Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda
Monday, January 5, 2009
9:00 a.m. —3:00 p.m.
Freeman Building (Room B145), 625 Robert Street N., St. Paul

9:00 a.m.: Full Council Convenes
1. Approval of Minutes from 11/17 meeting and 11/25
Note: To allow adequate time for the budget discussion, member updates will
be added at the end of the day if time allows.

2. Report back on 11/25 information meeting with G16
9:00 a.m. - 11:30 a.m.: Consideration of Additional Funding Recommendations
1. Presentation from MN Department of Health et al. on drinking water
protection needs

10:15 a.m. — 10:30 p.m.: Break

2. Presentation from Public Facilities Authority and MPCA on
infrastructure needs

11:30 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.: Water Quality Education Proposal - Stormwater Coalition

12:00- 12:30 p.m.: Lunch
(Lunches available outside Room B145)

12:30 p.m. = 2:30 p.m.: Public Comments, Proposals on Clean Water Funding
Recommendations — opportunity for the public to present comments and proposals
(approximately 5 minutes each) on programmatic needs for water quality and Clean Water
Legacy Act activities.

2:30 p.m.: Council Discussion of Next Steps

3:00 p.m.: Adjourn

Next Meeting — January 26, 2009 — at a NEW LOCATION: Room 230 at the Minnesota
Judicial Center — 25 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.
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Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes
Monday, January 5, 2009
9:00 a.m. —-3:00 p.m.
Freeman Building (Room B145), 625 Robert Street N., St. Paul

(This meeting replaced the Dec. 15, 2008 meeting,
which was cancelled due to inclement weather)

Council members present: Dave Bennett, Marilyn Bernhardson, Earl Bukowski, Brian Davis,
Del Haag, Keith Hanson, Scott Hoese, Larry Kramka, Chris Kolbert, Joe Martin, Gary Pedersen,
Steve Pedersen, Gaylen Reetz, Victoria Reinhardt, Louis Smith, Sarah Strommen, Paul
Torkelson, Steve Woods, Terri Yearwood.

Absent: Pam Blixt, Bill Moore, Deb Swackhamer.

9:00 a.m.: Convened Full Council Meeting

Chair Louis Smith convened the meeting and asked for approval of minutes from the 11/17 and
11/25 meetings. For approval of minutes from 11/17/08 meeting, Victoria Reinhardt made
motion & Keith Hanson seconded. For approval of the minutes from the 11/25/2008 meeting,
Victoria Reinhardt made motion & Steve Peterson seconded. Both sets of minutes were approved
by the full council. Council member updates were deferred until the next meeting.

9:10 a.m.: Consideration of Additional Funding Recommendations

Chair Louis Smith described the background and purpose of this agenda item. The Clean Water
Council invited public comments and proposals on Clean Water funding to be presented at this
meeting, January 5, 2009. On December 1, 2008, the Council submitted its first Biennial Report
to the Legislature which included $97,829,000 in Clean Water funding recommendations for FY
2010 and 2011. On or before February 1, 2009, the Council intends to provide additional funding
recommendations of approximately $70 million to meet infrastructure, drinking water source
protection, and other critical needs.

Anyone interested in offering comments to the Council on Clean Water funding needs at the
January 5 meeting were invited to submit a request to be on the Agenda, along with a one-page
summary of their comments or proposal. Anyone who was unable to attend the January 5
meeting but desired to submit written comments could do so; written comments should be
submitted no later than January 14, 2009 at 5:00 p.m.

Smith emphasized to proposers that the Clean Water Council’s funding recommendations to the
Legislature are programmatic in nature, and typically do not address individual projects.
Presentations from state agencies were made in the morning and those from the public were
made in the afternoon.

Presentations from state agencies on drinking water source protection needs (handouts are

available upon request)
The following agencies made presentations to the Council:
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Department of Health (John Linc Stine)
Ideas for allocating the funding dedicated for drinking water protection through the Clean
water Land and Legacy Amendment:
 Drinking Water Source Protection
« Data Management and Access
« A Center for Emerging Drinking Water Contamination
 Drinking Water Research
Funding: $3.25 million per biennium for source water protection; $1.8 for Center for
Emerging Contaminants.

1. Metropolitan Council Environmental Services (Keith Buttleman)
Funding in the amount of $375,000 for 2009 and $750,000 each year thereafter is requested.
These funds will be used in the ongoing analysis of water supply availability and
identification of acceptable water sources to help communities meet current demands and
future growth in the metropolitan area.

2. Department of Agriculture (Dan Stoddard) — 2 proposals:

A. Increased Drinking Water Protection from Ag Chemicals - increase state efforts in
response to elevated nitrates in agricultural areas where groundwater is or could be used
as drinking water, and to promote practices that will reduce leaching of nitrogen fertilizer
to groundwater. Funding Request $1-3 million

B. Increased Pesticide Monitoring - increase monitoring for pesticides and pesticide
degradates in surface water and groundwater. Funding Request $1-2 million

3. Department of Natural Resources (Jim Japs)

Water Supply Management; Funding $2.9-4 million per year; $6-8 million per biennium
Mapping and characterization of the water resources, monitoring to evaluate resource trends
and changes in water levels, and managing uses (planning and permitting) to assure future
supplies. Priorities for future work are:

A. Drinking Water Supply Planning

B. Aquifer Protection

C. Observation Wells

4. Board of Water and Soil Resources (Julie Klocker)

The Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources is not proposing additional money, but
recommends that a percentage of our implementation funds be targeted towards implementing
source water protection activities. In order to make this work most effectively, she proposed
three recommendations for the Clean Water Council’s consideration:

1) Group the following categories into one large category: Non-Point Restoration; Non-
Point Protection; and Streambank, Stream Channel, Shoreland protection and restoration.
She added that this is much easier for us to administer than so many separate budget lines
and it is also much easier for their clientele to understand and use.

2) Establish funding principles by determining a percentage of the total funds that should be
allocated to each of these three categories: Non-Point Restoration (majority); Non-Point
Protection (second largest); and add source water protection to the mix. The streambank
and shoreline projects tie into the other categories more neatly than having these
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activities as a separate category. Additionally, the recommended percentages can change
over time to address future needs.

3) Consider conservation easements as an appropriate tool for source water/drinking water
protection in areas where BMP implementation alone will not protect the drinking water
supplies. Conservation easements are a good tool that can provide benefits for water
quality and therefore should be considered an appropriate recommendation for the Clean
Water funding.

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (Shannon Lotthammer)

MPCA has identified four areas of ground water assessment needs:

1. Enhancing MPCA’s shallow monitoring well network (which can serve as an "early

warning system™ for pollution), to better characterize the impacts of land use on ground

water quality.

Investigating the presence of endocrine disrupting chemicals in ground water.

3. Further enhancing MPCA’s data management capabilities to provide access to more
ground water data (data and information generated by MPCA, and by other
agencies/partners).

4. Providing support to TMDL projects where ground water-surface water interactions are a
significant component of the impairment picture.

The estimated cost of meeting these needs is about $3 million for the biennium.

N

Public Facilities Authority (Jeff Freeman) and MPCA (Bill Dunn)
Bill Dunn described the municipal loan and grant programs to finance primarily wastewater
and stormwater construction projects and MPCA’s role vs. PFA’s respective roles. MPCA’s
role is to prioritize projects to ensure technical and environmental requirements are met, and
PFA’s role is in the administration and financial management of the loan and grant programs.
Dunn also outlined the five-year current financial need, as indicated by the 2009 Project
Priority List, totaling $1.8 billion for 261 projects. He noted that impaired waters-related
activities are driving up need. Jeff Freeman then described and outlined the specific annual
needs for three Clean Water Legacy programs:
A. Small Community Wastewater Treatment Program; Annual need: $1.75-2.25 million
B. Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Grant Program; Annual need: $10-20 million
C. Phosphorus Reduction Grant Program; Annual need: $5-10 million

Lunch

Public Comments, Proposals on Clean Water Funding Recommendations (handouts are
available upon request)

The following individuals and organizations presented comments and proposals on needs for
additional funding:

1. Recommendations to the Clean Water Council on the Importance of Education in the

Clean Water Legacy Act - Cliff Aichinger and Tracy Fredin, Hamline University
Environmental Education; GreenPrint for Minnesota.
Representatives from the Minnesota Stormwater Steering Committee urge the Clean
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Water Council to place an increased emphasis on education in the recommendations outlined

in their December 2008 report and proposed budget for CWLA appropriations. They are

asked the Clean Water Council to:

1. Add arecommendation to its report to the legislature that specifically addresses education
as critical in reaching our clean water goals.

2. Allocate 4%-8% of Legacy funding, or $3.2 — $6.4 million per year for clean water
education as a specific line item.

Minnesota Agricultural Water Resources Coalition & Discovery Farms (MAWRC) —
Warren Formo

MAWRC supports a producer led effort to discover and understand water quality issues at
the farm scale; thus facilitating more effective discussion among farmers, researchers, policy-
makers, and the general public through a Minnesota Discovery Farms (MDF) program. The
MAWRC proposes an ongoing annual budget of $1 million, to allow establishment of 10-12
sites during the 2009 and 2010 crop years.

Minnesota Farm Bureau — Chris Radatz

Minnesota Farm Bureau supports using the Minnesota Clean Water Fund:

A. to provide cost-share assistance for farmers for the development of voluntary
comprehensive planning tools for nutrient management, manure management, pesticide
management, tillage management, water management and conservation;

B. for research and education projects related to agricultural nutrient use and potential water
quality impacts — Agriculture Fertilizer Research and Education Council; and

C. for the development and operation of an on-farm research and demonstration program for
evaluating the relationship between farming practices and water quality, including the
effectiveness of agricultural BMPs — Discovery Farm concept.

. Clean Water Action — Darrell Gerber
A. The Council should look at ways to bring in projects to be funded through the Public
Facilities Authority that don’t get funded by the current structure but are better able to
meet the environmental requirements of the Council’s charge.
B. Begin moving Minnesota’s water infrastructure toward 21st Century solutions.

University of Minnesota - Bruce Wilson for John Nieber

Proposal Title: Assessing and Monitoring Water Resource Sustainability

Collaborators: University of Minnesota, U.S. Geological Survey, South Dakota State

University

Project Duration: Two years Requested Funding Amount: $717,000

This proposal will:

1. Evaluate the long term availability of water in surface- and ground-water components of
Minnesota’s hydrologic system;

2. Assess the influence of climate and landscape changes on this availability;

3. Map the results for use in protecting drinking waters and planning for water
sustainability;

4. Develop a science-based design for monitoring the quality and quantity of Minnesota’s
water resources.
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6. University of Minnesota - Les Everett

A

Technical skills training for public and private service providers

There is a need for enhanced coordination and delivery of technical skills training for
private and public sector personnel involved in clean water projects, in order to develop
and maintain technical assistance capabilities statewide.

Recommendation: Commit $150,000 annually for inter-agency coordination of training,
including web site and education materials development.

. Tools: Digital Elevation Data

Recommendation: Finish acquiring LiDAR data for the state by 2012 at approximately $9
million. Begin with the counties of the Minnesota River Basin and those counties south,
at $2.5 million, in order to address the current impaired waters in the Basin.

7. Cannon River Watershed Partnership (CRWP) - Beth Kallestad
CRWP proposes the following comments for additional consideration by the Council:

A.

Stormwater - have dedicated funding to assist municipalities, communities, and
individuals with monetary assistance in reducing stormwater pollution through projects
that are not infrastructure and development of ordinances. Provide funding for the
installation of rain gardens, rain barrels, pervious pavers, etc. and to develop land in a
way that has the least impact to help reduce pollution from stormwater.

. Consider funding educational efforts for all citizens with respect to water quality. CRWP

strongly supports the Stormwater Steering Committee on the need for water quality
education especially in urban and suburban areas.

Establish a pilot program to fund education and enforcement of the existing state law
requiring installation of riparian buffers especially in agricultural areas. At an estimated
total salary of $60,000 annually, that’s approximately $9,000 annually to enforce per
county not including expenses for possible litigation.

Make available a portion of the Clean Water funds to all organizations and citizens of the
state of Minnesota, not just through state agencies, by establishing a process similar to
that used by the Legislative Citizen Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCCMR), so
a portion of the funds are available for projects and activities that meet the goals of
improving or protecting water quality.

Minnesota Waters (Citizen’s group) - Marian Bender

Increasing the Role of Engaged Citizens in Protecting and Improving Minnesota’s Lakes

and Rivers:

A. A comprehensive approach to citizen involvement in water quality issues is needed.
She said that we should review the existing water quality improvement initiatives to
determine where citizen action can dramatically and effectively expand agency
efforts.

B. Minnesota Waters recommends that a board comprising a representative from MPCA,
DNR, Department of Health, Dept of Agriculture, and BWSR work with Minnesota
Waters to define a comprehensive list of project areas in which citizen volunteers can
expand agency capacity.
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9. Minnesota Cities Stormwater Coalition - Randy Neprash
Comments - include effectiveness monitoring that focuses on the drainage areas; give
greater emphasis to public education; research on urban BMP effectiveness and load
allocations; fund the development of compliance tools; support capacity building.

10. Private citizen - Larry Thompforde, Goodhue County
Comments on the existing budget recommendations of the Biennial Report of the Clean
Water Council-December 2008 - far too much of the budget is being spent on
"monitoring”, "technical assistance", "development", and similar activities that have little
to do with the goal of making the surface waters of Minnesota less polluted. These new
dollars need to be put into action on sites where they will make a difference in water
quality, not in engineering, technical assistance, monitoring, and similar activities.

11. League of Minnesota Cities — Craig Johnson

o Comments in support of funding the backlog of needs we have for wastewater and
stormwater infrastructure in Minnesota and the Clean Water Legacy Act-created funds:
the TMDL grant program, the Small Community Wastewater Treatment grant and loan
program, and the Phosphorus Reduction grant program;

o Maximize our success by using existing proven programs to deliver the resources
communities need to make the actual physical improvements that will lead to water
quality gains;

o Recommend funding for educational components and effectiveness monitoring for both
urban and agricultural stormwater BMPs.

12. MN Stormwater Steering Committee - Cliff Aichinger
Recommended staffing to implement the many needs identified in the Stormwater Road
Map.

Louis Smith thanked everyone for their time and efforts to provide ideas to the Council. He
added that any follow-up thoughts may be sent to Jeff Risberg for another week (until Jan. 14™).

Council Discussion of Next Steps

Louis Smith asked the Council for their general thoughts on the ideas presented. He
recommended that the Steering Committee discuss the proposals/comments at their January 8th
meeting, and deliver information to the full Council on January 26. Some proposals may be
appropriate for work groups to consider.

Steve Pedersen said that the Council needs to be clear about their recommendations, in light of
the Clean Water, Land, and Legacy Amendment’s requirements that dedicated money must
supplement traditional funding sources and cannot be used as a substitute. Pedersen made a
motion that the Council’s recommendations should not consider previous “one-time funding” the
same as existing or traditional funding. Other Council members believe that this was the
understanding reached at previous meetings and is alluded to in the December 2008 biennial
report, but agreed that this should be documented through a formal motion.

Victoria Reinhardt seconded Pedersen’s motion. The motion carried.
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Gaylen Reetz offered an idea for categorizing the proposals and reminded the group that there is
approximately another $70 million estimated to be generated for the biennium from the
constitutional amendment that the Council did not address in its December report to the
Legislature. He then listed these categories and the range of funding needed according to the
proposals provided at the meeting:

Drinking Water Source Protection 17 — 23 million
Infrastructure 35-65
Education 6- 12
Research/Tool Development 5-10

TOTAL $63 — 110 million

He added that the Council avoid project-specific recommendations, which is more appropriate
for the Legislature, and advise on scale rather than specifics. Other members noted that the short
timeframe to provide these recommendations precluded more specific proposals as well. There
was consensus that this approach, as characterized in the above categories, was an appropriate
place for the Steering Committee to use in drafting final recommendations for consideration at
the 1/26 Council meeting.

Steve Woods offered that the identified need be considered in light of BWSR’s listening sessions

held across the state in December. BWSR is putting together a summation and Steve Woods

suggested that BWSR Executive Director John Jaschke present the results of the listening

sessions to the Council at the 1/26 meeting. Steve summarized the common themes BWSR heard

from the public at the sessions and said that they were largely consistent with several of the

comments the Council heard from the public:

0 Expectation that you do something on the ground

o0 Lag time in getting this up and running

o Local governments have pared down over the years, so need to build local capacity and
landowner expectations — marketing needs.

o Build on what’s been done

0 Transparency — citizen doesn’t understand how government works — how this will get done.

Dave Bennett asked whether the proposed federal stimulus package should be taken into account
as another source of infrastructure funding. Brian Davis and other members expressed that the
Council should not consider this and it would be a short term, temporary source for longer term,
substantial needs.

Scott Hoese and Earl Bukowski expressed support for additional spending on education and civic
engagement.

Del Haag noted that he is concerned about proposals that require staffing increases that may not
be sustainable if funding ends.

3:00 p.m.: The meeting was adjourned. Louis reminded members that the next meeting will be
held on 1/26 at the Minnesota Judicial Center.
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9:00

9:00-9:15

9:15-11:00

11:00-11:15

11:15-12:00

12:00

12:00-12:30

12:30-2:30

Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda
Monday, January 26, 2008
9:00 a.m. —2:30 p.m.
Minnesota Judicial Center, Room 230
25 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd, St. Paul

Full Council Convenes

Introduction and Updates

1. Approve 1-5-09 Meeting Minutes
2. Council Introductions and Updates

Report from the Steering Committee on Additional Budget
Recommendations to the Legislature

Break (approximately 10:15)

Elect Chair and Vice Chair (two-year term)

1. Submit final nominations

2. Vote

Report from BWSR on Public “Listening Sessions” (John Jaschke)
Adjourn meeting of full Council

Lunch

Work Group meetings (work group chairs to develop agendas)
The following assigned rooms are available for your use until 2:30 p.m.

Prevention and Monitoring Work Group - Room 225
Civic Engagement & Local Partnerships Work Group - Room 220

TMDL Development & Implementation Work Group - Room 230
Measurable Outcomes & Research Work Group - Room 230

Next Meeting: Monday, February 23, 2009 (due to Presidents’ Day Holiday on 2/16)



Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes
Monday, January 26, 2009
9:00 a.m. —-2:30 p.m.
Minnesota Judicial Center, Room 230
25 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd, St. Paul

Council members present: Marilyn Bernhardson, Earl Bukowski, Brian Davis, Keith Hanson,
Scott Hoese, Larry Kramka, Joe Martin, Bill Moore, Steve Pedersen, Gaylen Reetz, Victoria
Reinhardt, Louis Smith, Sarah Strommen, Deb Swackhamer, Paul Torkelson, Steve Woods,
Terri Yearwood.

Absent: Dave Bennett, Pam Blixt, Del Haag, Chris Kolbert, Gary Pedersen.

