
Clean Water Council Meeting Agenda 

Monday, November 20, 2023 

9:00 a.m. to 2 p.m. 

IN PERSON with Webex Available (Hybrid Meeting) 

9:00 Regular Clean Water Council Business 

• (INFORMATION ITEM) Introductions
• (ACTION ITEM) Agenda - comments/additions and approve agenda
• (ACTION ITEM) Meeting Minutes - comments/additions and approve meeting minutes
• (INFORMATION ITEM) Chair and Council Staff update

o Policy & Budget and Outcomes Committee Updates
o Staff update

 Communications plan/Impaired Waters List
 Council member applications begin November 2023
 Potential for a supplemental Clean Water Fund appropriation

• (ACTION ITEM) 2024 Meeting calendar

9:30 Strategic Planning: Review and Comment on First Draft 

10:30 BREAK 

10:45 Review and Discussion of U.S. EPA Response Letter to State Agencies 
• Clean Water Council Staff
• Agencies

11:15 Presentation on Petition to U.S. EPA on Private Wells in SE Minnesota 
• Carly Griffith & Leigh Currie, Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy

12:00 LUNCH 

12:30 Discussion on Private Well Initiatives 

• Michelle Stockness, Executive Director, Freshwater
• Jeff Broberg, Minnesota Well Owners Organization

1:15 Field Trip Preferences in Metro after Future Council Meetings in 2024 

1:45 Public Comments 

2:00 Adjourn 

Immediately after: Steering Committee 

wq-cwc2-23k



Clean Water Council 
October 16, 2023, Meeting Summary 

Members present: John Barten (Chair), Steve Besser, Rich Biske (Vice Chair), Dick Brainerd, Gary Burdorf, Gail 
Cederberg, Steve Christenson, Tannie Eshenaur, Brad Gausman, Kelly Gribauval-Hite, Justin Hanson, Holly 
Hatlewick, Peter Kjeseth, Annie Knight, Sen. Nicole Mitchell, Jason Moeckel, Ole Olmanson, Jeff Peterson, Victoria 
Reinhardt, Peter Schwagerl, Glenn Skuta, Dan Sparks, Marcie Weinandt, and Jessica Wilson. 
Members absent: Warren Formo, Rep. Josh Heintzeman, Rep. Kristi Pursell, and Sen. Nathan Wesenberg.  
Others present: Brad Redline (MDA), Jim Stark (Subcommittee on MN Water Policy), Jen Kader (Met Council), 
Julie Westerlund (BWSR), Judy Sventek (Met Council), Annie Felix-Gerth (BWSR), Angelica Anderson (Nature 
Conservancy), Lori Cox, Sheila Vanney (MASWCD), Lucas Sjostrom (MN Milk Producers), Chengtao Weng, J. 
Peterson 

To watch the WebEx video recording of this meeting, please go to https://www.pca.state.mn.us/clean-water-
council/meetings, or contact Brianna Frisch. 

Regular Clean Water Council Business 
• Introductions
• Approval of the October 16th meeting agenda, motion by Dick Brainerd, and seconded by Steve Christenson.

Motion carries.
• Current COVID guidelines and precautions: If You Are Sick or Test Positive: COVID-19 - MN Dept. of Health
• Chair and Council Staff update.

o Policy & Budget and Outcomes Committee Updates
o Staff update.
 Field tour debrief: Council members really enjoyed it. They appreciated all the stops, and that they

stayed on time. There are so many options around the metro, and if there are options for the future,
those can be sent to Paul for a future trip. The first field tours often looked at the stressors happening
around the state, and now the last few field tours look more at the outcomes of the work being done.

 Council member applications begin November 2023: Paul will reach out to Council members who are
up for reapproval.

 Communications plan/Impaired Waters List: Paul has been working with MPCA communications staff
on adding context to the draft impaired waters list. Impaired waters doesn’t mean “off limits”,
Minnesota tests a lot more than other states, this list is used as a diagnostic tool, this list is a snapshot
in time (trend data is a better indicator of success), it allows water managers to prioritize certain
waters. Messaging for the impaired waters list includes context, focus on the list’s value, showing
trend data to show where we are succeeding and where there are challenges.

