CWF dollars are tied to water quality, not invasive species.  
• Vice Chair Hoese – (BOC or Steering) Committee discussed using funds for some of BWSR’s 

unfunded projects. Dave L. – there will be a lot of pressure for AIS funding. There needs to 
be a stable funding source.  

• Louis – make the connection between AIS and clean water. Maybe we need an expert to 
help the Council see the connection. Reach out to Lessard-Sams to coordinate with them. 
It’s also a habitat issue. We need to have a comprehensive, coordinated approach.  

• Pam has already spent a lot of time on this issue (AIS). She would be willing to be on a team.  
• Marilyn attended the Environment Initiative Forum. Rep. Urdahl thought excess funds from 

the CWF and Lessard-Sams should be used for AIS. Scott – should we work with LSOHC? 
Steve W. – use the BOC to look into this. Mike – agree. We need a process to deal with 
these topics. Deb – we need to add appropriate Council members and experts to the BOC to 
discuss the issue. Gaylen – this is a very technical topic. Gene echoes what Deb said. We 
need people with technical capacity.  
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• Rep. Torkelson – should we reach out to the LSOHC? Jen – Chair Hanson has talked to the 
LSOHC before. Rep. Torkelson – appropriate this is not just technical, it’s political. Todd 
agrees with Rep. Torkelson. He has heard from some of his constituents that the LSOHC is 
already dealing with this, and wondering when CWC will get involved. Dave L. said DNR has 
staff who can address this issue.  

• Vice Chair Hoese asked Pam Blixt if she is still interested in being a member of the BOC. The 
BOC meeting will be open to all members. Jen said we set up web pages with agendas and 
information about the Steering Committee and the BOC.  

4. Clean Water Fund Performance Report update  
• Andy Holdsworth (DNR), Suzanne Hanson (MPCA) Tannie Eshenaur (MDH) 

• Suzanne Hanson – CWF Performance Report – update on our work. In your packet is the 
table of contents for the report and measure scorecard. There is some data we still need to 
get. This report clarifies connections between funds, actions and outcomes achieved. There 
are 18 measure profiles.  

• Andy H. – the scorecard adds another layer of summary information. Provides an at-a-
glance summary of how we are doing. Green, red, yellow approach explained the 3 
categories. Status, trends, based on data-informed professional judgment.  

• Tannie – what we’ve done since we last met with the CWC. Field testing our work with the 
interagency team, G16 plus, Mississippi River Forum, EQB, BWSR, citizens. We incorporated 
suggestions where possible. Draft to Interagency Coordinating Team next week. Second 
week of February get it on the web.  

• Purpose of report; 
1. Show the difference CWF makes; not accounting for every dollar. 
2. First effort in 25 year long journey; will change over time.  
3. Share credit for what’s been accomplished and share responsibility.  

Questions: 
• Does the performance report exist now? Suzanne – it’s being created now. Draft in 

February. New report that reflects how CWF dollars are used. We will try to get it on the 
web by the second Friday in February. Gene – will the report start with July 1, 2009 and go 
up to date? Suzanne – report will be on the first two fiscal years. We will try to get it current 
in the future.  

• Louis – what is the Council’s role in this? Do we endorse this? Suzanne – this work started 
with the Council. We have intentionally come back to the Council to check with you about 
this. It’s important to us that the Council endorses this/agrees with this.  

• Gaylen – Council’s review and comment on this is important. Auditor’s report – it’s 
important to show results. Measures are in the eye of the beholder. There are many 
measures. It’s critical to be able to tell the story. We need to design a system now and track. 
This is an effort to define a framework and be able to collect the right data.  

• Steve W. likes the idea of this. Comment on bottom of p. 3 – measure trend information; 
three arrows – maybe there’s no trend. Wilder Foundation example – red arrow for number 
of impairments doesn’t communicate well. Be careful of that.  

• Mike – audit report was concerned with measurable outcomes. Would your report check 
that concern off for the auditors? Suzanne – it’s hard to say if this will satisfy the auditor. 
Suzanne said she is getting a lot of interest in this. Don’t know of a better way to do this.  
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• Andy – LSOHC – their outcomes stop with what we call actions. This goes further.  
• Deb – impressed that you are about to issue a report after 3 years of work. EPA has a state 

of the environment report and it’s not sufficient. This is the first time someone has looked 
at when you make an investment, what is the result of investment.  

• Louis read the Council’s role from the statute. The Council should be sure that it does its 
job. We have to get behind and support this otherwise we’re not doing what the Legislature 
has asked. We as a Council must express our support for it.  

• Dave L. – if not this, then what would you do?  
• Pam – is the web version in early February public? What is the process for us to affirm our 

support for this? Jen – the report will be posted on the Clean Water Legacy website and we 
will alert members on the web link. Paper copy will be in their February meeting packet. 
Suzanne – the report posted will be final for the Interagency Coordinating Team. We hope 
the Council will review and comment on it.  

• Louis moves that the Council pause to present to the Interagency Coordinating Team until 
the Council approves it. Second (Frank Jewell?).  

• Linda Bruemmer said she is on the team. The Council isn’t the only group to see this. 
Concern about delaying it a month. Victoria said she is not supporting the motion. This 
group has presented to the Council a lot. This is not at the policy level, it’s more about 
reporting on outcomes. We won’t have an impact on what’s in the report. Frank supports 
the motion. It doesn’t make sense to support something after it’s done. Deb disagrees with 
the motion for these reasons; 
1. This group has been in front of the Council many times.  
2. It’s not a CWC report, it’s an interagency report. 
3. There is high anticipation for this report. It’s been delayed to finalize it and we don’t 

want to further delay it.   
4. Don’t want to have the Council vote on outcomes. We should comment after it’s 

published.  
• Louis restates his motion; Council requests the interagency team to wait to publish the final 

report until the Council has the opportunity to review it.  
• Vice Chair Hoese calls the question. There are five yes votes and six no votes. The motion is 

defeated.  

Break 
 
5. 2012 Draft TMDL List 

• Howard Markus, Pam Anderson, Chris Klucas (MPCA) 
• Gaylen introduces Pam Anderson and Howard Markus to talk about the Section 303(d) list. 

Officially on public notice starting today though February 27th.  
• Pam – assessment process – outline; background information; watershed approach; 

assessment.  
• Watershed assessment team is a new step in the process. 2010 list is the last statewide 

assessment submitted to EPA.  Some things, like toxics, are still assessed at the statewide 
level. Watershed approach timeline. Next steps. 16 watersheds on the draft 2012 list.  

• Howard Markus goes over the handout in packet. The 2012 inventory includes all identified 
impaired waters (the inventory of all impaired waters now totals 3,638, which includes 
impairments in need of TMDLs, those with completed TMDLs that have not yet been 
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restored, and impairments due to natural sources). The 2012 TMDL list is the list of 
impaired waters needing a TMDL study. Minnesota’s draft 2012 TMDL List (also known as 
the 303(d) List) contains 2171 impairments that require TMDL studies; 511 of those 
impairments are proposed new listings.  

• GovDelivery hotlink – no more mailings. We will use the new email service, GovDelivery.  
• Handout - 2012 TMDL list and inventory summary – new; summary by basin and pollutant.  
• A lot of the new listings are for biology. We have new tools for assessing biology so we have 

caught up on the biology. 148 new mercury impairments.  
• Guidance Manual for Assessing the Quality of Minnesota Surface Waters for Determination 

of Impairment: 305(b) Report and 303(d) List; Removal of Waterbodies from the 303(d) List.  
• TMDL list example handout.  
• Gaylen – we’ve made the movement to the watershed approach that the CWC advised and 

helped us move to that approach. We went to EPA with that change; to assess watersheds 
over 10 year timeframe.  

• Gene has read that 40% of waters are impaired in the state and nationally.  
• Howard – more mercury impairments in the north and fewer in the south.  
• What constitutes start/completion dates? Gaylen – some things are done at the same time 

or are overlapping (monitoring and assessment process/modeling, etc.) Goal is to get to 4 
years for watershed assessment to plan completed.  

• What is impaired, but doesn’t need a TMDL? Howard – mostly it means a TMDL is already 
done. A few of the impairments are naturally occurring.  

• Deb – new watershed process, but seem to have the same number of impairments. Is the 
scale the same? Howard – we are still listing by AUID. When tiered aquatic life is done, that 
may change the scale.  

• Sheila Vanney, MASWCD – talk about your outreach and coordinating process.  
• Pam Anderson – we meet with local groups before monitoring begins to get their input. 

Water chemistry may be done by local groups. Lots of coordinating with them. Locals are 
involved in the assessment process and in TMDL implementation activities, for example. 
Gaylen – we try to get a local sponsor for the TMDL project. Also, locals are involved in 
implementation.  

• Sheila Vanney - how to coordinate this work with local water plans is always a looming 
question.  

• Frank – long timeline for PCBs. Howard – long timeframe for PCBs, mercury; we’re not sure 
how long it will take, so we give the longest schedule that we can.  

• Mark – are these dates just to develop the plan? Gaylen – yes.  
• Louis – this is getting so comprehensive and integrative. What about doing an annual state 

of the waters report, report of the big picture? Have you considered that? Jen – interagency 
report tries to address that. EQB is developing a scorecard. Watershed reports are a good 
analysis. Getting to the point where we can develop that. We are trying to de-emphasize 
just the list and focus on watersheds; protection and restoration.  

Lunch 
 
6. Minnesota Ag Water Quality Certification Program  

• Matt Wohlman (MDA), Rebecca Flood (MPCA), John Jaschke (BWSR), Don Baloun (NRCS) 
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• Rebecca Flood introduced Matt Wohlman and John Jaschke. Don Baloun is stuck in 
Wisconsin due to the snow.  

• Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the State of Minnesota, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture and the U.S. EPA; Engaging in a State and Federal Partnership in Support of the 
Minnesota Agricultural Water Quality Certification Program. The MOU was signed by all 
parties on January 17, 2012.   

• MOU is a high level document encouraging state programs to develop agricultural 
certification framework – slide (typo on slide; mid November not mid October).  

• Governor’s statement – both agriculture and water quality are important to the state. 
Agriculture is exempt from the Clean Water Act.  

• Matt Wohlman – what is the Minnesota Agricultural Certification Program? AgBMPs; 
provides certainty. Questions and discussion.  

• John Jaschke, BWSR – this doesn’t move any existing regulations.  
• Rebecca Flood, MPCA – some banks are looking at issues of environmental liability. This will 

help with that.  
• Matt – economics always plays into why we do things. Producer gets to a point where they 

put a sign on end of driveway about water quality certified. It would provide an economic 
incentive.  

• Pam Blixt – how long will a plan apply? Matt – certification cycle is 10 years. At that point 
there may be new BMPs. Sign up again. Rebecca – and it’s a site specific plan.  

• Scott – how does this fit with other certification programs, i.e. my farm is in the process 
with Tim Gieske? Rebecca – we want to coordinate as much as possible with other 
certification programs. This one is not as much about livestock.  

• Matt – the technical advisory committee will make recommendations on how to develop 
the program. It’s best if we have stakeholders and producers come to the table to help us 
write it.  

• Louis – this is fantastic. The Council has been discussing something like this. What does the 
farming community producers think of this? Will you get the Cargills, other agriculture, and 
commodity companies involved? Matt – the agriculture producers are cautiously optimistic. 
He doesn’t know who will make up the advisory committee at this time. An announcement 
will be made.  

• Marilyn – what is the timeline? Is there funding for this? John Jaschke – timeline is months, 
not weeks. We expect there will be some USDA funding and state funding. We don’t have a 
scope or scale yet.  

• Gene – there is a great deal of apprehension among the environmental organizations about 
this. Some of the apprehension may be about how this was rolled out. Rebecca – processors 
haven’t been involved since July. EPA and USDA developed their framework, but that hasn’t 
involved the state effort. Discussions at the federal level. States don’t have to develop a 
certification plan. Minnesota chose to do that.  

• Gene – 10 year certainty – what might come up in that time period? MOU #4 – we cost 
share BMPs without regard for where the BMPs will be, that’s a concern. Rebecca – 
everyone involved is interested in targeting.  

• John Jaschke – FYI, I wasn’t aware of this until December.  
• Targeting – we need to have some discussion on how we can do targeting.  
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• John Harren – bring in the corporate world. Getting buy in from those companies goes a 
long way. Scott – buy in and support from companies is important. They can provide 
financial incentives – add the certification on the product bag, etc.  

• Dave Leuthe – this is important step forward. In order to solve the TSS problem, we need 
storage on the land. John Jaschke – this won’t solve everything. Conservation plans deal 
with more than this. Matt – we have BMPs for some things, but not all. If we have new 
BMPs in 2013, for example, we can add them, or remove those that don’t work.  

• Why 10 years? CRP contracts are 15 years, state plans are 5 years. We aren’t paying 
producers to get certified. Conservation dollars will take a hit in the future.  

• Rebecca – commodity prices are high so it’s a good time to do this. John J. – lots of CRP 
acres will expire soon. There is a short window of time for farmers to decide whether or not 
to keep land in the program.  

• Deb – FYI, a certification program was recommended in the Minnesota Water Sustainability 
Framework. I support this. Is the certainty bi-directional? Will we have certainty they would 
remain in the program? Matt – expect it will. We are still working on the details of the 
program.  

• Rebecca – role of the federal government? Matt – technical advisory committee. Expect to 
include all of the agencies. John J. – EPA delegates their responsibilities to the state. NRCS 
intimately involved through direct payments. Different roles of agencies. Set up a Council.  

• Mike – applaud intent and sense of urgency. The devil is in the details. We have to get it 
right. We need it to work, get the brand right.  

• What is the timeline? Matt – sometime this summer. Hopefully by next Farmfest (August). 
We hope to begin sign up next year. NRCS has some existing dollars to use for this.  

• Dave L. – priority watersheds. Part of developing process. Scott – they tried to use priority 
watersheds for CSP (NRCS’s Conservation Stewardship Program) and it didn’t work.  

• Matt – will use third party certifiers which could be SWCD folks or certified crop people.  
• Victoria – consultation with stakeholders.  
• Marilyn – the key to this is every aspect has to be looked at. You shouldn’t certify them if 

their septic tank is leaking or if they store chemicals next to the well.  
• Who is the lead agency? Matt – program administered through the Department of 

Agriculture. MPCA is providing certainty, BWSR provides funding, NRCS. Each farm has to 
buy into this.  

• John J. – we are looking for your ideas and comments. Send them to one of the three of us.  
• Matt – we will be looking for committee members. Will be announced in the State Register.  

7. Groundwater management: Putting it all together  
• Bruce Olsen (MDH), Bruce Montgomery (MDA), Jason Moeckel (DNR) 

Randy Ellingboe, MDH – Interagency Groundwater/Drinking Water Team 
• Groundwater is important for people and nature.  
• Climate change – rain patterns not necessarily showing overall increase, but more intensity.  
• Critical map of state with locations of drinking water wells. 75% of Minnesota’s drinking 

water sources are from groundwater.  

Bruce Olsen, MDH - Source water protection 
• It’s been helpful to use Clean Water funds to help implement wellhead protection plans. 
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• Half of public water supply systems (PWS) are in the program. Goal is to get all in by 2020.  
• Where do community water suppliers get their water? 

o 25 Communities Serving 1,500,000 People Use Surface Water 
o 929 Communities Serving 2,250,000 People Use Ground Water 

Bruce Montgomery, MDA – Tools and Approaches for Protecting PWS in Agriculture 
Communities.  
• Nitrate in aquifers.  
• Most of perennial crops have very low nitrate impact. Alfalfa and hay crops decreased with 

the decline in dairy farms. Increase in soybeans. Corn increase, potatoes – nitrogen 
demanding crops. Commercial fertilizer use is a relatively new concept – mid-60s. Rapidly 
increasing nitrate levels in highly sensitive landscapes.  

• Crops that have a low leaching potential include: alfalfa, clovers, and heavy grass covers like 
CRP land.  Alfalfa has a deep rooting system and has the ability to produce its own nitrogen.  
If residual nitrogen is present, alfalfa will scavenge for this nitrogen in the soil profile.  Long 
term retirement programs such as the Conservation Reserve Program have reduced nitrate 
losses to the aquifer significantly in very vulnerable areas of the recharge area. 

• Lessons learned 
• Nitrogen loss through mineralization 
• Perham network – 18 years of data – things aren’t getting any worse.  
• Engagement of producers is critical. Facilitator/liaison critical to the success of the program.  
• RDO Corporation (potato growers) – switched to Altura potatoes which use less nitrogen. 

Switch to alfalfa – nitrogen loss about zero.  
• Need to target crops to something other than food or fiber.  
• Who provides the expertise when you go into areas? Bruce O. – in smaller areas, MDH 

provides the expertise. Bruce M. – certified crop consultants can provide expertise.  

Jason Moeckel, DNR – Groundwater Policy/Bonanza Valley 
• The responsibility for the protection of groundwater in Minnesota is vested in a multiagency 

approach to management… 
• Water Use Priorities set by the Legislature in 1973: 

1. Domestic uses 
2. Consumptive use < 10,000 GPD 
3. Ag. Irrigation & Processing 
4. Power Production  
5. Commercial & Industrial 
6. Non-essential uses 

• Water management conflicts: 
1. Inadequate Drinking Water Supply 
2. Inadequate Supply for all Users 

• New wells need to accommodate existing wells. One well at a time interference issues – not 
the best way to deal with it. Bring people together collaboratively to try to deal with these 
issues.  

• State map – blue lines are trout streams, blue circles are fens, green squares are 
interferences involving agriculture irrigation. More and more potential for conflicts with 
sensitive features (trout streams, calcareous fens) and irrigation.  
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• Challenges are different in different areas of the state because of the geology.  
• Groundwater management strategy: 

 Provide the kind of water management guidance that the people of the state of 
Minnesota deserve  

 Encourage and influence local engagement 
 Deliver accurate data, analysis and interpretation; provide up-to-date protection 

tools and effective BMPs  
 Adopt long-term focus for monitoring and prevention 
 Provide adequate financial and technical resources 
 Where appropriate, lead or assist with Groundwater Management Area planning 

• Dave L. – it’s not getting any easier for either groundwater or surface water problems. 
Collaboration is important. 

8. February meeting agenda / adjournment 
• Vice Chair Hoese – February agenda items:  

1. Attorney General -----conflict of interest 
2. BOC recommendation on AIS 
3. Interagency team – performance report 
4. South Metro Mississippi River TSS TMDL 
5. Finish up groundwater topic 

• Steve Woods – discussion questions next time. We need to use this groundwater 
information as soon as possible so we don’t forget it. Higher priority than some other 
things.  

• The Steering Committee will meet after the Council meeting.  
• Meeting adjourned.  

 2:30~3:30 Council Steering Team  
2:30~3:30 SSTS Ad Hoc Team – postponed to the February meeting  

 
Next Meeting: February 27, 2012 

Location: MPCA Board Room 
 



Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda 
Monday, February 27, 2012 

9:00 a.m. – 2:30 p.m. 
MPCA Board Room 

520 Lafayette Road North, St. Paul 
 

9:00-9:15 Convene Full Council   
• Comments/additions to the agenda 
• Approve 1/23/12 meeting minutes 
• Council introductions and updates  

 
9:15-9:30 Steering Committee Report    Information item 

 
9:30-10:00 Conflict of Interest policy / form    Information item 

 
10:00-10:30 By-law revision discussion     Information item 
 
10:30-10:45 Break 

 
10:45-12:00  Budget and Outcomes Committee update   Decision item  

and Council discussion 
• Proposed Council funding priorities for fiscal years 2014-15 
• 2012 Clean Water Fund budget recommendation  

   
12:00-12:30 Lunch  
 
12:30-1:30  Clean Water Fund Performance report  Information item 

Linda Bruemmer (MDH) 
 
1:30-2:30 Groundwater discussion on past presentations Information item 

 
2:30  March meeting agenda / adjournment 

 
2:30~3:30  Council Steering Team 
2:30~3:30  SSTS Ad Hoc Team  

 
Next Meeting: March 19, 2012  
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 Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes 
Monday, February 27, 2012 

9:00 a.m. – 2:30 p.m. 
MPCA Lower Level Board Rooms 

520 Lafayette Road North, St. Paul 
 
Council members present: Marilyn Bernhardson, Pam Blixt, Linda Bruemmer, Warren Formo, 
Keith Hanson, John Harren, Scott Hoese, Mark Knoff, Michael McKay, Dave Leuthe, Gene 
Merriam, Gaylen Reetz, Victoria Reinhardt, Louis Smith, Rep. Paul Torkelson, Matthew 
Wohlman, Steve Woods.  
 
Absent: Rep. Kent Eken, Frank Jewell, Bradley Kalk, Gary Pedersen, Senator John Pederson, 
Todd Renville, Sandy Rummel, Senator Dan Sparks, Deb Swackhamer.  
 
1. Convene Full Council 

o Comments/additions to the agenda  
o Approve 1/23/12 meeting minutes  
o Council introductions and updates  

• Upcoming Budget and Outcomes Committee (BOC) meetings: March 9, April 13, May 4 and 
June 1.  

• Comments on the agenda - BOC Proposed Council funding priorities. Is it additional funds or 
remaining funds? Jen - it is remaining funds, $9.1 million. So the total dollars didn’t go up? 
Jen - right.  

• Council member introductions:  
• Gene Merriam - two Freshwater Society events; March 1 there will be a series of programs 

at the U of M including a speaker on Sustainable Investing and on March 29 there will be an 
all day conference on “Precision Conservation: Technology Redefining Local Water Quality 
Practices.”  

• Dave Leuthe - sustainable agriculture.  
• Linda Bruemmer presented the report card on Friday and it was very well received.  
• Gaylen Reetz - two draft TMDLs go on notice today; the Minnesota River Turbidity TMDL 

and the South Metro Mississippi River Turbidity TMDL. Our intention is to go out and 
provide additional information about what the TMDLs are and what they mean. Both 
TMDLs are on a 60-day public notice period.  

• Victoria Reinhardt will go to Washington on Thursday for the National Association of 
Counties conference. The topic is the Waters of the U.S.  

• Steve Woods said the BWSR Board approved the new strategic plan and it’s on their 
website.  

• Louis Smith said it’s in our best interest to train citizens and local governments in the 
inspection process for aquatic invasive species (AIS).  

• Marilyn Bernhardson said the Soil & Water people had a successful event at the Capital and 
discussed Clean Water issues and easements.  

• Chair Hanson – the Council has two vacancies and they are posted on the Secretary of 
State’s website. There are four applications. We suspect someone applied for the business 
position. We also need someone to represent fishing organizations. He and Jen Maleitzke 
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met with Lessard-Sams Council staff and chair and talked about the AIS issue. As a result, 
we requested that Peter Sorenson come to the CWC meeting. We have connected with 
Lessard-Sams on that. The Lessard-Sams Council has allocated about $5 million dollars in 
funding for this issue. Scott and Marilyn will do a report on this.  

2. Steering Committee Report 
• Steering Committee is talking about a field tour either with BWSR or in Scott Hoese’s area 

probably in March or April.  
• Motion to approve minutes from January. Motion by Gene Merriam, seconded by John 

Harren, motion passed.  

3. Conflict of Interest policy / form 
o Leah Hedman, Attorney General’s office 

• Jen Maleitzke - look at the three documents in your packet.  Our members don’t make 
recommendations for specific projects, but we wanted to talk about it today.  

• Leah Hedman (attorney for CWC) - refer to the handbook, “Board Members Handbook on 
Legal Issues” and to the conflict of interest section. The Legislative Auditor was correct to 
say it’s best to have policies and procedures because you are the gateway authorization for 
funding. Also, you want everyone to know there’s a “level playing field” – no favoritism. 
When you have a potential conflict of interest – maybe the person feels that they cannot be 
impartial and fair or even just the appearance seems that way, rather than a direct conflict - 
you must give notice and not participate in the action related to it.  

• There is a Conflict of Interest form which goes to the public disclosure board. If there is no 
time to file in advance, you must orally inform the board chair. If there is potential conflict 
of interest, remove yourself.  “When in doubt, sit it out” – is Leah’s recommendation. 
Always take the most prudent course.  

• Clean Water Council members are here because of their interest in water. They are uniquely 
situated to have an opinion on water issues. We can look at specific examples.  When we do 
Council member introductions, members can just say if there is a conflict of interest. 
Members need to notify us immediately. If you think you have a conflict, talk to Jen and 
Keith and Leah. Then if it can’t be resolved, the Council would establish an ethics committee 
(people would rotate through) which would resolve the issue. If there is a conflict, you need 
to recuse yourself.  

• Leah Hedman - the procedures we’re recommending aren’t hard and fast. The Council 
members need to decide on this. She likes idea of rotating membership, and it’s important 
to keep notes on what you do. We want consistency.  

• Gene - it would help me understand if we can focus on what constitutes a conflict – direct, 
indirect and potential. What if someone is on the payroll of an organization that potentially 
may get money from some stream project that’s recommended by this Council? Leah thinks 
that is a conflict.  

• Gene - no giving yeah or neah to an organization. We make recommendations on 
appropriations to agencies. That’s the hard thing. Leah - look at examples… 

• Rep. Torkelson - does this apply to voting and nonvoting members? Leah - it applies to 
voting members, but it applies to both voting and nonvoting members when the person 
should sit out of the discussion. This isn’t a classic case… 

Page 2 of 13 



• Leah - her role is to help you develop a policy. There’s nothing hard and fast. We want a 
level playing field consistent with policy and pathway – how to address and approach. You 
will always get into trouble if you don’t say anything.  

• Rep. Torkelson - this process was instituted by the Legislative Auditor who had some 
criticism. Leah - criticism is too harsh. They looked and saw you don’t have that. Jen - the 
Council has always had the statement about conflict of interest, but they wanted more.  

• Rep. Torkelson - we make recommendations on direct appropriations.  
• Leah - if there is a potential conflict of interest, the idea is that there is a discussion. 
• Louis - it’s a very important subject. We need to affirm that we care about conflict of 

interest.  
• When in doubt expose, not necessarily recuse. It’s about money, not about friendship. The 

notion that we have a conflict of interest policy that’s relationship driven is tough. We need 
to tighten up our focus here based on what the statute asks us here.  

• Leah - thanks for clarification.  
• Victoria - the example of a judge doesn’t apply here. If there is a personal financial interest 

in question, then it must be disclosed. That’s what we should look at. She’s signed a form 
for most of the boards she sits on. The question is does the member gain anything 
personally from that? If you think there’s an issue, disclose it.  But be careful about how 
strictly we enforce this.  

• Chair Hanson - that’s a great lead in…  Jen – looked at different scenarios… 
• Leah – the safest path is to state what you are a member of and then weigh in… 
• Chair Hanson - is that a perceived conflict? Leah - yes she sees it that way. You’ve called it 

out, so it’s clear that it was discussed and was above board.  
• Mark - an example might be that sometimes Deb Swackhamer may receive a portion of her 

salary from a grant. Leah - if she raised it, you can discuss it and you can decide. 
• Mike - please answer a question for me - if it’s limited to financial interest vs. interest. 

Agrees with Louis.  
• There are other strong interests that we have.  
• Leah - you’re here because you have something to bring to the table – streams, public heath 

– but the statutes generally trigger on a financial component.  
• Dave - this Council recommends funding through legislative initiatives which go out to 

groups who will accomplish these goals. The dollars really come through the state agency 
process, so we are a couple points removed from the money.  

• Jen - that’s what we talked about, figured out that that wouldn’t be a conflict of interest. 
• Rep. Torkelson - there was a direct recommendation for the U of MN, but it didn’t come 

from the CWC. The Legislature added that appropriation. So we would still want someone 
from the U of MN here. Leah - everyone deserves the same level playing field.  