9:00 a.m.: Convened Full Council Meeting

9:00-9:15: Introduction and Updates

Chair Louis Smith convened the meeting and asked for approval of minutes from the 1/5/2009
meeting. Victoria Reinhardt made the motion and Keith Hanson seconded it. Council members
introduced themselves and some provided updates. Audience members also introduced
themselves.

Council member updates:

« Brian Davis talked about the Governor’s trade trip to Israel and the water projects in Israel.

« Sarah Strommen attended an Outdoor Heritage Rally. The main themes she heard were:
coordination between the Lessard Council and Clean Water Council is important to citizens;
it’s not just about infrastructure, but also about clean water; accountability and results.

« Steve Woods said BWSR held listening sessions around the state, and they are participating
in interagency coordination on the constitutional amendment funds.

« Keith Hanson mentioned the MEI process discussing the Stormwater Road Map, and how to
streamline delivery mechanisms.

Dean Maraldo from EPA’s Region 5 TMDL Program was introduced. He said Minnesota is in
the upper echelon of TMDL programs, with an emphasis on implementation. Measuring
outcomes and success is very important and difficult to do; Minnesota has a pilot project for
measuring effectiveness. EPA gives out about $1 million per region for TMDL projects -
Minnesota is getting support for a number of projects.

Paul Torkelson said legislation has been drafted about the charge and composition of the Clean
Water Council (CWC). Louis Smith said there is some interest in having the CWC look more
like the Lessard Council - more Legislative involvement. Paul said that he is drafting legislation.

Meetings and speaking requests:
« Louis: MN Waters is having a Citizen’s Forum in Minnetonka on the dedicated funding.
e BWSR invited the chairs of the CWC and Lessard Council to speak to the BWSR Board.
e Rep. Wagenius invited Louis to speak to a joint hearing of her committee, Environmental &
Natural Resources Finance, and Rep. Mary Murphy’s committee, Cultural & Outdoor
Heritage Finance, on Wednesday morning.
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9:15-11:00: Report from the Steering Committee on Additional Budget Recommendations
to the Legislature
Budget table - Louis described the steering committee’s process for additional budget
recommendations, as noted in a draft addendum to the December 2008 biennial report, including:
1. 5% for Drinking Water Protection
2. Public Education & Civic Engagement — many comments on the importance of this;
additional funding is recommended in response to the comments we received.
3. Research and Development
4. Wastewater and Stormwater Infrastructure - largest area of funding need concerns
wastewater and storm water infrastructure.

The additional recommendations were integrated into the original budget recommendations.
Louis explained that the total budget was slightly higher than the potential budget for sales tax
receipts (difference between the $74 versus $70 million) and noted that the number could be
different since the Legislature will ultimately make the final decision.

Comments from the other steering committee members

Marilyn Bernardson said the civic engagement group met and they would like to put forward
their plan. This is a very important topic. They plan to break into two groups; rural and
metropolitan, because the issues are different, and invite presenters to present success and failure
stories to the group. They haven’t yet attached dollar amounts to areas. They are staying away
from a statewide campaign because working at the local level is more effective. There is no
timeline yet. They are open to other ideas; if anyone has other ideas, please contact Marilyn.

Victoria Reinhardt said we’ve learned a lot about education from solid waste and toxicity
reduction programs. Hopefully lessons learned from other programs will be used. It’s important
to have some statewide coordination; implement at local level.

Marilyn responded that they have heard from recycling successes, and they recognize it is
important to get state agency buy-in.

Louis said we should be mindful that our public testimony and comments offered ideas including
some from nongovernmental organizations. How about the idea that a state agency could have a
fund from which it could develop grant criteria to fund water quality education activities?

Steve Woods said it fits with what BWSR does; they could implement education along with
projects. U of MN Extension and OEA (now part of MPCA) can help with implementing
educational efforts. Brian said all of the agencies need to be involved. Marilyn responded that
they have requested agency representation through this process.

Louis said that protection is important; there is a statewide work group working on this. Marilyn

said her group worked on restoration and also included protection. Deb Swackhamer can provide
a connection to staff in extension at the U of MN.
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Sarah asked if the additional recommendations in the addendum are on top of original budget
recommendations. Louis said we need language describing how the additional budget items were
developed.

Discussion about the meaning of education and civic engagement:

Members discussed the meaning of education and civic engagement; whether including civic
engagement in the January addendum is repetitive of the original budget item; will this look
redundant to the Legislature?

Some of the proposals in the addendum included some civic engagement activities (Discovery
Farms, etc.) as well as education. The original budget included civic engagement in TMDL
Development; the addendum is about other civic engagement and education. Members decided
to provided an explanation of civic engagement in the cover letter

Louis Smith: We recommend $8 million in funding through the Board of Water & Soil Resources
prevention & assistance. .that engage citizens to engage in practices to protect and improve
water quality.

Sarah Strommen offered a friendly amendment to add other agencies to the sentence; other
agencies are also involved in civic engagement activities so it should be available to all the
agencies.

There was discussion about providing education funds to BWSR as the financial arm rather than
list out all the state programs, or leaving that decision to the Legislature to determine. The
question was raised about whether education also includes technical training.

Scott Hoese made a motion to accept Louis’ additional sentence. Brian Davis seconded the
motion.

Louis: We recommend $8 million in funding through state agencies...to protect and improve
water quality...to local units of government & non government organizations that engage
citizens ...and provide technical training.

Deb S. offered an amendment to add; to provide technical skills training for public and private
service providers.

Keith Hanson seconded the amendment. A vote was taken with 6 members in favor of the
amendment and 5 opposed. The amendment passed. A vote was taken on the motion to add a
sentence to the cover letter for the budget recommendations. Motion passed.

Research & tool development budget recommendation:
Louis asked if there were any changes to this item.

The discussion that followed included references to the strong support for LIDAR in the Steering
Committee; that any research has to provide answers in the near term and show the public that
this money is providing water quality enhancement early on; and to recognize the research of the
Water Resources Center.

Brian Davis moved that we add references to LIDAR & the Water Resources Center Report on
Impaired Waters Research Needs. Jeff Risberg said that there is a reference to the Water
Resources report in Council’s December report. We could add a reference to that in the letter.
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Louis Smith reminds the Council that we are making recommendations at the program level
rather than the project level. Members agreed, but felt that LIDAR is important and it is a big
budget item, and it can serve as an illustrative example. Also, local governments want this, it is a
crucial tool.

Restate amendment - research; Water Resources Symposium. Deb S.: to provide research
priorities for research opportunities (see also recommendation 6).

Louis: Further discussion?

Brian restated the amendment: Note that LIDAR and the research priorities from the Impaired
Waters Research Symposium, Water Resources Center report are good illustrations of the
opportunities.

Motion to adopt. Brian moved and Scott seconded. The vote was taken on the amendment, and
the amendment carries. Brian made a motion to adopt language with amendment in it and Deb S.
seconded the motion. Members agreed the previous vote was on the original motion to adopt
language and included the amendment.

Drinking Water Source Protection:
Louis: Drinking Water Source Protection language...any comments? No comments.

Wastewater and stormwater infrastructure:

There was a request for clarification whether funds for PFA were included in the original
recommendation. The original budget recommendation didn’t include any funding for PFA. The
Legislature is making recommendations for the whole biennium.

Steve Pedersen made a motion to adopt the report as amended. Scott Hoese seconded the motion.
Motion passed.

Steve Woods provided a diagram of what the package would look like and drew a pie chart with
the following components:

Steve Woods — diagram (pie chart):

65% Implementation — NPS, WWTP

21% - Monitoring, TMDL

14% - Education, Research Drinking Water

Keith Hanson made a motion to include the narrative for the pie chart in the cover letter. Deb S.
seconded the motion. Scott Hoese offered a friendly amendment to also include the pie chart in
the letter. Motion passed.

10:30 a.m. — there is some time for brief comments from the audience

Darrell Gerber, Clean Water Action said he has heard concerns expressed about whether
drinking water source protection is more about water quantity than water quality protection?
Randy Ellingboe responded that there is a source water protection unit at MDH that works with
locals on source protection planning. The activities they were talking about are primarily about
water quality not water quantity.

No other comments from the public.
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Break

11:00-11:15 Elect Chair and Vice Chair (two-year term)

Comments from Louis Smith on the work of the Council: he enjoyed serving as chair and
working with everyone. The nominations for Chair are Marilyn Bernardson and Victoria
Reinhardt. Are there any other nominations? There were none. The Chair declared nominations
closed. The nominees each gave a statement.

Louis Smith called for a hand vote and Marilyn was elected chair.

Deb Swackhamer offered a resolution to thank Louis Smith for his work with the Council, and
for setting high standards for the Chair;

“The Council thanks Louis Smith for his exemplary and excellent leadership of the Council as its
first Chair, for establishing the workings of the Council and in setting a high standard of
professionalism and productivity of the Council.”

Brian seconded the motion.

Louis Smith: The Vice Chair nominee is Pam Blixit. Are there any other nominations?
Deb S. nominated Victoria Reinhardt; Brian seconded; motion to close nominations. A hand vote
was taken and Victoria Reinhart was elected.

Marilyn said Louis agrees to help out when she can’t come. Deb S. made a motion to keep the
past chair on the steering committee for 2 years. Brian seconded. Marilyn called for a vote and
the motion passed. The Council voted that the past Chair (Louis Smith) will serve on the steering
committee for two years. It was noted that the vice chair also can be turned to, to fill in if
necessary.

Marilyn asked for input on any other issues and the following was discussed:
« There was discussion of the agenda items for the February meeting.
e The Steering Committee hasn’t had time to do work planning for 2009.
« Keep the Council informed when there will be testimony for the Legislature.
« The recent email about per diem and speaking requests was brought up. Members should
send speaking requests to the Chair for pre-approval.

Report from BWSR on Public “Listening Sessions” (John Jaschke)
Jaschke provided a handout and an overview of the statewide series of listening session with the
public. There were several common themes heard throughout the sessions, including:

« improve habitat and protect clean water

o multiple benefits projects — a mutual goal of BWSR’s

« engaging local governments — connecting this to the citizens

« outcomes need to be broad-based

« need behavior changes as well as infrastructure; results clear, accountable and measurable
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« value in protection — especially in the northern part of the state

Questions or comments:

Deb S. said many of comments are similar to those on the Statewide Conservation Plan, which
has been finalized and is on the web. She can bring CDs for everyone. It’s good to see the
consistency on public comments for both.

Louis: this echoes many things we’ve already heard. How do you leverage the efforts of the
Heritage Council and CWC?
Jashke: No one has a really good idea about that — some things are primarily water quality, some
are habitat based — it’s mostly habitat. Many things that have multiple benefits, still working on
how to sort that out. BWSR is preparing a list of projects that are ready or will be ready for
funding.
Paul asked how we will coordinate water quality and habitat efforts. Do we need to reprioritize
our projects based on habitat or water quality?
Jashke: habitat projects are in 4 categories and the focus is on projects ready to go in one year:

1. Wetlands

2. Lakes and streams

3. Forests

4. Prairie

Steve W. said the eLink tracking database for implementation projects can provide some
information. There are multiple funding sources for these fixes. Locals use various grant
programs to accomplish their goals.

Full council meeting adjourned
12:00-12:30 Lunch

12:30-2:30  Work Group meetings (work group chairs to develop agendas)
The following assigned rooms are available for your use until 2:30 p.m.

- Prevention and Monitoring Work Group - Room 225
- Civic Engagement & Local Partnerships Work Group - Room 220

-  TMDL Development & Implementation Work Group - Room 230
- Measurable Outcomes & Research Work Group - Room 230

Next Meeting — February 23, 2009 — at the Freeman Building, Room B145
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Clean Water Council membership (as of October 2008)

Left to right, back row: William Moore — Metropolitan Council, Steve Woods — Board of Water and Soil Resources, Delvin Haag
(Buffalo) — cities, David Bennett (Burnsville) — fishing organization, Marilyn Bernhardson (Redwood Falls) — soil and water
conservation districts, Louis Smith (Minneapolis) — lakes and streams nonprofit organization, Terri Yearwood — Department of
Natural Resources, Joe Martin — Department of Agriculture, Christopher Kolbert (St. Charles) — hunting organization.

Front row: Gary Pedersen (Dover) — township officials, Earl Bukowski (Sauk Rapids) — rural counties, Pamela Blixt
(Minneapolis) — watershed districts, Sarah Strommen (Ramsey) — environmental organization, Victoria Reinhardt (White Bear
Lake) — metro-area counties, Gaylen Reetz — Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, Keith Hanson (Duluth) — businesses.

Not pictured: Brian H. Davis (St. Paul) — environmental organization, Scott Hoese (Mayer) — statewide farm organization,
Steven Pedersen (Coon Rapids) — businesses, Deborah Swackhamer (Stillwater) — state higher education system, Paul
Torkelson (St. James) — statewide farm organization

Our thanks to former members who served in 2007 & 2008: David Jeronimus — businesses, Bob Vogel — counties, and
John Greer — cities.
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Executive summary

Enacted in June 2006, the Clean Water Legacy Act
(CWLA) established the Clean Water Council. The
23-member Governor-appointed Council’'s mission is to
advise Minnesota’s legislative and executive branches on
the administration and implementation of the CWLA and to
facilitate coordination between all stakeholders playing a
role in achieving clean water for Minnesotans. The Council
was officially launched in March 2007.

As required by the CWLA, the Clean Water Council has
prepared policy and funding recommendations for FY2010
and 2011 (see detailed budget summary on page 9),
including:

« Funding for monitoring and assessment. The
Council recommends funding for monitoring and
assessment at $14.89 million in FY2010-2011. This
is consistent with the one-time funding of $14.89
million in FY2008-2009. At this funding level,

100 percent coverage of priority waters can be
achieved in all major watersheds on a 10-
year cycle.

» Funding for TMDL development. The Council
recommends funding for TMDL development
at $20.61 million in FY2010-2011. This is equal
to FY2008-2009 one-time funding levels,
which increased the capacity of state and local
governments to adequately develop TMDL studies
on a timely basis. Progress will further improve if
this funding level is met while adopting a major
watershed approach (further described on page 4
of this report).

« Ramp-up restoration and protection efforts.
There is a broad and growing need to restore
impaired lakes, rivers and streams and to prevent
clean waters from becoming impaired. The Council
recommends $61.42 million for FY2010-2011,
compared to one-time funding of $18.5 million in
FY2008-2009, to begin meeting this need.

+ Infrastructure investments. There is a growing
need to improve wastewater and stormwater
treatment. Specific budget recommendations
from the Council will be provided for the 2009
Legislative session.

» Investin civicengagement to enhance long
term success of restoration and protection
efforts. To meet the civic engagement goals of the
CWLA, the Council recommends $1.8 million for

Mississippi River confluence with St. Croix River upstream of Lake
Pepin shows impacts of turbidity on water clarity.

the biennium to develop and test a civic science
program in targeted watersheds.

o Define and report on performance measures to
track CWLA effectiveness. The Council developed
an effectiveness tracking and reporting framework
to meet the CWLA's call for outcome related
performance measures. State agencies will further
define and begin reporting on specific measures
in 2009.

» Support high priority research to more
effectively address impaired waters. The Council
sponsored and utilized the results of a research
symposium, convened by the University of
Minnesota Water Resources Center, that brought
together over 150 policy-makers and practitioners
to identify critical research needs. The Council
recommends that state agencies prioritize their
research dollars to meet these needs.

Constitutional Amendment

The Council strongly supported the need for a long-

term source of funding for water quality restoration and
protection in Minnesota and adopted a resolution on this
issue in January 2008 (see Appendix 2). Since the proposed
“Clean Water, Wildlife, Cultural Heritage, and Natural
Areas” amendment to the state constitution was

adopted by the voters in the 2008 general election, the
Council encourages the Legislature to fully fund the
activities identified in this report. The Council will also be
recommending additional funding and capital bonding to
meet infrastructure and other critical needs.
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Introduction and purpose of this report

This report fulfills Clean Water Legacy Act requirements
(see Appendix 1) for the Council to prepare the following:

e Abiennial report to the legislature on the activities
for which money has been or will be spent for the
current biennium, and the activities for which the
money is recommended to be spent in the next .
biennium. .

e Animplementation plan
that explains Minnesota’s
framework for identifying
and cleaning up impaired
waters, addressing general
procedures and timeframes,
and establishing priorities.

“The purpose of the Clean Water
Legacy Act is to protect, restore, and
preserve the quality of Minnesota’s
surface waters by providing authority,
direction, and resources to achieve and
maintain water quality standards for
surface waters as required by section

Minnesota’s Clean Water Legacy Act

To meet Clean Water Act requirements, Minnesota’s CWLA
was enacted in 2006 to:

e Accelerate assessment of Minnesota's waters.
Provide resources to develop TMDL studies.

Target additional financial
resources to existing state and
local programs designed to
restore impaired waters and
protect water quality for those
waters that are unimpaired.

Leverage additional federal,
local and private resources
where possible.

Minnesota’s impaired waters

303(d) of the federal Clean

and federal requirements Water Act.’

The federal Clean Water Act (CWA)

— MN Statutes114D.10, (sub. 1)

The 2006 CWLA provided one-
time funding of $24.95 million for
identified clean-water priorities to

requires states to monitor and assess
all waters, list waters not meeting
water quality standards, conduct Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) studies to identify the cause
of each impairment, set pollution reduction goals to attain
standards, and implement corrective measures to restore
waters.

About 40 percent of Minnesota’s waters are impaired. As
of 2008, a total of 2,575 impaired lake and steam segments
have been identified. With only 14 percent of the state’s
river miles and 18 percent of its lakes assessed, the number
of impaired waters is likely to grow substantially in the
years ahead.

be funded through the Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA),
Department of Natural Resources (DNR), the Board of Water
and Soil Resources (BWSR), the Minnesota Department

of Agriculture (MDA), and the Public Facilities Authority
(PFA). The 2007 legislative session resulted in a one-time
appropriation of $53.975 million for the FY2008-2009
biennium.

The CWLA was created by the Legislature following

several years of work by a broad coalition of state and

local governments, environmental and conservation
organizations, businesses, and agricultural interests who
led efforts to secure passage of the bill. The Clean Water
Council was formed with this spirit of collaboration in mind.

The TMDL process
Assess the —} atdone —} —} restoration water
state’s waters meet needed Activities quality
standards (TMDL Study)
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Accomplishments of the Clean Water Council
Since its formation in early 2007, the Clean Water Council has:

e Meton a monthly basis to develop policy and
budget recommendations on the implementation
of the Clean Water Legacy Act (see following
pages).

» Discussed strategies with a wide range of experts
in water policy and resource management.

e Provided input on agency CWLA-funded programs.

e Provided recommendations to the Governor on
the PFA’s 2008 capital budget request.

e Sponsored and utilized the results of a research
symposium, convened by the University of
Minnesota Water Resources Center, that included

more than 150 scientists, policy makers and G
» . The Council gained insights into stormwater management and low
pracjcltloners to ‘#'SCU‘SS the current' statg of water- impact development during an urban tour of the Minnehaha Creek
quality research in Minnesota and identify gaps for  Wwatershed District in September 2008.
impaired waters (see Appendix 3).
\

o G

» Developed an effectiveness tracking and reporting
framework to meet the CWLA's call for outcome-
related performance measures (see Appendix 4).