 Paul also has three different story maps and would like the Council’s input on them when ready.
 There is a Clean Water Council slogan or tagline in the works. The Council can vote at this link:

https://forms.office.com/Pages/ResponsePage.aspx?id=RrAU68QkGUWPJricIVmCjJL9LYPs2qZItjtRcL0
g5MdUQTlSWldLNTVQT0JDSlNDUlVROEk2OFpJOC4u&wdLOR=c8034BFFF-C612-4D34-812E-
88F47D46A8E2. This is to help distinguish the Clean Water Funds (CWFs) from just the logo. The
highest ranking one so far is “your clean water funds at work”. They are ranked.
• Suggestion slogan from Brad Gausman: “Clean water is our Minnesota legacy.”
• Tannie Eshenaur, Minnesota Department of Health (MDH): There was a tagline used the first ten

years, but as personnel changed it went away. It was “Protecting and restoring Minnesota’s
waters for generations to come.”

Strategic Planning: Setting Expectations for Surface Water Outcomes (Webex 01:36:00) 
• Concepts from the Budget & Outcomes Committee
• Social Measures: Changing norms and examples.

o Agricultural practices: comprehensive changes to all farm operations that take water quality into account.
Measure would be the number of farms and acres enrolled in Minnesota Ag Water Quality Certification

https://www.pca.state.mn.us/clean-water-council/meetings
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/clean-water-council/meetings
mailto:brianna.frisch@state.mn.us
https://www.health.state.mn.us/diseases/coronavirus/sick.html
https://forms.office.com/Pages/ResponsePage.aspx?id=RrAU68QkGUWPJricIVmCjJL9LYPs2qZItjtRcL0g5MdUQTlSWldLNTVQT0JDSlNDUlVROEk2OFpJOC4u&wdLOR=c8034BFFF-C612-4D34-812E-88F47D46A8E2
https://forms.office.com/Pages/ResponsePage.aspx?id=RrAU68QkGUWPJricIVmCjJL9LYPs2qZItjtRcL0g5MdUQTlSWldLNTVQT0JDSlNDUlVROEk2OFpJOC4u&wdLOR=c8034BFFF-C612-4D34-812E-88F47D46A8E2
https://forms.office.com/Pages/ResponsePage.aspx?id=RrAU68QkGUWPJricIVmCjJL9LYPs2qZItjtRcL0g5MdUQTlSWldLNTVQT0JDSlNDUlVROEk2OFpJOC4u&wdLOR=c8034BFFF-C612-4D34-812E-88F47D46A8E2


Program (MAWQCP). Additionally, acres planted with cover crops and/or those that avoid tillage. The 
measure for this would be federal agricultural census (the latest five-year results coming in 2024).  

o Chloride reduction: decrease waste of chloride de-icer. The measure would be the number of people 
receiving Smart Salting certification (MPCA program).  

o Lakeshore Best Management Practices (BMPs) stewardship: lakeshore property owners become more 
likely to improve shoreline management. The measure would be the enrollment in a lake stewardship 
certification program.  

o Planning: local stakeholders use the latest science and work better together to improve water quality 
more quickly on a watershed scale. Measure would be completion of One Watershed One Plan (1W1P).  

Discussion:  
• Kelly Gribauval-Hite: The Smart Salting is part of the MS4 training, so that should be considered. Perhaps 

another metric should be used. It is worth having a measure, but not sure what that should be.  
• Steve Besser: Brought up a salt storage issue at the City of Litchfield. Glen Skuta, MPCA will follow up  
• Paul Gardner: Has anyone figured out how to measure our capacity to do stuff?  

o Kelly Gribauval-Hites: What about competitiveness for federal funding? If you have a project in a plan, 
ready to go, and it can have leveraged money, that would be at that level.  

o Marcie Weinandt: I would add the ability of local governments to do the pre-work, to be able to get the 
funding to leverage, which could come from the CWFs.  

o Margaret Wagner, Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MDA): When I think about the ability to invest 
funds to get projects on the ground, it is an opportunity for programmatic organizations to work together 
to implement programs. So, there is some good information out there. For partners that were not 
working together, but did so on the 1W1P, there may be some metrics there, with important indicators 
with increased capacity. Is there a way to standardize this in a way that we have done so with other 
measures. It puts some science and structure around this too. 

o Tannie Eshenaur: The interagency groundwater drinking water team, about ten years ago, looked at Soil 
and Water Conservation Districts (SWCDs) and how they were dealing with groundwater and drinking 
water issues. The SWCDs felt very responsible for this but didn’t feel like they had the tools or technical 
understanding for them. That is a baseline measure of capacity for SWCDs. Then, Mae Davenport with the 
University of Minnesota, did a follow up study with local leaders, to see what the political leaders 
understood about groundwater and actions they could take. Now would be a good time to revisit those 
studies, to see over the last decade, if the knowledge and practices have improved. There are some things 
out there that we need to follow up on.  