• Rep. Torkelson - but we are not making appropriations or make recommendations. Leah - 
then that helps you. Why should this person from the U – direct funding, it’s more 
concerning if the county board… 

• Mark - we disclose at every meeting by stating what group we represent.  
• Victoria - when you sign your name, that’s the important part that the policy is very straight 

forward. She thinks it does have to be direct financial interest.  Agrees with Mark’s 
comment.  If there’s any possibility of any financial gain, which is very different from what 
Lessard Sams does.  
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• Gene is a little concerned that you keep raising the specter of impartiality. We’re not a body 
to dispense justice impartially. We’re all here with our interest for the mission of clean 
water. And the entire focus of the statute talks solely about personal financial interest, so 
he doesn’t think we have to be concerned about who perceives what except for the aspect 
of direct or indirect personal financial interest, and the potential for the personal financial 
interest. If you think about it, no one should be here if you have the ability or the potential 
ability to line our own pockets.  

• It gets murky; have to frame the discussion in direct or indirect personal financial interest. 
• Matt thinks Gene and Victoria made his point. Agency people sit on the Council as 

nonvoting members and they get funding. We don’t have a personal financial interest, but 
we are advocating for programs that we believe work.  

• Leah – it sounds like personal financial interest is the point. Chair Hanson - so if we focus on 
the direct or indirect personal financial gain and have a discussion about it, we can move 
forward.  

• Mark Knoff moves that we accept the policy as outlined on the sheet showing seven steps. 
Motion is seconded by Scott Hoese.  

• Louis – it’s good to move forward but the language is overbroad. The form needs more 
work. Can the motion say that we’ll have.…  Leah - in generalities, if he’d accept a friendly 
amendment… Chair Hanson - just leave the conflict of interest and disclosure forms off. Just 
talk about the seven step process. Linda - nonvoting state agency members should not be 
included. Chapter 43A already covers us (state personnel). Thinks we need to focus… Jen – 
we need to note that the senators and agency people would not have to sign the form. 
Victoria - we’ll come back to the form. As long as it’s clear that it’s personal financial gain, 
she thinks it is fine. Mark - people can also state if they’re voting or nonvoting members of a 
particular group. 

• Mark will amend the motion that we look at this policy guideline (7 steps), and a small 
committee will look at the verbiage that was discussed today. Scott seconded. Motion 
passed. Gene and Louis will work with Jennifer and Leah on the policy/form.  

4. By-law revision discussion 
• Chair Hanson – the next agenda item is revisions to the Council’s bylaws. Removal is at the 

Governor’s request. He wants to point out that a member will get a letter. Attendance is an 
issue. We’re not voting on this at this time. Any bylaw change needs a thirty-day review, so 
this will be a decision item at the April meeting. Give Keith any other comments.  

• Victoria - as far as the three consecutive meetings, as far as other councils, it’s unexcused.  
Is this just anything? She thinks it should be unexcused. However, bad weather conditions 
affect us. Chair Hanson agrees with what you’re saying, but the bylaws say what the statute 
says. Maybe we can have a policy around this because that would alleviate the issues that 
currently face us. Victoria - an excused absence is when you have something unexpected or 
don’t have control over, an illness, or had to be out of town. You can as chair. 

• Mike – clarification, if you don’t have a quorum, do you have a meeting? Jen – no. Mike - if 
you report to the Governor in a letter, that doesn’t means they have to resign? Jen – no.  

• Chair Hanson - any removal is at the pleasure of the Governor.  
• Mark – a conference call counts as attendance. Maybe we should also put that in there. 
• Warren - the issue of extenuating circumstance works.  
• Chair Hanson - the Governor has done removal before based on attendance. 
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• Victoria - she’s done the same thing. She thinks the chair has to look at extenuating 
circumstances. If you have a regularly scheduled meeting, the people who didn’t show up 
are not off the hook. It is still a meeting, but the extenuating circumstances must be taken 
into account. It’s not a lack of interest. 

• Gaylen - we’ve had two meetings that aren’t regularly scheduled. He thinks the letter to the 
Governor should include the intent.  

• Chair Hanson said this came up when Steve Pedersen told us he needed to resign. Keith first 
realized we had this provision here. There are some issues with this policy with some 
people.  

• Scott - they are regularly scheduled meetings (referring to Gaylen’s comment).  
• Chair Hanson – we need to draft one letter for sure, and ask about the intentions of the 

individual, and he will call that individual so he’s not going to be blindsided.  
• Steve W. - this is just for the Governor’s appointments? Chair Hanson - right. Victoria - you 

also have the state legislators. Chair Hanson - it only applies to the voting members. Victoria 
- as chair you have some discretion. Chair Hanson - for sure. Victoria - if there are weather 
related issues, there are valid reasons. Chair Hanson - the letter should ask these other 
questions.  

• Scott - can we adopt this today? Chair Hanson - that’s why we’ll send this out prior to the 
March meeting. On the provision on removal, nothing’s changed.  

5. Budget and Outcomes Committee update and Council discussion 
o Proposed Council funding priorities for fiscal years 2014-15 
o 2012 Clean Water Fund budget recommendation  

• Marilyn Bernhardson – the BOC Committee met on February 10th and had a presentation 
by Dr. Peter Sorensen from the U of MN. It was a very enlightening presentation on aquatic 
species. Dave Leuthe summarized a white paper at the end - tried to find the connectivity 
between Clean Water Funds and carp. Thinks the consensus was yes, we need to spend 
money on it, but not Clean Water Funds. As Deb Swackhamer also commented, there are 
the Mississippi River Basin dollars and Great Lakes dollars. The federal government will be 
spending $50 million on the Great Lakes carp fight.  

• Gene - to set the record straight, he’s not on the list of attendees for the minutes from the 
BOC meeting, and he should be. Mary Reilly - we’ll fix that.  

• Marilyn - in the afternoon, we looked at Council priorities. We looked at what percentage of 
funding had been done in previous years, and did a range on them. Also looked at potential 
funding recommendations for the $6 million. The Senate is also interested in hearing from 
the Council. Look at the back of the BOC Committee meeting sheet.  

• Wellhead protection --talked about doing 10%, however it’s been determined that there is 
adequate funding in their wellhead protection program, so we need to have a discussion on 
the recommendations on the $6 million. Pam has agreed that she will sit on the BOC 
committee. OK, what else do we need to talk about?  

• Scott - Dr. Sorenson wants money for his lab, too, but the committee decided against that.  
• Marilyn - didn’t he indicate that it didn’t mirror his request?  
• Rep. Torkelson - there’s more money on the bottom line, about $9 million dollars total. In 

the past, we’ve not indicated how much should be left; recommended that there should be 
around $5 million. The Legislature will decide on the appropriate level. There is pressure to 
spend Clean Water Council money on AIS, so it’s important to discuss whether spending in 
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this area is appropriate. In his opinion, he would be very cautious because this is opening a 
new door. Is that the direction we think is appropriate? There are lots of different bills 
floating around. Lessard Sams appropriated $5 million to invasive species. There’s talk 
about electric barriers etc., some may be bondable. This is really kind of squishy. You should 
come up with a recommendation to the Legislature.  

• Marilyn - when we put that 10% in, it was to go more toward educating the public, at boat 
ramps for example.  

• Rep. Torkelson - maybe you want to send a letter to the Legislature.  
• Marilyn – Steve, would you comment on the wellhead easement program that BWSR has? 
• Steve W. – we have $900,000 available for that. One potential modification would be to do 

some work in the karst areas. The tracking system, eLINK, could use funds. Also talk about 
large amounts of pattern tiling to better manage drainage.  

• Jen - the document they sent out was just for discussion. Note the 4th one is not currently 
in need of money.  

• Dave - did you send our white paper to anyone other than BOC? Jen - no, but we could, and 
we will when it gets up on the website.  

• Mike - now that the feds just kicked in another $50 million, will that influence you? Marilyn 
said not me. Gene - the money is only for carp in the Great Lakes. He thinks zebra mussels is 
more of an issue. Dave - it’s the Great Lakes initiative. It’s not Minnesota issues and how 
carp might move in the Mississippi.  

• Mike thinks this enters territory that they’re not asking the CWC to address. We could 
package that money into an area that we’ve prioritized in the past.  

• Louis wants to hear more on the science side of this from Dave and others. Curley leaf 
pondweed is another issue. We need to know where this should fit, and what the white 
paper said about that connection.  

• Dave - Gaylen and myself…zebra mussels are probably the invasive species that’s going to 
spread the fastest. Can you narrow it a little bit more. Impairments have looked at AIS – the 
solution for clean water may be better land management. Doesn’t know how far to go with 
what you want. Gaylen - need to look at the white paper. While we haven’t listed AIS as 
impairments yet, and some states won’t, he thinks it’s going to end up being a policy 
decision on which way does the state go with it.  

• Victoria - regarding Paul’s comment, the Legislature is going to do something with this $9 
million dollars dealing with aquatic invasive species, and would like the Council to make a 
recommendation rather than staying silent.  

• The Legislature will do whatever it wants, but at least it describes why we care. Are you 
good with this?  

• Dave - what are the principles you want for these Clean Water approaches, realizing that 
you need to summarize the white paper: This was the pollution control and DNR tried to 
compile all the aspects of AIS, how you could look at use of CWF funds. There are some 
specific questions in terms of AIS prevention and management.  

• Victoria - do you need a motion? 
• Marilyn - we need to come up with what we want to do with the 10% we had assigned to 

wellhead protection.  
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• Victoria - it makes sense to move up to nonpoint source restoration; adding language to 
civic engagement as it relates to water quality, so she moves it with those two changes.  
Scott seconded.  

• Scott – the Legislators will spend the money anyway.  
• Mike personally doesn’t think it’s buttoned down enough. Research and education, there’s 

no definition on that.  
• Marilyn – the BOC talked about measurable outcomes, so she supports what Mike’s saying. 
• Mike – we need something substantial… Mark agrees with Mike and he is afraid we’ll open 

Pandora’s Box. The tie is not well enough established yet. Agrees with Mike – 100% should 
go to nonpoint source preservation and restoration.  

• Victoria – maybe we could make a recommendation that 100% should go to nonpoint 
source preservation and restoration. So if they choose to do that, we know they’re going to 
consider it. Is that acceptable? 

• Chair Hanson - so you’re saying to put 100% of the funding that‘s available to nonpoint 
source preservation and restoration. However, if the Legislature chooses to take these 
funds (i.e. items 2 &3)… 

• Louis thinks this is a tough one. Picture a typical Minnesota recreation lake impaired for 
phosphorus, and we’ve felt it’s been difficult to get everyone engaged and participating. 
Maybe they are fertilizing lawns too much, for example. Our biggest struggle is to get 
everyone tuned into the problem, the old civic engagement piece. Now people are worked 
up that zebra mussels will ruin habitat, etc. He thinks to come to them is a huge opportunity 
to educate about the health of that lake, etc. Ideal to integrate AIS information, also 
embracing phosphorus, can’t dismiss it easily.  

• Gaylen thinks three’s enough of a contribution from AIS. That it would be shortsighted to 
not manage it. 

• A recommendation that contains it is long-term sensible. The other piece is it also 
establishes a line item for education and ?? focused on AIS. Lastly, he’s uncomfortable with 
the percentage column because it could be taken out of context at a later date. He would 
just go with a straight recommendation amount.  

• Mike - clarification: I thought we had a line item on civic engagement. We’ve never been 
able to establish a line item on civic engagement that’s made it to the legislative process. 
Chair Hanson - in the last legislative session, the Legislature made the recommendation that 
public involvement be embedded in other programs.  

• Gene - couple of points, Marilyn, you commented on measureable outcomes for these. 
What are these? Marilyn - is there a measurable outcome in the invasive species research? 
What can you use as a measureable outcome?  

• Gene - what’s a measurable outcome for BMPs? Marilyn - reducing phosphorus, etc. 
• Gene - we need principles about how we allocate optimally the CWF. How does it relate to 

measurable outcomes? Got a lot of good work, but all of these seem so episodically driven. 
We do need to connect with the groundswell of public concern.  

• Chair Hanson - are you referring to both recommendations? Gene - he’s concerned with 
WQ water concerns, and the AIS Initiatives.  

• Matt - there are other more pressing issues we’ve talked about. AIS is important – use $$ 
from this fund? Questionable.  
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• Does it dilute our ability to focus on our ability to report at the end of 25 years? Perhaps.  
We need to focus on the greatest key points.  

• Dave - working off Louis’ theme, there are problems that will involve AIS as part of the 
problem. Best to figure out how funds should be applied. What are the watershed solutions 
that we’d put into place. Clean water would be a part of that. Submit it as a plan. If you put 
it under restoration and protection, you don’t say how you decide.  

• Sheila - also speaking to Louis’ point, we should include AIS in the discussion because 
people are already concerned about it. Trying to find a way to tie this back to a Council 
priority – so it goes to a current priority so it’s a separate category item. Maybe ask locals to 
explore how to incorporate AIS into their program. Concerned about identifying these two 
separate categories. This recommendation could have implications down the road that the 
Council hasn’t explored yet. Direct this money to current priorities that you’ve already 
identified.  

• Victoria - back to the original motion, she thinks we’re putting our heads in the sand if we 
think the Legislature isn’t looking at this money.  If it’s OK, the recommendation would be 
100% for nonpoint source. If the Legislature chooses to look at the CWF appropriation for 
AIS it should limit it to the amount that’s here, and it must be directly related to water 
quality. This limits how far this door should be open.  

• Chair Hanson - Scott are you OK with amended motion? Scott – yes.  
• Steve Woods – as to the question, can we award grants where AIS is part of the issue, the 

answer is yes. Implicit in grants is you can upgrade ordinances, you can address AIS. As far 
as making it a big priority, the BWSR members could award more points. He doesn’t know 
how they will feel about that. It depends on how the community feels. So yes, they could, 
but he doesn’t know whether they would.  

• Mark – is there something in place already? He recommends that we make the Legislature 
aware that we’re already addressing this. It could be addressed within grant programs that 
are already in place so we’ve already addressed it. Dave - yes.  

• Steve W. - yes it could be, but we’d fund it only if it was comprehensive. As far as a 
statewide deal, that won’t come through the grants BWSR put’s out.  

• Chair Hanson - the challenge here is $9 million dollars – re-appropriating $6 million – how 
long would it take to award the dollars out in grants so those dollars are actually 
earmarked?  Can we get those allocated in a nonpoint plan shortly? Steve W. - yes. We 
could go back to the listing. It would probably take about a month to get that out the door.  

• Louis - that sounds very responsive, and unlikely that AIS would be included in any of those. 
So, this $6 million will go to AIS issues, because it probably won’t. Steve – we could include 
it in the next grant cycle next fall.  

• Chair Hanson - maybe BOC people … He recalls there is a link that if you have good water 
quality, it’s a deterrent to invasive species to a degree. Dave - that’s too broad a statement. 

• Chair Hanson - any other questions? We’ll ask for raised hands on this vote. 
• Fund item #1 100% with $6 million. (Nonpoint source protection and restoration 

implementation??) 
• Chair Hanson - Mark-- whatever they allocate, we recommend … 
• Spend $6 million on nonpoint protection and restoration; use $1.2 of that $6 million on AIS 

research; 100% of whatever and up to $1.2 million for research and up to (how much??) for 
education and civic engagement.  

Page 8 of 13 



• You don’t want the $6 million in the first line item? Chair Hanson - yes we do.  
• Nonpoint source research & recommendations.  
• Warren has some concerns about telling them that they have a choice. We should just lop it 

off. Another alternative is to encourage the agencies to incorporate with local people as to 
what they think is important.  

• Victoria - if this motion fails, it’s appropriate to start over. We just don’t want them to take 
the $6 million. We want to give the message that you can’t take this water quality money. 
She’s trying to limit what they may do.  

• Gene - the $1.2 and the $6 was within the $6? Victoria – yes.  
• Gaylen - the Council believes that the ability to fund AIS is within the nonpoint source… 
• AIS is a fundable element within… 
• Mark - so let’s just go for $6 million with the recommendation that the Chair write a letter 

to the agencies that you should include an emphasis on AIS within your current programs.   
• Marilyn - Steve indicated that they’d go back and look at applications that they didn’t fund, 

it would almost deceive the Legislature.  
• Mark - the Council needs to send a message that this is important. We can address it in the 

next biennium and we can put a renewed emphasis.  
• Sheila wants to echo that point, as far as a letter from the Chair, it might just be a matter of 

awareness for the locals. Something they can incorporate into their plans in the future – for 
future allocations.  

• Steve - how rapid could it be? It could happen in the following round.  
• So, $6 million dollars to nonpoint source protection & restoration with a statement to the 

Legislature that the Council believes they can fund AIS through the existing programs, and 
only fund item #2 and #3, to the tune of $1.2 and $1.6 million dollars, respectively. 

• VOTE:  4 against; 7 in favor 
• Motion passed.  

Lunch 
 
6. Clean Water Fund Performance report 

• Linda Bruemmer (MDH) 
• Get a copy of her presentation 
• (Rob Sip filled in for Matt Wohlman after lunch) 
• Linda Bruemmer - they release the CWF Performance Report every two years. Addressed 

investments and “is my drinking water getting better”.  
• Chair Hanson - how do they select contaminants of emerging concern? Tannie Eshenaur 

(MDH) - it’s a nomination process. You can find more information about this on the web 
site. There are also advisory forums. Once nominated, they are screened. Chair Hanson - 
what factual information would be necessary to nominate? Tannie Eshenaur - there is all 
kinds of information on the website.  

• Chair Hanson - what is goal for next biennium? Tannie Eshenaur - six each year.  
• Chair Hanson - what is priority system for something to make the list? Tannie Eshenaur – it 

depends on the staff resources available. Chair Hanson - does this staff do more? Tannie 
Eshenaur: different teams do different things.  
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• When a chemical gets put on the list, does it stay on forever? Linda – the first criterion is 
that it has to be found in water. They put together a fact sheet on the chemical.  They might 
change the name of what they call them (contaminants of emerging concern).  Sometimes 
what they find is pretty benign.  

• Chair Hanson - it’s different than the rest of the measurements. Linda - USGS does their 
study and finds chemicals in people’s water.  

• Gene - the report card – mercury in fish – how do you determine the trend? You say 
mercury emissions are going down in Minnesota and increasing on a worldwide scale. He 
thinks there’s more mercury. Gaylen – we have seen a decrease in mercury in fish, then it 
leveled out, and now it’s going back up. In Minnesota with the mercury TMDL, we are still 
making progress. Gene - the trend in northern pike and walleye is up. Why is that black 
instead of red or yellow? Tammy - it’s because we have many years of mercury data. We’ll 
see what happens in the next round of data analysis.  

• Chair Hanson - the TMDL established goals to be met in 2018. Currently, mercury emissions 
have met the 2018 goal. Worldwide there is no decrease in trend.  

• Gene - when we show green arrows… 
• Mark - mercury is such a global scale pollutant. There’s such a large amount of mercury 

coming from China and India tied to using coal and oil. Jeff - look at page 26 of the big 
report, you’ll see the timeframe on emissions in Minnesota.  

• Clarification - green does not mean an increasing trend, it means an improving trend.  
• Linda - this report is our first try. We’ll go on the road and present it to others. 
• Mike - you’ve measured some things for a long time and some not very long. Is there any 

way you can reflect that because he thinks it gives people a benchmark. Linda - there’s 
another level of information, and that was the challenge the team had. There’s a pyramid of 
information. Tannie Eshenaur - you can go to the metadata pages and look. The report is on 
the web site and the report card is on the web site. There a separate link for each one. Jeff - 
all CWF information is on the web. It’s pretty easy to find and navigate.  

• Chair Hanson - another comment – good job. Thinking about CWC 2014 goal and how we’re 
doing. We’ll need more indicators or outcomes somewhat below this high level of analysis, 
and anything you can come up with. We need to find a way to express short-term 
improvements.  

• Gaylen drew pyramid with 18 at the top.  
• 18 
• 36 
• 100s – tracking social measures, monetary, water quality measures.  
• When you do measures, it’s in the eyes of the beholder. The agencies are providing 

information well. 
• Dave – we have to figure out what is it you want to see.  
• Mike - be more useful where our dollars are involved. We want to know if agencies are 

spending dollars and not making any progress, or what.  
• Louis - this is hard work and valuable because it’s also very clear. Did the Legislature ask for 

this report by statute? The Legislature asked this Council for this report, and we haven’t 
produced one. He told the Legislature we’re working on a report, but he’s uncomfortable 
with where the Council sits…. Gaylen - this is the evolution of that process. 

• Louis - where is the Council in this report?  
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• Chair Hanson - maybe need to know those water quality… We’re getting a lot of questions 
on what we’ve got for what’s been spent.  

• Mike - can you track the dollars you got from us, and give us a layover? 
• Jen - this report is all Clean Water Fund money.  
• Gaylen – on our websites (MPCA) and the Legislative Coordination Committee (LCC) Clean 

Water Fund website we are tracking all the dollars. That’s also available.  
• Chair Hanson – it might be beneficial to get agencies to come back and provide more level 

of detail - maybe focus on those 100’s – to develop the measures and outcomes piece.  
• Marilyn - the BOC is in the process of asking each agency to do something like that. And it’s 

due to us May 1st. The BOC will meet to review that the following Friday. Then we will meet 
with different agencies in June to have a conversation. So the earliest would be June. 

• Mike - it’s a good idea. We should be building this… Suggestion that you add a column for 
the “general” dollar amounts. Could we know how many dollars are being spent on nitrate 
reduction? Yes.  

• Rob Sip - look at page 16 on the big report. There must be at least a couple hundred or so, 
for future reports data can be flushed out.  

• Chair Hanson - this goes a long way to help us out. We look forward to continued discussion 
on it.  

7. Groundwater discussion on past presentations 
• Chair Hanson - groundwater discussion on past presentations. We will have one more 

groundwater discussion at the March meeting. Take 5 minutes to walk through it on your 
own. The goal is for the Council to provide direction to the BOC Committee.  

• Chair Hanson - this is one person’s view – go to page 3 of 18. What are people thinking 
about since we’ve had presentations of what groundwater issues are all about. He wants 
some gut reactions.  

• Gene - the 3 discussion questions you hit pretty well. The USSGS report on White Bear Lake 
shows what’s happening – a microcosm of what we need to know. 

• Victoria - the Council should see the numbers of what’s happening on White Bear Lake. 
Maybe interesting to see that at a future meeting. When you see the change in a ten year 
period, it’s shocking.  

• Pam - her reaction was that we got the answers pretty clearly that “no one knows”. Not 
sure what there is to discuss. Anyone have different answers? Gene - it’s more nuanced 
than that. Pam - of course.  

• Steve W. - a lot of this stuff is what Steve calls groundwater quantity and the WBL example. 
Is that our charge to look at groundwater quantity? Gene - prior to 2011, it was not, but it is 
now.  

• Marilyn - we have to remember the diversity of our state. The map showing the location of 
groundwater in the state needs to be remembered. Haven’t answered these questions – 
will be very difficult to address any of those.  

• Chair Hanson - how do we take the information we’ve learned to date and give it back to 
the Legislature as a funding recommendation?  What will help us come up with a 
recommendation?  
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• Victoria - wouldn’t help a lot because there are some things in common, but the diversity of 
our state and the lakes - it won’t be the same circumstances for each one. Can’t really 
parlay into funding recommendations. What’s happening right now to WBL has to change.  

• Chair Hanson - will you get additional information back from DNR? Jen - the BOC will send a 
letter to all agencies asking them to show how they’ve spent the funds, what the outcomes 
are, any money returned and why, etc.  

• Gaylen - the budget question is important, but it’s only one. The Council should ask the 
interagency groundwater team. It shouldn’t just be up to the Council. Don’t leave it as a 
blank slate, but ask questions back and forth between the Council and agencies. 

• Louis agrees. The presentations convinced him that it’s a much more serious problem, not 
to look just at past commitments. Maybe there are some different, bigger things here. The 
graph going off the cliff presented by Jason. In the last 20 years we’ve been irrigating where 
we’ve never gone before.  

• Dave - there needs to be investments in protection and restoration. EQB process brought in 
consultants and local government officials. There are some recommendations we should 
move forward on. The Council just has to decide what they want to move on. 

• Chair Hanson - should someone from the groundwater work group come back to just 
highlight?  Louis – yes.  

• Marilyn wants Steve Woods’ question answered. We’re not charged with addressing water 
quantity. Linda - the public health approach is, if there isn’t quantity, then what is the 
quality for drinking water. And remember, a minimum of 5% is supposed to go to drinking 
water. Chair Hanson - two bullets relate to water quantity. Marilyn just wants clarification 
that we’re charged with quantity. Dave - as you take from the deeper sources it will be 
replaced with something else, usually of less good quality. You can’t separate quantity and 
quality. Marilyn was hoping to narrow the focus to the quality part. The quantity issue is too 
big. Victoria - it’s not easy to separate them.  

• Randy - when evaluating multiple possible sources of groundwater, we evaluate on the cost 
of treatment and if there is adequate quantity. On the drinking water side, quantity and 
quality go hand in hand.  

• Gene - among the changes we made … 
• Chair Hanson - could someone from DNR walk through what is the current thinking on 

groundwater and groundwater quality?  
• Pam would like to see a summary of what the groundwater team sees as the top gaps. 
• Gaylen: missed.  
• Chair Hanson - putting the quantity funding issue 
• Dan Stoddard has been working on the groundwater/drinking water team and we made the 

decision that you really can’t separate groundwater quantity and quality. Also we discussed 
strategy using the surface water approach. You can’t use it in every situation. A lot of what 
you’ve just surfaced, we have discussed and we have strategies to address them.  

• Randy - the question is how can we take the information they presented and condense it. 
Would a recap be valuable in that regard?  

• Mark looked up the CWLA statute, which includes spending clean water funds to support 
the groundwater degradation rule. It depends on how you want to interpret it.  
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• Dave – the Council had a team on groundwater protection. The bottom of page 1 of 18 
shows what the Council has already approved. It lays out the strategy. If it’s going to 
change, it must come from a recommendation from the BOC.  

• Pam - not clear when agencies were asked to do recommendations to the BOC committee.  
• Dave - what emphasis do you want to use toward what priorities? 
• Chair Hanson – Pam, my goal today is to ensure that BOC has the information that they’ll 

need to make a recommendation back to the full Council. If we focus this discussion on 
these eight priorities to flush out what you need, it would be better to spend time on that. 

• Pam is looking at the eight and wondering what would we discuss? Chair Hanson - it will get 
at your priority system. What activities would you fund? Mark - it would be good to see how 
it fits with our recommendations. The BOC group should do it.  

• Dan Stoddard stated that these eight are protection strategies.  
• Chair Hanson - Scott, Marilyn and Jennifer will address groundwater/drinking water at the 

BOC.  
• Jen – we’ll have a team come back in March. Randy, how do you feel about that? Randy – 

we will provide a presentation to the BOC to see how it relates to the eight 
recommendations. Would that be appropriate? We will proceed to prepare groundwater, 
wastewater, reuse and recycling presentation and will link priorities and see how it ties in 
with overall strategies.  

• Chair Hanson – on page 1; are any one of those categories really big right now? Dave - it 
follows population and growth. It’s the total demand on the system, rather than any one of 
the 6 priorities.  

• Steve - it’s helpful to know where the agency wouldn’t want BWSR to go. 
• Gaylen - last session the Legislature asked 
• Suzanne Reese is the staff person leading a study including the U of MN and other agencies 

about water governance. It’s useful to know what this Council is up to. Maybe book some 
space on your agenda. Maybe set the stage for further study.  