Council strategies

The Council developed its “Mission, Authority and
Organizing Principles” (Appendix 5), and a work plan
further defining how it will fulfill its statutory requirement
to advise the implementation of the CWLA. The work plan
outlines strategies and tasks to address the following needs:

+ Civicengagement in the impaired waters process.

Council member Paul Torkelson explains the farming process and
the economics of agricultural production to other members, while
visiting his farm in St. James, MN. This was part of an October 2007
+ Work integration of state agencies to maximize agricultural and wastewater field tour in southern Minnesota.

effectiveness of program delivery.

»  Priority recommendations for TMDLs, restoration
and prevention activities.

+ Local partnerships to identify effective solutions,
enhance outreach, and seek ways to leverage local
expertise and state funding.

+ Measurable outcomes to gauge program
performance.

« Prevention activities to protect water quality.

+ Strategic research needed to protect and restore
water quality.

+ Monitoring needs and ways to better utilize
government agencies and citizen volunteers.

The Council organized itself into four work groups in order
to carry out the strategies listed above. See page 10 for
work products.
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Progress and recommendations

Acritical goal of the Clean Water Council is to foster
coordination and cooperation among all public agencies
and private entities concerning water management,
conservation, land use, land management, and
development plans as relevant to the implementation of the
Act. Progress on CWLA implementation from FY2007-2009
indicates that collaboration, particularly between state
agencies and local government, is on track.

To build on this progress and implement its strategies,

the Clean Water Council’s four work groups developed

the following policy and funding recommendations for
FY2010-2011. The recommendations are designed to help
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of Clean Water
Legacy Act-supported programs. (See page 9 for a detailed
summary of the budget recommendations).

Recommendation 1:

Develop a statewide watershed approach
to prioritize and integrate monitoring and
assessment, TMDL, and restoration and
protection activities

The CWLA called for the Clean Water Council to develop
prioritization strategies for restoration and protection
activities. To achieve this goal, the Council endorsed a
new strategy for a watershed management system (see
Appendix 6).

The strategy is based on synchronizing monitoring and
assessment, TMDL development, restoration and protection
on the major watershed scale (8-digit level watershed, based
on the hydrologic unit code). As described in the Council’s
report, (see Appendix 7), monitoring and assessments will
be performed on a 10-year cycle (approximately eight major
watersheds per year). The strategy integrates state agency,
local government and citizen monitoring. TMDL studies
will begin 2-3 years following completion of assessment.
The planning process will ultimately result in a watershed
plan that integrates both restoration and protection
implementation activities.

While this watershed approach is currently being employed
for monitoring, the state is in the early stages of integrating
TMDL development and restoration/protection activities

at the major watershed level. In FY2009 and FY2010, pilot
projects will begin with local and state partners to fully
integrate all activities into a comprehensive watershed plan.

= 2{]{]'9
2010

g
Sadd

Major watersheds to be monitored 2008-2010. Pilot projects will begin
in 2009 to integrate TMDLs, restoration and protection activities.

Advantages of following an integrated watershed
management approach include:

o Enables monitoring of all wastersheds in 10 years.

* Integrates impaired and unimpaired waters into a
single watershed management plan.

» Creates a predictable cycle of water management.

*  More effectively engages public and stakeholders
in watershed planning and implementation
activities.

Recommendation 2:

Funding for monitoring and assessment

The Council recommends funding levels at $14.95 million
for FY2010-2011, with an emphasis on monitoring

lakes and streams using a watershed framework. This is
consistent with one-time funding levels in FY2008-2009.
At this level of funding, 100 percent coverage of priority
waters can be achieved in all major watersheds on a
10-year cycle.
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Progress report on monitoring and assessment: The
CWLA set a goal to identify the state’s impaired waters
within 10 years from the Act’s passage and to ensure
continued evaluation of surface waters for impairments. To
achieve this goal, approximately $2.1 million of one-time
funding was appropriated for monitoring and assessment
in FY2007 and $14.9 million in FY2008-20009.

The Council found that the state’s investment in monitoring
and assessment activities is paying off. In 2006, only

about 18 percent of Minnesota lakes had been assessed

for conventional impairments and 14 percent of the

state’s stream miles. With the FY2008-2009 funding, state
agencies are now monitoring at least 100 lakes and 500
stream sites each year, and are on track to assess all of the
state’s major watersheds on a 10-year cycle (see graphs).

This increased assessment coverage is further
supplemented by local and volunteer monitoring efforts
funded by CWLA surface water assessment grants, which
totaled $3 million in one-time funding in FY2007 and 2008.
These grants to local government and citizen groups are
being used to sample more than 475 lakes and 150 streams
(see graphs). These local projects are integral to the overall
monitoring strategy, which relies on local and volunteer
efforts to help target state agency monitoring and to
enhance the coverage (both spatially and over time) of the
monitoring and assessment effort.

Finally, the CWLA has enabled the establishment of water
flow and pollutant load monitoring stations at the outlets
of each of the state’s major watersheds, to provide a long-
term record of watershed conditions. The CWLA has also
allowed state agencies to monitor 160 additional sites for
mercury in fish tissue.

Recommendation 3:

Funding for TMDL development

The Council recommends funding levels for TMDL
development at $20.61 million. This is consistent

with one-time funding levels in FY2008-2009 and will
provide state and local governments with the capacity to
develop TMDL studies on a timely basis, and transition
to a major watershed approach. This approach will
facilitate TMDL studies that address multiple impairments
throughout a watershed and more efficiently engage
local water management entities and stakeholders. In
addition, $0.9 million is recommended in new funding
for civic engagement activities in watersheds for TMDL
development (see Recommendation 7 for further
explanation).

Lake assessment monitoring
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Monitoring progress from local government, citizens and state
agencies, and projections in FY2010-2011 (at recommended funding
levels). ‘LCCMR’ funding refers to a grant from the Legislative-Citizens
Commission on Minnesota Resources.

Progress report on TMDLs: The CWLA requires the
completion of TMDL studies in a timely manner to meet
federal Clean Water Act requirements. An approved

TMDL is required prior to permitting new or expanded
point sources and is critical for planning environmentally
sustainable growth. Prior to CWLA funding, Minnesota had
fallen far behind in completing TMDLs on schedule. To
remedy this situation, one-time funding of approximately
$3.2 million in FY2007 and $20.6 million in FY2008-2009
was appropriated for TMDL development.

As a result of CWLA funding, nearly 50 percent of all waters
impaired by conventional pollutants like nutrients, bacteria
and sediment (535 of 1,090 total listings), are now being
addressed by TMDL projects that are underway (see graph).
At this rate, the state is now on track to complete all studies
within 15 years after appearing on the impaired waters list,
as required by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

Biennial Report of the Clean Water Council — December 2008




TMDL project ramp-up
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The cumulative number of TMDL projects underway has significantly increased from FY2007-2009 due to CWLA appropriations.
Projections for FY2010-2011 show continued progress at recommended funding levels.

In addition, more than 80 percent of TMDL projects are led
by local government agencies. This was an important goal
of the CWLA to provide grants for “third-party TMDLs" to
qualified local public agencies who can connect with key
stakeholders and who often have the best understanding of
effective and equitable solutions to pollution problems.

Finally, in 2007, Minnesota achieved a national first when
it gained EPA-approval of a statewide mercury TMDL
addressing nearly 1,000 mercury impaired lakes and rivers.
A year-long stakeholder effort followed that resulted

in consensus on an implementation plan that includes
unprecedented reductions in mercury from air sources,
including an 86 percent reduction from Minnesota’s coal-
fired power plants.

Recommendation 4:

Ramp-up restoration and protection efforts

To better meet the growing demand of eligible restoration
and protection projects, the Council recommends nonpoint
source restoration and protection be increased to a level of
$61.42 million for FY2010-2011. This total includes $54.92
million for restoration and protection, plus $5.60 million

for the Ag BMP loan program and technical assistance.

In addition, $0.9 million is recommended in new funding
for civic engagement activities related to restoration and
protection activities (see recommendation 7).

In FY2007-2008, CWLA grant applications from local units
of government for restoration and protection projects
exceeded available funds on about a 5 to 1 ratio: $14.3
million was available for $71.9 million in requests. Demand
for restoration funding has been growing as more and
more TMDL studies and their implementation plans are

approved. Approximately $530 million in restoration

needs have been identified in the 13 currently approved
TMDL implementation plans alone. Total costs for each
plan ranged from approximately $300,000 to $108 million,
largely depending on the size of the watershed and severity
of the problem.

Because of the growing competitive pool of potential
applicants, the Council recommends using the following
Criteria to prioritize grant requests:

e Fundongoing projects that have demonstrated
success: The Clean Water Council recommends
funding the continuation of restoration projects
that are clearly accomplishing their proposed work
plans in a timely manner.

o Fund projects that will show improved water quality
in a reasonable amount of time: It is important
to fund a critical mass of projects that can show
beneficial effects, particularly for nonpoint sources.

o Establish grant size requirements that improve cost-
effectiveness: Grant administration costs should
be reduced and local cooperation enhanced by
utilizing a grant minimum as well as a maximum.

What is a TMDL?

The Clean Water Act requires that states complete a Total
Maximum Daily Load study for each water on a state’s impaired
waters list. The TMDL results in a calculation of the maximum
amount of a pollutant the water body can receive and still meet
water-quality standards. It also allocates needed pollutant
reductions among all the pollution sources. TMDLs involve
intensive stakeholder and public input and they must be approved
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Following
approval of the TMDL, restoration activities are implemented to
achieve the pollutant reduction goals set in the TMDL.
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Buffers on a stream located in the Red River Basin.

e Require MPCA approval of TMDL implementation
plans to attain eligibility for restoration funds: A
TMDL Implementation plan should be approved by
the MPCA prior to the opening of the application
period to be eligible for restoration funds.

The Council also recommends prioritizing funding for
threatened waters that are on the verge of becoming
impaired. Specifically, the Council recommends the MPCA,
which administers the Clean Water Partnership (CWP)
program, to dedicate all CWP appropriations (currently
about $5 million per biennium) to protection needs.

In addition, to further enhance statewide protection efforts,
the Council recommends the following:

e Provide $0.6 million in new funding for agricultural-
related pilot projects, including research on farms
evaluating the relationship between water quality
and agricultural production practices.

e Fund DNR forest stewardship plans and shoreland
management, and better target them to enhance
protection.

e Research the connection between incentives,
education, regulation and local action to encourage
voluntary action by citizens to protect water quality.

Progress report on nonpoint source activities:
Approximately $12.3 million in one-time funding was
appropriated in FY2007 and $18.5 million in FY2008-2009
to nonpoint source restoration and protection activities.
Restoration funding is available for TMDL projects with
approved implementation plans, while protection funding is
available to activities in approved local water plans that will
prevent degradation of unimpaired waters or improve the
quality of listed waters prior to the completion of a TMDL.

As a result of pollution reduction activities over the past six
years, nine previously impaired waters are now fully meeting

water quality standards. Successful restoration can take
decades, depending on the severity of the problem.

Nonpoint-source restoration and protection activities

are being led by local government and supported by
state agencies. In FY2007-2008, there were 98 grants
awarded totaling $14.3 million in one-time funding
including: 32 led by soil and water conservation districts,
24 led by counties, 17 led by joint powers authorities, 11
led by cities, 10 led by watershed districts, and three led by
watershed management organizations. Grant recipients
in the initial rounds are constructing an array of urban and
agricultural practices, including lakeshore restorations,
streambank and gully stabilizations, buffer strips,
alternative agricultural drain tile intakes, and bioretention
and sedimentation basins.

In addition, $2 million in one-time CWLA-funded
agricultural BMP loans have been awarded in watersheds
of approved TMDL implementation plans, including
upgrading livestock waste systems and rural on-site
sewage systems, and purchasing conservation tillage
equipment. The agricultural sector also is the focus

of continuing research projects on agricultural BMP
effectiveness including agricultural drainage BMPs to
support TMDL implementation. Also, by early 2009,
more than 350 technical service providers will receive
training to assist agricultural producers in designing and
implementing BMPs.

Recommendation 5:

Infrastructure investments

The Council recognizes that cities across the state have a
need for improved infrastructure to provide wastewater
and stormwater treatment. The Public Facilities Authority
will be providing financial assistance for projects

through the Wastewater Infrastructure Fund and TMDL
grant programs. The Council will be making additional
recommendations to meet these needs, including capital
bonding.

Progress report on point source activities: A total of
$14.2 million for CWLA programs was appropriated to the
Public Facilities Authority (PFA) in 2006-2008 to assist
communities with upgrades to wastewater and stormwater
facilities discharging directly to impaired waters. An
additional $94.9 million was appropriated to the PFA for
point source restoration and protection projects through
the Wastewater Infrastructure Fund (WIF) and Clean Water
Revolving Fund programs (see Appendix 8 for a detailed
summary).
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In FY2007-2008, PFA funded 26 point source restoration
and protection projects (totaling $9.4 million) through
CWLA programs, including six technical assistance

grants for unsewered communities. During that same
timeframe, PFA also provided $26.9 million for eight TMDL
implementation projects from the WIF and the Clean Water
Revolving Fund programs, approximately eight percent

of the total funding through those programs during

that period. That percentage is expected to increase
significantly in the future due to the growing number and
size of TMDL implementation projects. In FY2009, PFA
expects to fund up to 12 TMDL implementation projects
for $145.6 million from the WIF and Clean Water Revolving
Fund programs, more than 60 percent of the total project
funding expected from those programs.

Recommendation 6:

Advance research for effective CWLA
implementation

“The Clean Water Council and public agencies and private
entities shall make use of available public and private
expertise from educational, research, and technical
organizations, including the University of Minnesota and
other higher education institutions, to provide appropriate
independent expert advice on models, methods,

and approaches used in identifying impaired waters,
developing TMDLs, and implementing prevention and
restoration” (MN Statutes 114D.35, subdivision 2).

The Council recommends that state agencies continue to
allocate funds to research, focusing on the needs identified
in the 2008 Impaired Waters Research Symposium Final
Report (see Appendix 3). For example, the Council

Lake Byllesby (Dakota County) is impaired for recreational use due to
excessive nutrients.
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recommends development of a searchable database

of past and current Minnesota water-related research.
This database inventory will help to ensure that TMDL
studies and other impaired waters initiatives will be better
equipped with comprehensive, up-to-date technical
information on water quality.

Recommendation 7:

Invest in civic engagement to enhance
long-term success of restoration and
protection efforts

The Clean Water Council is charged by the CWLA to
“develop strategies for informing, educating, and
encouraging the participation of citizens, stakeholders,
and others regarding the identification of impaired
waters, development of TMDLs, development of TMDL
implementation plans, and implementation of restoration
for impaired waters” (MN Statutes 114D.35, subdivision 3).

A work group of the Council is focused on developing
methods to effectively engage Minnnesota citizens in
water quality protection and restoration, including utilizing
local watershed partnerships in the development and
implementation of TMDLs. This work group has met with

a number of experts on stakeholder involvement and
citizen education, and researched civic science approaches
employed in other states related to water quality.

The work group found that best practices for using civic
science principles for water quality projects and a training
program need to be developed to increase the number of
civic science practitioners and their ability to engage and
sustain involvement of citizens and stakeholders. Several
models of civic science are being demonstrated in projects
in Minnesota and in other states. These should be studied
and synthesized for testing in pilot watersheds throughout
the State, and ultimately developed into a curriculum for
training practitioners.

The Council recommends $1.8 million in the next biennium
for the development of civic science best practices, and to
test these practices in pilot watershed projects statewide.
This total has been split evenly between TMDL and
Restoration & Protection funding needs.



Clean Water Council Budget Recommendations

As discussed in the report, the following table summarizes CWLA appropriations in FY2007-2009,
and the Council’s proposed budget recommendations for FY2010-2011.

CWLA Funded Activities (dollars in millions) FYO7 FY08-09 FY10-11
(one-time funding) | (one-time funding) Recommendations

Water Quality Assessment & Monitoring

State, citizen and local monitoring activities $2.140 $14.524 $14.524

Endocrine disruptor monitoring/analysis _ $0.375 $0.375
Subtotal $2.140 $14.899 $14.899

TMDL Development

TMDL development and technical assistance $3.170 $20.610 $20.610

Civic engagement in TMDL development _ _ $0.900
Subtotal $3.170 $20.610 $21.510

Nonpoint Source Protection & Restoration

Nonpoint restoration/cost share/

incentive payments $1.500 $3.316 $19.320

Nonpoint restoration engineering/technical assistance $2.250 $3.000 $6.000

Nonpoint protection activities $1.410 $1.000 $10.000

Stream bank, stream channel, lakeshore,

roadside protection and restoration projects (SLR) $1.000 _ $4.000

(bonding)

Reporting, evaluation & research $0.600 $0.400 $0.600

County ISTS $0.730 $2.450 $5.000

Imminent threat/failing ISTS grants _ $1.000 $2.000

Feedlot water quality grants _ $3.000 $6.000

AgBMP Loan Program $1.200 $2.500 $5.000

Agricultural technical assistance

(including pilot projects) $0.400 $0.400 $0.600

Research on agricultural BMP effectiveness

& load allocations $0.800 $1.100 $2.000

Riparian land protection $1.340 _ _

Civic engagement in restoration & protection activities _ _ $0.900
Subtotal $11.230 $18.166 $61.420
TOTAL $24.950% $53.975 $97.829 **

* Includes $8.41 million for point source restoration and protection funding. See Appendix 8 for a detailed summary of 2006-2008
capital bonding appropriations and FY2007-2009 spending for point source protection and restoration projects.

** As noted in the report, the Clean Water Council will be recommending additional funding and capital bonding to meet infrastructure and
other critical needs.
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Appendices

1.