• Tannie Eshenaur: The Council did a lot of work not long ago looking at equity, structural racism, inclusion of 
minority populations. That should be figured into the Council’s Strategic Plan somewhere. There are various 
ways to measure that work.  

 
Strategic Planning (Webex 02:05:00) 
• Protection Strategies 

o How do we measure progress? 
o Steve Christenson: Some of the graphs that show water quality, if that same graph had another line that 

showed something (population, acres tilled, etc.), even though these are growing.  
o John Barten: We are allocating a significant portion of the CWFs into the upper Mississippi. Some 

measurement could be the drinking water supplies, the increase or decrease the cost of clean drinking 
water, or no change. If we are protecting the Mississippi River, those costs would reveal a lot. I don’t 
know how easy it would be to figure out. It would be an interesting metric. 
 Tannie Eshenaur: The latest CWF appropriation allowed the MDH to begin a drinking water ambient 

monitoring project for surface and ground water. There may be some potential trends that could be 
created over time.  

 Rich Biske: The scale we are looking at may be important. It is important to not overlook the quality of 
information, because we are aware of how vulnerable it can be in some areas.  

• Restoration Strategies 



o The constitutional amendment says one of the responsibilities is to protect and restore lakes, rivers, and 
streams. State statute narrows that scope, and that Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) must 
come up with a nonpoint priority funding plan, indicating how CWFs should be prioritized.  

o Should we incorporate BWSR Nonpoint Priority Funding Plan (NPFP) into the plan? They are connected. 
The first version of the plan included nine criteria as a guide for evaluating program or project activities 
that are under consideration for receiving nonpoint implementation funding form the CWFs. The high-
level state priorities include: 
 Restore those impaired waters that are closest to meeting state water quality standards.  
 Protect those high-quality unimpaired waters at greatest risk of becoming impaired.  
 Restore and protect water resources for public use and public health, including drinking water.  

o Should we consider using CWFs by HUC-8 watershed (current) or basins? 
o Are current priority criteria sufficient? 

Discussion: 
• John Barten: How well do the 1W1Ps, in terms of their prioritization, line up with this plan? Answer: It is more 

complicated. What the planning groups are doing is taking nearly/barely waters as local values, to where folks 
want to put their investments first.  

• Marcie Weinandt: Paul, can you remind us of when the Council’s Strategic Plan is due? Answer: The plan has 
been to have a draft that the Council is comfortable with by the end of the year. So, there are November and 
December meetings to hash it out. The plan would guide agencies for their proposals next year. 

• Paul Gardner: How long should the Council’s Strategic Plan cover vs. the NPFP? Answer: The statutory 
direction is less relevant today than it was previously, and it could potentially be changed down the road. It 
could adapt to this Strategic Plan format.  

• Julie Westerlund: Would the BWSR board be seeing the Council’s Strategic Plan and approving that as 
antecedent to that? Answer: Yes, that would be the plan.  

• Julie Westerlund: Would the board have any issues? Answer: I do not see the board having any opposition. 
They are not looking to change items, it is incorporating, and items would live on and incorporated into 
someone else’s plan.  

• Jason Moeckel: The BWSR has a statute for this. The Council does not have a statute for the Strategic Plan. 
The Council thought it was a good idea to have one, to help make decisions about recommendations. So, the 
Council could also just hold off on updating and continuing the document. It is a little bit of a weird situation.  

• Steve Christenson: I make a motion to have the Council support the proposal to fold in the BWSR NPFP the 
Clean Water Council’s Strategic Plan that would direct the executive director to coordinate with relevant 
BWSR staff about how to operationalize it. Additionally, to provide at the December meeting a proposed plan 
to have up for approval by vote. Motion seconded by Holly Hatlewick.  