• Jen - John Stine presented at the November meeting.  

8. March meeting agenda / adjournment 
• Chair Hanson - tentative agenda for March; short discussion on conflict of interest, expect a 

report on SSTS, and a BOC update. Leave the Minnesota River TMDL on the agenda for right 
now. Look at work plan topics.  

• Meeting adjourned.  

2:30~3:30  Council Steering Team 
2:30~3:30  SSTS Ad Hoc Team  

 
Next Meeting: March 19, 2012 
Location: MPCA Board Room 

 



Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda 
Monday, March 19, 2012 

9:00 a.m. – 2:30 p.m. 
MPCA Board Room 

520 Lafayette Road North, St. Paul 
 
 

9:00-9:15 Convene Full Council 
• Comments/additions to the agenda 
• Approve 2/27/12 meeting minutes 
• Council introductions, updates  

 
9:15-9:30 Steering Team Report     Information item  

• By-law update notice; vote taken at April meeting  
• Council 2012 field tour  

 
9:30-10:00 Conflict of interest policy discussion and   Decision item 

adoption    
 

10:00-10:30  BOC update       Information item  
    

10:30-10:45 Break 
 

10:45-12:00 Stormwater and wastewater reuse   Information item  
 Brian Davis (Metropolitan Council)    
 
12:00-12:30 Lunch  
 
12:30-1:00 SSTS ad hoc team final report    Information item 
 
1:00-2:00 South Metro Mississippi and Minnesota   Information item 

River TMDL   
  Bob Finley (MPCA)  
 
2:00-2:15 Work plan review; scoping Applied Research /  Information item 

Tool Development work plan topic  
 

2:15  April meeting agenda / adjournment 
 

2:30~3:00  Council Steering Team 
 

Next Meeting: April 16, 2012 
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Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes 
Monday, March 19, 2012 

9:00 a.m. – 2:30 p.m. 
MPCA Lower Level Board Rooms 

520 Lafayette Road North, St. Paul 
Revised at April 16, 2012 Council meeting 

 
Council members present: Marilyn Bernhardson, Pam Blixt, Linda Bruemmer, Warren Formo, 
Keith Hanson, John Harren, Scott Hoese, Frank Jewell, Michael McKay, Dave Leuthe, Gene 
Merriam, Gaylen Reetz, Victoria Reinhardt, Todd Renville, Sandy Rummel, Rep. Paul Torkelson, 
Matthew Wohlman, Steve Woods.  
 
Absent: Rep. Kent Eken, Bradley Kalk, Mark Knoff, Gary Pedersen, Senator John Pederson, Louis 
Smith, Senator Dan Sparks, Deb Swackhamer.  
 
1. Convene Full Council 

o Comments/additions to the agenda  
o Approve 2/27/12 meeting minutes  
o Council introductions and updates  

• Chair Hanson asked members for comments on the agenda. There were none. Motion to 
approve the 2/27/12 meeting minutes from Todd Renville, seconded by John Harren. 
Motion passed.  

• Council member introductions. There were no Council member comments or updates.  

2. Steering Team Report  
o By-law update notice; vote taken at April meeting 
o Council 2012 field tour 

• Council Bylaws – Chair Hanson went over the changes to the bylaws; the terms of the 
Legislative members were added, and compensation of Legislative members was addressed. 
New legislation language was added (2011 special session CWLA changes). Removal 
language. We will move the bylaws at the April meeting for final approval. The conflict of 
interest discussion later in the agenda may end up with another change in the bylaws.  

• Discussed letter from Rep. Wagenius and response from Chair Hanson. Rep. Wagenius is 
concerned about accountability and outcomes. Discussed this at BOC meeting. We haven’t 
heard back from her.  

• Vice Chair Scott Hoese – Council field tour in Carver County; RIM Reserve, rain gardens, 
stormwater projects.  

• Jen Maleitzke – August 20th is the Council meeting date. Meeting and tour could be 
scheduled on August 20-21 (Monday-Tuesday) or August 19-20 (Sunday-Monday), which 
ever members prefer. Vice Chair Hoese - field tour possibilities, arboretum for lunch, 
possibly go to Scott County. Members will stay in Chaska; have breakfast there, tour the city 
flood control project.  Chair Hanson – let’s go with a Sunday meeting and Monday for the 
tour (August 19-20).  

• Jen - the Council has two vacancies posted on the Secretary of State’s website. There are 
three applications for the business representative and no applications for the fishing 
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representative. Let Jen know if you have suggestions for someone for the fishing 
representative or pass on to them the information about the application process.  

• Recommendation for the extra Clean Water Fund (CWF) dollars; $6 million. House and 
Senate bills were drafted. Rep. Torkelson’s bill includes $1.8 million for aquatic invasive 
species (AIS) research center. Rep. Torkelson bill to reimburse MPCA for Clean Water 
Council expenses.   

• Mike McKay – better ways to spend money; wants a breakdown of the Senate piece. 
• BWSR recommendations – part of the money is for better computers for tracking 

implementation of programs. Council members wanted funds to be used for on the ground 
work.  

• Chair Hanson – civic engagement recommendation was cut out of both bills.  
• Dave Leuthe – $1 million of the Natural Resources Trust Fund dollars to be put into the 

Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) research.  
• LSHOC recommendations include funds for AIS. Funding for AIS is in various Senate and 

House bills.  
• Jen – Rep. Wagenieus and Rep. Torkelson will meet to reconcile bills.  
• Steve Woods – Council members may be interested in a tour on June 28th in Scott County 

of the best management practices that were used to clean up the Credit River.  
• Chair Hanson – audience introductions; Keith Buttleman and Brian Davis from Met. Council.  

3. Conflict of interest (COI) policy discussion and adoption 
• Chair Hanson described the COI documents included in the members’ meeting packet.  
• If we adopt this policy what is next? Does it go to the Attorney General’s office for their 

review and comment? What is the process? Jen - the Attorney General has reviewed it and 
is comfortable with it. We’ll draft a letter to the Legislative auditor’s office. If it is approved 
it today, then it’s final.  

• Gene Merriam – it’s important for the Council to take action.  
• Chair Hanson went over the COI policies; 

a. Annual policy review 
b. Policy distribution 
c. Disclosure of conflicts 
d. Abstention 

• When we do the Steering Committee update at each Council meeting, we will address any 
potential conflicts. Work with the Council staff, chair, vice chair to go over the COI.  The COI 
Notifications should be added to the Council agenda items.  

• Chair Hanson – abstention; if you have a conflict of interest, you are not able to participate 
in the discussion. Louis Smith reviewed the statutes and drafted this policy. Question about 
whether members with a COI must leave the room during a discussion. It can be challenging 
if you stay in the room.  

• Gene can’t think of any item that has come up in the Council that presents a conflict of 
interest. Chair Hanson – potential may be with the U of MN if we recommend funding for 
the Water Resources Center, for example. Victoria – counties get funding, the U of MN gets 
funding but it’s not usually about any personal financial interest. Jen – the Council member 
needs to decide that.  

• Victoria moves approval, seconded by Marilyn Bernhardson.  
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• Questions on the COI policy (Developing a Conflict of Interest Policy handout). Question #4, 
establish an ethics committee.  

• How to implement the COI policy. Add COI to the Council agenda. If a member has a 
potential conflict, get the COI form from Council staff. Staff will collect and document it.  

• Chair Hanson – do it on a case by case basis on discussions. Do we need an ethics 
committee? We will need to change bylaws if we have one.  

• Victoria doesn’t think we need an ethics committee. We can form one if needed. Scott – we 
can add it as an ad hoc committee.  

• Question #3, do we need a procedure for situations where a member refuses to disclose, 
recuse or abstain? Gaylen – last month’s discussion; perception is as important as reality. If 
someone wonders if there’s a conflict of interest, they should ask.  

• Chair Hanson – all in favor say aye. Motion carried.  

4. BOC update  
• Marilyn Bernhardson – the BOC discussed the letter from Rep. Wagenius and the Council 

budget priority document.  
• Groundwater discussion, discussed quantity and surface water. The BOC will invite the 

groundwater interagency team to attend the May BOC meeting. We need to determine 
what their top priorities are.  

• The BOC discussed how to address the Council’s Accountability and Outcomes discussion in 
our report, how to present the Accountability and Outcomes and Research and Tools topics 
at the full Council, and discussed a budget for the Council. Also recommended that the 
Council has its own staff member. Sometimes Jen is put in a difficult position since she also 
works for the PCA. It would be advantageous for us since she spends a good deal of her 
time on the Council work, as does Mary. Do we know anything yet? 

• Jen – currently the Council budget comes from MPCA’s TMDL budget. Also staffing.  
• This issue came up when Chair Hanson received a call from Rebecca Flood about MPCA’s bill 

from the Attorney General’s office for staff work on conflict of interest for the Council.  
• Would the Council staff be an MPCA employee? Jen – yes, it’s in the (Clean Water Legacy 

Act) statute. Gene – we would be recommending to the Legislature. We could recommend 
that it not be a MPCA employee. Marilyn - if they become full time Council staff, it would be 
much easier because they wouldn’t have to answer to both. Some think having MPCA staff 
for the Council may not resolve that. Jen – the Council can decide what you want to do.  

• Marilyn asked members to read the wording behind priority areas.  
• Victoria had a comment on the draft BOC minutes. She would like the statement on 

politicians taken out. Gene expressed concern about censoring the minutes. Chair Hanson 
said the discussion was specific to the drainage law. He suggested some changed language. 
Warren said it’s fine as part of the minutes as a discussion. If it ever moves to a discussion of 
policy, we’ll have to have a lot of discussion. Sandy Rummel said the context of the 
discussion is important. Dave reads the minutes as; “BOC discussed…”and then there are 
the various bullets. Victoria - if that’s the case, we can say anything we want. The minutes 
reflect what was discussed.  

• Linda – under groundwater discussion in BOC minutes it says the interagency team will 
attend the May meeting. The deadline for input from the agencies is May 1st. Jen – the next 
BOC meeting is May 4th and the interagency team would be invited in the afternoon and 
discuss with the BOC.  
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• Chair Hanson – revise the BOC minutes to show that this was a discussion point specifically 
about the drainage law.  

• Chair Hanson asked Rep. Torkelson to give an update on the various House and Senate bills.  
• Rep. Torkelson – the Senate bill is 2806, and he introduced it on the House side, DE1 (delete 

all) replaced the Senate version. Added language to reimburse Legislative Council members 
for their expenses; no per diem. Language to allow re-use of groundwater. Spending 
changes – $6 million recommended. Most goes to BWSR for several programs including an 
increase in funds for electronic tracking of the work being done.  

• Senate bill takes $1 million from DNR’s Natural Resources Trust Funds for AIS research.  
• Rep. Torkelson’s bill HF 2806 has $1.8 million of Clean Water Funds for AIS work. Also 

proposing to take the same amount from the LSOHC ($1.8 million) for AIS work.   
• In the future, use funds from pull tabs to fund this work. Bill language will not name.  
• Chair Hanson – LSOHC $5 million for barrier work. Rep. Torkelson – that stays the same. 

$1.8 million is for AIS research. Maybe more funds for lake associations (?) to do more work 
on AIS.  

• What about closing Lock and Dam #1 for fish barrier? Rep. Torkelson – proposed legislation 
to close upper St. Anthony Falls lock and dam if live Asian carp are found. It was closed 
while the 35W bridge was down, so this has happened before.  

• Will the funds from LSOHC for AIS change what is funded by LSOHC? Rep. Torkelson – yes, 
but this is a work in progress. It may change.  

• Has the bottom line changed with the new revenue forecast? Rep. Torkelson – yes, but 
minimally 3-5%.  

• Gene – shallow lake water management moved out of committee. Rep. Torkelson – it gives 
DNR more flexibility in managing shallow lakes to manage plants and carp. Dave – the 
landscape and hydrology has changed so we need more flexibility.  

• Rep. Torkelson is moving to the lake because of redistricting. Moving to Lake Hanska to 
represent his district (most of his district has changed). Also, Minnehaha Creek Watershed 
District is having an AIS symposium today and tomorrow at the Kelly Inn in St. Paul.  

Council funding priorities: 
• Chair Hanson – Council funding priorities document. Monitoring and assessment – question 

for Gaylen about what happens after the first 10 year cycle. Gaylen thinks the costs will go 
down, but it’s hard to predict what will be needed in 10 years.  

• Gaylen has a question about using percentages. This assumes the funding levels will remain 
the same. What happens if funding levels increase? These percentages wouldn’t work. 
Marilyn – this is for 2014-15 report. May not change much for 2014-15. Steve agrees with 
Gaylen that the economy may change. There should be some kind of benchmark.  

• Jen looked at the last two Legislative reports from the Council to see the range for funding. 
This is guidance for the BOC report. It can change in the fall when we know more about 
budget. Gaylen suggested adding a statement like; assuming the context of $90 million.  

• Steve said we don’t refer to watershed restoration and protection strategies as plans. Use 
activities. Current game plan is to add these things to local plans.  

• Chair Hanson – we removed the words quality and quantity from the groundwater/drinking 
water bullet. Why did you remove this? Jen – we discussed whether quantity is in the 
Council’s purview. It hasn’t been decided yet. Steve – the Council is required to spend 5% 
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• Restoration/implementation – Victoria asked if this is where SSTS will fall. Chair Hanson – 
yes.  

• Education/civic engagement – BOC sees this as building local capacity. Talked about 
increasing the percentage from 1% to 5%.  

• Find out what the concern is with Legislators for funding local staff. We need stability, 
consistency with local staff. Looking at a 3 year plan.  

• The BOC had a long discussion about how important it is to build local capacity. Talked 
about a possible pilot program where the local unit of government would receive funding 
for staff for two years and the local government would provide funding for one year. 
Dilemma about staffing on the local level. Marilyn - if they get funding for one year, then 
just when they’re getting their feet on the ground, the funding is gone and the staff are 
gone. We need to have local government buy in. She thinks a three year plan would work.  

• Linda - wouldn’t it be easier if local government paid one third of the salary? Marilyn – this 
gives them two years to come up with the salary for the third year.  

• Mike likes Linda’s idea. Civic engagement ends up being a line item on the project. We need 
to tie it to a project somehow.  

• Gaylen – we have committed $1 million to civic engagement. We haven’t defined the 
structural elements. We need leadership to connect the parts of the project to civic 
engagement. Mike – it means you measure activity and get some feedback back. We should 
be emphasizing that direction rather than just two years funding. Jen – each agency will 
submit recommendations. Mike – maybe our role is to find a role and make it work. It 
should be a line item.  

• Victoria suggests a three year grant with one year match and you get more buy in from the 
beginning. If the local government has grant money for two years and the third year is on 
them, they might not have an option to say we’ll not do this anymore. You know that you’ll 
get the three years, and you have the commitment from the beginning. More accountability 
as far as what you measure.  

• Frank is not clear what we are discussing. What is underlying issue? Gaylen – civic 
engagement can be funded as part of a project, but it is not fundable as a line item so that 
projects could hire someone in a leadership role on this.  

• Applied research and tool development – no change in the language.  

Break 
 
5. Stormwater and wastewater reuse; Brian Davis (Metropolitan Council) 
• Randy Ellingboe, MDH – Roles - Reuse, Recharge, Reduction, Wastewater, Stormwater, 

Conservation.  
• How plumbing fits into the picture. The plumbing code covers the drain/pipe, drains in 

parking lot. The plumbing code applies when redirecting these items.  
• Brian Davis, Met. Council. What opportunities exist for Water Conservation & Reuse? 2010 

permitted groundwater use. 89% of permitted groundwater use is in the top 3 categories;  
1. Municipal Waterworks 
2. Major Crop Irrigation 
3. Agricultural Processing 
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• 1 million population increase 1988-2010 – increase in groundwater use.  
• Impact of weather/climate on water use. White Bear Lake – graph of water levels 2003, 

change in trend, steeper down slope. Groundwater pumping trend around White Bear Lake 
is upward. Summer highs more different than winter lows. USGS study – drop in lake level; 
pumping around the lake likely impacting lake levels. It can’t be explained by rainfall alone.  

• Talked about some of the tradeoffs for various conservation practices – some have negative 
effects. More efficient appliances – see a slow downward trend in wintertime water use 
even with increasing population. More efficient irrigation technology conserves water.  

• Chair Hanson – what is the cost difference between low and high pressure irrigation? Brian 
is not sure. He can find that information.  

• Metropolitan Council study on the use of treated wastewater. Met. Council is interested in 
this topic because they treat half the wastewater in the state.  

• MCES East Bethel Water Reclamation Plant; treated wastewater --- initial use groundwater 
recharge. Paid for by Met. Council now, but ultimately will be paid for by East Bethel’s users 
through fees.  

Questions: 
• Will this be cheaper for them? What makes this work? Brian – maybe not cheaper for small 

users. Gene – commercial developers will ultimately be using this as the area along Highway 
65 is developed. Why did Met. Council do this? Keith Buttleman – Met. Council was asked to 
develop wastewater treatment for East Bethel. We decided to include some new 
technologies in the project.  

• Are you looking at phosphorus reduction in doing land application rather than discharge to 
stream? Keith B. – phosphorus and nitrogen are the usual problems with wastewater. Direct 
injection below ground.  

• What is the cost of this? Not sure. Does the city own the land? Keith B. – the city owned the 
land where treatment plant is. As part of the agreement Met Council will own the land of 
the distribution system.  

• Does the stormwater reuse slide (runoff, infiltration) depict an urban area? Brian – yes, it’s a 
developed area.  

• The Stormwater Reuse Guide was funded with Clean Water Funds.  
• Minimum Impact Design Standards (MIDS) is a collaborative project.  
• How much of an impediment is the plumbing code? Brian – the code prohibits cross 

connections. Example in Oregon where the dry season is in the summer. They need another 
water source for a reuse system, which could be considered a cross connection. Randy – 
there are backflow devices to deal with cross contamination. Could get some growth in a 
cistern. You need to protect the water line from potable water supply. Use back flow 
preventer. Also, you don’t want someone to tap into the system thinking it was potable if 
it’s wastewater. What level of quality is needed in a cistern for example? That’s a question 
that needs to be answered.  

• Twins example, what was their motivation? Randy – mainly the city’s ethic desire to have a 
LEED system. Brian Davis – importance of planning ahead. For example, for the Twins 
stadium, a 5000 gallon tank was needed, but they could only use a 15 gallon tank because 
of the weight of tank. The stadium wasn’t built to hold a larger tank.  

Lunch 
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6. SSTS ad hoc team final report; SSTS Committee Chair Victoria Reinhardt 
• Victoria provided some background on the SSTS ad hoc committee; 4 or 5 meetings, input 

from MPCA, BWSR, MDH, others, and the Association of Minnesota Counties (AMC) to 
understand funding, program, recommendations, etc.  

• Recommendations are based on the Governor’s recommendations for FY12-13.  
• Victoria went over the report; Funding for SSTS in Minnesota – A Report to the Clean 

Water Council SSTS Ad Hoc Committee, Lisa Thorvig, MPCA March 2012.  
• Appendix A, Summary of SSTS funding sources for FY12-13 and FY14-15 – funding 

recommendations put additional funding into existing programs, which is a more cost 
effective use of funds.  

• Victoria – SSTS; counties must cover the areas that cities and towns don’t. Ramsey County 
already does this. Local government has to adopt state rules into their ordinances and 
ensure compliance.  

• Chair Hanson - page 4, Impacts of Clean Water funds it says funding for county SSTS 
programs has increased. CWF supports this.  

• Mike - made the decision to use this format (see Appendix A) to make it easier to digest. 
• Victoria - staff did a really good job, especially on the purpose. It gives you an idea of what 

happens with those funds within those programs. 
• Steve Woods – question about too many pots of money vs. lumping together funding. Is the 

recommendation to have separate line items of funding? Victoria – not necessarily. One of 
the problems we had with the last legislation, there was money but we didn’t know who 
was administering it or where it was supposed to go. This provides clarification as to what 
the SSTS funding should be used for.  

• Dave Weirens – this calls out the expectations. Having larger pools of funding is easier to 
deal with than small pots of money, but you need to know what is being funded.  

• Mike – we went through the priorities first before we did Appendix A. It reflects those 
priorities.  

• Gene Merriam – what does SSTS mean? What does it include? Does it include straight 
pipes? Yes, straight pipes are noncompliant SSTS. Gene – what is included in the counting of 
SSTS? Does it include every home not connected to a municipal sewage system? Also 
commercial, industrial?  Annalee Garletz, AMC explained what is included.  

• Victoria – is the increase in compliance due to new homes being built? The question is - the 
SSTS are those that are not connected to a municipal system and of those not connected, 
roughly 65% were compliant in 2000, and now it’s increased to 73% What do those 
numbers mean. What is it based on? Annalee Garletz responded.  

• Mike – add the word approximately; still working on inventories so we don’t know exactly.  
• Frank Jewell said there’s no building boom in St. Louis County, but increase in compliance. 

Also, there is a lot of misinformation about this issue. People sell homes with the idea they 
will fix the system, but we can’t track that.  

• Scott Hoese – in Carver County, the system has to be fixed before you can sell your home. 
You’ll never get 100% compliance.  

• Victoria – residential is a little easier to deal with. MPCA prioritizes the bigger businesses.  
• Steve Woods – if there are 200,000 households on the wrong side of the line, how many 

years will this take? Jen Maleitzke – there is funding for 2 more biennia, then re-assess.  
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• How many have done the county-wide inventory? Gaylen - it’s not consistent. Mike – it’s a 
guestimate. That’s my point.  

• Victoria – it’s controversial, when you do the inventory you need to fix the systems.  
• County inventories vary – some are complete, some are not.  
• Annalee Garletz, AMC – variety of ways counties have been dealing with this.  
• Gaylen – there was a ten year plan that was never funded; 2004 report to Legislature – no 

funding to implement. A lot of the failing systems are the most expensive to fix. It gets 
complicated and expensive fast.  

• Steve - we’ve still got 20 years of this. What is our burn rate? At what rate is the number of 
noncompliant systems going down? Just want to know what the slope is.  

• Scott has a question about Appendix A, SSTS eligible – will those TBD numbers be provided 
in the May 1st figures we get from the agencies? Victoria – the numbers are not just for 
SSTS. Dave Weirens – that’s part of the Council’s process for developing recommendations.  

7. South Metro Mississippi and Minnesota River TMDL; Bob Finley (MPCA) 
1. Process 
2. Findings/content 
3. Next steps 

• Clean Water Act----beneficial uses (aquatic, recreation, consumption)----water quality 
standards----TMDLs.  

• The statewide turbidity standard for these Mississippi River reaches was not protective 
enough. We developed a site specific standard for the South Metro Mississippi River 
(Mississippi River from Fort Snelling in St. Paul to upper Lake Pepin downstream of Red 
Wing).  

• Developing TMDLs – very extensive public involvement process, science advisory panel.  
• TMDL for Lake Pepin (turbidity impairment in the south metro Mississippi River to Lake 

Pepin, nutrient impairment for Lake Pepin). We decided to divide the TMDL into two parts; 
the South Metro Mississippi River Total Suspended Sediment (TSS) TMDL and the Lake 
Pepin Eutrophication TMDL.   

• Results – the South Metro Mississippi River site specific standard for TSS is 32 mg/L summer 
average. The midsection of the river (Lock and Dam 2 and 3) is above the standard. Load 
allocation – 3/4s of the sediment load is from the Minnesota River. Percent TSS reductions 
needed – 50% reduction in the Minnesota River and Cannon River. At high flows, 60% 
reduction of TSS is needed.  

• Minnesota River Turbidity TMDL – the goal for main stem at Jordan is 100 mg/L TSS.  
• Capacity vs. current TSS load – not close at very high flows, close at mid and low flows.  
• Sediment sources/implementation choices – do the ones that are easiest to do first. Work 

on the ones that have challenges.  
• In the case of the Mississippi, we’re not that far away in terms of upper and lower reach.  
• Minnesota River issue is with high flows. 60% is from channel erosion, banks. 40% is from 

uplands. It’s the reverse of what we used to think.  
• Next steps – implementation. Two large scale implementation plans – hard to do. Develop 

recommendations, guidance, strategies for the Mississippi and Minnesota Rivers. Analogy 
to 25 year framework; framework for Mississippi/Minnesota Rivers. Flow, near channel 
sources, targeting. 
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• Graph of phosphorus reduction from wastewater in Minnesota River exceeding limit set for 
2010; close to 2015 limit. Concern in the past that this was not achievable. Plenty of things 
were going on before the permit kicked up. Already on a downward trajectory. Maybe we 
can accelerate. The Council may be in a position to help accelerate this.  

• Public comment period for both draft TMDLs will be extended to the end of May.  

Questions:  
• Is the formal comment period being extended for both of these draft TMDLs? Yes, until May 

29th. It will be in the state register. Gaylen – cities were concerned about having enough 
time for public meetings and time to comment on the TMDLs.  

• How do these fit into the 81 watersheds? Do they have to meet 90? 50% reduction.  
• Bob Finley – the goal is different for each watershed. Some watersheds are fine and don’t 

need to reduce. MS4 communities - if we get a much smaller reduction upstream, you’ll get 
that lower number downstream. Gaylen – the percent reduction is based on the goal.  

• Dave L. – goal is 100 mg/L mainstem at Jordan; 90, 70, 50. It doesn’t add up to 100. Yes.  
• You said…and then we’re done. Are you being facetious? Bob Finley responded that he was 

referring to EPA’s requirements for a TMDL only. There still needs to be implementation.  
• What happens when the public comment period ends? Bob – we respond to comments, 

incorporate them into the TMDL as appropriate, and then submit the final TMDL to EPA. If 
there are substantial changes, we will re-public notice the TMDL. Then what happens? 
These TMDLs will influence and guide the other 11 TMDLs (Blue Earth River, etc.)  

• Gaylen – implementation – focus on strategies to guide TMDLs for major watersheds, for 32 
watersheds in the Mississippi and Minnesota River basins. Then start the public process.  

• What is the timeline for watersheds that haven’t been involved in the process yet? They will 
follow the watershed approach timeline. Then do nitrogen? Gaylen – statewide nutrient 
reduction strategies are being developed for nitrogen and phosphorus. Higher level 
strategies. Steve W. – BWSR is targeting implementation for areas with higher loading.  

• Gaylen - $800 million for the stormwater portion of this in (Mississippi or Minnesota?).  
• Total reduction 25% - first time period is 25% of 25%. The expectation is the cities get to 

count back to the year 2000 to say what they’ve done on stormwater. In many cases, we’ll 
find they have already made significant reductions. We’re making good progress.  

• Will there be any write-up of this? Gaylen – it will be written up as part of our response.  

8. Work plan review; scoping Applied Research / Tool Development work plan topic 
• Chair Hanson – work plan development. What would members like to see?  
• Jen – BOC ideas, transportation, cities, Discovery Farms.  
• Linda - LiDAR. Chair Hanson – where are we at with LiDAR?  
• Dan Stoddard – Adam Birr overview of agricultural research.  
• Gaylen – urban stormwater folks – coming from… 
• Dave L. – concept of technical service providers – knowledge, tools, and technology they 

bring. Also could be under local capacity. Could be a bridge between the two.  