Complete text of the Clean Water 7. "Watershed Approach to Condition Monitoring
Legacy Act: www.revisor.leg.state. and Assessment”. Available on the Clean Water
mn.us/bin/getpub.php?pubtype=STAT_ Council website at: www.pca.state.mn.us/water/
CHAP&year=2006&section=114D cleanwatercouncil/cwc-publications.html
“Resolution to support long term funding of the 8. Point Source Protection and Restoration Funding.
Clean Water Legacy Act”, adopted January 28, Available on the Clean Water Council website at:
2008. Available on the Clean Water council website www.pca.state.mn.us/water/cleanwatercouncil/
at: www.pca.state.mn.us/water/cleanwatercouncil/ cwc-publications.html

resolution-12808.pdf

Impaired Waters Research Symposium Final
Report: http://wrc.umn.edu/newsandevents/
impairedwaters/index.html

Effectiveness Tracking and Reporting Framework
for Implementing the Clean Water Legacy Act

a. Final report and addendum: http://wrc.umn.
edu/outreach/cwlatracking/index.html

b. For more information on this project and
the series of meetings which led to the
development of the effectiveness tracking
framework, see: http://wrc.umn.edu/outreach/
cwlatracking/

c. Clean Water Council “Resolution to endorse
effectiveness tracking and reporting framework
for clean water protection and restoration
measures” (adopted August 18, 2008)
available at: www.pca.state.mn.us/water/
cleanwatercouncil/resolution-81808.pdf

Clean Water Council “Mission, Authority and
Organizing Principles”

This document was created and approved by the
Council in November 2007 to clarify their statutory
charge and the principles around which they
would base their work plan. Available on the Clean
Water Council website at: www.pca.state.mn.us/
water/cleanwatercouncil/cwc-mission.pdf

Clean Water Council “Resolution to endorse
watershed framework for monitoring, assessment,
planning and restoration of impaired waters”
(adopted June 16, 2008) available at: www.
pca.state.mn.us/water/cleanwatercouncil/
resolution-61608.pdf
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Attachment A: Clean Water Council budget recommendations yanuary 2009)

The following table summarizes Clean Water Legacy Act (CWLA) appropriations in FY2007-2009, and the Council’s
proposed budget recommendations for FY2010-2011.

CWLA Funded Activities (dollars in millions) FYO7 FY08-09 FY10-11
(one-time funding) | (one-time funding) Recommendations

Water Quality Assessment & Monitoring

State, citizen and local monitoring activities $2.140 $14.524 $14.524

Endocrine disruptor monitoring/analysis _ $0.375 $0.375
Subtotal $2.140 $14.899 $14.899

TMDL Development

TMDL development and technical assistance $3.170 $20.610 $20.610

Civic engagement in TMDL development _ _ $0.900
Subtotal $3.170 $20.610 $21.510

Nonpoint Source Protection & Restoration

Nonpoint restoration/cost share/

incentive payments $1.500 $3.316 $19.320
Nonpoint restoration engineering/technical assistance $2.250 $3.000 $6.000
Nonpoint protection activities $1.410 $1.000 $10.000
Stream bank, stream channel, lakeshore,
roadside protection and restoration projects (SLR) $1.000 _ $4.000
(bonding)
Reporting, evaluation & research $0.600 $0.400 $0.600
County ISTS $0.730 $2.450 $5.000
Imminent threat/failing ISTS grants _ $1.000 $2.000
Feedlot water quality grants _ $3.000 $6.000
AgBMP Loan Program $1.200 $2.500 $5.000
Agricultural technical assistance
(including pilot projects) $0.400 $0.400 $0.600
Research on agricultural BMP effectiveness
& load allocations $0.800 $1.100 $2.000
Riparian land protection $1.340 _ _
Civic engagement in restoration & protection activities _ _ $0.900
Subtotal $11.230 $18.166 $61.420
January 2009 Addendum
Wastewater and stormwater infrastructure $8.410 $0.300 $50.0
Drinking water source protection _ _ $8.0
Education and public engagement _ _ $8.0
Research and tool development _ _ $8.0
Subtotal $8.410 $0.300 $74.0

TOTAL $24.950 $53.975 $171.829




Attachment B: Clean Water Council FY2010-2011 recommendations
by budget category

Nonpoint source
protection and

21% restoration

Wastewater and
stormwater
infrastructure

1 65% of the Clean Water Council’s recommended biennial

budget is devoted to implementation of restoration and
protection activities.

1 21% of the budget is recommended for water-quality
monitoring and TMDL development.

B 14% to drinking water, education and research.



Clean Water Council

January 27, 2009

The Honorable Ellen R. Anderson

Chair, Environment, Energy & Natural Resources
Budget Division

Minnesota State Senate, Capitol Building, Rm 120

75 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55155

The Honorable Satveer Chaudhary

Chair, Environment & Natural Resources
Committee

Minnesota State Senate, Capitol Building, Rm 205

75 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55155-1606

The Honorable Mary Murphy

Chair, Cultural & Outdoors Finance Division
Minnesota House of Representatives

343 State Office Building

100 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

Dear Committee Chairs:

The Honorable Kent Eken

Chair, Environment Policy & Oversight Committee
Minnesota House of Representatives

575 State Office Building

100 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

The Honorable Jean Wagenius

Chair, Environment & Natural Resources
Finance Division

Minnesota House of Representatives

449 State Office Building

100 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

We are pleased to present the Clean Water Council’s recommendations for the FY2010-2011 budget. This
letter supplements the Council’s December 2008 Biennial Report to the Legislature (copy enclosed; also
online at http://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/cleanwatercouncil/cwc-publications.html). We welcome the
opportunity to discuss our recommendations with you in the weeks ahead.

Our December 2008 report, required by the Clean Water Legacy Act, included $97.8 million in budget
recommendations for clean water activities in FY2010-2011. This January 2009 addendum adds a total of
$74 million for the biennium with new recommendations for wastewater and stormwater infrastructure,
drinking water source protection, and other critical needs.

In developing this addendum, the Council reviewed proposals from a wide range of state and local
government agencies, interest groups and citizens. This input was critical to better understand and refine
the categories of need described in our December report. Therefore, the additional recommendations
included in this letter focus on the larger purposes of those categories, rather than on specific projects.

The Council’s recommendations are timely given the Clean Water, Land and Legacy Amendment to the
state constitution, approved by the voters last November. We encourage the Legislature to fully fund the
activities (see Attachment A) identified in our December report and this January addendum for FY2010-
2011, to meet the Amendment’s water quality protection and restoration goals.


http://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/cleanwatercouncil/cwc-publications.html

Addendum to Clean Water Council’s December 2008 Biennial Report
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January 27, 2009

Wastewater and stormwater infrastructure: $50 million

The Council recognizes that cities across the state need improved infrastructure to meet wastewater and
stormwater treatment needs to both prevent and restore impaired waters. Our recommendation of $50
million over the next two years will meet the need estimated by the Public Facilities Authority for the
following Clean Water Legacy programs:

e Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Grant Program (biennial need: $20-40 million);
e Phosphorus Grant Program (biennial need: $10-20 million); and
e Small Community Wastewater Treatment Program (biennial need: $3.5-4.5 million).

Drinking water source protection: $8 million

At least 5 percent of the newly-created Clean Water Fund is to be spent to protect drinking water sources.
The Council recommends $8 million for source water protection over the next two years. In addition, our
December 2008 report’s budget recommendations included nonpoint source protection and restoration
measures which may be applied to protect surface water and groundwater that are drinking water sources.
The combined recommendations are a significant step forward to meet this critical need.

Education and public engagement: $8 million

The Council believes that this additional investment in education and public engagement is warranted to
help the public understand their role in prevention and local water quality issues. We recommend

$8 million in funding through state agencies for water quality education and public engagement grants to
local units of government and nongovernmental organizations that engage citizens in practices to protect
and improve water quality, and provide technical skills training for public and private service providers.

Research and tool development: $8 million

The Council believes that essential research is needed to improve best management practices, develop
new analysis tools, and accelerate program effectiveness, through initiatives such as high resolution
topographic mapping (e.g., LIDAR) and the research priorities identified in the Final Report of the 2008
Impaired Waters Research Symposium, convened by the University of Minnesota Water Resources
Center (see “Recommendation 6” in our December Biennial Report).

Again, please see the attached table for the complete list of budget recommendations from the Council’s
December 2008 report and January 2009 addendum. In total (see Attachment B), nearly two-thirds

(65 percent) of the Clean Water Council's recommended biennial budget is devoted to implementation of
point- and nonpoint-source restoration and protection activities. Another 21 percent of the budget is
recommended for water-quality monitoring and TMDL development, and 14 percent to drinking water,
education and research.
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We look forward to reviewing our recommendations with you during the weeks ahead. Please don’t
hesitate to contact Louis Smith at 612-344-1400, or me at 507-637-2427 ext. 3, if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Toudy Btwhader)  ~crleanzy 2 sl 2
Marilyn Bernhardson Louis N. Smith
Chair, Clean Water Council Past Chair, Clean Water Council
MB/LS/mkr
Enclosure
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9:00-11:00

11:00-11:10

11:10-12:00

12:00-12:30

12:30 -1:40

1:40-2:10

2:10-2:25

2:25-3:00

3:00

Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda
Monday, February 23, 2009
9:00 a.m. - 3:00 p.m.
Freeman Building, Room B145
625 Robert Street North, St. Paul

Work Group Meetings (work planning for 2009)
 Prevention and Monitoring Work Group - Room A461
« Civic Engagement & Local Partnerships Work Group - Room B463
e TMDL Development & Implementation Work Group - Room B144
o Measurable Outcomes & Research Work Group - Room B144

Convene Full Council
1. Approve 1-26-09 Meeting Minutes
2. Council Introductions and Updates

Status Updates and Overview of Governor’s Budget

1. Presentations to House Joint Committee and BWSR Board (Louis
Smith)

2. Report on G16 Strategies

3. Overview of Governor’s Budget

Lunch
Reports from Work Groups on 2009 Planning

Presentation on the 2010 Assessment & L.isting Cycle
MPCA, Howard Markus; introduced by Shannon Lotthammer

Report on the FY2009 Clean Water Legacy Grant funding round
BWSR, Jeff Hrubes

Presentation on the History of the Stormwater Steering Committee
and an overview of the Roadmap
Stormwater Steering Committee, Cliff Aichinger

Adjourn meeting of full Council

Next Meeting: Monday, March 16, 2009 at the Freeman Building, Room B145



Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes
Monday, February 23, 2009
9:00 a.m. —-3:00 p.m.
Freeman Building, Room B145
625 Robert Street North, St. Paul

Council members present: Dave Bennett, Marilyn Bernhardson, Pam Blixt, Earl Bukowski,
Brian Davis, Keith Hanson, Scott Hoese, Joe Martin, Steve Pedersen, Gaylen Reetz, Victoria
Reinhardt, Louis Smith, Paul Torkelson, Steve Woods.

Absent: Del Haag, Larry Kramka, Chris Kolbert, Bill Moore, Gary Pedersen, Sarah Strommen,
Deb Swackhamer.

9:00-11:00  Work Group Meetings (work planning for 2009)
 Prevention and Monitoring Work Group - Room A461
« Civic Engagement & Local Partnerships Work Group - Room B463
e TMDL Development & Implementation Work Group - Room B144
o Measurable Outcomes & Research Work Group - Room B144

11:00 Convene Full Council
1. Approve 1-26-09 Meeting Minutes
Clean Water Council Chair Marilyn Bernhardson convened the full council. Scott Hoese
moved to adopt the agenda, and Brian Davis seconded the motion. The agenda was
adopted. Victoria moved and Scott seconded to approve the 1-26-09 meeting minutes.
The minutes were approved.

2. Council Introductions and Updates

¢ Victoria Reinhardt — budget concerns for the county / legacy funds / stimulus
funds — concerns about how it all fits together.

e Gaylen Reetz — Legislative presentations related to the budget; received positive
reaction to the watershed framework and requests for the big picture on
groundwater. A fact sheet on the watershed framework is available.

e Paul Torkelson — presentation to subcommittee by Louis Smith was well
received. Important to incorporate an approach to groundwater and asked whether
the Council should consider an addendum to CWC report to include approach to
groundwater.

e Steve Woods — Wetlands summit on Saturday representing CWC. Explains
difference with the Lessard Council and the Clean Water Council — purpose not
projects. CWC had not talked a lot about wetlands — rather looking at the health
of the whole system — will talk more about wetlands in the future.

e Joe Martin - Discussed budget issues; has received lots of questions about what
will be funded.

e Earl Bukowski — Thursday North Central Lakes meeting in Brainerd.

e Louis Smith — Discussed MN Waters Forum and noted that it was well attended
by people from all over the state especially lake associations. Attendees were
concerned about their lakes being listed or not; questions about funding.
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e Marilyn Bernhardson —

o0 Provided an invitation to Lessard Council to attend a meeting, but they meet
at the same time as the Clean Water Council so we have to figure out how
the two groups can collaborate.

o Chris Kolbert resigned from the Council. Appointments by the Governor —
not sure when that will happen.

0 March 12 Star Lake Board requests a presentation from the CWC. Louis
Smith volunteered to speak to the Star Lake Board. Marilyn will pass on
any further information.

o Pam Blixt will become the chair of the Civic Engagement work group,
replacing Marilyn Bernhardson.

Status Updates and Overview of Governor’s Budget
1. Presentations to House Joint Committee and BWSR Board (Louis Smith)
Louis Smith reported on his presentation to the House Cultural and Outdoor Heritage
Finance Committee (chaired by Rep. Mary Murphy), and the Senate Clean Water Legacy
Subcommittee (chaired by Sen. Sandy Rummel). Smith also participated in a joint
presentation to BWSR from the CWC and the Lessard council.
2. Report on G16 Strategies (Louis Smith)
G16 members have expressed concerns that legislators will present bills to slice out
funding for various purposes or projects, so the G16 is working on a bill that covers the
Council’s recommendations. Gaylen Reetz added that G16 members were unanimous
about adopting the Council’s recommendations. They may make some adjustments to the
budget to be in line with the latest forecast on sales tax receipts.

Brian Davis offered a motion authorizing the Steering Committee to draft a letter of
support for legislation on the Council’s recommendation after the bill is introduced.
Victoria seconded the motion. Keith Hanson expressed concern about lobbying by the
Council. The Chair asked for a vote on motion — motion carried.

3. Overview of Governor’s Budget (Gaylen Reetz)

Gaylen referred to a table in the packets that compared the Council’s budget to the
Governor’s over FY10-11. The Governor’s budget assumes there will be less money
available, but the proportions devoted to the major clean water categories are roughly the
same between the two budgets. Louis asked whether there was any information on
federal funding in the stimulus for wastewater. Gaylen said that the stimulus bill would
approximately provide $73 million for wastewater and $35 million for drinking water.

Steve Pedersen asked why there is no education or research in the Governor’s budget.
Gaylen said that research is included in the other categories, i.e. TMDL development.
Steve Woods also noted that the budget bill language does not yet describe what will be
funded for BWSR.

4. Presentation to outgoing chair, Louis Smith. Marilyn presented a plaque and Council
resolution to Louis Smith in appreciation for his service as the Council’s first chair.
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Reports from Work Groups on 2009 Planning
Prevention and Monitoring Work Group Presentation - Brian Davis
They need to refocus their agenda based on additional input.
1. Re-visit plan to integrate groundwater issues
Watershed approach as a theme — integrate that approach
Update monitoring on lake assessments.
Work closely with civic engagement work group
Product stewardship efforts
Strongly recommended that the Council coordinate efforts with the Lessard Council
MN Department of Health will formally be added to the work group

U~ wmN

Questions/comments:

Louis — are you working on protection plan?

Brian — yes, protection and prevention plan is the same.

Keith — how to focus groundwater into each work groups plan?
Marilyn — steering committee will be addressing that.

Measurable Outcomes & Research Work Group - Steve Pedersen

1. Effectiveness Framework — EPA has selected MN as one of its pilot projects.

2. Research needs — setting priorities is the next step. This hasn’t happened yet.

3. Steve and Dave Bennett in the monitoring meeting discussed establishment of a
clearing house for research.

4. Reinforced by MN DOT - they can determine if the research fills in the gaps in
research (for road research).

5. Will be looking for opportunities to implement MN Stormwater Committee’s
Stormwater Roadmap.

Questions/comments:

Pam — requests that Steve and Dave write-up his report so members both here and not
here can refer to it.

Steve W. — what is the timing? 6 months or so will know where they are standing, what
needs to be funded, etc.

TMDL Development - Keith Hanson

Brainstorm items from January meeting and narrow it down

1. Overview of Lake Pepin TMDL by MPCA - what are the elements of that plan — what
lessons can we learn - also other TMDLs

2. Mentioned that MPCA is developing a protocol for implementation plans.

3. Prioritization of projects for TMDLs

4. Explore digital terrain analysis — stimulus package may impact this.

Civic Engagement and Local Partnerships - Pam Blixt

1. The work group has had two other full-day meetings.

2. Charge of group — education is an important component; civic engagement is also
important and education happens through that.

3. Handout - Pilot projects
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4. Will be seeking input from Council members

Questions/comments:

Louis — copy of MN Project Report — does this fit in with some of the pilot projects?
Jeff R. — submitted by MN Project to be distributed to the council.

Marilyn — we need to put together work group plans into one document. Gaylen suggested that
the steering team could create a standard format for work plans or use the one from last year.

Report on the FY2009 Clean Water Legacy Grant funding round
BWSR, Jeff Hrubes; 2 handouts
Questions/comments:
Scott H. — feedlot cost share dollars available?
Feedlot dollars moved into legacy with some additional requirements
Steve W. — hope to have more flexibility with feedlot dollars.
Louis — funds for feedlot work not spent?
Jeff H. — not all projects meet the requirements for the feedlot funds.
Marilyn — the project had to be tied to a TMDL. That restricted some projects.
Scott H. — will the requirements change this year?
Steve W. — depends on the Legislature
Gaylen - open lot agreement — agencies will recommend that open lot agreement not be
extended. Outlined changes in open lot agreement
Louis — is it that criteria for feedlot funds are very narrow or is it that appropriate
landowners didn’t apply?
Marilyn — of the 4 of 5 phone calls she received, they didn’t have the right number of
animal units to be eligible.
Gaylen explained the complexities of the issue.

Presentation on the 2010 Assessment & L.isting Cycle
MPCA, Howard Markus; introduced by Shannon Lotthammer - handout in packet
2010 Assessment and Listing Cycle
Questions/comments:
Jeff R. — how many new listings in 2010?
Howard — we don’t know
Will 2010 list have some watersheds listed?
Shannon — There is some preliminary data, but we don’t yet have 1Bl data to do that
completely.
Move toward an annual assessment in the future?
We will continue to explore that

Presentation on the History of the Stormwater Steering Committee and an overview of the
Roadmap
Stormwater Steering Committee, Cliff Aichinger explained:

o What is stormwater?

o0 Why do we care about stormwater?

o Evolution of Stormwater Steering Committee.

o Stormwater Steering Committee web site is linked from MPCA’s web page.
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0 SSC products.

o Implementation needs: investment of time and funds.
Questions/comments:

Steve W. — framework for a watershed approach; agencies provide some guidance for
SSC.

Dave Wright, DNR — quantity vs. quality

Cliff — They discuss the need to look at both issues

Scott H. — What is the make up of committee?

Cliff — Cross section across state, no agriculture representative.
Gaylen — SSC takes broad view of stormwater

Cliff — permitted stormwater and other activities that impact water.

Other items:

Marilyn — DNR has had some reorganization since Friday

Dave Wright (DNR) - DNR has merged the Water and Ecological Services Divisions.
The two departments that primarily have to do with legacy clean water issues.

Charge is to deal with water issues / legacy issues, etc.