Discussion:  
o Tannie Eshenaur: I have some concerns. The BWSR is accountable to a board, which is different than the 

rest of the state agencies. The dynamics of how it would work when the Council is the primary funder, 
and makes choices about BWSR funding, feels a little uncomfortable to me. Another thing is there are 
many state plans around water, and they should all align. We do not want them to be in opposition of 
each other. We also do not want them to be duplicative of each other. They should reinforce each other. 
Does this mean the Council will adopt the state drinking water plan? Or, at the Council’s direction, we are 
developing we are developing a state drinking water plan, and the Council will have input into that, does 
that become a part of the Council’s Strategic Plan? Some of the benefits of the Council, is being able to 
stand outside of the state agencies. I am inviting you to have a critical eye towards our state drinking 
water plan.  

o John Barten: The way I see it, Paul would work with BWSR, to put together a potential way of integrating 
the Council’s Strategic Plan and the NPFP, and then the Council would decide at the December meeting 
whether we would want to adopt it or not. It is not committing us to this, only looking at the possible way 
the two could be meshed. If we like it, we can move forward. If we don’t, we can decide to stop it from 
moving forward. To Tannie’s point, it may tie our hands a bit because we do want to be independent from 
the agencies. We also fund things that are not included in the BWSR plan. However, it is integrated, we 
don’t lose that flexibility of the Council’s desire to fund these items.  

https://bwsr.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/2020-02/2018%20NPFP%20Final.pdf


o Rich Biske: This would meet BWSR’s statutory update requirement, which wouldn’t bind BWSR from 
having to update the Council’s Strategic Plan. I see there is a lot of alignment. It might be helpful to revisit 
the Clean Water Accountability Act, which this provision was included in as well. Others that have been 
here longer, after the roadmap process, I am wondering if this is also trying to provide a best path 
forward to demonstrate success with the time we have moving forward. By focusing on the principles 
within, these state priorities, the waters at risk, perhaps it is an overarching path the Council can consider. 
Where we can demonstrate success, where we have a high return on investment, and where the work the 
Council supports really resonates with communities and how they are connected to water. I think the 
NPFP really gets to the essence of that. If the Council were to adopt it, that becomes a criterion on how 
we evaluate programs, around recommendation time. Also, how we evaluate effectiveness, and 
collectively how we are making progress. It was difficult to tell how the plan has changed things. I 
understand it has changed how planning is done and granting is done. However, for the Council to 
consider including this, we should consider how we will be evaluating in the allocation phase, as well as 
years to come.  

o Victoria Reinhardt: Looking at the last line of the purpose of the NPFP summary “…and required the 
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) to prepare a priority funding plan to priorities how 
Clean Water Funds are used…” and I think BWSR would need to understand that the decision to prioritize 
how CWFs are used is still the Council’s decision. It is a little confusing because it is the Council’s job, and 
this says it is their job too. I think we need more information on how this would be put together. Would it 
meet its mandate if it is included with the Council’s document. It is now about collecting information 
before deciding together.  

o Justin Hanson, BWSR: I think it is important for you to see how this looks like. We need to bring an 
example of it to you. So, that is the exercise we would bring to you in December. It is a bit challenging to 
see that with what we have provided to you today. One of the things, we are giving up some control of 
the NPFP to do this, which is a shared and more inclusive partnership with the Council. It gives more 
lifeblood to the document as well.  

o Dick Brainerd: Paul are you able to complete this work with what has been described here today.  
 Response from Paul Gardner: Reviewing the motion, the Council directs staff and BWSR staff to draft 

a merging of the NPFP with the Council’s Strategic Plan and bring back a draft in December for the 
Council’s review. This is the decide if the Council would move forward. Paul can follow up on potential 
ramifications of this joint document process, to follow up at the next meeting as well.  

 Julie Westerlund: We are waiting to hear from the Council today and will bring it up to the BWSR. This 
would be the kicking off the project, if it is pursued. We will need to explore the ramifications from 
the BWSR side as well. We will be prepared to explain them to the Council as well.  

o John Barten: Our Strategic Plan is not a binding contract for the Council. It is simply a guidance document. 
So, if we integrated them, if we elect not to follow our Strategic Plan, it is perfectly okay for the Council to 
do so.  

o Motion carries. Paul will work with BWSR to draft an integrated document and prepare the Council for 
review and voting at an upcoming meeting.  