9. April meeting agenda / adjournment 
• Chair Hanson – the Steering Committee meeting will follow to go through the April meeting 

agenda. No BOC meeting is scheduled for April.  
• Meeting adjourned.  
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2:30~3:00  Council Steering Team 
 

Next Meeting: April 16, 2012 
Location: MPCA Board Room 

 



Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda 
Monday, April 16, 2012 

9:00 a.m. – 2:30 p.m. 
MPCA Board Room 

520 Lafayette Road North, St. Paul 
 
 

9:00-9:15 Convene Full Council 

 Comments/additions to the agenda 

 Approve 3/19/12 meeting minutes 

 Council introductions, updates and conflict of interest notifications 
 
9:15-9:30 Steering Team Report     Decision item  

 By-law vote  

 August 19-20 field tour in Carver County, update  
 

9:30-10:15 A social science-based approach to civic    Information item 
  engagement and stewardship in watershed  

management  
  Dr. Mae Davenport (University of Minnesota)   
 
10:15-10:30  Break 

    
10:30-11:30 Refresher on open meeting and data   Information item 

practices law  
 Stacie Christensen (Minnesota Department of Administration) 
 
11:30-12:00  Water Governance study update   Information item 

Suzanne Rhees, John Linc Stine (MPCA) 
 

12:00-12:30 Lunch  
 
12:30-2:00 Discovery Farm program presentation and   Information item 

discussion    
Tim Radatz (Minnesota Agricultural Water Resource Center), Scott 
Matteson (MDA)  

 
2:00  May meeting agenda / adjournment 

 
2:00~2:30  Council Steering Team 

 
 

Next Meeting: May 21, 2012 

 
 

 

  



Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes 
Monday, April 16, 2012 

9:00 a.m. – 2:00 p.m. 
MPCA Lower Level Board Rooms 

520 Lafayette Road North, St. Paul 
 
Council members present: Marilyn Bernhardson, Pam Blixt, Linda Bruemmer, Warren Formo, 
Keith Hanson, John Harren, Scott Hoese, Frank Jewell, Bradley Kalk, Mark Knoff, Michael 
McKay, Dave Leuthe, Gene Merriam, Gary Pedersen, Gaylen Reetz, Victoria Reinhardt, Todd 
Renville, Sandy Rummel, Deb Swackhamer, Matthew Wohlman, Steve Woods.  
 
Absent: Rep. Kent Eken, Senator John Pederson, Louis Smith, Senator Dan Sparks, Rep. Paul 
Torkelson.  
 
1. Convene Full Council 

o Comments/additions to the agenda  
o Approve 3/19/12 meeting minutes  
o Council introductions, updates and conflict of interest notifications  

• Vice Chair Hoese called the meeting to order and asked members for comments on the 
agenda. There were none. Comment on the March meeting minutes about the motion to 
approve the February meeting minutes. The March meeting minutes will be revised.  

• Motion to approve the 3/19/12 meeting minutes. Motion passed.  
• Council member introductions and conflict of interest announcements. 
• Gaylen Reetz said public meetings for two draft Total Suspended Solids (TSS) TMDL reports 

will be held in Mankato at 10:00 a.m. on Wednesday, April 18, 2012 and in St. Paul at 10:00 
a.m. on Thursday, April 19, 2012. The Greater Blue Earth River Basin Turbidity TMDL will go 
on public notice beginning on Monday, April 23, 2012 until May 29, 2012.  

• Gary Pedersen said this will be his last Council meeting. He will resign. He has a new job as 
Executive Director of the Minnesota Association of Townships. He thanks everyone on the 
Council. It’s been a great experience.  

• Matthew Wohlman said today is the final day to sign up for the Minnesota Agriculture 
Water Quality Certification Program.  

• There were no conflict of interest notifications from any of the Council members.  
• Audience introductions. 

2. Steering Team Report  
o By-law vote  
o August 19-20 field tour in Carver County, update  

• Chair Hanson gave the steering committee report.  He went over the changes to the bylaws. 
On page one the terms and compensation of Legislative members were added and new 
legislation language was added (2011 special session CWLA changes). Removal language 
was revised on page 2 to three missed meetings. Motion to accept the bylaw changes by 
Victoria Reinhardt, seconded by Scott Hoese. All approved. Motion carries.  

• Vice Chair Scott Hoese said the Council field tour will be in Carver County on August 19-20. 
Sunday evening we will be at the Best Western in Chaska and we will tour on Monday. Jen 
passed around a sign-up sheet for arrangements. Mary Reilly will check out the parking 
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situation at the hotel in Chaska. Question about what time the tour ends on Monday. There 
is no time on the draft agenda for the end of the tour on Monday. It will be on the draft 
agenda for next time.   

• Jen Maleitzke - the Council will have three vacancies with Gary Pedersen’s upcoming 
resignation.  Two vacancies are posted on the Secretary of State’s website. The Governor’s 
office will soon fill the business representative. They are still looking for the fishing 
representative. Information about the application process is on the Secretary of State’s 
website. Contact Jen with questions.  

• Two CWF bills are at the Legislature. $6 million is budgeted for nonpoint sources (Council 
recommendations). There are differences in the budget amounts in the House and Senate 
versions. Rep. Torkelson and Rep. Wagenius now have one House bill.  

3. A social science-based approach to civic engagement and stewardship in watershed 
management; Dr. Mae Davenport (University of Minnesota) 

• The Human Dimensions of Water Resource Management - water resource management 
“also requires understanding…economic, cultural, and social determinants of water use”.  

• Community Capacity definition - “The interaction of human capital, organizational 
resources, and social capital existing within a given community that can be leveraged to 
solve collective problems and improve or maintain the well-being of that community” 

• Vermillion and Sand Creek watersheds - survey of landowners/results: 90% are concerned, 
50% say water pollution is a threat, 55% say water resources are not adequately protected, 
90% feel personally obligated to use conservation practices.  

• Potential collective action barriers – lot’s of no’s. Less than 10% have attended a meeting 
about an environmental issue. Still very concerned, just not talking to others about water 
quality issues.  

• Family influences their conservation decisions the most – then DNR, SWCD, PCA, WMO, 
neighbors.  

• Target non-adopters (precision conservation) – over 50% perceived they didn’t have the 
ability to change their land use. Civic engagement is also an issue.  

• Fragmentation of Water Governance.   
• Targeting landowners for conservation. It’s important to know what their needs are. They 

need education about the water in their backyards. Need design tailored at the local level. 
• Relationship building is one of the key tools for a local watershed manager.  
• Need a multiple-strategy approach that is flexible with options for local implementation.  

Questions:  
• There are 4 types of indicators; individual, relational, organizational, programmatic. We 

have measures and outcomes for state; report card. Which of the 4 indicators should we be 
concerned about, agency capacity? Mae – look at agency capacity across all 4 levels. Local 
resource managers have keenest understanding of local needs. The state role could be to 
support that.   

• Bar charts show a significant disconnect. Water quality concerns drove the passage of the 
Legacy amendment similar to your findings. Reference to enforcement of regulations. What 
is that referring to? Mae – local enforcement slide. Theme – social capitol and relationships 
are important, but can also be a barrier to enforcement.  

Page 2 of 7 

http://www.sos.state.mn.us/index.aspx?page=5
http://www.sos.state.mn.us/index.aspx?page=5
http://www.sos.state.mn.us/index.aspx?page=5


• Disconnect between desire and knowledge. How do we get a consistent message across the 
board? Mae – landowners perceive different messages. Lots of different jurisdictions can be 
confusing. There needs to be more coordination and consistent messages. Needs to be 
acknowledged as a problem, addressed and monitored.  

• The slide on who influences their conservation decisions, neighbors was at the bottom of 
the list. Mae - 50% were influenced by neighbors and family is at top. But there may not be 
any statistical difference between these.  

• Problems we’re dealing with are small. In many places, watersheds are not the community, 
maybe townships; scale issue. Most of the problems are not seen until they are 
downstream of where they are created. Not sure what the problem is, we may not have the 
right answer to the problem. Mae – the issue of scale is important. People identify 
township, municipality, neighbor as community. Taylor the message as much as you can. 
One on one relationship is important. Dialogue is important in building relationship.  

• How would the answers change if the question was who have you spoken to? 
• Question about the low numbers in the potential barriers slide; what is your goal for these 

numbers? Mae said she was surprised how low these numbers were because of all the work 
being done in the watershed. Not sure what the goal for is for these numbers. The goal 
would have to be defined at the local level. She is doing follow-up with these communities 
to see if the numbers have gone up.  

• Question on the conservation decision slide – government groups all come from a 
viewpoint. Organizations they chose to belong to all have a viewpoint. They may agree with 
crop consultants, sportsmen club, etc. Mae – we did have other organizations between 
WMO and neighbors.  

• Audience member Barb Radke, U of MN extension and outreach – you need to have the 
right people at the meeting dealing with the right issues. If you do, 11% involved may be 
okay.  

Break 
 
4. Refresher on open meeting and data practices law; Stacie Christensen (Minnesota 

Department of Administration) 
• Refresher on open meeting and data practices law. It’s been a while since we’ve had this 

information.  
• Stacie Christensen – MDA division answers questions from citizens, agencies, Legislature, 

media. Anyone who has questions on data practices.  
• State law presumes government data are public unless the Legislature decides to make 

something not public.  
• Stacie reviewed the data practices laws and related laws on records. The website for the 

state historical society has good information on records (Minnesota State Archives).  
• Data Practices Act. Government data covers everything recorded. It doesn’t cover what’s in 

your head. Commissioner of MDA has authority to interpret the law.  
• Public vs. private data – data on individuals is private.  
• Nonpublic data (data subject) – i.e. personnel information.  
• Jen described how staff are dealing with Council data. Everything from Council meetings is 

being posted on the web and web pages for Council committees have been added.  

Page 3 of 7 

http://www.mnhs.org/preserve/records/index.htm


• Data practices act created in 1973, before emails. Now even phone calls are part of voice 
over IP. They also may be public.  

• Stacie – emails can be considered an official record. Emails are requested regularly. If you’re 
not creating an official record, don’t email or text someone unless it’s really minor.  

• What about texts? Stacie – don’t do official business over text.  
• Question about intellectual property; grant information. Are there other types of data that 

are not public? Stacie – government can classify some data as trade secrets, also classify as 
business secrets. RFPs at certain points in time are not public.  

• Talk about how budget prep documents are non public. Stacie – before an agency presents 
a budget to the Legislature, the data are not public. Gene – they are nonpublic unless the 
agency chooses to make it public.  

• What do you define as trade secrets? Stacie read from the law. Agencies can decide what a 
trade secret is. Is there something for data security? Stacie read the passage about data 
security. The government entity (local, state, etc.) makes that determination.  

• What about using a private phone? Stacie – government data on a private phone or 
personal computer is subject to data practices. It doesn’t matter the device you’re using. It’s 
the content that matters.  

• Audience member (Met. Council) – wastewater treatment plant vulnerability is protected 
by federal law.  

• Open Meetings presentation. The law doesn’t give you the right to speak at meetings, only 
to attend.  

• Meeting notice – only required to post notice of meeting. Special meeting notice; 
emergency meeting notice.  

• Quorum law – quorum (majority) of members triggers the law. The law is not triggered 
when you have less than a quorum.  

• Question about forwarding email to a 3rd party and including the attachment. Stacie – if you 
are just forwarding an attachment, it’s probably okay as long as you are not having a 
conversation. One way communication is okay as long as you don’t ask to have a discussion 
before the meeting.  

• What about a draft agenda in an email, is that a problem? Stacie – there’s nothing that 
specifically discusses drafts. Drafts are public data.  

• Closed meetings - meetings can be closed only if required or permitted in the law.  
• Question from audience about a requirement for minutes for a closed meeting. Stacie – 

there is nothing specific about minutes, you have to have a record.  
• When do subcommittees become subject to open meeting law? Stacie – court decision said 

any subcommittee is subject to the law. Another court decision is more discretionary. It is 
best to be conservative when deciding what to do.  

• Jen described what Council staff are doing to inform the public about meetings – meeting 
notice emails are sent to interested parties, cc’s for meeting notices, post meeting 
documents online.  

Break 
 
5. Water Governance study update; Suzanne Rhees (DNR), John Linc Stine (MPCA) 
• Water Governance, John Stine, Suzanne Rhees, 2011 Special Session legislation 
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• Water Governance project to streamline, strengthen and improve sustainable water 
management. Water Governance study echoes themes of U of MN’s Water Sustainability 
Framework report. Ideas for this from John Stine and his years of experience working at 
various agencies on environment issues. Minnesota has many water related statutes, which 
shows our priorities and the importance in the state for water resources.  

• Suzanne – Water Governance Evaluation Timeline. We will be coming back to the Council 
from time to time with updates (April, June, October 2012, and January 2013). Final report 
due to the Legislature by January 15, 2013.  

• Prior Lake photo/slide with various water activities and agencies involved in activities. Slides 
for other areas.  

• Issues slide/Sustainability slide – some changes have already occurred. 
• Positive trends – interagency communication has improved; other improvements. 
• Draft report in late summer.  
• John Stine – if you are inclined to be interviewed about this topic, we can set aside time 

with Suzanne. We know we overlap in permitting or come very close. We are discussing if 
MPCA is best agency to roll out the watershed projects. Are local partners the right ones to 
lead public meetings? Contact Suzanne if you are interested in being interviewed.  

• People think of things in sequence rather than as a system, i.e., drilling wells. We need to 
think of things more in the context of sustainable management.  

• Another example – there are experts in the agencies (hydrogeologists) who work on 
groundwater/surface water interactions. Should we pool our resources differently?  

• Also issues of funding for agency work – can be constraining in terms of what work agency 
can do.  

• What about a workflow diagram? John – that might be a recommendation in the report.  
• Some of the obstacles are statutes, funding resources. 
• Is governance part of what you are looking at, the MPCA Board, CWC, EQB, etc.? John – 

governance is the topic of project. We should talk about a better governance system. We 
will look at governance in the U of MN sustainability report.  

• Suzanne – final report will be at least 25 pages and appendices. Timeline to look at federal, 
state statutory decisions over time, problems being experience conveying the story of 
decision-making.  

• Chair Hanson - what are your expectations for the check-ins with the Council? John – mid-
summer is the next one - set of ideas check in. Fall 2012 – first cut of all of our ideas.  

• What is the water congress scoping committee? A review of the statutory framework.  
• Deb Swackhamer said they have a grant to scope out how to review all the statutes. 

Develop recommendations about how to do this and how to fund it. Content and process 
for a “water congress”.  

Lunch 
 
6. Discovery Farm program presentation and discussion; Tim Radatz (Minnesota Agricultural 

Water Resource Center), Scott Matteson (MDA)  
• Warren Formo said Discovery Farms was launched a few years ago by the Minnesota 

Agricultural Water Resource Center (MAWRC) in partnership with the Minnesota 
Department of Agriculture (MDA).  
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• Gather water quality data and agronomic information from farmers. See more opportunity, 
civic engagement as discussed this morning.  

• Tim Radatz works with Dr. George Rehm. It’s a producer-led effort, an educational program. 
Their approach is to do baseline monitoring and use that water quality data to see if 
anything needs to be changed. Overall goal is to provide a high quality data set.  

• Discovery Farms Minnesota - a producer led effort to gather field-scale information on 
water quality moving over and through the landscape in the diversity of farm enterprises in 
Minnesota.  

• What is a Discovery Farm? An operating farm cooperating in systematic collection of 
accurate information on water leaving the farm via surface/tile flow.  

• Modeled after Wisconsin Discovery Farms. Improve communication between groups. One 
size doesn’t fit all. Nutrient, sediment loss off farm fields research project.  

• Steering committee members include local, state and federal conservation agencies, 
industry groups.  

• There are Wisconsin, Minnesota, Arkansas, and North Dakota Discovery Farms. All 
communicate with each other.  

• Core Farms – monitor for a few years, get baseline data, evaluate data, make adjustments, 
continue monitoring 3-5 more years. Total of 5-7 years monitoring.  

• Special projects – environmental issue has already been raised.  
• How are Core Farms selected? Submit applications, farms are selected, $5000 per year 

stipend.  
• Define conventional dairy farms. Cows are in confinement rather than grazing.  
• How many years do they sign up for? 5-7 years, but either side can get out of it if needed.  
• How many farms? We have 8 now and can go up to 10-15.  
• Warren – we are encouraging farms in the northwest to get into the program. Will have at 

least a full time person.  
• How are you using these farms? What are they compared to? What is the hypothesis? Tim – 

baseline monitoring will be done, make changes if needed to improve, and then further 
monitoring.  

• How will the data be used? Tim – if we find problems with practices, we can apply that to 
other similar farms, i.e. one management practice could drive sediment or nutrient losses 
for the entire year.  

• Is there any financial help for farmers to correct practices? Tim – we help them find cost 
sharing dollars. Warren – the advantage of involving SWCDs is that they sometimes can 
offer help with the practice.  

• How many applications? How do they find out about it? Tim – we had 15 or 16 applications 
in March.  

• Is the farmer compensated beyond $5000 for farming with no fertilizer? Warren – yes. They 
pay the farmer the difference for the amount of loss that’s incurred.  

• Part of the criteria was to be able to track water movement. Tim – edge of field, not stream 
component. Just working with tile outlets.  

• Do farmers make a commitment to change practices? Tim – in the agreement it says they 
should make commitment, but they can drop out of the program if they don’t like the 
recommendations.  
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• How many farms? How many sites in Wisconsin? Tim - the ultimate design is really limitless. 
Core farm - 10-15 farms.  

• Two watersheds now to look at edge of field and instream. Wisconsin is using Minnesota’s 
watershed approach similar to what MDA did in the Root River Watershed.  

• Primary support – CWF provides support for monitoring and MDA staff time.  
• Difference between Wisconsin and Minnesota? Tim – run by University of Wisconsin, 

funding from agriculture groups, Extension, Walton Foundation.  
• Scott Matteson (MDA Mankato) works with Katie Rassmussen (MDA St. Paul) on monitoring 

aspects of the program. Set up sites in farm field with year round access.  
• There was runoff about 16 days of the entire year from October 2010-September 2011.  
• One storm event on 7/15/2011 generated 50% of the runoff for the year and 75% of the 

sediment (5.06 inches precipitation in 30 hours). Runoff occurred over a 12 hour period. 
When water is rising, it’s about 4 times dirtier than when it is falling. 2 inches of runoff, 5 
inches of rain – 40% of rain that fell was runoff.  

• All water quality data we collect is entered into MPCA’s EQuIS (Environmental Quality 
Information System) database.  

• Equipment cost for one site: overland and subsurface $30,000; overland or subsurface only 
$20,000. Will be used for 7 years at site and can be used at another site in the future.  

• Why so much more runoff from the tile site? Scott – not sure why. We only have enough 
data from one tile site so far. We need multiple years of data.  

• It’s difficult to compare sites because there are so many variables at each site.  
• 2011 TSS – tile site, almost no sediment showing up.  
• We will look at the results to determine why we see things at certain sites and not others.  
• What value does Discovery Farms provide? Real world, field-scale water quality data 

collected from working farms, which is producer led.  
• You can’t draw conclusions from this data yet. Gaylen – you showed us annualized data.  
• Why don’t you monitor BOD? What is the effect of manure on field in watershed? Tim – 

that’s something we can discuss (and maybe add in the future).  
• Why not have refrigeration out there? If we ever get hard wired, we’ll have refrigeration. 

SWCD gets out there within 24-48 hours to pick up samples. 
• How are SWCDs paid? Tim – they are paid for staff time and mileage through MAWRC. 

7. May meeting agenda / adjournment 
• Chair Hanson said the BOC will meet in early May.  
• Question - will we have questionnaires from the agencies by then?  
• Chair Hanson went over the draft May agenda.  
• Meeting adjourned.  

 
2:00~2:30  Council Steering Team 
 

Next Meeting: May 21, 2012 
Location: MPCA Board Room 

 



Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda 
Monday, May 21, 2012 
9:00 a.m. – 2:30 p.m. 
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 Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes 
Monday, May 21, 2012 
9:00 a.m. – 2:00 p.m. 

MPCA Lower Level Board Rooms 
520 Lafayette Road North, St. Paul 

 
Council members present: Marilyn Bernhardson, Linda Bruemmer, Warren Formo, Keith 
Hanson, John Harren, Scott Hoese, Frank Jewell, Mark Knoff, Michael McKay, Julie Westerlund 
for Dave Leuthe, Gene Merriam, Gaylen Reetz, Victoria Reinhardt, Todd Renville, Sandy 
Rummel, Deb Swackhamer, Rep. Paul Torkelson, Matthew Wohlman, Steve Woods.  
 
Absent: Pam Blixt, Rep. Kent Eken, Patrick Flowers, Bradley Kalk, Dave Leuthe, Senator John 
Pederson, Louis Smith, Senator Dan Sparks.  
 
1. Convene Full Council 

o Comments/additions to the agenda  
o Approve 4/16/12 meeting minutes  
o Council introductions, updates and conflict of interest notifications  

• Chair Hanson called the meeting to order and asked members for comments on the agenda. 
There were none. John Herron moved to approve the 4/16/12 meeting minutes, Sandy 
Rummel seconded. Motion passed.  

• Council member introductions and conflict of interest announcements. 
• Gaylen Reetz gave an update on the two total suspended solids (TSS) draft TMDL reports 

currently on public notice, the Minnesota River TSS and the South Metro Mississippi River 
TSS. The public notice period ends in one week on May 29, 2012. There has already been 
one request for a contested case hearing and hundreds of comments.  

• Frank Jewell said he was in the BWCA recently and the area is still very dry.  
• Linda Bruemmer – MDH staff have been working at the Living Green Expo (talked about 

legacy funding) and they are preparing for the State Fair.  
• Victoria Reinhardt – the low water level in White Bear Lake is the biggest concern in White 

Bear Lake. They will continue to work on trying to resolve it. One homeowner suggested 
pumping water from the aquifer into the lake. Water is already being pumped from the 
aquifer for golf courses and other recreational interests so the question will be, why not for 
the lake. Question for Victoria on a newspaper report about pumping water from Bald Eagle 
Lake to White Bear Lake. Victoria – suggestion is that excess water going into Bald Eagle 
Lake be pumped into White Bear Lake. But Bald Eagle Lake is impaired and White Bear Lake 
is not. So you don’t want to pump water into an unimpaired lake that may cause a problem.  

• Matt Wohlman - the Minnesota Agriculture Water Quality Certification Program received 60 
applicants. Interviews will be this week. They hope to make decisions soon.  

• Marilyn Bernhardson – a drainage workshop will be held in the Yellow Medicine River 
watershed, July 31-August 1. This will be a good demonstration. She encourages everyone 
to attend. Email will be sent when the locations have been chosen.  

• Matt Wohlman - there will be three Agricultural Drainage Workshops held across the state 
in the Red River Basin, Yellow Medicine/Lac qui Parle watershed, and a central Minnesota 
location.  
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• Deb Swackhamer is preparing for the U of MN’s Water Resources conference in October.  
• There were no conflict of interest notifications from any of the Council members.  
• Audience introductions. 

2. Steering Team Report  
o Membership update 
o Legislative update 
o “Member check-in”  

• Chair Hanson gave the steering committee report.  Patrick Flowers of Excel Energy has been 
confirmed as one of the Council’s business representatives.  

• Jen Maleitzke – there has been one application for the Council fishing representative and 
township representative. Applications are still open for both of these.  

• Chair Hanson explains the member check-in on the agenda. The idea is to get the thoughts 
of members at the end of the meeting while they are still fresh in your mind.  

3. BOC update 
• Vice Chair Scott Hoese gave the BOC update. The May meeting packets have BOC 

information. The BOC will meet with the agencies on May 31st.  
• Jen – information the agencies submitted is on their web site. If you have questions about 

agency information, send them to Scott or Jen. After the June meeting, members can get 
feedback from the organizations you represent.  

• Chair Hanson – we will have the month of September for public comments on the 
recommendations. We received some good comments a few years ago, so it was 
worthwhile. This year we will have more time for public input.   

4. Stormwater: Applied research, tool development and implementation; Lisa Thorvig 
(MPCA); Randy Neprash (Minnesota Cities Stormwater Coalition)  

• Lisa Thorvig gave some introductory remarks about the stormwater program.  
• Why is stormwater runoff an environmental issue? Runoff carries pollutants and increased 

volume. Stormwater runoff is the main source of pollution to our wetlands. Runoff comes 
from increased impervious development. 

• Stormwater program – purpose is to reduce pollutant loading and reduce volume.  
• One page handout – 1987 Federal Clean Water Act amended to require stormwater be 

addressed in two phases; Phase 1 and 2 stormwater permits. Municipal, construction and 
industrial stormwater permits.  

• 4 major challenges;  
1. Increasing impervious surface in metro areas.  
2. Rainfall increasing or decreasing in areas.  
3. Historically we have used natural waterbodies (wetlands, etc.) to treat stormwater  
4. NPDES permits for some – TMDLs may require NPDES permitted areas to reduce 

pollutants; mainly affects cities.  
• Lisa introduced three stormwater staff in the audience; Brian Livingston, Ann Gelbmann and 

Bruce Wilson.  
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• Presentation: total phosphorus background loading: 20-50 parts per billion (ppb) in 
northern Minnesota, 300-600 ppb in southern Minnesota, 100-125 ppb in central 
Minnesota. That is the target for the areas.  

• Burnsville rain gardens reduced volume of runoff by 90%, pollutants by 80% (?) 
• Maplewood Mall Tree Trench (Infiltration) Project used Clean Water Fund money plus other 

funding.  
• Grand Rapids Rain Garden – reduce temperature and remove nutrients.  
• How many inches of rainfall will this retrofit reduce? Does rain fill up the trench? Randy – 

90% of rain events are one inch or less. Something like this will address 60-65% of events.  
• What about maintenance on pervious cement street? It depends on soils in the area.  
• How does it work in winter? Lisa – funding for research projects. One will be to study 

performance in winter.  
• Is the city of Shoreview willing to pay for maintenance? Yes.  
• Steve Woods talked to someone in Shoreview about the pervious cement street. Better 

than expected performance. They have to use less sand so as not to plug up the cement.  
• Ramsey-Washington Metro WD has porous asphalt which has a darker surface. On a sunny 

day the snow melts and drains rather than refreezing. So you use less salt too.  
• Scott - Council members will see an impervious parking lot on our tour this summer.  
• Costs for impervious are higher. In the long term, it costs less. You have to take in to 

account the long term cost and benefits.  
• What is the percolation rate? Where does excess rain go if there’s no underlying storm 

system? Bruce Wilson – if we can deal with the first inch of the storm, that’s a lot. You need 
a storm system in place to deal with the bigger events.  

• Lisa – Stormwater Management 2002-2012 slide.  
• Frank Jewell asked if Duluth is special circumstance because it is on a special waterbody. 

Lisa – Duluth is regulated because the population of the city is greater than 10,000 and 
because of the population density, so they need a NPDES stormwater permit.  

• The Stormwater Steering Committee developed a stormwater manual on how to implement 
best management practices (BMPs). We are discussing how to update it. The manual is 
being revised based on new research.  

• Is the manual a set of regulations or BMPs? Lisa – it’s a recommendation for BMPs. What 
you choose and put in your permit is regulated, or you may choose BMPs that will be part of 
your voluntary approaches. Do I have to comply with the manual? Lisa - if the impairment is 
due to stormwater runoff, then yes, it’s mandatory. If you want to do more, it’s voluntary. 
Randy – the manual is a set of instructions on how to build your BMPs. Lisa – it’s not 
regulatory, but guidance. Ideas on what kind of reduction you’ll get with different BMPs.  

• Frank – Miller Hill Mall stormwater issues; tax forfeit land issue. They let go of the land to 
avoid stormwater issues; permit. Lisa – that’s a local issue.  