Brian — hopes the Clean Water Council and DNR can work closely in the future.

2:30 p.m. Clean Water Council meeting adjourned.

Next Meeting: Monday, March 16, 2009 at the Freeman Building, Room B145
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9:00-11:00

11:00-11:10

11:10-11:40

11:40 -12:00

12:00-12:30

12:30-12:45

12:45-2:00

2:00-2:20

2:20-2:40

2:40-3:00

3:00

Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda
Monday, March 16, 2009
9:00 a.m. - 3:00 p.m.
Freeman Building, Room B145
625 Robert Street North, St. Paul

Work Group Meetings (work planning for 2009)
 Prevention and Monitoring Work Group - Room A461
« Civic Engagement & Local Partnerships Work Group - Room B463
e TMDL Development & Implementation Work Group - Room B144
o Measurable Outcomes & Research Work Group - Room B144

Convene Full Council
1. Approve 2-23-09 Meeting Minutes
2. Council Introductions and Updates

Legislative Update

Presentation and Discussion of 1st Work Group’s 2009 Work Plan
and Timeline

Lunch

A Civic Engagement Framework for Minnesota
Presentation by Civic Engagement Work Group

Civic Engagement in Action: Watershed Project in Northeast lowa
Presenters: John Rodecap and Scott Bruns

Civic Engagement in Action in Minnesota

Presenter: Rich Biske, The Nature Conservancy

Presentation and Discussion of 2nd Work Group’s 2009 Work Plan
and Timeline

Presentation and Discussion of 3rd Work Group’s 2009 Work Plan
and Timeline

Presentation and Discussion of 4th Work Group’s 2009 Work Plan
and Timeline

Adjourn meeting of full Council

Next Meeting: Monday, April 20, 2009 at the Freeman Building, Room B145



Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes
Monday, March 16, 2009
9:00 a.m. —-3:00 p.m.
Freeman Building, Room B145
625 Robert Street North, St. Paul

Council members present: Dave Bennett, Marilyn Bernhardson, Pam Blixt, Keith Buttleman
(for Bill Moore), Brian Davis, Del Haag, Scott Hoese, Joe Martin, Steve Pedersen, Gaylen Reetz,
Victoria Reinhardt, Louis Smith, Sarah Strommen, Deb Swackhamer, Paul Torkelson, Terri
Yearwood (for Larry Kramka).

Absent: Earl Bukowski, Keith Hanson, Larry Kramka, Chris Kolbert, Bill Moore, Gary
Pedersen, Steve Woods.

9:00-11:00  Work Group Meetings (work planning for 2009)
 Prevention and Monitoring Work Group - Room A461
« Civic Engagement & Local Partnerships Work Group - Room B463
o TMDL Development & Implementation Work Group - Room B144
o Measurable Outcomes & Research Work Group - Room B144

11:00 Convene Full Council
1. Approve 2-23-09 Meeting Minutes
Clean Water Council Chair Marilyn Bernhardson convened the full council. Del Haag
moved to adopt the agenda, and Brian Davis seconded the motion. The agenda was
adopted. Victoria Reinhardt’s name was misspelled in the draft meeting minutes. Scott
moved and Victoria seconded to approve the 2-23-09 meeting minutes. The minutes were
approved.

2. Council Introductions and Updates

e Louis Smith — last Thursday he gave a presentation to the Star Lakes Board. They
were glad to hear about the CWC and the Council’s recommendations.

e Marilyn Bernhardson attended the MN River Board sponsored MN River
Watershed Group presentation on March 6™. One of their concerns is how
funding will get distributed.

e Early April —soil and water people in central MN.

Legislative Updates:

e Marilyn - meeting with Senator Ellen Anderson was cancelled. Rep. Torkelson has not
introduced his bill yet.

o Jeff Risberg — The G16 presented to the House Cultural and Outdoor Heritage Finance
Committee (chaired by Rep. Mary Murphy) and gave full support to the Council’s
recommendations. Ken Bradley (Clean Water Action), Mike Robertson, Craig Johnson,
MCCA - Paul Assan, CGMC - support for wastewater funding. The Chair was reminded that
Louis Smith did speak before the committee. She wanted another copy of the report. It was a
very strong show of support for the Council.
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o Jeff also noted HF 21, introduced by Rep. Junke — conservation plans for farms required to
receive funds

o Jeff Risberg passed around a 3-15-09 Pioneer Press article about the status of legislative
hearings to allocate the constitutional amendment. It mentioned the Council’s
recommendations.

o Louis’ opinion editorial to the Star Tribune in reaction to a recent story on the amendment
which did not mention the Council was not published by the newspaper, but he did share it
with the G16 and interested parties list.

Audience members introduced themselves

Work Group Presentations:

Work Group #1 Prevention and Monitoring Work Group Chair - Brian Davis:

Brian went through the strategies and objectives for their group and described them. He handed

out hard copies of their plan.

e Section 4.7 - Groundwater is included in the monitoring plan and the protection strategy.
This is a major change.

o Directly working with Dept of Health is a work group goal, they would like a full-time
member involved if possible.

Question about the timing of the next work plan — is it supposed to be for 2009-2010?

The Chair answered that it’s for 2009, but her work group also went into 2010.

Questions and comments:

e Will what you are doing include water quantity as well as quality? Brian said they will
review that.

e What about the surface — groundwater interchange? Brian replied that they will certainly be
addressing this (surface-gw interchange). They are not the only group that will address
groundwater.

« What about water quantity vs. quality? They will consider that and bring any change back to
the Council for discussion.

Section 4.8 - Product stewardship

e Question: I’m not sure what this means. It’s such a broad based statement

o Brian replied that it is part of pollution prevention and was put in as a place holder because
there is a lot of activity going on. We need to have this on the radar screen for the Council.
They want to make sure there is coordination going on with other agencies or through
legislation. It’s vague because it’s developing.

Section 4.9 - Coordination with Lessard Council. We are recommending that the CWC have a
liaison with the Lessard Council and vice versa.

Section 4.10 - Coordinate education. We won’t be in the classroom with specific directions, but
we will be involved with civic engagement.
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Question from Louis Smith: in last year’s work plan there was an effort to develop a common
set of best practices. A statewide prevention plan was started. Where are we in that process?
Shannon Lotthammer responded she is not sure if the objectives specifically mention a
prevention plan. That would be a good recommendation to make to add to work plan (it fits
under 4.2 & 4.3). Also to bring in groundwater to that prevention plan and encourage
collaboration and coordination.

Question was asked if the word “regulation” should be in there where current authority
exists. Brian said he agreed with that suggestion.

Work Group #2 TMDL Development Work Group — Bob Patton:
Bob described their work group’s strategy and objectives;

Strategy #1 - Define what statewide watershed approach looks like.

Experience with large watershed, Lake Pepin. We need to educate ourselves on what’s
happening with the pilot watersheds & Lake Pepin.

Then we’ll look at protocols over the summer.

We will develop strategies to more intensively involve stakeholders — one of the weaknesses
so far.

Also, the work group will review implementation of TMDL plans and the recommendations
of an interagency group working on this, and then develop recommendations for CWC for
input into protocols and watershed studies.

Questions and comments:

There were questions about the timeline for various tasks, including Task 2.2d. — change the
timeline for bonding recommendations to May or June 2009. Regarding LiDAR, DTA work
— the timeline should say Winter 2010. This task will also involve the Civic Engagement
work group.

Louis Smith: The public is interested in how their lake or watershed was scheduled for a
certain year. Is your work group looking at how those priorities are set?

Shannon Lotthammer: The MPCA is looking at a process to use for updating the schedule for
TMDLs/watersheds. They are considering an annual schedule for updates. They will bring
the draft process to the Council and get input from the Council on updating schedules. There
are problems if we do it too quickly, but we also need to update it regularly.

Discussion on Council’s role:

Deb Swackhamer asked a general question of work group chairs about mission creep. Some of
work plan tasks are worded as being the role of the Council when they may be more
appropriately the role of the MPCA or other agencies.

Break for Lunch

Civic Engagement Framework — Pam Blixt:

Civic Engagement — What does it mean? It can include;

1. Targeted information and education activities
2. Social marketing
3. Verbal communication
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4. Use of print media
Civic Engagement transcends and overlaps with other work groups / water quality
This Work Group has focused on civic engagement from two perspectives;
1. Citizen and stakeholder involvement in the democratic process of developing TMDLs
and watershed plans
2. Encouraging changes in individual behaviors that could improve water quality (our initial
focus has been on agricultural nonpoint sources)
What is most likely to change personal behaviors? What is needed to change individual
behaviors?

Questions:

o Steve Pedersen asked if the work group has given up on education of the general public. He
suggested inviting someone like Tracy Fredin from Hamline University to discuss this more
fully. Pedersen expressed concern that their charge is becoming too small.

o Blixt replied that next month they will have small group discussions where that topic can be
discussed in more detail.

Civic Engagement in Action: Watershed Project in Northeast lowa

Presenters: John Rodecap and Scott Bruns

John Rodecap — County Extension Director and Farmer:

Actively interested in water quality programs

o Sediment, phosphorus, nitrogen, bacteria are the 4 major pollutants in lowa

o Working with farmers, locals in a bottom up process is the most effective.

o Drainage and wetlands are important

« Need programs that are effective / cost effective and that deal with all the issues, not just
structures.

o Keep nutrients/organic matter on the landscape - improve both on the land.

o Need to work with farm operators, not just farm managers. Have them own the issue and that
gets to sustainability.

o Peer pressure and neighborhood contacts important; incentives important.

e Measuring results also important / performance based / heavy on education

e Program must be simple — program that has one piece of paper for example

e Water monitoring results are important

e Program must be sustainable

e Use volunteers

e Work in watershed with 60-90 operators

o Local knowledge — exchanging ideas and reinforcing with neighbors

PowerPoint Presentation:

e 90% of contaminants in lowa come from agriculture

e 70% in one county were participants

e Meetings set up for January-February and July-August when they are available
e Soil loss, phosphorus, maps, etc. Target fields to be addressed

e Run scenarios and discuss them as a group

o Identify farm fields by code — not by name
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Question and comments:

o Steve Pedersen asked if there is 70% farmer participation, how do they address the other
30%?

e Scott Bruns replied that the approach is better than alternatives and more cost effective.
Anything short of a mandate is hard to get everyone to participate. Some of the non-
participants may not be a big part of the problem.

o He also noted that price escalates exponentially if you try to get 100% participation. Expand
use of dollars by having volunteers. It takes expertise to initiate the program. We had seed
money and got a grant to supplement the program. Peer pressure also helps with
sustainability of program.

« WIRB - Watershed Improvement Review Board in lowa; 9-10 projects funded.

e Bruns noted that lowa DNR determines that there is an impairment, but farmers are initially
skeptical of impairment and monitoring. The farmers do additional monitoring, analysis at a
lab, and then they are convinced and will move on.

e He added that they have used a general performance contract that the watershed group
designed. However, if a farmer commit, they expect it to be done and when finished, you get
your incentive. Each one is tweaked to work in each watershed.

« John Rodecap has a list of 16 critical steps that he’ll give to Lynne Kolze.

e Other Questions:

o Do you continue monitoring? Yes after improvements are made, especially after
rain events.

0 What do you see as the role of regulation? Producers will do everything they can
to avoid regulation, such as regulate their ability to apply nitrogen or how much.

0 What role does cost share play? Their role is complementary to NRCS’s role.
They handle smaller things. This does not do away with cost share.

Civic Engagement in Action in Minnesota

Presenter: Rich Biske, The Nature Conservancy, Root River Small Watershed Pilot
Project:

Biske gave a presentation outlining The Nature Conservancy’s pilot project to work
collaboratively with farmers in the Root River Watershed.

Questions or comments:

o How does he see the aspects of voluntary compliance? They are still in the initial stages —
find local leaders and build upon them.

e Would you be willing to bring in professionals, crop consultants? Open to leaving it up to the
producer; we’re flexible on that. We want those folks more involved.

Work Group #3 Civic Engagement — Pam Blixt:

o Describes strategies/objectives

e Current work plan doesn’t include tasks identified in other work group’s plan (Disclaimer)

e They need to talk to other work groups to coordinate

e Next CWC meeting — they will have time to share with them in small group meetings

o Next time we can establish criteria to use funding. Will be establishing criteria and
framework for pilot projects. Also tie into some TMDL projects that are out there, especially
the Buffalo River Watershed Project.
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e Protocols for civic engagement will be developed.
o Break out in small groups at the next meeting.
o Planning to meet with Stormwater Steering committee later this year.

Questions and comments:

e Question about Strategies #1.1 — 1.6; clarify what that is directed at - rural vs. urban?

e We’re focusing on the agricultural issues, but we haven’t eliminated anything urban. We will
try to clarify that in the work plan.

Work Group #4 Measurable Outcomes and Research — Steve Pedersen:

o Steve Pedersen explained the plan and said that it has been hard to move forward as a group
when research has been taken out of the Governor’s budget as a line item.

o Steve outlined the key strategies:

1. The work group will refer to the U of MN research list created through the research
symposium which is a list of topics that are important to water issues. He said the group
feels it is necessary to have the U review the list and set some priorities. He will give a
draft to his committee tomorrow.

2. The group cited a continued need for water resources research clearinghouse — especially
for TMDLs. Currently there is no place to find out if research has been done before a
project is started.

3. There will be a focus on implementation of the effectiveness tracking effort facilitated by
the University of Minnesota Water Resources Center. He mentioned that EPA is helping
with the implementation through a pilot project with several states. EPA has been very
cooperative with us on our needs. They will discuss refining draft measures, to
developing a communication tool and watershed pilots.

4. Track what stormwater steering committee is doing — they’re working with the MnDOT
and other agencies to be sure they’re working with the right thing, at the right time, etc.

5. Cost effectiveness has to become a key element of what we do, not just an asterisk.

o Steve said he will put this in writing for the 2009 work plan.

Discussion on Council’s role (continued from morning discussion):

e Marilyn referred to the questions the Deb Swackhamer raised earlier - What is agency’s role
and what is Council’s role?

e Scott Hoese asked about what happens with work group products -- Does some agency act on
them? He wants the meetings need to have more action items.

e Victoria said that Council members are not the implementers. They are partners with the state
agencies because ultimately they are the ones the work has to come from. We need to avoid
mission creep. When putting out the work plan, you can always pull things back, but it’s
harder to put things back in. We want to make sure “water’s” voice is being heard in issues,
and put in some place markers to help guarantee that.

« Brian noted that the Council is adhering to their mandate - integrated with what agencies are
doing. The Council is helping to optimize what the agencies are doing, and that is one of the
key roles under the Clean Water Legacy Act.

e Gaylen emphasized that evidence of the Council’s good work is in what’s happening at the
Legislature when various groups represented by the G16 can agree on the Council’s
recommendations. The Council’s work has been successful and he believes the Legislature
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will favor the reasonable, thoughtful recommendations from the Council. There is no
shortage of topics to be thinking about, but the funding isn’t the most important — it’s the
advice the Council is giving the agencies. He looks at this group as representing 24 different
stakeholder groups that the agencies need to get advice from, and despite going through some
fits and starts of frustration, we now have a cohesive package of recommendations.

Terri Yearwood added that expectations are managed. There is that negotiation within the
state, and that expectations are managed around that.

Pam Blixt said that one of the issues is that water is such a varied entity and we have had to
wrestle with that as a group, along with many other groups. Value of the Council is to bring
all the different groups dealing with water to the table.

Victoria said that MDH is willing to participate on the Council, their input is needed, and the
Council needs to make that permanent.

Deb asked what the process is for giving them a seat and that she didn’t think anyone’s
opposed to have the Dept of Health at the table.

It was noted that MDH has been attending Council meetings and participating in the TMDL
work group but does not have an official appointment to the Council. Jeff Risberg clarified
that membership is mandated in the Legacy Act, and the change needs to be made formally
there.

Marilyn asked what is going to happen to Council in the Legislature. Gaylen said that this is
still pending and MDH may be included in some of the bills.

Deb suggested that the work of the Council will be decided by combining the work plans of
the four work groups. We need the goals of the Council first to drive work groups.

Deb agreed with a comment by Joe Martin and added that the work group plans seem like
“make work” and the overall plan doesn’t feel like a well thought-out discussion. It may not
be relevant at this point in time. She said that to “prepare a monitoring plan” is not a Council
task; It’s an agency task.

Brian clarified that this is an awkwardly worded task. It’s meant to support the work of
agencies.

Del Haag suggested having work groups look at recommendations for funding and how they
work with work plans.

Pam asked what is the likelihood that the Legislature will make changes and when?

Victoria said there has to be Legislation that is introduced that deals with CWC. Bills have to
be introduced by the end of March. .

Gaylen recommended that the group proceed as if a good decision will be the result and
move forward. He doesn’t see the momentum changing.

Deb suggested that the next meeting revisit work groups/purpose of Council/Big picture. Are
there work groups that we don’t need?

Louis emphasized that the work groups are in line with policy recommendations principles
that are relevant to our charge. There are 8 principles that created the Council & the purpose
was established by the Legislature, and the work groups follow that. To start all over and
discuss what our change is would start over is going too far.

Deb said they should start with organizing principles. Don’t go all the back to the beginning.
Pick up where our recommendations left off.

Louis noted we should get on with our work rather than re-examine our purpose.
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Victoria concluded the discussion by clarifying that she didn’t mean to say we should go
back too far. We can’t afford to wait beyond April for work plans. We need to move forward
with our work plans. We can make changes in the future.

Motion

Brian moved to have work plans established by April, to include changes recommended

today and at the April meeting, with the caveat that they can be changed at any time. Motion

seconded by Pam.

Louis suggested that time be taken in April to discuss overall priorities, to think about how

the pieces fit together, and make some deliberative adjustments.

Organizing principles - should we have a copy be distributed to everyone?

Motion passed. The group also agreed to:

o Discuss the full work plan at the next CWC meeting. Marilyn asked Jeff to consider a
facilitated format for the meeting.

o Provide organizing principles on one sheet of paper for next meeting.

o Send out the revised 2009 CWC work plan before the next Council meeting.

On another issue, Gaylen Reetz received a request for someone from the Council to speak at
the Shallow Lakes Forum in Chaska. Scott Hoese volunteered.

Meeting was adjourned.