• U of MN developed the “Minnesota filter”, an innovative treatment. Removes soluble 
phosphorus which is hard to treat. Multiple BMPs are used. What is the expected life 
expectancy? Bruce – 30-40 years. What about maintenance? Bruce – you need BMPs to 
keep stuff out first. Maintenance is to scrap out the sand and replace it.  

• Lisa – good point about stormwater management. Coal tar sealant pavement has issues too. 
Some stormwater ponds have high coal tar residues.  
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• Do these iron filings really last 20-30 years? Better than an old car? Bruce – the numbers are 
based on science, research.  

• Lisa - the U of MN added the idea of compost amended soil to the Minnesota Filter. If you 
add compost, the hydrocarbons are pulled out. Compost can pull out phosphorus, metals.  

• How long does the compost last? Bruce – finite life. There will be long term maintenance.  
• Lisa – good point for any of our pollution control for air, water or land. You have to figure 

out what to do when you’re pulling out the pollutants. But, you are protecting our 
resources. Deb – it’s really about looking at the whole life cycle. Lisa – pollution prevention 
is important. It’s far cheaper.  

• MIDs (Minimal Impact Design Standards) – partnership with the cities and others. Volunteer 
partners have been a great asset.  

• Are ditch check dams permanent or temporary? Lisa said they are permanent.  
• How much science is there behind the credits? Bruce – extensive modeling; 35 years of 

rainfall data. Simulated runoff through models. Lisa – we are doing more monitoring. MIDs 
is wrapping up this fall. You may want to hear about that then.  

• What about concern with PAHs in rain gardens? Are we creating potential hot spots for 
PAHs with the thousands of rain gardens? Agencies took the lead on banning phosphorus in 
fertilizer. Why isn’t the agency taking the lead on banning coal tar sealants? Lisa – we are 
not seeing significant increases in PAHs in rain gardens. MPCA has taken the lead on 
banning PAHs. The industry group opposes a statewide ban. We have worked with 
businesses, commercial applicators individually to stop using coal tar sealants. That has 
been successful, perhaps more successful than trying to get a statewide ban.  

• What do we know about applications to lawns for weeds, etc.? Lisa – we work with MDA on 
this. Dan Stoddard – MDA does monitoring and we’ve found no impairments.  

• How rigorous will model verification be? Bruce – in the Twin Cities we have cities doing 
state of the art monitoring. Also in Duluth up the North Shore, and Sauk River Watershed. 
The real data is the test. The next five years, there will be a quantum leap in information.  

Break 
 
Legislative Update; Rep. Paul Torkelson  
Rep. Torkelson is now a resident of Brown County. He purchased a home on a Lake Hanska in 
Brown County. They need to upgrade the septic system. Invite the SSTS ad hoc committee and 
BOC to see the issues that come up when property changes hand.  
 
2012 Legislative session – basically, the recommendations of the Council went into the 
legislation. Tried to increase funding for invasive species but the Senate wouldn’t go along with 
that. He went over changes in the legislation.  
• Deb asked about changes for wetlands and water planning. Rep. Torkelson – it’s in the law, 

Wetland Conservation Act (WCA). Also mention legislation that will allow permittee to 
identify violations without the threat of fines or other actions.  

• Rep. Torkelson has been asked to serve on the LCCMR.  
• Can you give highlights of changes to water planning and wetlands? Rep. Torkelson – 

permissible language for water planning, move it towards watersheds, better coordination 
between groups. WCA – minor changes to de-minimus language.  Shorten definition, easier 
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to understand. After bill signed, Governor signed executive order to try and…. Other 
changes – relationship with NRCS, etc.  

• How do you see the relationship between Council and LCCMR now that you will be on both? 
Rep. Torkelson said he will hopefully be a connection between all three – Legislature, 
Council, LCCMR.  

5. Stormwater continued; Randy Neprash (Minnesota Cities Stormwater Coalition)  
• Randy Nepresh – happy to be here. Our organization is glad to know that the Clean Water 

Council is interested in what we do. Cities have a unique role in stormwater.  
• Cities are regulators and implementers – owners of very expensive stormwater systems, 

write and implement regulations and standards, and have enormous influence on shaping 
the landscape in Minnesota.  

• Randy expresses appreciation for the support of the Council for the MIDS process, which is 
a very effective stakeholder process.  

• Power of stormwater regulations – great leverage.  
• Questions - what is the value of Rochester’s stormwater infrastructure? Randy – we don’t 

know that yet. How typical is Rochester? The city was greatly influenced by the floods of 
1977. Randy – flood control is not included in these numbers. What is the percent of the 
overall budget for the city for stormwater? Randy – don’t know.  

• Linkage to TMDLs 
• City of Maplewood – estimate 770 rain gardens. Most are homeowners.  
• Concerns – paperwork continues to increase. Paperwork does not improve water quality.  
• Minnetonka Shoreland Ordinance – 300 people showed up in opposition, ordinance failed. 

Regulatory effort far ahead of the stakeholder process. Cities can’t provide the foundational 
public education support needed.  

• Concerns – cities can’t afford the local match for grants. Use those funds instead to support 
research, tool development and public education.  

• Cliff Aichinger’s statement.  

Questions: 
• Minnetonka failure; Mae Davenport was here last time. What if they proposed regulations 

on some of the lakes first that needed it. Randy – that would have sold better. We need a 
broader education effort.  

• Where are the priorities? Randy – question addressed to Minnesota Stormwater Coalition. 
Research question. Develop research council.  

• Is GIS mapping high priority? Randy – I believe so. Victoria – MnGEO; counties and cities----
GIS mapping making some progress.  

• Concern about your recommendation to take grant money away from cities because some 
cities may be counting on those funds. That’s a broad statement. Randy agrees the 
statement is broad, overly simplistic. Beginning of discussion.  

• Gene had a question for Randy and Lisa about disparate aggressiveness among cities. For 
example, in Minneapolis the stormwater costs are different based on the estimate of a 
landowner’s impervious surface. Other cities spread the cost evenly. Randy – maximum 
extent practicable (MEP). City stormwater systems vary tremendously. Cities are 
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encouraged to implement BMPS, but are not told which ones. Audit cities and that will help 
MPCA see and understand the range of responses.  

• Lisa Thorvig – the cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul have been working on this since the 
1990’s. Some cities have a stormwater utility, some don’t. Some cities have lakes, some 
don’t, etc. Wide variety of issues for cities.  

• Bruce Wilson – the Metropolitan Mosquito Control District has a GIS system. Pull together 
that resource with MnGEO.  

• Question for Randy about a having stormwater conference. Randy said they rely on the U of 
MN’s Water Resource Center conference.  

• Victoria – metro GIS; knit together data. Technology has evolved so you can put together a 
lot of data.  

• Chair Hanson asked for reflections from the Council members.  
• Deb – we want to recommend funding for stormwater to make the biggest difference, but 

we’re still not sure what that is. We would appreciate recommendations from the 
Stormwater Committee.  

• Gene – think holistically, not just water quality – infiltration, retention.  
• Mike – also the sequence that goes with this. Do some things first.  
• Deb – information matrix – 2D.  
• Frank – issue of regulations around wetlands. (There is an) incredibly negative view around 

agencies who regulate wetlands. Information and public education first is important.  
• Gaylen – the comments the MPCA has received from the TSS TMDLs on public notice might 

be useful for the Council to review. It might be a way to sort some of this out. He will 
prepare a summary of the issues so the Council can get a sense of the range of the 
comments.  

• Steve – Mark raised good issues about PAHs. Prevention is best. Source reduction ideas 
would be helpful.  

• Victoria – we all have same goal. Listening to each other is way to go. If something doesn’t 
work for a city, then what will work?  

• Deb – a graduate student did a policy analysis of the salt/sand tradeoff. The best approach 
is to invest in better machinery and reduce both salt and sand.  

• Steve – the city of Richfield did that.  
• Mark – cost factor is an incentive to reduce salt use. Precision technology over time. City 

used to use an old school bus, cut the bottom out and shovel salt out of the bottom of the 
bus onto the road. Frank – if you decrease the amount of salt used, you decrease the 
amount of chloride. Good regulation. Mark – it’s hard to overcome the expectations for 
bare roads, public safety.  

• Deb – we also need to keep in mind the cost of the TMDL – the bigger picture.  
• Randy – we now have a couple of chloride TMDLs (Shingle Creek Chloride TMDL Project; 

Nine Mile Creek Turbidity, Impaired Biota, and Chloride TMDL Project; Metro Area Chloride 
Project). They can use the implementation plan for grant applications. Cities haven’t used 
the plans yet for grants to purchase better machinery.  

Lunch 
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6. Precision conservation: Tools and strategies for effectively targeting conservation 
practices and resources; Dr. David Mulla (University of Minnesota)  

• Presentation we gave at the Water Resources Conference.  
• Clean Water Funding Initiatives – trying to spend the money wisely rather than spreading it 

out evenly. Target your BMPs to areas most needed. Seven Mile Creek example. How do we 
identify these critical source areas?  

• Clean Water Funding Initiatives: 
1. Passage of the Clean Water Legacy Amendment provides badly needed funding for 

protection, restoration and enhancement of impaired waters and damaged wildlife 
habitat 

2. Funding from the Clean Water Legacy Amendment is being spent on the most critical 
landscapes and sources of degradation rather than spread evenly across the state 

3. There is a pressing need to identify critical sources of water quality degradation and 
their locations in order to select and implement BMPs 

• DEM data/Terrain Analysis 
• Critical areas/SPI (Stream Power Index) signatures – identify parcels with high erosion 

potential. Did the field work to verify work. 85% accuracy for SPI. Also can identify upland 
areas that are contributing to erosion.  

• EBI is the Environmental Benefits Index. Every parcel in the state is ranked, even urban 
areas. Everybody who wants to apply for RIM funding must use the EBI website. BWSR uses 
those scores to help determine funding. Use to identify critical source areas.  

• BWSR Ecological Ranking Tool website 
• Do scores ever change if conservation practices are done? Dr. Mulla – yes, local SWCD techs 

know which parcels have conservation practices and can use that to adjust their scoring.  
• Scenarios for various practices. CRP land - where should we re-enroll CRP land?  
• Look at EBI for CRP parcels. Do an economic analysis of parcels. Prioritize CRP parcels by EBI 

scores. A lot of acres in very productive land. Smaller amount of acres in marginally 
productive land (56,000 acres).  

• Conclusions: 
1. Conservation practice implementation is neither economically nor environmentally 

efficient when done uniformly across the landscape 
2. Disproportionate amounts of sediment and phosphorus are generated from small areas 

of the watershed 
3. The effectiveness of BMPs depends on placing them in vulnerable portions of the 

landscape 
4. Precision conservation strategies involving LiDAR based DEM terrain analysis may prove 

very helpful in the future to guide conservation efforts 
5. Tools for analyzing LiDAR based DEMs need to be developed and integrated with 

existing conservation planning tools such as MN P-Index, RUSLE2, SWAT, etc. 
6. Incentives are needed for CRP re-enrollment on marginal cropland  

Questions: 
• Rep. Torkelson – it’s not the lands that are expiring, it’s the contacts that are expiring. Nice 

to see that the investment in LiDAR is paying off.  
• Can we get access to Dr. Mulla’s presentation? Yes.  
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• Put this in context of other states. Dr. Mulla – we are ahead of other states, though Iowa is 
pretty far along. Other states interested are Iowa, Michigan, Indiana, and Illinois.  

• Powerful tool. How many people are needed to get the data used? Dr. Mulla – we are 
partnering with BWSR. There are some issues with web site maintenance, updates. Water 
planners are partnering with us to get data out.  

• What does BWSR need? Steve – we need to get the localized tweaks. Do we need 10 
regional staff? Not sure. Marilyn – we do our own. We use it, but it takes time for us.  

• Steve – power user can do a lot more. Dr. Mulla – super computer at the U of MN can run 
data 1000 times faster than a desk top. Can provide greater efficiency in using LiDAR data.  

• Julie – what about linking LiDAR data with other models, hydrologic models?  
• Dr. Mulla – scenario slide is example of use with models. Hydrologic conditioning – essential 

for flood planning, not as important for upland areas. Important in some cases, not in 
others.  

• Rep. Torkelson - speaking as a farmer who just re-bid his CRP areas, can we use this data for 
that? Marilyn – we calculate EBI on all CRP lands, but it hasn’t made a difference. Cost is a 
more important factor. Dr. Mulla – in addition to EBI, you can use the CPI (Crop Productivity 
Index) too. Could this be available on the MDA website? Matt - potentially yes.  

• Linda – drinking water. Interface Arc info. Dr. Mulla – source water protection for 
groundwater is trickier.  

7. Update on Clean Water Fund research projects; Adam Birr (MDA) 
• MDA Clean Water Fund Research - overview of projects we have invested in with Clean 

Water Funds.  

MDA’s Role in Impaired Waters: 
• Evaluating Agriculture’s contribution to impaired waters 
• Developing Best Management Practices and evaluating their effectiveness 
• Promoting and evaluating BMP Adoption 

Load allocation: Where are the pollutants coming from and what is the magnitude of each 
source? 
BMP effectiveness: How will we improve water quality? 
Time scales: How long will it take for a system to recover and improve? 
Targeting: Where in the landscape should we focus limited protection and restoration funds? 
• MDA’s Clean Water Fund website 

8. Member check-in 
• Vice Chair Hoese - member check in.  
• Gene – great presentations, great work from Dr. Mulla to enable targeting BMPs. Challenge 

is how we can target our resources, how agencies can target their resources. Culture 
change.  

• Gaylen – the tools are amazing. What you see on the landscape with the crop prices of the 
last few years are huge piles of logs that were trees in wooded areas protecting resources. 
There is a desire to have open areas to accommodate equipment. Dilemma is what can be 
done to bring these two things together in order to change things.  

Page 8 of 9 



Page 9 of 9 

• Julie – funding for Outdoor Heritage fund is also benefiting clean water. For some, it’s hard 
to sell the investment in conservation programs, targeting BMPs.  

• Gaylen – Ag WQ Certification Program and the ability to identify high priority source areas. 
Perfect marriage to identify a piece of land with high priority areas.  

• Scott – is there any way we can get some of Dr. Mulla’s information made available to 
landowners? Ask BWSR.  

• Julie – one of the activities we’ve identified is local capacity building. We will help with local 
capacity in partnership with BWSR and MDA.  

• Dan Stoddard – targeting is a central part of the strategy, local capacity.  

9. June meeting agenda / adjournment 
• Jen – we’ll focus on BOC Recommendations. We will also have an update from the water 

governance project again, per MPCA Commissioner John Linc Stine.  
• Victoria – U of MN Extension Service – every county names a farm family of the year. For 

Ramsey County, it’s an Aquaponics farm in Maplewood raising lake trout and tilapia and the 
water is used for plants (lettuce). Farm families are honored at Farm Fest every year.  

• Vice Chair Hoese – meeting adjourned.  

2:00~2:30  Council Steering Team 
 

Next Meeting: June 18, 2012 
Location: MPCA Board Room 

 



Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda 
Monday, June 18, 2012 
9:00 a.m. – 2:30 p.m. 
MPCA Board Room 

520 Lafayette Road North, St. Paul 
 

9:00-9:15 Convene Full Council & Steering Team Report  
• Comments/additions to the agenda 
• Approve 5/21/12 meeting minutes 
• Welcome to new Council member, Patrick Flowers (representing 

businesses)  
• Council introductions, updates and conflict of interest notifications 

 
9:15-9:45 Summary of public comments on draft Total  Information item 

Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) reports for the  
South Metro Mississippi, Minnesota River 

 Gaylen Reetz/Bob Finley (MPCA)  
 
9:45-10:00  BOC update      Information item 
 

Agency presentations of past and current Clean Water Fund activities 
and FY14-15 proposals 
Met Council       

 Public Facilities Authority      
 
  10:30-10:45 Break  

 
10:45-12:00 Continued presentations     Information item  

Board of Water and Soil Resources   
 Department of Health      
 Department of Agriculture     
 Department of Natural Resources    

Pollution Control Agency     
 
12:00-12:30 Lunch  
 
12:30-2:15  Council discussion, directions on seeking   Information /  

input from represented organizations                        discussion item  
     

 
2:15 July meeting agenda / August field tour / adjournment 

 
2:30~3:00  Council Steering Team 

 
Next Meeting: July 16, 2012 

wq-iw3-11t 
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 Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes 
Monday, June 18, 2012 
9:00 a.m. – 2:00 p.m. 

MPCA Lower Level Board Rooms 
520 Lafayette Road North, St. Paul 

 
Council members present: Marilyn Bernhardson, Pam Blixt, Tom Hogan for Linda Bruemmer, 
Patrick Flowers, Keith Hanson, John Harren, Scott Hoese, Frank Jewell, Michael McKay, Julie 
Westerlund for Dave Leuthe, Gaylen Reetz, Victoria Reinhardt, Louis Smith, Deb Swackhamer, 
Rep. Paul Torkelson, Matthew Wohlman, Steve Woods.  
 
Absent: Linda Bruemmer, Rep. Kent Eken, Warren Formo, Bradley Kalk, Mark Knoff, Dave 
Leuthe, Gene Merriam, Senator John Pederson, Todd Renville, Sandy Rummel, Senator Dan 
Sparks.  
 
1.  Convene Full Council & Steering Team Report  

o Comments/additions to the agenda  
o Approve 5/21/12 meeting minutes  
o Welcome to new Council member, Patrick Flowers (representing businesses)  
o Council introductions, updates and conflict of interest notifications  

· Chair Hanson called the meeting to order and asked members for comments on the agenda. 
There were none. Motion to approve the 5/21/12 meeting minutes. Motion passed.  

· Council member introductions and conflict of interest announcements.  
· Chair Hanson introduced Patrick Flowers, the newly appointed Council member 

representing business interests. Council Member Flowers introduced himself; he is an Xcel 
Energy employee doing environmental health and safety work.  

· Tom Hogan is substituting for Linda Bruemmer today.  
· Louis Smith said Minnesota Waters no longer exists. They are working with Conservation 

Minnesota to work together as one organization.  
· Jen Maleitzke said the Council has two vacancies; township representative and fishing 

representative. The Governor’s office is reviewing applications today. We may hear 
something by the end of the week.  

· Marilyn Bernhardson talked about changes made in the last Legislative session in the 
development of watershed management plans.  

· Scott Hoese said last month was too dry. This month it’s too wet.  
· There were no conflict of interest notifications from any of the Council members.  
· Audience introductions. 

2. Summary of public comments on draft Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) reports for the 
South Metro Mississippi River, Minnesota River; Gaylen Reetz/Bob Finley (MPCA) 

· Bob Finley - update on the total suspended solids (TSS) draft TMDL reports currently on 
public notice; South Metro Mississippi River, Minnesota River, and Greater Blue Earth 
TMDLs. Comment period was extended to February 29-May 29, 2012.  

· Summary of comments; South Metro Mississippi 360 comments, MN River 321 comments; 
Blue Earth 3 comments. 300 letters for South Metro and MN River were identical.  
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· We heard some key themes.  
· Regulated MS4 communities, agriculture, environmental responses.  
· Web letter - in support of TMDLs, but looking for accountability from the agriculture 

community. Need better targeting of resources. Citing TMDLs for lacking specificity on 
goals. They want to see more defined interim targets or goals.  

· Contested case hearing requests. There is a lot of duplication in these requests that needs 
to be sorted out.  

· Central issues; 
o Natural Background 
o Remove MS4s upstream of MN River 
o Recalculate urban contribution 
o Arbitrary wasteload reduction for urban areas 

· Next Steps; 
o Assemble review & response team 
o Acknowledge receipt of comments 
o Sort & organize comments & hearing requests 
o Reach decision to grant or deny hearing requests 
o Develop findings of fact 
o Respond to comments 

Questions:  
· What is the timeline for the next steps? Bob – we will know more about the next steps once 

we sort and catalogue the comments.  
· Does MPCA defend natural background or the questioner? Bob – it may not matter a lot 

because it’s all part of the sediment load allocation. Natural background doesn’t change the 
requirement to reduce the pollutant amount, but it may change how aggressively it’s done. 
The burden of proof would be on the petitioner that it’s wrong.  

· Gaylen – the definition of natural background is being questioned. The definition is in MN 
Rules Chapter 7050, the Clean Water Legacy Act, and the Clean Water Act. Some are using 
agricultural ecoregions to imply that contributions from agriculture are now part of the 
background. A definitional difference will be defined after this dispute.  

· Does changing the definition change the goal? No, it doesn’t change the total load. It just 
changes the distribution of the load.  

· Is natural background raised by all of the sectors? It’s raised by the agriculture sector.  

3. BOC Update, Scott Hoese 
· Funding guidance handout.  
· Submitting a two year budget for FY14-15. 
· Clean Water Fund (CWF) purpose – what is the charge for the Council.  
· Jen – ongoing concerns handout talks about the supplement/substitute issue.  
· Vice Chair Hoese – BOC process and timeline. 
· Louis has been asked to report on the impact of clean water spending on economic 

development. Jen – we’ve addressed that more broadly in the past. We need to look at it 
more closely. Chair Hanson – the BOC needs to address that. Jeff – one way is to look at the 
leveraging of funds by CWF funds.  
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· Do we need to appreciate the economic impact on our decisions or make decisions that 
make an economic impact? Gaylen – showing the economic impact of protecting clean 
water is a dilemma. It’s harder to show what would happen if the water is degraded. Easier 
to show the impact of restoration.  

· Is there a way to track job creation? The impact on jobs is on the web site. Agencies have 
been asked to show the impact on jobs.  

· Rep. Torkelson – it helps to show that the work we do to protect and preserve our waters 
also has an impact on economic development. It would be good to have a report that 
identifies how this fund not only helps clean up waters, but has positive impact on 
economic development; helps businesses expand.  

· Steve Woods said federal funds for this work also have an impact, not just the state funds.  
· Lisa Thorvig talked about the impact on WWTPs not being able to expand (Annandale).  

4. Agency presentations of past and current Clean Water Fund activities and FY14-15 
proposals;  
o Metropolitan Council 
o Public Facilities Authority 
o Board of Water and Soil Resources  
o Department of Health  
o Department of Agriculture  
o Department of Natural Resources  
o Pollution Control Agency 

Metropolitan Council, Ali Hassan, Water Supply Planning: 
· Metro water supply serves over 50% of Minnesota population. 
· Regional growth impacts on water supply and the water supply plan. Goal of plan is to 

promote sustainable activities.  
· Funding needed for FY14-15; Council total funding request is $1,566,000.  
· 2 initiatives; 

o Implementation of Water Supply Master Plan – Original: $1,400,000 
o Identification and Ranking of Regional Recharge Areas - New: $166,000 

· Outcomes: implement water supply master plan, regional recharge areas. 

Public Facilities Authority (PFA) – Terry Kuhlman/Jeff Freeman 
· Introduction by Terry Kuhlman about what PFA does.  
· Jeff Freeman – three grant programs on handout are separate from PFA base programs. 

These programs funded by clean water funds are targeted and follow MPCA’s priorities. No 
administration costs are funded by clean water funds.  

· Proposing to expand TMDL program to include the phosphorus program. Proposed funding 
for the phosphorus program in FY14-15 is $0.  

· Small Community WWTP – few construction projects to date. Tough spots for construction 
for some small communities. We can take some of the funds from phosphorus grants, but 
we still need to deal with it. Use for this fund. Construction grants – at least half of non-
complying systems classified as imminent health threat or failure to protect groundwater.  

· Total PFA request $32.5 million; about $1 million less than last year.  
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Questions: 
· How are we doing with the backlog? Terry – we caught up with ERA funding (federal?). The 

economy slowed down so there’s not as much expansion, more maintenance. When the 
economy picks up, demand will go up.  

· Jeff Freeman – the demand for TMDL grants depends on how many TMDLs are completed. 
The numbers will rise as TMDLs are completed. Affected by the economy. 

· How does $34 million compare with revolving loan funding? Terry - $150 million per year 
for that. This is $16 million per year. This about 10% of PFA funding, but a critical 10%.  

BWSR – John Jaschke  
· We will have a summary of the process at the end of July. 
· What is new - watershed approach. Legislation change in the next 3-10 years to watershed 

management. One plan for one watershed.  
· Civic engagement - how can it be improved for the future. We currently require a civic 

engagement component in each project that comes through.  
· Drainage/CRP - 10-15 year contracts will be expiring for riparian buffers, etc. We need to 

take action to help offset that. The goal is to save the best lands before they remove the 
conservation practices.  

· Buffers – CWF/OHF linkages; look at places where funds are linked. We want to show places 
where we have actually fixed a problem. Talk to OHF (Outdoor Heritage Fund) about this.  

· CWF long term investment plan – we will contact the Council to help with this.  
· Allocation criteria – prioritize allocations.  

Break 
 
MDH – Tom Hogan, Bruce Olson, Jim Kelly, Chris Elvrum, Chris Ehresmann 
· Contaminants of Emerging Concern (COEC) – MDH provided health guidance for 10 COEC. 

We will screen 20 additional chemicals.  
· Bruce Olson, Source Water Protection (SWP) - propose that if we had an increase in funding 

we could accelerate SWP. CWF is about 1/3 of the budget for wellhead protection 
programs.  

· County Well Index Enhancement – we will need a couple biennia of CWF to complete 
database.  

· Number of wells constructed since 1992. 
· Well sealing/new initiatives.  
· Private well testing – estimate 10% of wells have arsenic above the standard. Evaluate 

factors to provide context for private well owners.  
· Lake Superior Beach monitoring. Map of St. Louis County beaches monitored. 80 beaches 

were looked at. 39 were tested either biweekly or weekly depending on amount of use.  

Questions:  
· Deb Swackhamer - private well water supply program – does the MDH do more than 

educate? Provide incentives? Chris – more could be done in that area to be more proactive. 
· Deb – based on the science, we can’t predict where arsenic will appear in the aquifer. Chris - 

yes, we’re working with U of MN scientist. It’s getting better.  
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· Beach monitoring replaces federal funding. If federal funding is restored, what will happen 
to your funding request? Tom Hogan – we would take it off the table.  

· Why are we focusing on Lake Superior when there are many areas in the state with 
contamination problems? Chris – good question. It’s up to you to provide that feedback.  

· Is there a TMDL in Lake Superior for this? Gaylen – no, we’re working on TMDLs for some of 
the tributaries to the lake.  

· Do you correlate with Metropolitan Council in SWP? Makes more sense to have aquifer 
protection area in metro than a series of wellhead protection areas.  

· Rep. Torkelson – well sealing program – do you use them for test wells before you seal 
them? Bruce – we send the list to DNR to see if there are candidates to use. Case by case 
basis. Some wells were closed because of a problem with the well.  

MDA – Adam Birr, Matthew Wohlman 
· FY12-13 $15.4 million, proposed FY14-15 $13.83-18.18 million.  
· Jen – the upper range is included in the BOC budget. MDA is the only agency that submitted 

a budget range.  
· Adam Birr went over the handout with details on funding requests.  
· Irrigation water quality protection - irrigators support having a position at MDA or Extension 

for training.  Accelerated. 
· AgBMP loans – request is lower than in the past.  
· Impaired waters technical assistance – technology transfer, BMPs, transfer knowledge from 

demonstration projects. MPCA’s 10 year watershed approach. MDA doesn’t have the 
capacity to meet the demands of the 10 year approach.  

· Matt Wohlman – MOU signed; advisory committee will have recommendations this fall. We 
will have more information then.  

· Manure applicator education – training manuals. This is one time funding. Additional funds 
for training.  

· BMP Development to identify where the holes are in our knowledge about agricultural 
BMPs. 

· Funds for research inventory database.  
· Question: How closely do you work with MDH? Adam – MDA has a pesticides focus. Two 

separate labs. Matt – it’s time consuming to switch analytical processes.  

DNR - Jason Moeckel 
· DNR’s CWF work pie chart slide.  
· Stream flow monitoring to support MPCA’s assessments – DNR will add hundreds of sites to 

work with MPCA to get load monitoring flow.  
· $600,000 more for equipment and staff. Staffing in regions. 
· Lake IBI assessment – collaboration with MPCA for near shore fish collection. We will add a 

plant element. 
· Fish contamination assessment – lab costs have increased. 
· TMDL development – stream geomorphology; local water planning.  
· Drinking water protection, water supply planning.  
· Irrigation wells – we need new way to allocate groundwater for irrigation; groundwater 

appropriations. 
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· Applied research and tools.  
· Biomonitoring database – to be able to store and share DNR and MPCA data.  
· County Geologic Atlas – map springs. Comb files for information and do temperature survey 

mapping for springs.  
· DNR’s clean water work – coordinated, integrated, transformative.  
· Question: Give us a sense of the timing of the database and coordination with other 

agencies. The database will be designed and constructed this biennium, with screens and 
input next biennium. Other agencies are involved with the specs of this.  

MPCA – Rebecca Flood; Clean Water Legacy Act Goals 
· Our Watershed Approach cycle 
· Monitoring and assessment – maintain funding. On track with the 10 year schedule. 52% of 

the state involved. 30% of watersheds have been assessed.  
· Watershed Restoration and Protection Strategies - integrate with the watershed 

management plans BWSR presented earlier today.  
· Watershed Data Integration System (WDIP) – finish this work in upcoming biennium.  
· Watershed web pages – project information.  
· Wild Rice Standard Study – work ongoing. Maintain funding, research effective treatment 

technologies.  
· NPDES Wastewater/Stormwater TMDL Implementation - need a staff person to work with 

unsewered communities.  
· MPCA request summary - generally maintaining same funding with additional funding for 

SSTS.  
· Interagency Request – interagency data portal. Jen – the Council will hear more about the 

portal at the July meeting.  
· Question: No inflation built in for big ticket items? Rebecca – there is inflation built in. We 

have gained efficiencies.  

Lunch 
 
5. Council discussion, directions on seeking Information / input from represented 

organizations 
· Marilyn asked members to take a few minutes to review the Council Funding Priorities 

(available on the web wq-cwc4-75h).  
· Explanations were developing in January before agencies were asked to provide 

recommendations.  
· Budget recommendation development slide; 

o Budget recommendation developed for fiscal years 2014-2015 (July 1, 2013 -June 30, 
2014) 

o Minnesota Management and Budget Department recommendation for target budget 
number: $185M 

o Proposed total for all agency activities: $210.668M 
· Jen – the CWF amount available may change with the next forecast.  

http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/view-document.html?gid=17880
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· Rep. Torkelson – what is the cushion? Jen – they estimate 5%; $5 million. Rep. Torkelson – 
what is the total using the low end of the range? Jen – not sure. MDA is the only one with a 
range. Victoria - $4.2-4.8 million is the difference for MDA.  

o Proposed monitoring and assessment total: $23.12 million.  
o Proposed watershed restoration / protection strategies total: $22.74M 
o Proposed groundwater /drinking water total: $32.09M 
o Proposed point source implementation total: $34.5M 
o Proposed education and civic engagement total: $410K 
o Proposed applied research and tool development total: $14.47M 

· Gaylen – Lake Superior Beach Monitoring should be in monitoring and assessment.  
· Marilyn went over the categories to show BOC priority recommendations vs. proposed 

agency totals. Most topic areas have requests greater than the recommendations.  
· BOC follow-up discussion items – next BOC meeting is July 6, 2012. The BOC will also meet in 

August.  
· Today’s discussion items: supplant vs. substitute.  
· 10 minutes to read OLA Concerns document.  
· Jen – BOC discussion items handout. Concern of the BOC is that some of the agency 

proposals were substitutions for past funding.  
· Victoria – part of this is common sense. If an agency budget is cut, but the program is still 

important, then the traditional funds are no longer available. It’s beyond the agency’s 
control. One of the criteria she would use is, is it outside of their control.  

· Rep. Torkelson – difficult questions. Legislature has struggled with these questions. Huge 
shift from general fund to specific funding. Hard questions to answer.  

· Mike McKay – we are making recommendations, not final decisions. The Legislature can 
change them. They make the final decision.  

· Gaylen – we have two bienniums of experience – set some precedents. We haven’t been 
challenged yet. Less likely to be.  

· Pat Flowers – at what point does a source become a traditional funding source? Legislative 
language; didn’t want Legacy funding to become traditional funding source.  

· Chair Hanson – the CWF will go away in 21-22 years.  
· Victoria – it was more about not seeing funding for traditional programs cut.  
· Gaylen – federal funding uses the term, maintenance of effort. They will provide funding 

above the baseline effort.  
· Marilyn – it’s harder to look at this now because we know more about the budgets. If we 

didn’t have clean water funds, we wonder how agencies would fund some of their 
programs. It’s not difficult with new projects but that’s why we struggle with supplant and 
supplement. They’ve always done something for 20 years and somehow funded it, and now 
they are asking for clean water funds for it.  Gaylen – it would help if you give an example.  

· Mike – monitoring, data portal – $3 million. Maybe we want to switch funding to 
implementation from monitoring.  

· Marilyn – these funds are supposed to be for cleaning up our waters.  
· Victoria – our job is to make recommendations to the Legislature for agency funding. There 

is not much that is totally new. For example, Discovery Farms were done before. Now they 
are doing more. Not much that is totally new, but now they can do more of it.  
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· Chair Hanson – it’s acceleration, like the 10 year monitoring cycle. He also struggles with the 
core responsibilities of agencies, i.e., developing wasteload allocations which you do 
already. Maybe you can tell us how this meets the criteria. Gaylen – if we accelerate one 
part, we have to accelerate other parts of process. It is additional. If we didn’t accelerate 
the process, we wouldn’t need to accelerate WLAs. Chair Hanson – that helps.  

· Why are we having this discussion? Chair Hanson – we’re trying to get input from the 
Council so the BOC can come back with recommendations that are in line with that. 

· Julie Westerlund – what program areas are you having problems with? It would be helpful 
for the DNR to know which program areas you have questions about so we can respond. 
Specifics would help clarify. Marilyn – can’t provide that right now.  

· Chair Hanson – the agencies did a good job today responding to what was asked by the 
BOC. Julie – we talk about this a lot in our internal discussions. So we should be able to 
respond easily.  

· Rep. Torkelson – some of this is out of the Council’s control. The Legislature can make 
decisions on general fund base funding to cut funding for programs and this is out of your 
control. Last biennium we were facing a huge deficit. Hopefully going forward the state 
economy continues to improve and we have fewer of these questions.  

· Chair Hanson – the Council could develop a set of criteria for determining supplement vs. 
substitute. Are you comfortable with that? Victoria – it’s the agencies responsibility to do 
that. It’s outside of our purview.  

· Louis – we can show in our report that we have wrestled with this. We should show that we 
have been very careful to consider this, but before the amendment was passed, there were 
TMDLS and state resources dealing with state waters. And everyone said to use the clean 
water funds for those programs. It’s great that the BOC is looking at this.  

· Deb – I support what Louis said. I don’t support setting criteria. It’s not in our purview at all. 
We can say we are recommending these expenditures and we believe that the agencies 
have considered supplement vs. substitute. We just need to talk about the appropriateness 
of the spending of the clean water funds.  

· Rep. Torkelson – the agencies are the ones to do the work. We don’t want to abandon 
agencies or ignore their recommendations.  

Activity category recommendations:  
· Chair Hanson - are these ranges of budget recommendations appropriate?  
· Victoria – trust the BOC. You’ve done the hard work, set framework.  
· Jen – the groundwater/drinking water category is the one with the greatest discrepancy. 

Victoria – move the 5% for civic engagement to groundwater/drinking water. We don’t 
want to lose sight of it, but having only one item in the category – people don’t know that it 
is included in other categories.  

· Chair Hanson – we made some category shifts in the past, i.e. applied research. We need to 
move Lake Superior Beaches to the Assessment and Monitoring category.  

· Louis is not sure we can point to success yet in civic engagement.  
· Jen – FYI, the July meeting agenda will be about civic engagement. When the priority 

document was developed, the Council felt strongly that civic engagement was very 
important. But then you found out it’s embedded in the programs. All of the programs have 
some element of  civic engagement.  
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· Louis - how much to dedicate for groundwater/drinking water. He still struggles with how 
the various agencies keep track of each other in the groundwater/drinking water issues. 
Julie – the Council had a presentation on groundwater/drinking water. How are agencies 
working together? Julie – we have a very high functioning interagency group on 
groundwater/drinking water issues.  

· Rep. Torkelson likes the idea of embedding civic engagement in projects, but we’re missing 
some kind of accountability. Ask projects to report on how they are doing civic engagement, 
how effective it is, and if there is a need for more funds. He likes all the groundwater 
programs.  

· Mike likes embedding civic engagement in projects. If you’re talking about some 
overarching education campaign, that’s not part of that or can we just assume it’s a part?  

· Gaylen – the activities we’re doing are for civic engagement, not education. We’ve lost 
funding for education. We fund civic engagement for projects, but there is a gap in funding 
to continue civic engagement at the local level when the project moves to implementation. 
Discussion with other agencies about this and we may hire a contractor to take a look at 
what’s been going on in civic engagement and make recommendations.  

· Frank Jewel is not clear on civic engagement yet. We recommend it, but the Legislature says 
no. Rep. Torkelson – political pressure for these dollars to be spent on work on the ground. 
Much easier to sell if it’s part of a package.  

· Pam – we need some definitions on the table for next time. Civic engagement is about 
doing things on the ground. Education isn’t. Communication is another area we should be 
spending money on. About priorities – percentages will be constantly shifting. We have to 
go with what our experts are telling us are priorities.  

· Deb supports the idea of providing definitions. Counterproductive for agencies to pull out 
budgets for civic engagements. Education as part of programs. Suggest taking the civic and 
education category out. Add an asterisk where there is significant education and civic 
engagement.  

· Steve Woods – big item for BWSR is to put projects on the ground. Big part of projects is 
public involvement through watershed management plans.  

· Victoria – include a section that talks about education and civic engagement and highlights 
areas where it is done.  

· Jen – the MPCA supports the Council’s administrative costs. Example, the bill from the 
Attorney General’s office with the CWC line item budget. Should staffing be included in the 
budget recommendations? Should we continue this way?  

· Deb – we need more transparency on staffing time. Include it in a line item budget.  
· Victoria – it’s not worth opening legislation in order to get that change. Staffing costs should 

be included in line item budget, but staff should still work for the MPCA.  
· Julie – CWC doesn’t have fiscal authority.  
· Rep. Torkelson – hesitate to venture down this path. Don’t think this should be a line item 

budget.  
· The money for CWC is from legacy funds. Rep. Torkelson – how much? Gaylen – about 

$150,000 per year. Compared to Lessard Sams Council costs, it’s a lot less.  
· Jen – pass through funding, earmarks. Do you think it’s appropriate for the Council to offer 

guidance on pass through funding? Victoria – pass through funding is no different than any 
other contract.  
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· U of MN extension funding. Gaylen – issue when the Legislature earmarks specific funding. 
Project may not follow agency procedures, etc. Steve – there may be times when earmarks 
are appropriate. Good opportunity to leverage federal funds for example. Rep. Torkelson – 
it has been his effort to cut down the number of specific projects funded with legacy funds.  

6.  July meeting agenda / August field tour / adjournment  
· Chair Hanson – directions for seeking input from represented organizations. Council 

members bring that for August meeting. We will send letter from Celine or Jeff. Budget 
recommendations, list of issues for your represented organizations.  

· Plaque was presented to Jen Maleitzke.  
· August field tour in Chaska. Regular Council meeting will be on Monday, August 20th. Bus or 

carpooling.  
· Adjourned.  

 
2:30~3:00  Council Steering Team 
 

Next Meeting: July 16, 2012 
Location: MPCA Board Room 

 



Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda 
Monday, July 16, 2012 
9:00 a.m. – 2:45 p.m. 
MPCA Board Room 

520 Lafayette Road North, St. Paul, MN 
 
 

9:00-9:15 Convene Full Council & Steering Team Report  
· Comments/additions to the agenda 
· Approve 6/19/12 meeting minutes 
· Council introductions, updates and conflict of interest notifications 
· Budget and Outcomes Committee Update 

9:15-9:45 Interagency data portal proposal   (Information) 
Glenn Skuta (MPCA) 

 
9:45-10:15 Water Governance Project preliminary findings  (Information) 
  Suzanne Rhees, John Linc Stine (MPCA)  
 

  10:15-10:30 Break (and Council photo) 
 
10:30-Noon What is Civic Engagement?  The Practitioner’s Point of View    (Information) 

· Introduction – Keith Hanson 
· 10:40 – 11:00  Buzz Sorge,  St. Croix Basin Team  
· 11:05 – 11:25  Paula Liepold, Kathy Carlson, Mary Jackson, Vermillion River 

Watershed Organization 
· 11:30 – 11:50  Sheila Harmes, Whitewater River Farmer-Led Councils 

 
12:00-12:30 Lunch  
 
12:30-1:20   Civic engagement (cont.) – Keys to Success and Next Steps    (Information) 

· 12:30-1:05 Keys to Success - Barbara Radke,  U of M Extension’s Center 
for Community Vitality and Leadership 

· 1:05 – 1:20  Next steps in State’s Civic Engagement approach – Gaylen 
Reetz, MPCA 

 
1:20-2:15 Council Discussion on Civic Engagement   (Discussion) 

· What did you hear today that you think will be successful in engaging 
citizens in the sectors you represent?  

· What role do you think the Council should have in building our success in 
civic engagement? 

· What additional information do you need as we move forward? 

2:15-2:30 August 19-20 Field Tour      (Information) 
 
2:30-2:45 BOC committee update (continued)  
 

2:45~3:00  Council Steering Team 
 

Next Meeting: August 19-20, 2012 
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 Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes 
Monday, July 16, 2012 
9:00 a.m. – 2:45 p.m. 

MPCA Lower Level Board Rooms 
520 Lafayette Road North, St. Paul 

 
Council members present: Marilyn Bernhardson, Pam Blixt, Linda Bruemmer, Patrick Flowers, 
Warren Formo, Keith Hanson, John Harren, Scott Hoese, Mark Knoff, Gene Merriam, Michael 
McKay, Dave Leuthe, Gaylen Reetz, Todd Renville, Victoria Reinhardt, Sandy Rummel, Louis 
Smith, Rep. Paul Torkelson, Dan Stoddard for Matthew Wohlman, Steve Woods.  
 
Absent: Rep. Kent Eken, Frank Jewell, Bradley Kalk, Senator John Pederson, Senator Dan Sparks, 
Deb Swackhamer, Matthew Wohlman.  
 
1.  Convene Full Council & Steering Team Report  

o Comments/additions to the agenda 
o Approve 6/18/12 meeting minutes 
o Council introductions, updates and conflict of interest notifications 
o Budget and Outcomes Committee Update 

· Chair Hanson called the meeting to order and went over the agenda. There were no 
comments on the agenda. Linda Bruemmer had some corrections for the June 18th meeting 
minutes (change Kris to Chris). Motion to approve the 6/18/12 meeting minutes. Motion 
passed.  

· Chair Hanson mentioned the BWSR tour handout.  
· Council member introductions and conflict of interest announcements.  
· Steve Woods update - we asked local governments to help put together budget proposals; 

$450 million of projects ready to go in the next 3 years. If the Council is interested in seeing 
any of that information in the future, he can provide it.  

· Sandy Rummel – Water supply advisory committee is in the process of forming.  
· Linda Bruemmer – MDH continues to work on flood recovery in northeastern Minnesota. 

There were calls about well testing, mold issues, some public water supplies that had to be 
turned off. MDH staff worked at Disaster Recovery Centers. There were questions about the 
safety of the silt. MPCA had done some testing of the silt.  

· There were no conflict of interest notifications from any of the Council members.  
· Audience introductions.  
· Chair Hanson - BOC Recommendations – send this information to your member 

organizations for their feedback by August 2nd. Rationale for how the BOC came up with the 
recommendations is currently under development.  

· BOC gave strong consideration to those proposals that direct more funding to 
implementation activities and to boost local capacity. BOC is looking for a recommendation 
on how to increase local capacity. Email handout from Deb Swackhamer with her comments 
on BOC recommendations. Discussion at the August 3rd BOC meeting.  

· Victoria Reinhardt commented on the amazing amount of work the BOC has done. Thank 
you for all the work put into this.  
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· Louis Smith added his thanks for the hard work. Clarify the rationale document. Should we 
wait for that before sending it out?  

· Chair Hanson – yes, the overall goals are to maintain the 81 watershed effort, get boots on 
the ground, and increase local capacity. Deb Swackhamer will join us at 2 or 2:30 today via 
phone conference.  

2. Interagency data portal proposal, Glenn Skuta (MPCA) 
·  Subteam of agencies. Why, what, and how of the portal. Why – multi state agencies are all 

generating a lot of data. Each developed a database for the data. We need to bring this data 
together for easy access by the public. How do I get information on my lake from all the 
agencies? One stop shopping for citizens, local governments, others. This is one of the 
recommendations from the Water Sustainability Framework. Five year benchmarks; the 
first 5 years all agencies complete their internal databases.  

· The Citizen’s League called for similar databases. The concept is not one giant database in 
the sky, but where these databases exist, they should be linked at a central portal. It takes a 
lot of IT work to make that happen. We want to get these data bases aligned so people can 
access them.  

· Watershed Data Integration Project (WDIP). Subteam working since late December 2011. 
We will put together focus groups to find out what people want and need. We will talk to 
specific users. We don’t want to create something too big that people don’t use. $1 million 
for biennium.  

· If we don’t do this what will happen? Agencies will continue to update their databases and 
web sites. Try to improve data access. Coordinate with MDA on our EQuIS database. We 
coordinate with DNR on the flow database. Saves time for both.  

Questions: 
· Mike McKay – most of this is based on alignment work, not content work. Glenn – yes. Mike 

– the portal addresses making this user friendly. The real users of this are the agencies, not 
the public. Glenn – it’s both. Initially it will make it more efficient for agencies, but it also 
will benefit other users. Mike – sounds like a Minnesota water Google. What’s different 
than using Google? Glenn – Google won’t compile data.  

· Dave Leuthe – clean water is a systems problem. Agencies have collected vast amounts of 
data, but they haven’t been expected to integrate data among agencies. Mike – now you’re 
adding content. Dave – we are trying to solve a systems problem. Lining it up so people can 
use it. Mike – you’re going to have to go get all the information and put it together, not 
some IT (information technology) guy.  

· Gene Merriam – we have to look at the constitutional amendment. Concern about the black 
holes of technology systems. $17 million; invest $3 million this year. Expect that the cost 
will go up even more. Don’t doubt that efficiencies will be gained. But serious concerns 
about spending clean water funds on agencies talking to each better.  

· Gaylen – we spend millions of dollars in collecting and analyzing data, assessing data, and 
implementing activities based on that data. It’s not just the IT guys, but working with 
stakeholders to find out what they need. We must provide results, and the proposed portal 
is a way to do that. Spending 1.5 million a year for ten years to make it available, accessible 
and understandable for the public is a wise investment.  
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· Louis – very persuasive argument on both sides. Anecdotes from stakeholders about 
improvements would help. It sounds like it would be a big investment for IT. There’s not 
enough information about the stakeholders.  

· Chair Hanson – explain more about the involvement of stakeholders. Glenn – we will be 
meeting with stakeholders this fall and winter to get their input. Mike – that’s when you 
should come and talk to us. The most useful thing you spoke about was the efficiencies 
gained by the agencies. Glenn – we are trying to go with the timeline of the Council’s 
budget process. We didn’t want to wait until the next biennium.  

3. Water Governance Project preliminary findings, Suzanne Rhees, John Linc Stine (MPCA) 
· Suzanne Rhees and Rebecca Flood – Water Governance.  
· Rebecca Flood went over the statute which includes an expectation that agencies will 

streamline water management systems.  
· Suzanne – revised version of the timeline we showed you in April. Background – water 

reorganization effort about every decade. A survey on Minnesota’s water programs went 
out through MPCA’s Waterfront Bulletin. We can share with you the link to the survey.  

· Summary of what state agency work groups are doing. A lot of this is an internal effort.  
· Focus areas:  

1. Groundwater modeling and management 
2. Surface water quality and quantity 
3. Water and related land use planning 
4. Wetlands protection 

· Water portal anecdote – in Suzanne’s job at DNR, it took several hours of digging to find the 
Sibley Park plan that I was looking for. The data portal will help agency staff.  

· Evaluation criteria – colors denote different layers of sustainability 
· Suzanne can come back to Council in September or October with an update.  

Questions: 
· Chair Hanson – provide some context for the last bullet on the wetlands slide (Opportunities 

to update MPCA wetland standards). Rebecca – currently a lot of the standards are 
narrative - tiered aquatic life standards. Develop appropriate biological criteria for different 
types of wetlands.  

· A survey went out as part of this project? Suzanne – through GovDelivery in the Waterfront 
Bulletin. Who is the customer providing input? Suzanne – local government water 
managers, consultants, users of state agency water programs, partners. How would it be 
different if you defined the public as customers? Suzanne – not a lot different, but initially 
we want input from those who use the system, who have more experience with the water 
system. Will GovDelivery catch all of us? We think so. Send the website link to the survey to 
members, and also send an electronic copy of the handout.  

· Suzanne – we’re looking at ways agencies can collaborate more effectively and the quick 
fixes too.  Are you looking at both state and local? Suzanne – we’re looking at the state 
impact on locals.  

Break (and Council photo) 
 
4. What is Civic Engagement?  The Practitioner’s Point of View 
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1. Introduction – Keith Hanson 
2. 10:40 – 11:00  Buzz Sorge,  St. Croix Basin Team 
3. 11:05 – 11:25  Paula Liepold, Kathy Carlson, Mary Jackson, Vermillion River 

Watershed Organization 
4. 11:30 – 11:50  Sheila Harmes, Whitewater River Farmer-Led Councils 

· Chair Hanson introduces Buzz Sorge, Paula Liepold, Sheila Harmes 
· St. Croix Basin Water Resources Planning Team was formed in 1993. Buzz Sorge has been 

working on St. Croix issues most of his career. Started with boat ride on the St. Croix. What 
an incredible resource for both states.  

· The Lake St. Croix TMDL is at EPA for approval. How civic engagement helps us meet our 
water quality goals. The goal is to restore Lake St. Croix to 1940 conditions. EPA requires 9 
elements in a TMDL plan and we have 10. We included civic engagement.  

· Victoria – 1940; it isn’t good, but much better than today? Did you say that? Buzz – much 
better. Now we have agriculture with phosphorus fertilizers, and phosphorus in dairy feed. 
Two sources of phosphorus to the river since 1940. Algae grow on the bottom of the river 
because there is enough light to get to the bottom. Population increase lead to an increase 
in nutrients to river. The St. Croix River switched to a blue-green dominate system.  

· Nobody argues with the St. Croix TMDL because nobody can argue with the science.  
· POTWs reduced phosphorus by 54%.  
· Squaw Lake example – it used to be full of filamentous algae. It is a seepage lake with no 

outlet at the bottom of an agricultural watershed. Now it’s almost back to pre-settlement 
conditions due to changed management practices.  

· Why do we need civic engagement? Because we’ve only gotten to where we’re at now. We 
need civic engagement to get us to where we want to be. We did five workshops, speakers 
were invited.  

· Improving water quality - the Civic Solution.  
· We are finalizing an extension position in River Falls.  
· You have to change the paradigm to change the participation rate from 30 to 60%. Farmer-

led councils are important (Farmer-Led, Performance-Based, Targeted Watershed 
Management).  

· River of hope. Get farmers out there making their own decisions. We will provide the 
endgame, the goal needed.  

Dakota County/Vermillion River Watershed - Paula Liepold, Kathy Carlson, Mary Jackson 
· Vermillion River Watershed overview.  
· Informed consent. You can disagree with the solution, but not the problem.  
· All of the Vermillion River is impaired for something. What does impaired really mean?  
· Can you show us where the trout streams are? We have limited public access. Most of 

public access is west of highway 52. Public access is being developed by DNR.  
· Paula – Wetland Health Evaluation Program (WHEP) is a program to train volunteers to 

assess for macro invertebrates and plants in wetlands. Engagement of volunteers helps 
increase interest and involvement in water quality issues overall.  

· River Watch/Blue Thumb.  

Vermillion River Corridor Plan – Mary Jackson 
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· Invitations to the workshop were sent to everyone who lived along the watershed.  
· Visioning products – groups were asked to pick their five preferred practices and three they 

didn’t like. They heard from the groups about what they needed for technical assistance - 
from improved web site to provide us some technical assistance.  

· Future civic engagement - Watershed Restoration and Protection Plan: A plan to identify 
sources of impairments and work with community on solutions.  

o Technical Track 
o Civic Engagement Track 

Questions:  
· Is Vermillion a WMO or WD? Neither. It’s a Joint Powers Board (JPB) consisting of Scott and 

Dakota counties. Many of the requirements are the same for a WMO and a JPB.  

Whitewater River Watershed Project - Sheila Harmes 
· Watershed background – mostly agriculture, 100 miles of trout streams, most of 

Whitewater watershed is impaired.  
· Farmer-led Council Pilot Project – Jerry Hildebrand;  

o Farmer leaders identified by SWCD and NRCS staff  
o Met individually with 28 identified leaders  
o Council divided watersheds into sub-council groups, conducted “kitchen table” 

meetings 
· Jerry knocked on doors to ask people to be involved. Subcouncil groups – boundaries are 

determined by the farmer-led groups based on neighbors, social groups, etc. Jerry 
personally delivered sensitive area maps for manure management. Two people who were 
not contacted called asking for their map.  

· Iowa State University model – used this method based on Hewitt Creek. After 4 years of 
performance based system, reduced sediment and phosphorus by 91%. 67% participation 
rate.  

· Outreach events – dialogue between farmer-led council members and trout fisherman. 
Good dialogue.  

· Performance (outcome)-based incentive program. Whole farm assessment required to 
participate.  

· Bacteria reduction. Data/results shared, but names anonymous. Summarize collected 
environmental data. Have it all summarized by a statistician to put it into context.  

· The strength of the farmer-led council plan is it gives each producer the flexibility to do as 
much or as little as they can or are willing to do. Allows control from bottom up not top 
down. Gives producers ownership of the process, and along with ownership comes 
responsibility.  

Questions: 
· What does this cost? Sheila – the incentive plan for this summer is $25,000. If everyone 

signs up, there’s not enough to go around. We will prorate it at the end of the summer. The 
farmers who scored high bragged about it. If they scored low, they asked for help to get 
their score up.  

· Where does the funding come from? From MPCA. It’s part of our grant.  
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· Are farmers compensated for their time? No. How much to run this on the operations side? 
Lynne - $115,000 from ERA. How many people or FTE’s? 1.5 FTE’s.  

· Gene - Hewitt Creek as a model. Is that impaired water meeting standards yet? Sheila – not 
yet, but they’re on their way. Scott – the Council had a presentation on this Northeast Iowa 
project in the past.  