Next Meeting: Monday, April 20, 2009 at the Freeman Building, Room B145
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Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda
Monday, April 20, 2009
9:00 a.m. - 3:00 p.m.
Freeman Building, Room B145
625 Robert Street North, St. Paul

9:00-9:10 Convene Full Council
1. Approve 3-16-09 Meeting Minutes
2. Council Introductions and Updates
9:10-9:30 Legislative Update (G16 invited)
9:30-2:30 Small Group Discussions and Feedback to Work Groups

0 9:30-11:00 Civic Engagement & Local Partnerships Work Group
—Presentation/Discussion of Vision and Work Plan

0 11:00-12:00 Prevention and Monitoring Work Plan

0 12:30-1:30 TMDL Development & Implementation Work Plan
o0 1:30-2:30 Measurable Outcomes & Research Work Plan

0 2:30-3:00 Approval of Work Plans by full Council; Comments
and Next Steps

3:00 Adjourn meeting of full Council

Next Meeting: Monday, May 18, 2009 at the Freeman Building, Room B145



Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes
Monday, April 20, 2009
9:00 a.m. —3:00 p.m.
Freeman Building, Room B145
625 Robert Street North, St. Paul

Council member s present: Dave Bennett, Marilyn Bernhardson, Pam Blixt, Earl Bukowski,
Keith Buttleman (for Bill Moore), Brian Davis, Del Haag, Keith Hanson, Scott Hoese, Larry
Kramka, Joe Martin, Gary Pedersen, Gaylen Reetz, Victoria Reinhardt, Louis Smith, Sarah
Strommen, Deb Swackhamer, Paul Torkelson, Steve Woods.

Absent: Bill Moore, Steve Pedersen.

9:00 Convene Full Council
1. Approve 3-16-09 Meeting Minutes

Clean Water Council Chair Marilyn Bernhardson convened the full council. Members
moved and seconded to adopt the agenda. The agenda was adopted. Members moved and

Victoria seconded to approve the 3-16-09 meeting minutes. The minutes were approved.

2. Council Introductions and Updates

Sarah Strommen — Conservation MN asks for updates on the amendment; there is some
confusion about the Council’ srole.

Dave Bennett — Trout MN is anxiously watching billsin Legislature.

Steve Woods — he made a presentation at the Shallow Lakes Conference in Chaska and
discussed funding limitations with the group.

Keith Hanson — He announced that his confirmation hearing for the Clean Water Council
was that afternoon.

Gaylen Reetz — Announced that 33 projects received Surface Water Assessment Grants
(SWAG) this year for approximately $1.85 million. He has given severa presentationsto
groups to provide updates on the Legacy amendment and overview of CWC
recommendations, including recent meetings in International Falls, Brainerd, and River
Falls.

Joe Martin — Announced that the MN Conservation Funding Guide is available at
www.mda.state.us. He passed around a card about the guide, which is an online tool that
Minnesota farmers and other landowners can use to find out about conservation
practices, programs, and payments.

Louis Smith — MN Waters L akes and Rivers has an upcoming conference in Rochester.
He wasinvited to speak at the Red River flood prevention conference, which was
cancelled due to flooding.

Marilyn Bernhardson — has given four presentations on the Council’ s work since our last
meeting.

Scott Hoese — Attended the Shallow L akes Conference in Chaska with Steve Woods.
Audience members introduced themselves

L egidative Updates: Paul Aasen, MCEA and Craig Johnson, L eague of MN Cities

o Billsin Legidlature: 3 on the House side; 2 on the Senate side; maybe a fourth on the House
side.
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The G16 has invoked the name of the “Clean Water Council” many times over the last few
weeks.

Concerns that baseline funds not al in one bill; divided among bills. The G16 will advocate
for putting at least alittle bit of funding for all the recommendationsin all bills.

Discussion followed on the various Clean Water Legacy billsin the Legidature.

Paul Aasen gave some positive views. So far the G16 is maintaining solidarity and legislators
support the basic use of the amendment funds for clean water.

Paul Torkelson — Described a handout which he presented to the Legislature last week called
“The Role of Minnesota’' s Clean Water Council”. The message is the Clean Water Council
was put together in 2007 and that it has the support of G16. The products of the Council have
been timely, appropriate and supported by the G16; and the CWC should be the official
advisory group for these funds, and the MN Department of Health should be added. He did
not submit a bill but will draft amendment language.

Craig Johnson — There may be a change as to how Council members are appointed.

Dave Bennett — DNR Commissioners office puts out Cyber News to update stakeholders on
what’ s going on at the Legislature for fish and game bills. Can the CWC have some similar
way to keep Council members informed? The presentation today is timely, but when
something changes, what notification can we have so that we can take action that is necessary
to influence some of thislegidlation?

Craig Johnson — members of groups represented by the G16 get twice a week updates.

Brian Davis— Can we get updates from G167

Paul Aasen — The G16 have a central point where they have something like that except
occasional meetings

Rep. Torkelson recommends we have answers to questions about CWC membership.

Craig Johnson — Referenced an article in the Pioneer Press describing the Council. Reminds
everyone that clean water funding has been planned to a level beyond other funding pots
because it’s a program(s) designed to solve certain problems.

Steve Woods - CWC recommended $56 million to go to local governments. Senate $51
million / Governor recommends $25 million / House $23 million. We need a better
explanation to the Legislature about how funds get tranglated into dirt moving and
implementation.

Craig Johnson — We need better linkage of TMDL loads to implementation activities.

Deb Swackhamer — Rep. Wagenius' bill provides money to U of MN to fund along-term
framework for water planning with the goal of unifying water funding across the state. The
process would be truly participatory. The proposal in the Houseis for ayear and a half. For
example, plan for how to address point source across the state for the next 25 years.

Paul Aasen encourages the CWC to talk to Lessard Council to discuss coordination between
Councils. Look for multi purpose, multi benefit projects; start getting ready for next year.
Deb Swackhamer — How would you see changes in the Council? How would you reconstitute
it?

Paul Aasen — The Lessard Council has 12 people — four are appointed by the Governor, four
by the Senate and four by the House. Not necessarily geographic or representative group.
Look at elements of that and potentially the Lessard Council — could interface with Parks &
Trails.

Craig Johnson — Having Legidlators on the Council is politically advantageous, but they are
often too busy to participate during the Session. Concern that it could become a Legislative
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group rather than a citizen’s group. The Legislature appoints CWC members, but it’s hard to
figure out how to do that.

e Rep. Torkelson — hisideafor Mary Murphy’s committee is to set up subcommittee liaison
between CWC and Legislature. He thinks the same for the Lessard council. We should make
arecommendation for how the Council works in the future.

« Craig Johnson — having ad hoc members of the Legislature on the Council is a new idea that
the Legidlature will think about.

e Louis Smith — Did federal stimulus funds get to any point source recommendations/projects?

e Craig Johnson — None has gone to MN because of a Buy American clause and wastewater
technology is not made in America. Working on getting a blanket exemption. In some ways
it will accelerate the need for the CWC'’ s projects to be funded. The demand for funding will
increase.

o Gaylen Reetz provided the staffing and expenses for the Council over the past three years. It
was approximately $114,000, $153,000 in 2008, and $157,000 is anticipated in 2009.

e TheLessard Council has requested about $700,000 in administrative costs per year.

e Louis Smith - issue of structure of Council and who'son it needs to be addressed in the next
10 days. Possible agendaitem at the end of today’ s meeting.

e Members decided to have aworking lunch to discuss this further.

Presentation on the Civic Engagement work group’svision —Pam Blixt & LynneKolze:
Pam Blixt — Prior to submitting alarger budget recommendation for civic engagement, their
group wanted to work more in depth first and work with the Council to develop
recommendations. Today we will present what we learned, then we will move into discussion.

L ynne Kolze presentation — Why do we need a Vision
Summary of key points:
e We have not put the emphasis on Civic Engagement in water programs.
e Think globally, act locally is not a good model for water quality. It’ s too big for people to
engage.
Small is beautiful. Think locally, act locally.
Scaleisvery important.
Human relationships matter as much as other factors for success.
Engagement at small scale more likely to be successful at the subwatershed level.
Engage citizensin every step of watershed planning, if they so desire.

Small group discussion of work plans—Jeff Risberg
Jeff facilitated a small group exercise to get more intensive input on the draft work plans. Key
guestions for the groups to consider were:

e Any impediments or fatal flawsin work plans?

e Any area of opportunities for integration or cohesion?

e Record both fatal flaws and any opportunities.

Following the small group discussions of each work plan, the work groups met to discuss the
feedback they received, revisions that need to be made and next steps. The Council decided to
approve revised work plans at the May meeting. The time period for the plans can cover both
2009 and 2010.
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L uncheon Discussion on Council member ship:

The discussion focused on the issue of whether to recommend adding legisators to the
Council vs. keeping the same structure, and whether the Legislature should have arolein
making appoi ntments.

|deas included:

0 Keeping the current structure and appointment process — appointed by the
Governor and confirmed by the Senate — but add the MN Department of Health
and have legidlators serve in aliaison role (not official members).

o Changing the appointment process so the Legislature and Governor get to appoint
members.

o Create more seats or divide up current seats - have different bodies appoint them.

0 Legidatorsserveinaliaisonrole, but do not have official membership.

The discussion ended with most members stating that the current structure is working well
but we should add MDH and ask legislatorsto serve in aliaison role rather than as members
to improve communication.

Brian Davis offered a motion (Victoria seconded) that the Clean Water Council recommends
that the CWC continue to be appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Minnesota
Senate in accordance with current statutes, that the legislators would have aliaison role, and
that the Department of Health be added to the Clean Water Council as an agency member.
The motion carried.

Specific discussion points:

0 Gary Pedersen doesn’t want to see political overtone added to the Council. He
prefers not adding Legislators to the Council, but perhaps to work groups.

0 Gaylen Reetz added that the Legislature is a transient organization, not everyone
remembers how or why the Clean Water Act was passed. Important to have the
L egislature remember the history of the Council and why it exists, so need to keep
them involved.

The Council also approved a motion to recommend that its mission be broadened to cover
issues included by the constitutional amendment. Specific discussion points:

o0 Deb Swackhamer asked how the Council sees the mission of the Council change
by having the Clean Water Fund merge into the Clean Water Legacy Fund. CWC
is about impaired waters now. In addition, the Council doesn’t deal with quantity
issues. Should we broaden our vision to include all water resource issues? Do we
need to develop a broader vision statutorily? We need to be prepared to answer
that question.

0 Brian Davis noted that the current mission includes prevention.

o Victorianoted that the process of work plan development can include expansion
or modification of CWC’svision.

o Larry Kramka commented that it isimportant to talk about the Council’s
membership going forward, also important to talk about its mission going
forward.

0 Louis Smith said that a smple way to do thisisto embrace the clean water
charge, water quality, and add drinking water source protection, but not go
beyond that to include everything.
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o Deb Swackhamer moved offered a motion (Victoria seconded), as amended, that the Clean
Water Council requests that its authority be clarified in accordance with the Clean Water
Land and Legacy Amendment. Motion was approved.

e The Council also gave the Steering Committee authority to provide these recommendations
to Representative Torkelson and edit the motionsif it could clarify their intent. The Steering
Committee met on Thursday, April 23", They made some modifications to the motions and
submitted the following recommendations to Rep. Torkelson:

Motions Approved at the April 20, 2009 Clean Water Council meeting, and amended by the 4/23
Steering Committee:

1. The Clean Water Council (CWC) recommends that: 1) the CWC continue to be
appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Minnesota Senate in accordance with
current statutes, 2) that legislators be invited to serve in aliaison role to the CWC, and 3)
that the Minnesota Department of Health be added to the CWC as an agency member.

2.  Revise 114D.30 of the Clean Water Legacy Act. "A Clean Water Council is
created to advise on the administration and implementation of this chapter and the clean
water fund, as established in the Minnesota Constitution, article X1, section 15, and foster
coordination and cooperation as described in section 114D.20, subdivision 1."

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 3:00.

Next Meeting: Monday, May 18, 2009 at the Freeman Building, Room B145

Page5of 5



9:00-9:10

9:10-10:00

10:00-10:30

10:30-11:00

11:00-12:00

12:00-12:30

12:30-3:00

3:00

Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda
Monday, May 18, 2009
9:00 a.m. - 3:00 p.m.
Freeman Building, Room B145
625 Robert Street North, St. Paul

Convene Full Council
1. Approve 4-20-09 Meeting Minutes
2. Council Introductions and Updates

Legislative Update (G16 invited)

Annual Update Process for the Watershed Monitoring Schedule
(Shannon Lotthammer, MPCA and Bob Finley, MPCA)

Update on Minnesota Environmental Initiative’s Land and Water
Policy Project (Emily Franklin, MEI)

Work Plan Review and Approval

1. Brief overview of main issues/changes to 3 work plans:
e Prevention and Monitoring Work Group
« Civic Engagement & Local Partnerships Work Group
e TMDL Development & Implementation Work Group

2. Discussion of Measurable Outcomes & Research Work Plan

Lunch

Work Group Meetings
 Prevention and Monitoring Work Group - Room A461
« Civic Engagement & Local Partnerships Work Group - Room B463
o TMDL Development & Implementation Work Group - Room B144
o Measurable Outcomes & Research Work Group - Room B144

Adjourn meeting of full Council

Next Meeting: Monday, June 15, 2009 at the Freeman Building, Room B145



Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes
Monday, May 18, 2009
9:00 a.m. —3:00 p.m.
Freeman Building, Room B145
625 Robert Street North, St. Paul

Council member s present: Dave Bennett, Marilyn Bernhardson, Earl Bukowski, Keith
Buttleman (for Bill Moore), Brian Davis, Del Haag, Keith Hanson, Scott Hoese, Larry Kramka,
Gary Pedersen, Steve Pedersen, Gaylen Reetz, Victoria Reinhardt, Peter Shepherd (for Joe
Martin), Louis Smith, Sarah Strommen, Deb Swackhamer, Paul Torkelson, Steve Woods.

Absent: Pam Blixt, Joe Martin, Bill Moore.

9:00 Convene Full Council

1. Approve 4-20-09 Meeting Minutes

Clean Water Council Chair Marilyn Bernhardson convened the full council. Members moved
and seconded to adopt the agenda. The agenda was adopted. Members moved and seconded to
approve the 4-20-09 meeting minutes. The minutes were approved.

2. Council Introductions and Updates

o Del Haag — wastewater upgrade for the City of Buffalo; innovative, phosphorus removal, full
report next time.

o Earl Bukowski gave a presentation on the CWC at the AMC meeting.

e Gary Pedersen — Eyota Ethanol plant isanissuein his area.

« Sarah Strommen — organizing a conference September 24-25" at the Arboretum; MN Land
Trust and Minnehaha Creek Watershed District; the second Conservation Summit; atwo day
summit focusing on land & water. They will send save-a-date cards soon.

o Deb Swackhamer — Water Resources Center just finished 2 workshops on groundwater;
working with DNR on Best Practices, etc. Sheison anational committee to evaluate the
science plan for USGS NAWQA program.

e Larry Kramka— DNR is continuing to work on TMDL studies, technical assistance, and
other work is still going on.

Legidative Update: Representative Paul Torkelson; Paul Aasen, Minnesota Center For

Environmental Advocacy; Craig Johnson, L eague of Minnesota Cities

e Rep. Torkelson expectsto see abill come out of conference committee today. Agreement on
the Clean Water, Parks and Trails, Lessard Council. He expects the bill to pass. CWC has
done excellent work; the bill will reflect the Council’ s recommendations fairly closely. There
may be opportunities when the Lessard Council and the CWC have common interests and
should work together. We need to make sure the Council’ s work receives the proper
attention. Questions?

« Victorianoted that the issue that seemsto resonate with the Legislature is that our

recommendations truly are based on need. The Council has worked over two yearsto
develop them and they are not based on just having money available.
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Paul Aasen, MCEA —everything isup in the air at the Legislature. The bill may get stuck in
the end of session process.
0 Theframework by the Council isroughly what was recommended.
0 Septic systems may be funded in a reasonable manner, but not alonger term plan. Re-
vigit this next year. Can’'t confer these bills together.
0 Encourage CWC members to meet regularly with committee members.
0 Supplement vs. supplant issue — they are watching that. Assessment and monitoring is
an example of this, with fundsin the general fund, supplemented by additional funds.
0 Governance and the Clean Water Council’ s relationship to it — we should have
another discussion in order to end up with a concerted effort next time we go through
it.

Response to Questions:

In response to questions Aasen noted that he thought it would be difficult to unallot
constitutionally dedicated funds, but the Governor could line item veto the final bill. He
added that there is concern that some L egislative members feel the need for more discussion
and some don’t want a bill this year.

He added that the history of the Council, 2 years of work, is an important point to make. This
isongoing work. To not get abill hurts alot more than it does the other funds. There will be
an effect on agencies; state and local. Tough decisions will have to be made if it doesn’'t pass.
The CWC model is agood one for governance. The Council had time to meet, learn the
issues, etc., before any money was available.

Marilyn led the discussion about what the Council wants to do or say in response to the pending
legidlation.

Steve Pedersen - 1) if thereisabill, he would like to hear the timing, planning for dispersing
the funds, the process, what are we going to do; 2) if no bill, is there an opportunity to bring
the wishes of the Council to the Legidature yet today. Use the Council’ s name to say we
need to do this.

Victoriasaid it’s important for Council members to contact their Legislators and let them
know how important it is to pass a clean water bill. The best way to contact peopleis by
email today.

Members discussed the message they want to present, for example; the CWC has had a
thoughtful, reasoned process, to devel op recommendations that are based on need.

We want them to pass the Clean Water bill today. We put alot of thought behind it, CWC
recommendations are based on need; we' ve been working on this long before there was any
funding. Pass the bill; these are the recommendations, based on need, on what we' ve been
doing for 2 years.

Members decided to write aletter to the Legislators from the Council. Comments were made
about what will be put in aletter.

The stronger message should be about the recommendations.

Be sure to thank your legislators, on behalf of your constituencies, for helping to pass the bill
and don’t take anyone’ s vote for granted.

Members discussed why the one-time Legacy funding can’t continue. There are not enough
general funds to meet the needs of Clean Water; we used CWLA one-time funds; now we
hope to use amendment funds.
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Some of the members have heard at the Legislature that you shouldn’t bother trying to get
Clean Water money unless your project istiedtoa TMDL.

The onetime money was appropriated when we had a surplus. Now we have a general fund
shortfall so we looked for ongoing funding.

One-time money is not part of the base, so it’s not supplanting.

Marilyn concluded the discussion by saying the steering committee will take up the
lettersat their Thursday meeting.

Annual Update Process for the Water shed Monitoring Schedule
Shannon Lotthammer, MPCA and Bob Finley, MPCA

Shannon presented background information on the process and asked the Council members
for feedback on the process and the schedule.

Questions and comments:

Is July reasonable or do you need to push that out?

Shannon — the dates are backed out from September when the RFP for the grants go out. We
may be crunched for time this year.

Isthe 10 year cycle at risk based on funding?

Shannon —yes, it’s based on a permanent source of funding. With one time funding, we were
able to pilot this approach, but we need continued funding.

Arethe criteriaweighted, i.e. # 1 gets more points, etc.?

Shannon — the criteria are not quantitative, they are more qualitative, based on discussions
with partners, etc.

The schedule allows for citizen engagement in out years, which is a good thing. Regarding
your comments on the overlap in monitoring activity; we are not always clear about the kind
of monitoring PCA does versus what DNR does. What is the response from local groups to
your process and scheduling?

Bob Finley —it'sa 10 year cycle and changes can be made based on circumstances or need.
Thereisadiaogue.

Gaylen — some locals want to go forward on the planning aspect, not wait for the monitoring.
Is alignment with partners part of this? Some L GAs are bigger than one watershed.

Shannon —yes, that is part of the discussion, adjustment, feedback.

Brian’s workgroup has been closely involved with this process, and they appreciate the close
coordination on all of this.

SWAGs (surface water assessment grants), how many grants will benefit if there are 8
watersheds being studied? We need a sense of the scale.

Shannon — $1.2 million in last 2 years, about 30-40 grants. Priority points are given to
projects in those watersheds.

Update on Minnesota Environmental I nitiative's Land and Water Policy Project
Emily Franklin, MEI

Focus groups showed that local governments spend a lot of time planning leaving less time
for implementation. They heard that as a main issue from all 5 focus groups.

Other issues also came up such as the effectiveness of enforcement efforts.

20 member work group — handout.

They grouped 200 recommendations into 5 categories.
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o Extracted 9 key recommendations —“Big |deas’.
e Working group focused on 3 areas: Shared Vision, Public Education, and Planning
Requirements.

Questions and comments:

e FYI - the Statewide Conservation Planisnot LCMR'’s; it’sthe University of Minnesota's.

e Thisisanice aignment with the Council’ s work on citizen engagement.

e Emily — MEI has done some coordination with the Council and they look for the opportunity
for more in the future.

Work Plan Review and Approval
1. Brief overview of main issues/changes to 3 work plans:
» Prevention and Monitoring Work Group
o Civic Engagement & Local Partnerships Work Group
e TMDL Development & Implementation Work Group
2. Discussion of Measurable Outcomes & Research Work Plan

Marilyn explains the process; brief review of work plans and approval.

Prevention and Monitoring Work Group — Chair, Brian Davis:
e Brian said that all the recommendations made in the CWC meeting session were integrated
into their work plan. Open for questions:

Questions and comments:

e Members discussed changes to the work plan;

e Therearetwo main areas; Prevention and Monitoring. There are two Prevention strategies:
4.1 and 4.5. Maybe they should be put together to keep the money and the idea together.
Brain agrees.

Others that deal with prevention could be combined; 4.3 and the Groundwater one 4.6.
Moveto 4.7...thereisno 4.7.

Shannon — 4.7 was combined with 4.5.

Victoria moves to approve Prevention and Monitoring work plan as amended. Louis seconds
the motion. The motion is passed and the work plan is approved.

Civic Engagement & Local PartnershipsWork Group —Marilyn Bernhardson:

e Marilyn—the Civic Engagement chair is not here today. Marilyn described changes to plan.
They removed the activity of developing funding criteriafor education plan. Added need to
identify ways of groundwater protection — last bullet under 1.2.

e Why remove; developing funding criteriafor water education?

e Lynne—thereisno funding for it, so we dropped it.

o It maybe useful to keep it so it’ s there when funding is available. Keep it but adjust the
timeline.

o Takethe language from Prevention work plan on page 9; explore the funding criteriato be
brought to the Council. If thereisn’t money, developing criteria makes no sense.

o SteveP. offered amotion to put the old language back in; define criteria.....as a strategy. We
continue to encounter issues in education because we don’t have criteria. We need to define
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criteriafor these activitiesin the area of water education. Moves that the original language be
put back.

o Louis agrees with both suggestions. Watershed education and outreach are important and
need to be funded. In the Legislative proposals, there is not much there in terms of advocacy.

e Marilyn—motion by Steve P.

e Brian seconded, motion passed.

Add to Strategy 1.6 ...” and others engaged in watershed education.” Delete the one meeting.
V ote was taken and the motion passed.

Is strategy 1.7, develop accountability measures, repetitive with the other workgroup?

Is your motion to delete 1.7 from the Civic Engagement work plan?

Yes, take it out of page 3 entirely and simply say that we'll work with the Civic Engagement
work group on this. Otherwise it looks like we don’t know what each other is doing.

» Victoria seconds the motion.

M otion passed.

Fix the formatting in the work plans to make it consistent.

We don’t need the names of speakersin the work plan

Deb moves to strike names of speakers, and change bullet to; bring in speakers.

Steve P. offered afriendly amendment to combine bullets 3 and 4 (or 1 and 2 under 1.2) to
just say; “bring in speakers for workgroup discussion”

Brian would like to hear from work group members.

e Scott/Gary — no objections.

e Motion passed.

The responsibilities column is blank.

Marilyn asked if there was any discussion on Monday. No.

Scott assumes the responsibilities are; work group, staff, full Council

We need to involve outside agencies. How do we do that?

The full Council is the mechanism to do that.

M easurable Outcomes did the same thing on page 7.

Victoria suggested that we make it consistent throughout; work group/staff/ full Council.

Motion carried.

Motion moved and seconded to approve Civic Engagement work plan as discussed. Motion

carried.

e Victoriamade an amendment to the approval of the Prevention and Monitoring work plan to
add; work group/staff/full Council to the responsibilities column.

e Motion passed.

TMDL Development & Implementation Work Group: Keith Buttleman and Bob Patton:

o Kaeith - the workgroup heard some very good suggestions which have been incorporated into
this draft. He then deferred to Bob Patton.

e Bob trandated the flip chart notes to the work plan.

e Many comments had to do with the statewide watershed approach; the integration of
protection, areas of water, civic engagement, heritage fund.

e Suggestion was made for the timelines, to put monthsin instead of early/late.
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The work plans can go over into 2010.
Bob agrees we'll have to revise the timeline. The work group will discussit.
Brian moved to approve the work plan and Gary seconded. Motion carried.

. Discussion of M easur able Outcomes & Research Work Plan: Chair Dave Bennett’s

presentation:

Stakeholders need something they can wrap their arms around — measurabl e outcomes.
Members packet has a summary page of Dave' s presentation.

Dave would like to have a single sheet of paper summary from a project that describes the
outcomes. He believes Legislators would like that also.

Questions and comments:

Isthisputin 3.1? Yes.

Where you're going is great. Research and Outcomes group is the right combination because
we will need research to do this. A few years ago, a cost benefit analysis of water quality
standards was done. It eventually died at the Legislature because of the cost of doing this
kind of analysis.

Easier to do on wastewater site, harder to do for BMPs. Use the 1998 30-page report from
MPCA as a starting point.

BWSR tracks some of thisinformation already. It’s hard to know the life cycle of BMPS.
Dave —we may make things more complicated sometimes. If you can’t answer the question,
you can't answer it. We just need a page or two. Medicine Lake did what we would like to
See.

Suzanne Hanson’s presentation — 3.2

Interactive tool from Wilder Foundation. They talked about how to communicate the
outcomes - maybe use something similar.

Questions and comments:

Doesn’'t BWSR have a database that monitors the cost effectiveness of BMPs? Use that as a
starting point.

Y es eLink does some of the things Dave talked aboui.

FY| - there are about 10-12 databases with various components. We may need a data portal.
Of al the data agencies are measuring, some are useful for communicating, and some are not.
Dave —it’ s equally important to communicate what doesn’t work.

They have examples of that in eLink.

3.2 should be and what did we achieve? Not everything is measurable by cost.
Objective/tasks add - include measurement of environmental outcomes & cost benefit
analysis.

Dave — we need one page summary specific to a funded project.

How it’s done is outside of work plan — put the expectation in the work plan. What you've
achieved and how much it cost.

3.1& 3.2 Strategy. Thereisno 3.2 under Organizing Principles.

Motion for preliminary approval

Tasks 3.1 and 3.2 are part of the process of getting to the overarching strategy.
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You don’t explicitly state you want measurable outcomes

Dave —we will word smith it this afternoon.

Expect that under objective/tasks there would be more discussion of cost benefit analysis.
Marilyn — should we approve this work plan next month?

Scott — yes

Meeting adjourned at 12:18 p.m.
Adjourn meeting of full Council

Lunch

Work Group Meetings

Prevention and Monitoring Work Group - Room A461

Civic Engagement & Local Partnerships Work Group - Room B463

TMDL Development & Implementation Work Group - Room B144
M easurable Outcomes & Research Work Group - Room B144

Next Meeting: Monday, June 15, 2009 at the Freeman Building, Room B145
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Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda
Monday, June 15, 2009
9:00 a.m. —3:00 p.m.
Freeman Building, Room B145
625 Robert Street North, St. Paul

9:00-9:10 Convene Full Council
1. Review and Adopt Agenda
2. Approve 5-18-09 Meeting Minutes
3. Council Introductions and Updates

9:10-10:00 Legidative Update— Overview of Final Legacy Bill (G16 invited)

10:00-12:00 Discussion with Lessard Outdoor Heritage Council
(Mike Kilgore, Council Chair; Jim Cox, Vice Chair; Bob Schroeder,
Council member)

12:00-12:30 LUNCH

12:30-1:30 2010 Capital Budget — Update and potential recommendations from
TMDL Implementation Work Group

1:30-1:45 Final Approval of Work Plansfor:
1. Measurable Outcomes & Research Work Group
2. Council Steering Committee

1:45-2:00 Discuss site visit optionsfor Sept/Oct. meeting

Adjourn for Work Group Meetings

Work Group Meetings (immediately following full Council meeting):
e Prevention and Monitoring Work Group - Room A461

 Civic Engagement & Local Partnerships Work Group - Room B463
o TMDL Development & Implementation Work Group - Room B144

e Measurable Outcomes & Research Work Group - Room B144

Next Meeting: Monday, July 20, 2009 at the Freeman Building, Room B145



Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes
Monday, June 15, 2009
9:00 a.m. —3:00 p.m.
Freeman Building, Room B145
625 Robert Street North, St. Paul

Council member s present: Dave Bennett, Marilyn Bernhardson, Pam Blixt, Earl Bukowski,
Keith Buttleman (for Bill Moore), Brian Davis, Del Haag, Keith Hanson, Larry Kramka, Joe
Martin, Gary Pedersen, Steve Pedersen, Gaylen Reetz, Victoria Reinhardt, Louis Smith, Sarah
Strommen, Deb Swackhamer, Paul Torkelson, Julie Klocker (for Steve Woods).

Absent: Scott Hoese, Bill Moore, Steve Woods.

9:00 Convene Full Council

1. Review and Adopt Agenda

2. Approve 5-18-09 Meeting Minutes

Clean Water Council Chair Marilyn Bernhardson convened the full council. Marilyn requested a
change to the agenda -- the addition of a discussion item before lunch about future CWC meeting
dates and frequency. Members moved and seconded to adopt the agenda as revised. The agenda
was adopted. Members moved and seconded to approve the 5-18-09 meeting minutes. The
minutes were approved.

3. Council Introductions and Updates

o Del Haag - brochure on the City of Buffalo wastewater upgrade; innovative use of biosolids
— probably the first facility in the country to dry, burn, and produce heat from biosolids.

e Joe Martin — Dept. of Agricultureis busy dealing with the Emerald Ash Borer in Minnesota.

e Brian Daviswill betraveling to Tel Aviv for awater conference. He will be looking for
opportunities to share information and share needs.

o JulieKlocker for Steve Woods —there is alegidative summary on BWSR’sweb site. She
will be going to Winnipeg to represent state agencies for the Red River and how it affects
Lake Winnipeg.

o Gaylen Reetz passed around copies of an article Sunday’s &. Paul Pioneer Press about
improvements in the Minnesota River as seen in the fisheries. Gaylen also said the RFP for
Section 319 fundsis on the MPCA’s web site today. $6 million in funds; applications duein
30 days.

e Marilyn said the tour of clean water projectsin her areawith County Commissioners and
Senator Fredrickson was very worth while and well received.

Audience member s introduced themsel ves

L egidative Update — Overview of Final Legacy Bill (G16 invited)

Paul Aasen, Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy

o General categories - could be categorized many ways — spreadsheet handout.

e FYI —Assessment and monitoring — CWC recommended $15 million ----- $21 million
received.
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e Paul went through the spreadsheet and talked about how budgets for items in the various
categories may have shifted.

o Point Source funds; CWC recommended about $50 million -- $32 million
received. You could say this amount fits the need for the present.

o Similar for the Nonpoint Source funds. It'sa 2 year number that may change in
the future depending on the needs.

o Drinking water; CWC recommended $8 million -- $13 million received. Drinking
water issue getting some L egidlative attention.

0 Education and Public Engagement; CWC recommended $1.8 million ---
Education and Public Engagement are included in some of the other areas.

0 Research CWC recommended $8 million -- ???

e Overal outcome of the session is very good for the Clean Water. We need to ensure that the
way programs roll out fits with the Clean Water Legacy language. We are not sure how
unallotment could potentially affect this.

e Next step — coordination with the Lessard Council. Decide if the CWC wantsto link itself
with the Clean Water Fund.

e Gaylen: It was avery successful session. The Council’s recommendations had a big impact.
Report of how it broke out; (reference to pie chart on the screen). The big themes of the
session were transparency and outcomes. We need to have results and outcomes on websites.
We are moving forward to do that. We will pass on to our partners the need to be transparent.

e LeeAnn Buck, G16: The diversity of the G16 coalition had some weight and effect on the
Legidlature. The measurable outcomes also helped with the Legislature. Thanksto the
Council.

Discussion about future meetings. Marilyn Bernhardson, Chair

Do we need to meet every month? Work groups now need to implement their work plans; maybe
we can focus on that. Are 12 meetings too many or 6 too few? Something in between, perhaps.
Open for discussion.

e Council members had a discussion about how many meetings were needed each year, if some
of the summer months could be missed, whether more time was needed for work groups, etc.
Some members expressed the need to continue with monthly meetings.

o The suggestion was made to have work groups meet in the morning to change the focus of
the work groups. If there is no agenda for the full Council, then no Council meeting in the
afternoon.

o |If additional meetings are needed, members could Iengthen the time for the full Council as
needed, the steering committee could call ameeting if needed, and the chair can call a
meeting at any time if needed.

e Louis Smith moved that the CWC set its schedule to meet 8 months per year. The schedule
will be set by the Steering Committee. Work groups will meet on off months. Meeting times
will be posted on the web.

e Del seconded the motion.

« Victoriaoffered an amendment to the motion that one of the meetings skipped will be July.

e Louisconsidersthat afriendly amendment.
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o Marilyn called the question: Motion to change the meeting schedule to 8 meetings a year; the
steering committee decides the dates; steering committee can call a special meeting if
needed; July will be the first month off; work groups will meet instead of full Council
meetings.

e Membersin favor of the motion —6

e Members opposed to the motion — 6

e Motionfails.

e Members discussed work groups, providing more time for the work groups, how to make
them more effective, etc. It was suggested that the steering committee have a discussion
about how to make work groups more effective.

e Marilyn called the question - each month the steering committee will decide if we need a
meeting the following month.

Motion carried.

e Victoriamoves not to have afull Council meeting in July. The motion was seconded.
e Work groups can decide if they want to meet in July.
Motion carried.

Discussion with L essard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council (LOHC): MikeKilgore, Jim Cox,
Bob Schroeder. Presentation by MikeKilgore.

Overview of the Lessard Council: Constitutional mission of the Outdoor Heritage Fund:
“Restore, protect, and enhance wetlands, prairies, forests and habitat for fish.....”

e There are many resource plans available for various critters that have been prepared by
diverse groups. Long range, specific plans, with concrete goals, many are very current.

e Some projects or programs had clean water or parks and trails benefits as well as habitat
benefits. If the LOHC had more time, they might have been able to sift through the proposals
and recommend some for other funds.

o Emerald Ash Borer funding — only for trees on protected lands.

e Success story — the Legidature appropriated funds for great projects to protect, enhance and
restore habitat, etc. It's a struggle to have a common understanding of what the criteria
should be. There were differences of opinion on the Council.

e LOHC only made one year recommendations unlike other advisory groups. Next
recommendations are due in January.

e Next year the Council will be the L-SOHC — Lessard-Sams OHC.

e ldeasfor opportunities to collaborate with the Clean Water Council
1. Assistinreviewing proposals...

2. Periodic joint meetings...
3. Information sharing....

End of presentation. Questions and discussion followed:
e Marilyn introduced Louis Smith to provide some background information on the CWC.

e Louisthanked Mike, Jim, and Bob for coming and for their work on the LSOHC. He talked
about the importance of the work of both Councils and of the need for coordination. He
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provided background on CWC’swork so far, aswell asitsrolein advising on activities
mandated by the Clean Water Act, TMDLSs, judicial decisions, and the Clean Water Legacy
Act which required the formation of the Clean Water Council. He added that the CWC
developed eight organizing principles and four work groups to address those principles.
Louis aso emphasized that the Clean Water Legacy Act requires afocus on existing state
agency programs and the need to adequately fund and coordinate their work. Council
recommendations are focused on the programmatic level, rather than the individual project
level. Project funding is done by agencies through a competitive process and project funds
are largely passed through to local government, via existing state programs.

Sarah Strommen attends most L essard-Sams Council meetings for her organization and she
volunteered to represent the Clean Water Council at these meetings as well.

L ouis Smith often hears concerns from the public about aguatic invasive species, and will be
interested in seeing if there are opportunities for coordination there. He is concerned with
protecting waters, which also protects habitat.

Steve Pedersen asked them to elaborate on their strategic planning process.

Bob Schroeder replied that they are beginning to work on the strategic plan now.
Unfortunately they didn’t have time to do that in the beginning. They had a series of
meetings with conservation groups to help frame-up their current recommendations. Thereis
a meeting tomorrow to begin to frame-up strategic plan for a 25-year plan. The LSOHC
wants the bulk of that framework established by September of this year so funding requests
will support that 25-year plan. They will also review various resource plans (e.g., protection,
restoration, habitat for various resources:. forest, wetlands, prairies) that are relevant for the
25-year plan. The final plan will form the basis of budget recommendations.

Steve Pedersen asked about the land/water interface. Could the CWC put one chapter into
your strategic plan?

Bob S. replied that habitat has a direct or indirect impact on water, but we can’t say the
opposite - everything done in water may not impact habitat.

Victoria said she is very impressed with the work LSOHC has done in a short time. The
public may see this as one fund, when in fact it is four funds —and a common goal ties us
together. We need to have common goal's; measurable outcomes - people expect to see where
their money goes; strategic plans - how they fit together. The legislative process is very fluid.
It's helpful to have a diverse group of individuals for at least two parts of the fund. She
recommended having at least one joint funding meeting per year.

Bob S. — FY|1, unlike the Arts Board which received funds for the arts portion of the
amendment funding, the LOHC needed to sort through proposals to see the best fit for
funding.

Mike K. suggested being more targeted in the call for proposals. We must be clear about the
outcomes we're looking for.

Bob S. — Outcomes are important. Tomorrow’ s meeting of the LSOHC will review outcome
plans and timelines for those projects that received funding.

Deb S. asked how important is it that the two councils review proposals on a parallel track.
Mike K. said that thisisimportant

Bob S. agreed that it’simportant to have a group that reviews the work.