Lunch (and Council photo) 
 
5. Civic engagement (cont.) – Keys to Success and Next Steps  

1. 12:30-1:05 Keys to Success - Barbara Radke,  U of M Extension’s Center for 
Community Vitality and Leadership 

2. 1:05 – 1:20  Next steps in State’s Civic Engagement approach – Gaylen Reetz, MPCA 
· Barb Radke - a model for civic engagement: ResourceFULL Decisions and Collective Action 

on Public Issues – this model will work for any public issue. Key – have multiple meetings 
with the public. You need to build trust and relationships.  

· Paula talked about the need to get from public information to public education. Public 
education may or may not be civic engagement. Embed civic engagement. You need the 
leadership capacity to do it, the capacity to do it, and do it with the support of those below.  

· At the core of the model is collaboration, discussion and reflection; 
o Collaboration – leadership and collaboration.  
o Discussion – dialogue, build relationships. 
o Refection – take time to reflect and evaluate.  

Questions:  
· First time I’ve heard the term resourceful decision. Barbara - a decision needs to be more 

than just informed, it should be a resourceful decision. Having a plan in place is important. 
Speakers knew they need 2 tracks, one for technical and one for civic engagement. For your 
10 year watershed cycle, you should build in civic engagement at various places along the 
way. It’s important to not wait until the very end to build those relationships.  

· There is a social science to this process of engagement. How much do the presenters 
understand and use this process? Barb – they weren’t aware of this model. Buzz was aware 
of it. Some people have the capacity. Sheila – we worked with John Rodecap, Chad Engels 
(Iowa State) Barb – this model is similar to the Iowa State model.  

· How do you report your outcomes besides just saying, we held this many meetings? Barb - 
until there’s no longer a water quality issue you need to continue to engage the public. They 
use this model to teach others to do civic engagement. But what are outcomes? Barb - 
more resourceful decisions and collection action. Just reporting on how many meetings or 
how many people is not enough. Barb – some measures are now being included in the 
grants. Paula – some pre and post tests (surveys) measure outcomes. We ask questions of 
the group before and after the meeting or workshop.  

· Measuring success on how people feel, not on how the water quality improved. We just 
finished working on a big TMDL project. Success is not a straight line. Improvements that 
come sometimes are a surprise. Paula, Barb – trust in building relationships.  
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· It sounds like you’re measuring the process not the improvement. Sequence----start with 
accurate information, constant feedback loop. Buy-in - some groups won’t get total buy-in. 
Barb – modified consensus.  

· Mike - we wrestle with where to plug in the civic engagement. Kathy Carlson – developing a 
work plan for the TMDL implementation plan. We have to start with informing citizens on 
what impaired means. Can’t wait until you get results of study. Barb – you need to 
understand who the audience is.  

· Pam – what my organization has found successful is empowering the group. Barb – you 
can’t turn over decision-making. Processes you use will un-empower or empower. Be clear 
up front to let citizens know what role they play. We may be informing you, consulting you 
or engaging you.  

· A variety of groups could be involved besides citizens - LGUs, consultants, NGOs, others. 
Barb – you may use same process but use different system design. Be inclusive at the 
beginning. Eventually, they need to be collaborating. 

· Good stakeholder analysis.  
· Warren - the challenge is when you can’t give decision making ability to the group – that’s a 

hurdle. If you tell the group to give feedback but it’s not going to be used, that will squelch 
the whole process. He wouldn’t even hold that meeting.  

· Victoria – there’s a big difference between hearing what someone said and using it. The 
expectation may be hearing what someone said and doing what they want.  

· Barb – good system design is important. You need to manage expectations. It’s important to 
engage early in the process. We still don’t know where to budget the money. You need to 
be clear about your outcomes.  

 
6. Council Discussion on Civic Engagement 

1. What did you hear today that you think will be successful in engaging citizens in the 
sectors you represent?  

2. What role do you think the Council should have in building our success in civic 
engagement? 

3. What additional information do you need as we move forward? 

· Gaylen – next steps on civic engagement; 
1. We’re committed to civic engagement throughout the process. Funding may come 

segment by segment.  
2. We can improve on where we’ve been the last few years. We will have a contract to 

look at case studies and find improvements for civic engagement. We will have a 
recommendations report in October. We can bring it back to the Council.  

3. We have a team that is working on measures and how to track results. It will be easier 
to identify outcomes further down the line.  

· Say more about the contract. Gaylen – the MPCA will facilitate the contract, but it will be an 
interagency effort. We will invite local governments to participate, facilitated through the 
agencies.  

· How will CE be done at the local level? Gaylen – we’ve invested about $1.2 million (?) in CE 
in contracts with LGUs. MPCA is in a supporting role. CE is done through project contracts.  
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· If you take it to the local level, is it top up or top down? Gaylen – we need to make we have 
a framework for the whole process so there are no gaps – from monitoring to TMDL to 
implementation. There may be gaps in funding, but we don’t want gaps in CE.  

· Gene is not convinced it’s a role for MPCA. Where did we decide it is a role for MPCA to give 
grants for CE?  

· Gaylen – we need to talk about what kind of framework we want. As a group of agencies, 
we need to coordinate efforts. Mike – it’s good that you recognize that CE is important.  

· Gaylen – the CE we’ve done with clean water funds has primarily been for development of 
TMDLs. Not all CE discussed has been funded by clean water funds. The Council 
recommended the approach that CE be funded as part of a project.  

· The regulator should not be doing the CE. Barb – the regulator is not doing CE. It’s being 
done by the LGU. Victoria – when you have a regulator, it’s hard to build trust. Dan 
Stoddard – for the MDA pesticide program, we are regulators, but we also do civic 
engagement. it’s possible to do both.  

· The best TMDLs are locally led. How do we do more of building local capacity? Fear that too 
many of the TMDLs we’re doing with too few stakeholders at the table. Glad that MPCA 
wants to open this up. How do we build local capacity? Marilyn – you need CE before the 
TMDL starts.  

· Chair Hanson – level of effort. How does that timeline look over the TMDL process? Sheila – 
high on the front end, but that’s where we are now. Buzz – problems if you don’t do CE on 
the front end. We need a system in place to keep leadership at the local level.  

· What if the voluntary process does not deliver the desired results. Do they understand that 
if it doesn’t happen, if they don’t take action, we may have to use the regulatory process? 
Someone else will take action. Sheila – yes, that’s important.  

· Chair Hanson – for the 81 watershed process, there are areas where you need CE such as 
after the plan is developed – the implementation plan timeframe. What is the level of effort 
needed from year 0 to year 10?  

· Barb – starting with data collecting you need to assess who are the citizens, what do they 
know, what level of understanding do they have? They may have information on where to 
collect the data. Have that dialogue with them. Prepare your audience on the issue. Then, 
what educational interventions will move and inform them. It really is a continuum.  

· Chair Hanson – start at an A level, taper down to a level you’ll have to maintain over time.  
· Sheila – Hewitt Creek probably reached a point where they don’t need more funding for CE.  
· How many TMDLs are done? How many TMDLs have some CE? Gaylen – 45 of the 81 major 

watersheds – all of them have CE of one kind or another. This fall there will be some WRAPs 
done. Monitoring in 50% of the watersheds. We’re on track and on schedule for the 10 year 
plan. We will start seeing water management plans; watershed plans. It’s not just about 
TMDLs, it’s about watershed management.  

· Mike – the Lake Pepin implementation will take a big effort. Sheila – there is a maintenance 
CE support part. Gaylen – there is not one example that fits statewide. In the north, the lake 
protection effort will look different than in the Minnesota River watershed where it’s all 
agriculture. For Lake Pepin, we’re not going to implement two thirds of the state. There will 
be implementation in 40 different watersheds.  

· Steve – 100% of the implementation projects have had some level of CE. It may not be 
enough, but there’s something going on. MPCA funds are there for 4 years of the 10 year 
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cycle. There’s a gap. We can incorporate CE into the proposals we’re funding now, but 
everything we’ve been hearing from the Legislature is to move dirt and this is not moving 
dirt. We need to get a lot of people on board to do this. If the Council thinks it’s worthwhile, 
we can incorporate that now. The Legislature has emphasized moving dirt. This is about 
moving minds.  

· Vice Chair Hoese – what about grants available to locals? Carver County has one. What is 
available to locals? Gaylen – that is something we’ll look at with this contract.   

· Dave agrees with Steve. It may be about moving dirt – shifting from a project to a lot of 
projects on the ground on a smaller scale – through farmer-based incentives. May not equal 
jobs and move dirt.  

· Chair Hanson thanks Steve. He sees a disconnect. Is there a better way to do that, to 
provide linkage between agencies? Cindy – continuity is big issue for us. We are doing a lot 
of research with Barb, Mae, and others to build continuity and capacity. Gaylen – one of the 
questions we ask as part of this contract is how to have a shared viewpoint among agencies, 
consistent discussion, how to move forward.  

· Should source water protection have CE? Other groundwater/drinking water efforts? Dan – 
discussion to support this and willingness to do this.  

· We need to include discussion on economics. Use funds to leverage private dollars.  
· We can get a lot done with small scale investment. If you ask farmers to do a lot of 

measures, they won’t do it.  
· We need to manage both surface water and groundwater. We want the same partnerships 

for both processes.  
· There is a scale issue. It’s a costly process. In the metro, there are many subwatersheds 

where projects are being done. We have to figure out how to fund this.  
· Chair Hanson – cover letter; get feedback from our organizations on local capacity. 

Comments back by August 2nd. BOC is looking at making some type of recommendation. If 
members have any comments on this, please say something now. No comments were 
received from members.  

· Barb – building capacity is not always about hiring new staff. It may be about training staff.  
· Gaylen – regulatory vs. voluntary. If you want to use the voluntary approach, you need to 

have CE to make it work. Louis – the voluntary approach is cheaper too.  

 
7. August 19-20 Field Tour 
· Chair Hanson went over the August agenda. Scott went over the August tour agenda.  
· What if I can’t attend all of the tour? Mary will check with speakers to see if some are 

driving back to Chaska early.  
· Jeff – we will be inviting County Commissioners, local representatives, and media to attend 

the tour. Carpooling will be available on Sunday from the MPCA. Send an email to Mary 
with the make and model of your car for parking in the MPCA front parking lot.  

 
8. BOC committee update (continued)  



Page 10 of 10 

· Chair Hanson – stakeholder packet, we will put this online and send you a link so you can 
forward it or you can tailor it and make something for them. This is the first round of 
comments, then a second round in September. The packet will contain;  
1. stakeholder letter 
2. process 
3. priorities  
4. budget spreadsheet  
5. staffing  

· Chair Hanson – for funding priorities, the BOC looked at continuing to meet the needs of the 
81 watershed approach, and to build local capacity. Feedback on funding priorities.  

· Louis – AIS possible supplemental. Any resources here for AIS? Chair Hanson – I don’t think 
so. Pam – I thought we added for grants. Steve – if it’s part of a water quality project.  

· Send comments to Scott and Marilyn before the August 3rd BOC meeting.  
· Deb Swackhamer joined the meeting on the phone.  
· Chair Hanson – there will be a one or two page document outlining the BOC rationale for 

priorities. Comments on BOC recommendations. Packet is going out to Council members.  
· Deb – are the budget recommendations going out for public comments before the Council 

has discussed this? Motion to table this until the Council has had time to discuss the 
preliminary budget recommendations. Warren Formo seconded the motion.  

· What is the downside of sending it out before it is finalized? Deb – the Council should have 
a discussion before member organizations have an opportunity to discuss this.  

· Chair Hanson – the process has been out there since 2011 including the two phase process.  
· Deb – prefer to discuss this before sent out to the public. Linda – concerned that we haven’t 

yet seen the rationale for the recommendations. Chair Hanson – it’s been a timing issue.  
· Deb – how about a compromise. We get Council comments on whether it’s ready to go out 

for comments. Pam – provide more time for public feedback. Mike – add to August agenda. 
Marilyn – it is on the agenda with feedback from local groups. Steve – the Council’s not 
sending it out. Individual members are sending it out. John – be sure to say it’s preliminary.  

· Chair Hanson – amend the motion. Send out to Council members the rationale for the 
budget priorities. Deb – Council members can take this to your constituencies at any time. 
It’s all public information. By making it such a formal process, it sounds like it’s coming from 
the members.  

· Chair Hanson – clarify in the letter that this is a BOC recommendation. Remove signature 
block, leave co-chairs. Jeff – address this to “Dear Council Member” (not stakeholder).  

· Sandy – Deb’s points are well taken. Add in paragraph 3 of the letter that the Council has 
not discussed this. Deb withdraws her motion. Appreciates everyone’s effort to make 
changes to the letter. Comments on the letter to Jeff Risberg by noon on Wednesday.  

· Adjourned.  

2:30~3:00 Council Steering Team 
 

Next Meeting: August 19, 2012 
Location: Minnesota River Room, 
Best Western River Inn & Suites 
1 River Bend Place, Chaska, MN 



 
 

Clean Water Council Agenda  
Sunday, August 19, 2012 

Chaska, Minnesota 
 

The meeting is being held at the Best Western River Inn & Suites (1 River Bend Place, Chaska, 
MN – see directions attached). Members should check-in upon arrival.  Reservations have 
been made for participants, and will be directly billed to the MPCA. (FYI: Attendees may plan 
to keep their cars parked in the hotel lot on Monday during the tour.) 
 
Dinner and meeting to be held in the Minnesota River Room located straight through the 
lobby on the main floor, starting at 6 p.m.   
 
 
6:00-6:30 Council dinner  
 
 
6:30-6:45 Convene Full Council & Steering Committee Report  

· Comments/additions to the agenda 
· Approve 7-16-12 meeting minutes 
· Council introductions, updates and conflict of interest notifications  

 
 
6:45-7:00 Welcome to Carver County – Jim Ische, Chair, Carver County Board of 

Commissioners  
 
 
7:00-7:50 Budget and Outcomes Committee (BOC) Report   

· Update on BOC budget recommendation process 
· Summary of comments received from represented organizations  
· Discuss process for September public comment period  

 
 

7:50-8:00 Review agenda for Monday / meeting adjournment – Scott Hoese 
 
 

 
 
 
wq-cwc2-12h 



 
 wq-iw3-11t 

 
 

Clean Water Council Field Tour – Monday, August 20 
 

The purpose of this tour is for members to visit Carver County, seeing a variety of urban and rural water quality 
issues and mitigation techniques. Carver County is an innovative leader in water quality restoration and 
protection work in Minnesota.  
 

Continental breakfast provided, starting at 6 a.m. From your room, take the elevator to the First Floor. 
(Front Desk & Minnesota River Room are on the Ground Floor.) You do not need to check out. 
 

8:00 a.m.  Presentation on flood levy (Minnesota River Room) – Tim Wiebe, City of Chaska  
 

9:00 a.m.  Bus leaves from hotel parking lot  
 

 
Tour Sites  (see attached fact sheets on each site) 
 

1. Streambank erosion and Carver & Bevens turbidity TMDL  (9:25-9:55) 
Ø ON BUS: Tim Sundby, Carver County WMO. Tim will give a history on the Carver & Bevens 

Creek Turbidity TMDL.  
Ø ON SITE:  Norman Senjem, Zumbro Watershed Partnership. Norman will discuss the impacts 

of streambank erosion seen at this site on Bevens Creek, along with prevention and 
restoration needed to address it.  The site is representative of erosion problems causing the 
Minnesota River and Lake Pepin turbidity impairments.  
 

2. Minnewashta Lake – Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) monitoring and inspections  (10:25-10:50) 
Ø ON BUS: Eric Evenson, Minnehaha Creek Watershed District (MCWD). Eric will talk about AIS 

issues and activities in the County, including partnerships with MCWD, DNR and involvement 
with citizens and County Board.  

Ø ON SITE: Greg Aamodt & Tim Sunby, Carver County WMO.  Greg and Tim will discuss AIS 
activities in Carver County, including monitoring, inspections, education, and partnerships. 
Ben will demonstrate a boat inspection. (Bathrooms available at this site)  
 

3. Lake Burandt Raingardens and ALUM treatment (11:20-11:50) 
Ø ON BUS: Greg Aamodt, Carver County WMO,  will give history of Lake Burandt monitoring, 

impairment listing, TMDL process and findings, and necessary reductions.  
Ø ON SITE:  Tim Sundby, Carver County WMO; and Will Forbord, Carver County SWCD, will 

present on two of the practices to implement the TMDL and reduce nutrients in Burandt Lake: 
raingardens and an ALUM treatment.  
 

Buffet Lunch at Pizza Ranch in Waconia.  (11:55-12:40) (Note: State that you’re with the Clean 
Water Council group.) 

  



 
 

 
 
4. Sod Farm Wetland Restoration (drive by only) 

Ø ON BUS: Mike Wanous, Carver County SWCD, will discuss this 85 acre permanent 
conservation easement that as enrolled in the Re-Invest in Minnesota Wetland Reserve 
Program (RIM/WRP). Wagener’s Sod Farm will be converted to a wetland with a native grass 
upland buffer.  
 

5. Watertown Stormwater Treatment Center (1:00-1:40) 
Ø Andy Erickson and Kurt McIntire, Univ. of MN St. Anthony Falls Lab (SAFL); and Will Forbord, 

Carver County SWCD, will present on the research and implementation of ironing filings used 
in stormwater practices and the SAFL BAFFLE. 

(Could make a bathroom stop at City Hall/Library) 
 

6. Scott Hoese Farm (1:50-2:30) 
Clean Water Council Member Scott Hoese and Zach Scott will present on the best management 
practices used at this farm and feedlot, including manure management, drainage, open tile 
intakes, and buffers.  
 
 

3:00 p.m.  Bus arrives back at hotel  
 

Next Meeting: September 17, 2011 
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 Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes 
Sunday, August 19, 2012 

6:30 p.m. – 8:00 p.m. 
Minnesota River Room 

Best Western River Inn & Suites 
1 River Bend Place, Chaska, MN 

 
Council members present: Marilyn Bernhardson, Pam Blixt, Linda Bruemmer, Patrick Flowers, 
Warren Formo, Keith Hanson, John Harren, Scott Hoese, Frank Jewell, Mark Knoff, Gene 
Merriam, Michael McKay, Dave Leuthe, Rebecca Flood for Gaylen Reetz, Todd Renville, Victoria 
Reinhardt, Sandy Rummel, Deb Swackhamer, Rep. Paul Torkelson, Matthew Wohlman, Steve 
Woods.  
 
Absent: Rep. Kent Eken, Bradley Kalk, Senator John Pederson, Gaylen Reetz, Louis Smith, 
Senator Dan Sparks.  
 
1.  Convene Full Council & Steering Team Report  

o Comments/additions to the agenda 
o Approve 7/16/12 meeting minutes 
o Council introductions, updates and conflict of interest notifications 

· Chair Hanson called the meeting to order. Jeff Risberg reviewed the meeting folder for the 
Sunday meeting and Monday’s Council tour. There were no changes to the agenda.  

· Motion to approve the 7/16/12 meeting minutes from Victoria Reinhardt, seconded by John 
Harren. Motion passed.  

· Council member introductions and conflict of interest announcements. There were no 
conflict of interest notifications from any of the Council members. Audience introductions.  

2.  Welcome to Carver County – Jim Ische, Chair, Carver County Board of Commissioners 
· Vice Chair Hoese introduced guest speaker Jim Ische, Chair of the Carver County Board of 

Commissioners.  
· Commissioner Ische presented some background information on Carver County and some 

of the history of the county.  
· Question: What percent of the county is in agriculture? About 80%.  

3. Budget and Outcomes Committee (BOC) Report  
o Update on BOC budget recommendation process  
o Summary of comments received from represented organizations  
o Discuss process for September public comment period  

· BOC Recommendations for revising the timeline handout – public comments will be 
available at the end of September, which leaves only about a two week period to 
summarize and review the comments before the October meeting. A new revenue 
projection will be available in late November. There is a lot to do to get to a final budget 
number for the October 15th Council meeting. The question is, should we seek an extension 
for the Council’s report from December 1st to January 15th and should we make that a 
permanent change? This would eliminate the need to do an addendum to the budget as 
we’ve done in the past.  
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· Rep. Torkelson was asked if that would be a problem for the Legislature. Rep. Torkelson said 
it doesn’t pose a problem for the Legislature.  

· Rebecca Flood gave an overview of last Friday’s BOC discussion with the agencies. The BOC 
started its process in April. The agencies just recently got some budget information from 
MN Management and Budget (MMB). The BOC would like to see us refine and improve our 
process so they sync together better.  

· Chair Hanson – we need a lot of the Council’s time in September, October and November. 
We still need to resolve some budget issues. We would like to have adequate time.  

· Rep. Torkelson – the recommendations need to be Council driven, not just the agencies 
recommendations. It’s important that the recommendations come from the Council.  

· Deb – proposal to change the time frame has two advantages; 
1. New budget forecast 
2. Time to review stakeholder comments 

· Victoria – we’re required to do this by a certain date. We can agree to seek more time in the 
future, but we don’t have that option this time. We want to be part of the Governor’s 
process. Adjustments are made when new forecast comes out. They are just 
recommendations. We will take input and will change it. She agrees with what you’re trying 
to do, but it won’t work this year.  

· Mike – we can control our time. We’ve had the discussion, take a vote. It’s important that 
we give the discussion enough time so that it does become the Council’s recommendations.  

· Vice Chair Hoese said to ask for a month delay wouldn’t cause a problem, and he agrees 
with Keith.  

· Deb’s suggestion for the process was to write a letter to the chairs of the environment 
committees and let them know we’ll be submitting our recommendations on January 15th.  

· Rep. Torkelson – the question is the Governor’s office and having input on the Governor’s 
budget. Marilyn – if the Governor develops the Clean Water budget and we submit nothing, 
then what happens? We want to have some input on the Governor’s budget.  

· Victoria said we can’t not obey the statute. She doesn’t disagree with wanting more time. 
The Association of Minnesota Counties will give their recommendations for the Governor’s 
budget. State agencies will too. There’s a reason they put that date in there. We’re 
shortchanging ourselves if we‘re not part of the Governor’s consideration.  

· Chair Hanson – when the December 1st deadline was established there was no Clean Water 
Fund (CWF). The second time we did a budget and supplemental we had the CWF. Whether 
we proceed with the changes this year, he’d like the Council to make a recommendation for 
a revision in the process. Is it common for legislative reports to be late?  

· Gene – the due dates for filing reports were too often breached when he was in the Senate. 
When a Senator or Representative looked for a report, it wasn’t always available. Victoria 
raised a good point that was overlooked. The Governor has to get the budget to the 
Legislature by the third week in January. So even December 1st is getting late. The later you 
wait, the less opportunities for input you have.  

· Jeff – let’s hear from the agencies on how the Council can have input. Steve – we hear 
what’s going on from the Council and others and that has input. Victoria – if we wait until 
January, we will have no input on Governor’s process. Dave – what the agencies have been 
submitting will be part of Governor’s process. Rebecca – how does that impact how you 
deal with public comments? Won’t that influence your schedule? 
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· Deb moves that we adopt the concepts of revising the timeline outlined in your two page 
handout. We plan on changing the timeline for the report with delivery to the Governor in 
early January.  

· Chair Hanson seconded the motion. Victoria votes against the motion. She cannot vote for a 
motion that violates state law.  

· Pam offered a compromise to send the Council’s draft recommendations to the Governor’s 
office by December 1st. We could potentially extend the time period and still get our 
recommendations to the Governor’s office. Somehow allow for more time for consideration 
of stakeholder comments.  

· Marilyn – could we submit the budget only and not the final report? Frank – if we are 
always having a time crunch, why not move the timeline back?  

· Chair Hanson – there was not enough time in the past for a public comment period. The 
BOC needs to issue a “lessons learned” piece. He would change the budget timeline in 
future and have only one public stakeholder period.  

· Deb – use the September meeting to have a full Council discussion of the budget and the 
October meeting for discussing public comments. October meeting get a verbal agreement 
from the Council by the end of the meeting. November meeting have the draft report and 
approve draft report. Draft report with cover letter is then sent to the Governor and 
Legislature explaining that a final report will be done by late December. December meeting 
make changes based on the new budget forecast. Vote on the final report at the December 
meeting. Deb amends her motion to follow that schedule. Frank Jewell seconded the 
motion.  

· Chair Hanson – we could shorten the public comment period from 30 days to 21.  
· Frank – those are two separate pieces. This piece is different than changing the date. Try 

this out (draft report) and see how it works. Rebecca supports the lessons learned idea. It 
makes sense to move forward this year and then do some process improvement in the 
future.   

· Motion was carried on a voice vote.  
· Vice Chair Hoese asked if we want to change the December 17th meeting.  
· Victoria – if the forecast changes, we’ve already submitted the December 1st draft report. 

We can assume the BOC will be making recommendations once the forecast comes out so 
on December 17th there would be draft changes to incorporate into the final report.  

· Deb – if the Council approves the November recommendations and a new forecast comes 
out, the BOC could have a conference call to sort that out, or the Council could make a 
decision. Victoria: That makes sense to her. 

· Chair Hanson – the BOC will be a committee of the whole in September, October and 
November.  

· Jeff went over the public comment process on back page of BOC handout. 3 key questions, 
examples. Any other comments on the process or other questions? Can groups still submit 
letters? Jeff – yes.  

· Steve - MPR had a deal for people to come in and balance the budget. Try out that idea. 
Keep it at pie chart level.  

· Frank – we should encourage people to use the web. Marilyn – we want to compare 
comments, which is easier to do if they are submitted via the web.  
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· Patrick - can they attach a letter to the comment area on the web? Jeff will work with public 
information staff to find out more.  

· Jeff – we all need to encourage participation, public outreach. Council members can get the 
information to the various levels in their organizations. Interested parties list, press 
releases, state register, Facebook, social media, newsletters (Waterfront Bulletin).  

· Steve – Lessard-Sams gets picked up by outdoor journalists. We should have the Council 
Chair Hanson available for interviews by journalists.  

· Mike - most Council members have mailing lists. We need a clean statement on our mission, 
describing CWC on whatever is sent out. People confuse the Clean Water Council with 
Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council, others.  

· Gene – this public comment period is at the end of the process. This should be done earlier 
in the process. Victoria – we’re different from Lessard-Sams. We need to get input from the 
agencies first. Warren – Lessard-Sams also makes recommendations to the Legislature, but 
a little different when recommending projects.  

· Sandy – maybe do a web site early in the process next time. Ask for priorities. Vice Chair 
Hoese – Council members represent the public too. Warren – add language asking them for 
future options for 2015.  

· Jeff – there is an interagency team on communications and we can work with them to get 
word out. Also we will work with the public information staff on the web page.  

· Victoria – public comments we’ve received so far, very impressed with the level of 
response. Chair Hanson – the comments tell you where the issues are.  

4. Review agenda for Monday / meeting adjournment – Scott Hoese 
· Vice Chair Hoese went over Monday’s schedule. We will start at 8:00 a.m. with a 

presentation from Tim Wiebe, City of Chaska. We will leave on the bus at 9:00 a.m. 
Breakfast begins at 6:30 a.m.  

· Meeting adjourned.   

Monday morning August 20, 2012; 
8:00 a.m. Presentation on flood levy (Minnesota River Room) – Tim Wiebe, City of Chaska  
9:00 a.m. Bus leaves from hotel parking lot 
· Vice chair Scott Hoese introduces Tim Wiebe, from the City of Chaska. Tim Wiebe gave a 

presentation on the flood levy system for the city of Chaska built in 1996. There are two 
diversion channels.  

· Lake Minnewashta - question for the DNR; how can a conscientious boat owner be 
proactive and get his boat cleaned before going to the lake? Tell the DNR that questions 
were asked about how boat owners can get information on certified, private boat cleaners 
or locations of boat cleaning sites (DNR).  

· Burandt Lake; Greg Aamodt – we hope to delist Burandt in 10 years. We used alum 
treatment.  

· Rep. Torkelson – are there rough fish in the lake? Greg – it is a pan fish dominant lake. 
That’s what you want for alum treatment. They go after young rough fish.  

· Greg – funding $230,000 grant; $230,000 local match. Clean water story on BWSR’s web 
site. Rain gardens in Waconia.  

· Tour ends at 3:00 p.m.  
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Tour Sites: 
1. Streambank erosion and Carver & Bevens turbidity TMDL; Tim Sundby, Carver County 

WMO. Norman Senjem, Zumbro Watershed Partnership. 
2. Minnewashta Lake – Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) monitoring and inspections; Eric 

Evenson, Minnehaha Creek Watershed District (MCWD). Greg Aamodt & Tim Sunby, Carver 
County WMO. Ben will demonstrate a boat inspection.  

3. Lake Burandt Raingardens and ALUM treatment; Greg Aamodt, Carver County WMO. Tim 
Sundby, Carver County WMO; and Will Forbord, Carver County SWCD.  

Buffet Lunch at Pizza Ranch in Waconia  
 
4. Sod Farm Wetland Restoration (drive by only); Mike Wanous, Carver County SWCD.  
5. Watertown Stormwater Treatment Center; Andy Erickson and Kurt McIntire, Univ. of MN 

St. Anthony Falls Lab (SAFL); and Will Forbord, Carver County SWCD.  
6. Scott Hoese Farm; Clean Water Council Member Scott Hoese and Zach Scott will present on 

the best management practices.  

3:00 p.m. Bus arrives back at hotel  
 
 

Next Meeting: September 17, 2012 
Location: MPCA Board Room, St. Paul, MN 

 



Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda 
Monday, September 17, 2012 

9:00 a.m. – 2:30 p.m. 
MPCA Board Room 

520 Lafayette Road North, St. Paul, MN 
 
 
 

9:00-9:15 Convene Full Council & Steering Team Report  
· Comments/additions to the agenda 
· Approve 8/19/12 meeting minutes 
· Welcome new members 

· Council introductions, updates and conflict of interest notifications 

9:15-9:30 Steering Team Report               (Information) 
· Recap of 9/14 BOC meeting 

· Update on public comment process  

9:30-9:45  Tour Feedback      (Discussion) 
· What went well and what would you do differently? 

9:45-10:15 Budget and Outcomes Committee update and discussion (Discussion) 
of budget recommendations      

  
 10:15-10:30 Break (and Council photo) 

 
10:30-Noon Budget discussion (continued)    (Discussion) 
 
12:00-12:30 Lunch 
 
12:30-1:00 Budget discussion (continue, if needed)   (Discussion) 
 
1:00-2:00 Planning for 2012 biennial report to the Legislature (Discussion) 

· Discuss long-term vision for Clean Water Fund  

· Review 2010 legislative report and discuss changes for 2012 

Adjourn full Council meeting 
 

~2:00-2:30  Council Steering Team 
 

 
Next Meeting: October 15, 2012 

 
wq-cwc2-12i 
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 Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes 
Monday, September 17, 2012 

9:00 a.m. – 2:00 p.m. 
MPCA Lower Level Board Rooms 

520 Lafayette Road North, St. Paul 
 
Council members present: Marilyn Bernhardson, Pam Blixt, Linda Bruemmer, Gary Burdorf, 
Patrick Flowers, Warren Formo, Keith Hanson, John Harren, Scott Hoese, Frank Jewell, Mark 
Knoff, Dave Leuthe, Michael McKay, Gene Merriam, Gaylen Reetz, Victoria Reinhardt, Todd 
Renville, Sandy Rummel, Louis Smith, Deb Swackhamer, John Underhill, Matthew Wohlman, 
Dave Weirens for Steve Woods.  
 
Absent: Rep. Kent Eken, Bradley Kalk, Senator John Pederson, Rep. Paul Torkelson, Senator Dan 
Sparks, Steve Woods.  
 
1.  Convene Full Council & Steering Team Report  

o Comments/additions to the agenda 
o Approve 8/19/12 meeting minutes 
o Welcome new members 
o Council introductions, updates and conflict of interest notifications 

· Chair Hanson called the meeting to order and reviewed the meeting agenda. There were no 
changes to the agenda.  

· Motion to approve the 8/19/12 meeting minutes from Scott Hoese, seconded by John 
Harren. Motion passed.  

· Chair Hanson introduced the two new Council members; Gary Burdorf, Arlington, MN – 
Township Officer Representative and John Underhill, Rochester, MN – Statewide Fishing 
Organization Representative. 

· Council member introductions.  
· Marilyn Bernhardson said they organized a candidate forum held on September 5th for 

southwestern MN candidates. 14 of the 20 candidates were there. Great opportunity for 
dialogue.  

· Dave Leuthe said drought in the state has an impact on water quality issues.  
· Dave Weirens for Steve Woods – BWSR grant cycle just closed. Largest request ever, $68 

million in projects. Last year’s request was $48 million.  
· Sandy Rummel – Met. Council is holding listening sessions in the metro area.  
· Matt Wohlman – there have bee
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Minnesota River. Preliminary information (data) shows we don’t have dissolved oxygen sags 
in the river, so the point source efforts to reduce phosphorus have been effective.  

· Gary Burdorf – Gary is an organic farmer of beef cattle and also works for an insurance 
company and is a bus driver.  

· John Underhill – fishing representative, focus on fishing organization involved in clean water 
issues, a lot of others. 5 years in the making. Educational component important. People can 
see the impact.  

· Victoria Reinhardt was at the Maplewood Mall on Saturday along with a lot of others. This 
was five years in the making. Educational component important. People can see the impact.  

· Gene Merriam – Otto Doering will be at the St. Paul campus. Star Tribune article on the 
pronounced increase in algae blooms in the Great Lakes from the increase in phosphorus 
from storm events.  

· Audience introductions.  

2. Steering Team Report 
o Recap of 9/14 BOC meeting 
o Update on public comment process  

· Chair Hanson received a request from John Jaschke to provide an update on budget process 
to the BWSR Board. He will provide that update.  

· Recap of 9/14 BOC meeting - they went through all the budget items to flag items that need 
more discussion. Chair Hanson gave a recap of the BOC budget process.  

· Update on the public comment process from Jeff Risberg – we’ve received 34 comments as 
of today. Jeff reviewed the public comment process; where the notice has appeared. We 
had really good distribution on the public notice. Other publications have picked up on it 
including some trade magazines. It’s been on a variety of websites and in association 
publications.  

· Chair Hanson – the October 5th BOC meeting is cancelled because of conflicts. The BOC will 
meet on October 9th or 12th.  

· Louis Smith – can we see the public comments before the October meeting? Jeff – we are 
doing a Snap Survey which will put the comments in a spreadsheet. We can send that out to 
members or post it online prior to the meeting.  

· Chair Hanson – the BOC will have a lessons learned process and we will meet with the 
agencies to develop a better budget process.  

3. Tour Feedback 
o What went well and what would you do differently 

· Feedback on tour – Jeff reviewed the August Council tour agenda.  
· Linda Bruemmer would have liked to have a map of the tour sites.  
· Gene thought the tour was really good. The morning presentation on the flood levy in the 

City of Chaska was also good. New appreciation for Scott’s farm after reading the article in 
the Star Tribune about the loss of dairy farms in the metro area. We may have visited one of 
the last dairy farms in the metro area.  

· Frank has new appreciation for what the metro counties have done since the 1970’s. Carver 
County’s 1 for 40 rule allowed farms to continue on. What the county has done as a result 
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of floods provides lessons for Duluth. What has gone into Lake Superior from this summer’s 
storm – red clay particles. There are lots of trees on the shoreline washed up by the waves.  

· Chair Hanson asked members if they had any preference for time of day. What did you think 
about having a Sunday night meeting format? Any preference? No.  

4. Budget and Outcomes Committee update and discussion of budget recommendations  
· Chair Hanson – budget worksheet; shaded areas are items that need more discussion. 

Questions on any line items first.  
· Victoria – question on the draft report, if the forecast comes out, do we need to make 

changes? If more funds are available will we try to have things ready to add back in to the 
budget? Chair Hanson – the BOC hasn’t had any discussion about revenue forecast yet. 
Maybe we can do that as part of the October meeting. Vice Chair Hoese – at the October 
BOC meeting we can make some recommendations.  

· Chair Hanson – some line items have been zeroed out. There is some concern that we 
should leave some funding in there. Keep in mind the big picture. If you need clarification 
from the agencies, you can get that today.  

Monitoring and Assessment activity – BOC has not flagged any of these.  
· Louis - question for MPCA and DNR, does habitat monitoring include the presence of AIS 

and does IBI address that? Gaylen – bio-monitoring will include the presence of AIS. 
Biomonitoring for streams is led by the MPCA. Development of lake IBIs is being done by 
DNR. Jason Moeckel – DNR is tracking invasive species through other programs and funding 
sources. All of it gets combined. Not constrained by the 10 year cycle, so we can get on it 
when AIS is detected.  

Watershed restoration  
Groundwater – lots of discussion by BOC. 
· Linda – line 32 should be in the monitoring category. 

Nonpoint source category 
Education category – any Council member concerns with this? The recommendation is to 
eliminate this category and incorporate it into projects. This will be noted in the report.  
· There is some concern about what will be noted in the report. If you separated it out, it 

indicates it’s not happening with all projects. We should talk about how it’s being 
incorporated in other areas.  

· How again are we doing this? How are agencies tracking this? Gaylen – for each project we 
start, civic engagement is expected to be part of the project and it’s a fundable element of 
the project. It is a line item. Also, the agency steering team (entered into) a contract to 
make recommendations for civic engagement. We expect to get the report on that by the 
end of November.  

· Dave W. – civic engagement for BWSR projects; all our projects need to be connected to a 
local water plan. Some requirements for grant projects include public information; web 
pages.  

· Victoria – assuming it is addressed in all these projects, it’s more transparent than if it were 
one line item.  
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· Vice Chair Hoese – what percent of the grants is used for civic engagement? Gaylen - $1.5 
million was spent on civic engagement in the last 3-4 years.  

· Linda – groundwater/drinking water projects include civic engagement.  
· Chair Hanson – FYI, on line 40, the BOC recommends $2.5M for local capacity, which would 

include civic engagement.  
· Gaylen – clarification on lines 50/51; the paragraphs are reversed. Switch paragraphs in line 

50 and 51.  
· Dave L. – line 59 LCCMR said CWF should fund this. It should be $1.1M to fund part B of the 

atlas.  

Break (and Council photo) 
 
5. Budget discussion (continued) 
· Chair Hanson would prefer to have the chair and vice chair elections at the December 

meeting. Both his term and Scott Hoese’s term will be up at the end of the year.  
· Line 12, TMDL Development – there’s some concern that TMDL process moves too quickly. 

There’s not enough time for allocation process. Need more time with stakeholders on 
developing allocations.  

· Gene agrees, but what are we expecting to happen with TMDLs? We need to do TMDLs and 
monitoring and assessment, but there is concern about what we’re doing with them. In 
developing TMDLs, it seems that the WLA is the end rather than clean water.  

· Gaylen – in regards to comments about cutting back on TMDL funds, concern that we are 
losing the history of the process. The legislative auditor’s report that said we were making 
inadequate progress which led to creating the G16 group to make recommendations on the 
path forward. The Clean Water Legacy Act led to this Council. The 2005 Annandale/Maple 
Lake lawsuit pulled back the permit process if there was a discharge to an impaired 
waterbody, and that stopped development. Lesson learned – if there is potential cause and 
contribution to impaired waterbody. We don’t want to lose the big picture of the potential 
impact.  

· Louis – it’s not the completion of TMDLs that slows down development, but the existence of 
impaired waters. Mark said his constituents don’t want to slow down TMDLs, but they want 
to bring in stakeholders to make sure you’re getting it right.  Mike – my concerns are with 
implementation. What are we getting?  

· Gaylen would like to present the Minnesota River TMDL to the Council. We met the goals 
early. The dissolved oxygen study shows progress has been made. The Council should hear 
more about the TMDLs. You can’t use contested case hearing requests as a measurement. 
None of them have been granted yet.  

· Chair Hanson – it’s a perception issue and a civic engagement issue.  
· John Underhill – could some of these issues by resolved with more civic engagement?  
· Louis – aquatic invasive species (AIS) fits under Protection strategies, monitoring and 

assessment.  
· Question for Gaylen – where is the decision made for setting standards? Gaylen – we can 

make a presentation on setting standards. Standards are about beneficial uses – desired 
uses – then translated into narrative or numeric criteria. We are concerned about turbidity 
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because cloudy water absorbs more heat and trout can’t survive. Sediment, oxygen, etc. 
Water quality standards are a scientific translation of a benefit we’re trying to protect.  

· Marilyn – are they all developed within MPCA or is there stakeholder involvement?  
· Gaylen – the Clean Water Act (CWA) requires standards, developed by MPCA with an 

extensive public process.  
· Louis – Lake Minnetonka party example. TMDL vs. AIS party – the public has more interest 

in AIS. There is more interest in AIS in the Legislature too.  
· Where does AIS fit in the impaired waters process? It may be a Lessard-Sams issue.  
· Chair Hanson – the agencies need to let the Council know where AIS fits in. Where can AIS 

be funded in agency programs?  
· Dave L. – the agencies have discussed AIS and realize that AIS contributes to water quality 

problems. It is hard to set that policy except to do that with local partners.  
· Chair Hanson – from a research standpoint, it has potential for inclusion in a line item.  
· Vice Chair Hoese – do you have a number in mind? Louis – it’s more important to identify 

where it belongs. It’s important to understand how AIS can be integrated into the TMDL 
process. Then it’s up to local applicants to make the case.  

· John Underhill – anglers see the connection between water quality and invasive species and 
habitat and then the TMDL. Most outdoorsmen would agree it should be included.  

· Dave Weirens – BWSR grants – how do you supply long term support for preventing 
invasives? Challenges with AIS. Practical difficulties – we need better research.  

· Frank noticed purple loosestrife during the Carver County tour. The reason some said is 
because we stopped doing what we were doing to control it.  

· Pam suggested that the Council direct the staff to formulate a summary of where AIS is 
included in all of the programs, so we have an opportunity to understand it better.  

· Chair Hanson – we will develop a work plan for 2014-15. Some of the discussions we’ve had 
will be included.  

· Line 17 (County inspections/SSTS corrective actions) is flagged from an informational 
standpoint to understand where SSTS is funded. Victoria went over the recommendations 
from the SSTS ad hoc subcommittee.  

· Chair Hanson – is $2M one time funding still included in SSTS budget? Dave Weirens - $3M 
for low income is in line 40 (surface/drinking water grants). Victoria – PFA in line 63…. 
$5.4M is recommended for line 17 (County inspections/SSTS corrective actions) for county 
program requirements. Subcommittee saw how big this is. Agencies brought forward what 
the committee asked for.  

· Dave W. – PFA funds work on publically owned lands. BWSR funds work on private lands.  
· Todd flagged this concern about the total funding for SSTS. The Committee made 

recommendations somewhat in a vacuum.  
· Eligibility issue…. 
· In counties that are reluctant to do robust inspections, maybe we should put more funds in 

the county inspection programs. Victoria – there is hesitation by counties on some of the 
other enforcement. Frank – St. Louis County has a strong environmental services 
department. Much irritation about the new rules; it needs to happen. Septic systems are 
costly in his area. New owner is supposed to fix the system, but that doesn’t always happen. 
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Marilyn – her county wants to left alone to do its own enforcement. They have a good 
system. There’s too much St. Paul interference.  

· Line 18 (nitrates in groundwater) was scaled back to FY12-13 appropriation. It’s not that any 
of these are not important. Deb is opposed to this reduction. Nitrates is one pollutant that 
is increasing across the state; huge public health concern.  

· Chair Hanson – discussion about groundwater quality/quantity.  
· What is the rationale for cutting this one? Vice Chair Hoese – a lot of testing is already going 

on. Why do we need more monitoring? Deb – this is not about monitoring only. 
· Bruce Montgomery, MDH – handout; nitrogen fertilizer management plan. Budget is down 

to $3M. Plan revisions done this spring. We need better assessment. Work with local 
government, homeowners. Different type of monitoring. #3 Assessment of BMPs. Staff of 
about 5 people to serve the whole state.  

· We need more information on these line items. Add a justification column?  
· $750,000 add staff in this item (use same staff identified in staffing line item) 
· This is an important issue. Question about $750,000 for staffing – supplanting? All new 

staff? Matt – this biennium 1.7 staff (current appropriation). Adding 1 FTE for the next 
biennium. What won’t happen if funding is reduced? Bruce – extremely difficult to expand 
in private sectors. Hard to launch the plan. It needs to be locally implemented. We need to 
partner with SWCDs. Most money goes to counties through joint powers agreements.  

· Vice Chair Hoese – which LUGs would benefit? Bruce – SWCDs. 25% of the funds goes to 
MDA and the rest goes to locals.  

· Line 21 (aquifer monitoring) - Gene has concerns about reducing funding and the long term 
impact on aquifer draw downs. Quantity and quality issues. It’s a significant problem and 
there is a serious lack of data collection. Victoria – White Bear Lake is the poster child for 
balancing wells. It is the issue of drinking water for future generations vs. lake levels. What 
happens here may influence other lakes in the future. Sandy reiterated what Gene said; it’s 
incomprehensible to try and separate groundwater quantity and quality. We have to pay 
attention to both. Climate change.  

· Dave L. – long term supply drinking water, baseflow for streams. Once aquifers are 
impaired, it’s very difficult and expensive to fix. At the $1M level, we’re only able to do 
some monitoring. Expand the system to understand it better; to protect. Deb – the U of 
MN’s Sustainability Framework identified having clean drinking water as the number one 
issue. This is an interagency team recommendation.  

· Is this strictly about aquifer levels and identifying contaminants? Dave Leuthe – it’s about 
understanding the system. It’s more than just levels.  

Lunch 
 
6. Budget discussion (continue, if needed) 
· Chair Hanson – line 25 (metro water supply plan) - concern that counties are not getting 

additional support so why should the Met. Council.  
· Sandy suggests that this item be moved to the Tools section. Charge is to get cooperation 

among LUGs; improve local capacity. Tools section talks about BMPs. We produce this data 
so multiple communities can collaborate. It’s about drinking water and drinking water 
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supply for future generations. Metro model 2 and groundwater recharge guide are 
connected. Met. Council serves about half the population of the state.  

· Deb also supports restoring funding. Marilyn is not opposed to moving it, but we need a 
new write-up. Victoria – ask each agency to provide details for each line item. Say what we 
really need.  

· Chair Hanson – there is an issue of the Council’s budget process vs. the agencies budget 
process not in sync. Patrick Flowers said it would help if the agencies could provide some 
prioritization. Agency Council members said they are talking about that now and they are 
refining their budgets now. Agencies have their priorities within.  

· What about supplement vs. supplant?  
· Vice Chair Hoese – can we have those budget numbers for next BOC meeting on 10/9? It 

depends on when we meet again. 
· John Underhill – the first conservation grants for legacy grants we asked everyone to reduce 

numbers by 15%.  
· Chair Hanson asked for a motion to have the agencies come back with priorities and a 

reduction scheme. Not sure how to include John’s suggestion.  
· Victoria – the agencies are working together and they know the total to be shooting for. 

Mark – the Council needs to determine what our funding is for our constituents. Victoria – 
the Council has a framework, goals.  

· Chair Hanson – it’s not just about reductions. We may get new budget estimates.  
· Victoria moved that the BOC ask the agencies to provide revised budget numbers for the 

October 9th BOC meeting. Frank Jewell seconded the motion.  
· We need to really asking them to prioritize. I would like them to do it individually. We 

haven’t heard from the public comments yet. Chair Hanson agreed.  
· Pam - there’s a tug of war between things related to drinking water vs. fishing/swimming 

(TMDLs).  
· Deb – we should request agencies provide us with any available information if they have it.  
· Frank – the BOC did a lot of work, but we can’t figure out screen we use when we try to cut 

the budget. When we get public comments, what screen do we use for that process? Chair 
Hanson said it’s not defined yet. Mike – I need to know if the outcomes are measurable; 
what are the outcomes, etc. Chair Hanson – gathering additional information, priorities.  

· What does this motion do? Chair Hanson thinks it does make a difference. Victoria thinks it 
will help.  

· Chair Hanson – Council is requesting the agencies to review their requests and provide the 
Council with updated numbers and priorities. Voice vote. Motion passed.  

· Line 27 (drinking water contaminants of emerging concern) doesn’t get us to on the ground 
activities with the exception of the last sentence. There are no funds for prevention such as 
disposal of meds, etc. The Federal government is the best agency to come up with the 
numbers (standards).  Linda – we will come up with a framework to see what we can be 
done to keep pharmaceuticals out of the water system. Long Term impact on contaminants 
of emerging concern…have made huge strides. We have always been in a response position 
but that’s changing. It is about long term vision.  

· Chair Hanson – it would help if you could identify what percentages are going where.  
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· Jeff – if anyone has any clarifications or errors on the spreadsheet, please let us know. 
Especially in regards to putting descriptions in the Legislative report.  

· Line 29 (county well index); Chair Hanson – long term cost of program; better to do one 
time funding. Linda – level of funding it would be 2 or 4 years. Database improvement.  

· Line 30 (well sealing cost share) - what type of wells? Isn’t it up to the property owners to 
seal their wells?  Linda – that doesn’t always happen. Aren’t they required (to seal the well) 
if they are drilling a new well? Linda – not always. There may be a reason to not seal a well. 
How much has been funded for how long? Supplanting. What is the history of this?  

· Why isn’t this an enforcement issue? It’s up to the county to enforce it. Who are we giving 
money to? Randy Ellingboe – focus on public water supply wells. They are of extra concern 
because they are often deeper; bigger potential for contamination. Cost share program for 
public water supply.  

· The BOC increased this to $1M last time and the Legislature reduced it to $0.5M.  
· Line 35 (Clean Water Partnership) – make sure there’s a process and coordination with 

BWSR.  
· Gaylen – these are two different programs (line 46; Community Partners CWP). The Clean 

Water Partnership Program has been in place since 1987. It was the original approach to the 
watershed work. The state (MPCA) has the authority for administration. Grants are matched 
by LGUs; loans for LGUs. Lily Lake is an example where they can do a diagnostic study 
through the CWP program to develop a plan of action. It allows the LGU to come in and do 
the work outside of the 10 year watershed cycle. CWP increases local capacity. The funds 
are all pass through to LGUs. Funding through CWF supplements this.  

· Dave W. – line 46 is different than CWP. The Community Partners CWP finds ways to get 
grants for small groups and nonprofits to do water projects. This program is intended to 
provide small grants to community organizations to engage in activities at the local level.  

· Line 37 (Ag Water Quality Certification Program) Matt – we have two more meetings. We 
should be finished by the end of October, early November. Formal recommendation is 
expected by the end of November. Looking at how many measurements, how to measure. 
Start implementation next year.  

· Split into 2 categories $3M each.  
· How much is the federal government committing? $1M per watershed for 3-4 pilots.  
· How is this going to be coordinated with SWCDs for technical assistance? Adam Birr – 

SWCDs are often asking us to come and help them with BMP implementation or 
effectiveness monitoring. Very complimentary with SWCD work.  

· Line 40 (surface and drinking water grants) – one of the questions on the survey is about 
ideas for building local capacity. What is local capacity? Chair Hanson – we want to 
encourage BWSR to come up with a system to help fund locals on the ground without losing 
priority for their project.  

· Concern that 264 people are funded by CWF in state government. At the local level, we hire 
staff with a grant. There are not enough technical people working on the ground. How do 
we get people working on the ground, keep people on the ground? Others share this 
concern, but we should be careful not to tell them what to do. Gaylen - the agency 
calculated that we support about 90 state employees and about 220 private and local staff. 
Most of our CWF money is passed through.  
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· Line 44 (conservation easements) – why are we funding something they are supposed to 
do? Why pay people for something the law requires them to do? Marilyn – not on every 
drainage…. Dave L. – on public waters. Then the description is incorrect. Dave W. will 
provide revised language.  

· Line 47 (manure applicators) isn’t this covered under other line items? Manure applicators 
are licensed. Why not make this a requirement of license?  Matt – the money will be used 
to develop training materials in partnership with the U of MN. MDA has the statutory 
authority. U of MN Extension has training expertise. We can work together well.  

· Line 51 (interagency water database and portal) Gaylen –we need to plan now so we can 
report on our success in 25 years. Technology changes so if we don’t start where we’re at, 
we won’t get there.  

· Scott - $3M per biennium for the next biennium. Is the general person on street going to 
realize this long term vision? John U. – key to measuring success and for the next 
generation. We will have to have a way to show them this information. Many people don’t 
see anything that’s being done. Sandy reiterates what John said. How are we going to 
understand what progress we’ve made in 25 years? Dave L. – clean water requires that 
everyone works together. This database is about working together.  

· Mark – spend time getting everyone using same data protocol rather than pushing 
information to the public. Gaylen – even people within the agency will be using the portal 
system because databases were developed at different times. Victoria – reminiscence of 
evolution of GIS.  

· Gaylen – we’re asking for $3M to start scoping and to do development work. At the end of 
$3M do we end up with a portal spec? Yes. Are all agencies in this together? Yes. Is BWSR 
involved with this? Yes.  

· Line 53 (water quality standards); Chair Hanson – this is best suited to sectors. It takes 
MPCA beyond their authority. Gaylen – people often say how can you impose this standard 
on us if we don’t know implications. Deb – what happens if not funded? Chair Hanson – it 
will happen through sectors. It’s a facility-based responsibility, though it may not happen 
according to MPCA’s timeline. Gaylen – challenge is more for the municipal sector, i.e. 
chlorides.  

· Chair Hanson; line 54 (Stormwater research & Guidance); the BOC increased this request. 
The narrative needs to be straightened out. Feedback from stormwater steering committee. 
Deb – this increase is because of an effective and coordinated response from the 
stormwater community. Mark – the BOC recommendation is a little less than stormwater 
community asked for. Patrick - shouldn’t this be split into 2?   

· Line 59 (county geologic atlas) – Gene would like to see the funding history for the atlas.  
· Should we focus on those areas in the budget recommendations with substantial increases? 

Chair Hanson – everything is on the table.  
· Back to line 38 (nonpoint source restoration and protection activities); Dave L. - our goal is 

to support local capacity, technical support to get conservation on the ground. Chair 
Hanson encourages agencies to include local capacity and civic engagement in their 
descriptions. Marilyn – boots on the ground; there’s been a huge increase in requests for 
BWSR grants.  

· Chair Hanson – thanks to everyone for the budget discussion. What do you think about the 
long term vision/letter from the state agencies? Deb – it’s a great idea, but once it appears 
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in our work plan or report it will become the plan. We need to make sure we get this right. 
Chair Hanson – we may not have the time to fully vet this. Maybe not put in report this 
year. Mike said we need to show how things drop off; how we get results. It looks like this 
goes on into perpetuity.  

· Chair Hanson – will talk to John Jaschke about a group to work on this. The BOC will do a 
lessons learned. Next month, we work on the 2012 report. 

· Gaylen said to expect a lot of public comments.  

7. Planning for 2012 biennial report to the Legislature 
o Discuss long-term vision for Clean Water Fund  
o Review 2010 legislative report and discuss changes for 2012 

 
Adjourn full Council meeting 
 
~2:00-2:30  Council Steering Team 
 

Next Meeting: October 15, 2012 
Location: MPCA Board Room, St. Paul, MN 
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