Jim Cox said most people are concerned with water. Far and away the most interest isin
water iSsues.
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Deb S. asked if they did not recommend funding programs, funding projects instead.
Mike/Bob clarified that they were not saying funding projects was preferential. They
emphasized that it isimportant to fund programs and this may illustrate a difference in the
mandates of the two Councils: CWC funds go to agencies, while LSOHC funds go to
agencies and also to other organizations.

Mike K. said it is hard for them to judge what is the best habitat to fund. We need to rely on
experts to determine that.

Jim Cox said if they continue to fund the same programs, there will be some concern about
that.

Sarah S. said that the processes of the two groups don’t have to be the same, but thereis
some confusion because they don’t seem to be parallel.

Joe Martin noted that protection and restoration monies are logical places where we need to
coordinate to determine whether these projects are protecting, restoring habitat, etc.

Mike K. raised the supplement vs. supplant requirement of the constitutional amendment. He
said that ultimately the decision about this lies with the Legislature. Coordination hel ps both
councils sort through this too. He asked what does BWSR need and what can get them there?
L SOHC may be able to help.

Julie K. responded that BWSR programs have the most impact on clean water and habitat.
Thereis concern that some of the BWSR needs may fall through the cracks.

LeeAnn Buck of the Association of Soil and Water Conservation Districts said that RIM
Reserve and other programs that get funds through the bonding bill. What effect will new
funding have on this?

Bob replied that there is some risk that new funds may reduce the traditional sources of
funds.

Larry K. said that strategic planswill help look to the future for funds. He added an outcomes
challenge — what are the measures that make sense for both the water side and habitat side?
Measures will need to help clarify the impact of each fund and inform the strategic plan
about how connected the two funds are.

Gaylen R. added that we have to work together to tell the positive story of how those two
pieces work together; important for the public understanding.

Paul Torkelson congratulated the LSOHC on its fine work. He emphasized that the
opportunities for collaboration are tremendous, asistherisk for in-fighting. It is critical that
we show the public that we' re working together. Outcomes are very important for the
Legislature. Joint outcomes need to be pointed out and we need to collaborate.

Mike K. — A Legidative Guidebook will be developed jointly by the House, Senate &
LSOHC. It will be worked on over the summer and jointly presented next February. It'sa
great opportunity to work together.

Paul T. added that the other big question is structure — there are dramatic differencesin
structure. These two groups have structure, others don’t. Questions - should we go on with
this structure in the future? Any changes needed? Should structure be added for the other two
groups?

Bob S. said that as the LSOHC looks at program opportunities, we should try to assign
relative values to projects. They could consider adding water quality benefits as a secondary
value and ask that question. Also, the CWC could do the same for water projects; ask what
are the habitat benefits. Maybe give extra weight to the secondary value. If projects are
funded, identify the secondary benefits.
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Mike K. highlighted the LSOHC’ s web site and said that in the accomplishment plans,
recipients were asked to identify the relative actions, habitat, clean water, etc. Cross
fertilization benefits can be seen.

Paul T. asked if the group thought whether in the future, the Governor will take the LSOHC
recommendations or make his own?

Bob S. replied that the LSOHC is part of the Legislature. He thought the Governor would
place a high value on the LOHC’ s recommendations.

Joe M. asked if the process of getting proposals has been laid out yet.

Mike K. said they are working on that process this summer.

Bob S. said the LSOHC isreluctant to use aformal Request for Proposals or RFP. They
need to have flexibility and are making recommendations to the Legidature.

Earl B. expressed Greater Minnesota’ s concern about the ability to acquire land and
compensate for taxes lost.

Mike K. replied that there is lots of discussion about that. Can they use the Outdoor Heritage
Fund for tax payments? It depends, but not likely.

Bob S. said that major policy issues need to be addressed going forward;, including PILT
payments. For the Blandin acquisition, they are paying the taxes. The issue of long term
maintenance and how to pay for that is also very important.

Jm Cox said that increased PILT payments that are put on the state are a cost, but we get
flood control, habitat, etc. as benefits.

Bob S. added that public land increases the value of adjacent private lands, so land values go
up.

Gary P. said that PILT payments are generally less than tax payments. There’s an increasein
traffic, need for law enforcement, but less tax revenue.

Marilyn B. summed up the discussion that the two Councils have common goals and have a
need to continue dialogue and coordinate. She asked how to best move forward to work
together?

Mike K. replied that collaboration should be coordinated at the staff level. We need ongoing
communication between staff.

Marilyn B. suggested that the Clean Water Council steering committee will develop alist of
ways to collaborate and bring it back to full Council. Would you be interested in doing that?
Mike and Bob agreed that this would be helpful.

Marilyn B. encouraged the LSOHC to feel free to contact her or Jeff Risberg, who helps staff
the Council.

Bob S. said that it’s helpful to have a deadline and the LSOHC' sis January 15, 2010, with
initial recommendations by the end of December. He said that the Clean Water Council could
be abig help during that time period.

Gaylen Reetz concluded the discussion by recognizing the ongoing efforts of Representative
Torkelson during the legidlative session to support the Clean Water Council and its
recommendations. The Council appreciated his dedication and hard work on the Council’s
behalf.

Capitol Budget Presentation: Keith Hanson of the TMDL Development and Implementation
Work Group presented an overview of the work group’ s meetings with the Public Facilities
Authority to understand wastewater and stormwater infrastructure needs. The work group
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emphasized that the needs far exceed the money available. Theissueistoo complex to provide
specific recommendations at this time.

Annual Report

e Marilyn reminded the Council that each work group should figure out what needs to be
included from their group for the Annual Report. The annual report update is due by
December 2009.

Approval of 2009-10 Work Plan

e Marilyn asked for approval of the final two work plans for the Research and Measurable
Outcomes work group and the Steering Committee.

e Gary P. moved to approve the Measurable Outcomes work group work plan. Motion carried.

» Victoriamoved to approve the Council Steering Committee work plan. Motion carried.

2009 Site Visit Options

e Marilyn asked the group to comment on options for its annual sitevisit. The site visit would
be combined with a CWC meeting.

o Jeff saidthat there are two possible meetings dates, Sept. 21 and Oct. 19, to conduct site
vigits.

e SteveP. said that September is agood time to have a Council retreat and talk about strategic
planning — maybe use the U of M’ s Statewide Plan or other plans.

e Paul T. said we should use it as an opportunity to get together with LOHC and have a site
visit. There was wide support for thisidea but concern that the LSOHC may be very busy in
thefall.

o Jeff Risberg was asked to contact the LOHC' s staff to investigate this opportunity further.

e Marilyn also said that the Steering Committee will develop recommendations for
coordination with the LOHC.

Full Council meeting adjourned at 1:18 p.m.
Adjourn meeting of full Council

Work groups will use the July meeting date to work on their own work plans. Work groups
chairs should contact Mary Reilly.

Lunch

Work Group Meetings

e Prevention and Monitoring Work Group - Room A461

o Civic Engagement & Local Partnerships Work Group - Room B463
e TMDL Development & Implementation Work Group - Room B144
e Measurable Outcomes & Research Work Group - Room B144

Next Meeting: Monday, August 17, 2009 at the Freeman Building, Room B145
Therewill be not be a full Council meeting in July 2009.
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Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda
Monday, August 17, 2009
9:00 a.m. —3:00 p.m.
Freeman Building, Room B145
625 Robert Street North, St. Paul

9:00-9:30 Convene Full Council

Review and Adopt Agenda

Approve 6-15-09 Meseting Minutes

Council Introductions and Updates

Update from Steering Committee (Marilyn Bernhardson)
Audience Introductions

SUIE A

9:30-10:30 Clean Water Fund Interagency Coordination and FY2010-11 Allocations
Presenters. State agencies

10:30-10:45 BREAK

10:45-12:00 Digital Terrain Analysistool — Presentation and Discussion
Presenters: Dr. Dave Mulla, University of Minnesota; Adam Birr, Minnesota
Department of Agriculture

12:00-12:30 LUNCH

Adjourn for Work Group M eetings

12:30-3:00 Work Group Meetings (2009 work plan tasks)
e Prevention and Monitoring Work Group - Room A461
» Civic Engagement & Local Partnerships Work Group - Room B463
e TMDL Development & Implementation Work Group - Room B144
o Measurable Outcomes & Research Work Group - Room B144

Next Meeting: Monday, September 21, 2009 at the Freeman Building, Room B145




Clean Water Council Meeting Minutes
Monday, August 17, 2009
9:00 a.m. —3:00 p.m.
Freeman Building, Room B145
625 Robert Street North, St. Paul

Council member s present: Dave Bennett, Marilyn Bernhardson, Earl Bukowski, Keith
Buttleman (for Bill Moore), Brian Davis, Del Haag, Keith Hanson, Scott Hoese, Joe Martin,
Gary Pedersen, Gaylen Reetz, Victoria Reinhardt, Sarah Strommen, Paul Torkelson, Steve
Woods, Terri Yearwood (for Larry Kramka).

Absent: Pam Blixt, Larry Kramka, Bill Moore, Steve Pedersen, Louis Smith, Deb Swackhamer.

9:00 Convene Full Council

1. Review and Adopt Agenda

2. Approve 6-15-09 Meeting Minutes

Clean Water Council Chair Marilyn Bernhardson convened the full council. Marilyn asked
membersif there were any changes to the agenda. None were requested. Members moved and
seconded to adopt the agenda. The agenda was adopted. Members moved and seconded to
approve the 6-15-09 meeting minutes. The minutes were approved.

3. Council Introductions and Updates

o Gaylen Reetz, MPCA - there has been some developments in regards to the Clean Water
Council appointments. There has been a change in the appointments staff person in the
Governor’s office. The hope isto get the appointments done soon, in the next month or so.

o Thereare$2 million available in grants for Surface Water Assessments (SWAG
Program). The RFP will go out in September 2009 with applications due in October
20009.

o Projects have been selected for the Section 319 grant application that will go to EPA for
FY 2010. $6.15 million will be available for these grants. The list of projects selected can
be found in the August edition of MPCA’s WaterFront Bulletin;
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/tmdl/waterfront/index.html.

e Steve Woods, BWSR — agencies are working together on coordination for local water
planning, BWSR and PCA. The BWSR memo in your packet describes how BWSR provided
Technical Assistance Fundsto help with the local match for Section 319 grants.

« Keith Hanson said there will be atour of the St. Louis River Estuary on August 24™
sponsored by the St. Louis River Alliance. The Healthy Lakes 2009 conference will bein
Duluth September 10-12, 2009 sponsored by the Great L akes Coalition.

o Del Haag provided a handout on the City of Buffalo’s wastewater plant upgrade; innovative
use of biosolids— probably the first in the country; dry it, burn it, and produce heat.

e Joe Martin said MDA has a partnership with several agencies to coordinate Clean Water
Fund activities.

e Scott Hoese took atrip to Washington D.C. involving dairy farmer and other issues, and the
difficulties they are currently facing.

e Brian Davis—Wednesday evening Minnesota Waters has RiverNight, their annual evening
on the Mississippi. Brian traveled to Tel Aviv for awater conference, where thereis a great
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interest in sharing technologies they have developed for water; including wastewater, and

drinking water around the world.

e Sarah Strommen handed out postcards with details on the Land Conservation Summit 2009.

e Rep. Torkelson had some contact with the appointment director in the Governor’s office.
Rep. Torkelson had planned on resigning the Council, but now is reconsidering.

o Gary Pedersen attended a conference in Rochester where there was talk about funds from the
Clean Water Legacy amendment going into land trusts and easements. This means the tax
revenues will go down, but the need for services go up.

e Chair Marilyn Bernhardson was invited to the LSHOC listening session in New Ulm. It was
avery interesting and intense day.

o Updates from the Steering Committee; appointments process and work plan —if changes
are made to the work plan, please send them on to be inserted into the work plan.

o LSOHC meeting — Sept. 21 CWC meeting Mike Kilgore and Bill Becker will be here to
discuss their process. October 19" there will be a full council meeting in the morning and
aMetro Plant tour at about 1:30 p.m. The tour will take about 90 minutesto 2 hours
depending on how many questions there are. There will be lots of walking. Two vans
have been reserved to take people from here (Freeman Building) to the plant. Met.
Council needs to know the total number of people coming at |east two weeks in advance
— names and birth dates — to do a security check. Send the information to Celine Lyman
or Jeff Risberg.

e Gaylen—EPA isannouncing soon there will be $475 million per year available for the Great
Lakes. The funds have not been appropriated yet, but they expect to get it. The funds are
directed at areas of concern and will likely be used to fund work included in plans devel oped
for the Great Lakes over the past years that have not had a funding source.

e Marilyn —Federal Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP) funds - anyone nationwide
doing conservation is eligible, but there are not alot of funds available.

Audience member s introduced themsel ves

o Jeff Risberg mentioned some things on the work plan timeline for 2009 - the Legidlative
update is due in December. The deadline for content from the work groups is September 30"
so adraft can be presented to the Steering Committee in October. We need to submit it to the
Legidature in December. Thiswill be a short update about what the work groups’ plans are
through 2010 and where they are in that process. The 2010 timeline will be reviewed by the
Steering Committee this week and we will bring it to you next month.

Clean Water Fund Interagency Coordination and FY 2010-11 Allocations
Presenters: State agencies; MPCA, DNR, BWSR, MDA, MDH, Met. Council, PFA.
Rebecca Flood, MPCA —information in Clean Water funding — slide show

All agencies: $150.8 million FY 2010-11 — each agency representative described the agency’s
activities funded under the categories of funding;

1. Protection and Restoration, $95.3 million

2. Monitoring and Assessment, $21.5 million

3. TMDL Development, $20.4 million

4. Drinking Water Protection, $13.6 million

Page 2 of 2



° MPCA, Rebecca Flood: $51.16 million

°  DNR, Terri Yearwood: $14.53 million

°  BWSR, Steve Woods: $38.22 million —all for Protection/Restoration

° MDA, Joe Martin: $8.96 million—all for Drinking Water

°  Met. Council, Chris Elvrum: $0.40 million —all for Drinking Water

°  PFA, Rebecca Flood for Terry Kulhman and Jeff Freeman: $32.7 million —all for
Protection/Restoration (handout — TMDL s and Phosphorus Reduction grants)

Rebecca Flood — we are in the process of finalizing afact sheet to put it al together. It should be
ready in the next few weeks.

Clean Water Fund Interagency Leadership Team (slide):

e Outcomes Coordinator

e RFP Coordinator

e Other Funded Activities

Questions:

The team purpose says fund coordination, but the purpose is much broader; legacy amendment
activities.

Steve Woods — it is about more than just money and includes all the things the Legislature
wanted agencies to do under the amendment funding.

Rebecca welcomes any suggestions for changing the language.

There was some discussion about the G16 and whether it is an official group in statute or an
informal group. It is an informal group and not the same level as the others.

It could be said that the CWC also has a different status than the other groups listed on the slide.
Officia statusis not the only criteriafor including groups. The G16 plays acrucial role and
coordination should continue. There may be other informal groups we want to include in the
future.

Where will the position of coordinator be funded?

Rebecca said it will be funded by all agencies that will receive Clean Water funds, except Met.
Council because they will get fewer Clean Water funds.

How does this new position fit in with the Clean Water Council and coordination with LSHOC?
Rebecca - we' re working on a position description right now — to be determined.

Where will the position be located?

Rebecca— that has not been determined yet. The position will probably remain at the agency the
person comes from.

Break

Digital Terrain Analysistool — Presentation and Discussion

Presenters: Dr. Dave Mulla, University of Minnesota; Adam Birr, Minnesota Department of
Agriculture

Applications of High Resolution Digital Elevation Data for Soil and Water Conservation in
Minnesota. Dr. David Mulla

Dr. Mulla presented information on Precision Conservation:
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* Precision Conservation allows small portions of the landscape that have a
disproportionate effect on water quality or wildlife habitat to be targeted with Best
Management Practices (BMPs).

* Best Management Practices placed on critical landscapes can help treat small areas that
produce disproportionate amounts of pollution.

» ldentifying critical landscape areas can best be achieved using high resolution digital
elevation data, although information about existing management practicesis also
important.

Precision Agriculture
» Small areas can have a disproportion effect on the watershed. |dentify areas that would be
good for restoring water fowl production, wetlands, etc.
» Variable Source Areas — small portions of the landscape can contribute.
» Bluffs deliver 10 times more sediment than ravines.
* Maority of ravines and bluffs are in different watersheds.

Questions:

Thiswork is concentrated on the Minnesota River. Will you ever work on the Nemadji River,
which also has sediment problems?
Dr. Mullasaid heis aware of others work in these areas. He will extend his work with digital
anaysisto the rest of the state in the future.
What can be done about sediment coming from ravines and bluffs?
Dr. Mulla outlined some potential solutions for reducing sediment from ravines. It’s harder with
bluffs;

1. Bluffsmay be eroding because of higher water levels (climate change?)

2. Bluffs have been eroding for hundreds of years — natural phenomenon

3. Stabilize the toe of the bluff
What percent of sediment going into Lake Pepin isfrom Blue Earth River and LeSueur River
watersheds?
Dr. Mulla estimates 50% of the sediment is coming from Blue Earth watershed and 60% from
L eSueur watershed.
Isthe focus on areas of greatest variability? Are there other examples of success with this
approach, with targeting?
Dr. Mulla— RIM and CREP.
Can LiDAR identify stream bank erosion?
Dr. Mulla—there is agradation of stream bank erosion. Y ou need overlapping LiDAR images
over time to determine that. With bluff erosion we can identify sites and use calculations.
What can we do to protect the value of productive farmland?
Dr. Mulla—we are working with BWSR for BMPs that are targeted. Use BMPs on areas that are
marginal for agriculture.

Adam Birr, MDA — I dentification of Upland Areas

FY 2007 Clean Water Legacy Pilot Study
Use top 15% of values for BMP identification.
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Questions:
How long would it take to give us afinished product from beginning to end for say, the

Redwood-Cottonwood watershed?

Adam —we need to do it on bare ground, in the spring and fall. A 50,000 acre watershed can be
done in amonth or so. We can use some of the calculations using existing data as afirst cut. The
Minnesota River watershed will be done this spring.

Instead of buffers al along the waterbody, isit better to have a shorter, deeper buffer at the
critical areas? Adam —yes.

What are the next steps with the Council and the TMDL implementation work group?

Training, working with the civic engagement work group, and meet with Steve Woods, BWSR
this afternoon.

Rep. Torkelson noted that Mary Murphy’ s committee is meeting next week (the 25™) to begin
work on Clean Water Legacy issues.

Adjourn meeting of full Council
Lunch

Work Group Mesetings

e Prevention and Monitoring Work Group - Room A461

o Civic Engagement & Local Partnerships Work Group - Room B463
e TMDL Development & Implementation Work Group - Room B144
e Measurable Outcomes & Research Work Group - Room B144

Next Meeting: Monday, September 21, 2009 at the Freeman Building, Room B145
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