• John Barten: How would a change of a HUC-8 watershed unit impact the 1W1P process?  
o Glenn Skuta, MPCA: From the MPCA perspective, states were encouraged to look at the geography. It has 

its pro and cons. Over time, the scale initially was too big, especially with scarce resources. The 80 
watersheds of the state scale seem to be more manageable. If you go down a lower level, it could not be 
efficient. It is a scale that is currently in use. Historically, we gave the larger scale a go, but what we have 
now is more manageable. There are a lot of coordinating entities that try to bring things larger than the 
HUC-8 watershed scale, and that has worked out. At this point, if this scale is changed again, it would 
impact the work being done. The local coalitions with the current 1W1P would need to be redone. 
Nothing is perfect, but this current scale operates well.  

o Holly Hatlewick: The 1W1P includes the local buy in for the local plans. It concerns me to pivot to the 
basin level when we’ve done the WRAPS and 1W1P. 

o Jessica Wilson: I am in favor of keeping the HUC-8 scale. There is so much planning work that has already 
happened, and pivoting would be a drastic change. It would be harder to tell the stories as well.  



o Jason Moeckel, DNR: The DNR has all our drought plan actions based at larger scale, and we are looking to 
switch to the HUC-8 scale. We layer the watersheds over the drought map, and it is difficult.  

o John Barten: Staying at this scale seems to be important.  
o Steve Besser: A basin-wide plan would be stupid. We cannot operate at that scale. Looking at the 

watersheds, they are in different biomes already. So, increasing it does not make sense. The variety and 
changes to water within the watershed are large enough. The last fifteen years have been at this scale, so 
it should remain.  

o Victoria Reinhardt: It is all about trust. The buy-in exists. It would be difficult to go back on it. We are on a 
good path, and I think we need to stay there.   

o Steve Christenson: I motion we stay with the current HUC-8 watershed scale versus basin level scale, for 
use of CWFs. Seconded by Steve Besser. Motion carries. 

 
Public Comments (Webex 03:52:00) 
• No public comments provided.  

Adjournment (Webex 03:55:40) 

 
 





























POSSIBLE supplemental requests for Clean Water Fund for 2024 legislative session (no formal endorsement by agencies implied)

DNR 75,000 estimate PFAS in fish
MPCA 326,000               PFAS monitoring to backfill cuts due to RiverWatch direct appropriation
MDA 402,000               AgBMP Loan Program--difference between $10 million request and what was eventually appropriated
MDH 384,000               guidance on PFAS in fish

1,187,000$         

10,000,000$       Suggestion by BOC for maximum surplus to make sure we don't leave anything on the table

8,813,000$         left to propose

interest shown by the BOC in:
* What is "shovel-ready" that could deploy extra funds?
* What support could the CWF provide based on a response from the EPA on private well petition (or in anticipation of a future response?)
* What was left on the chopping block from the last cycle?



Meeting Dates for Clean Water Council for 2024 

DRAFT As Proposed on November 20, 2023 

Full Council (3rd Monday with 
Exceptions for Holidays) 

Budget & Outcomes 
Committee (1st Friday with 

Exceptions for Holidays) 

Policy Committee 
(4th Friday with Exceptions for 

Holidays) 
9 am to 12:30 pm (if by WebEx) 
9 am to 2 pm (if in person) 

9:30 am to 12:30 pm (if WebEx) 
9:30 am to 2 pm (if in person) 

9:30 am to 12:30 pm (if WebEx) 
9:30 am to 2 pm (if in person) 

January 22 (MLK Day 1/15) January 5 January 26 
February 26 (Prez Day 2/19) February 2 February 23 
March 18 March 1 March 22 (during Ramadan) 
April 15 April 5 April 26 (during Passover) 
May 20 May 3 May 17 (Memorial Day is 5/27) 
June 17  June 7 June 21 
July 15 July 12 (Avoids 7/4 holiday) July 26 
August 19 August 2 August 23 
September 16 September 6 September 27 
October 21 October 4 (note: Rosh Hashana 

is 10/3-4) 
October 25 

November 18 (Thxgvg is 11/28) November 1 November 22 
December 16 December 6 December 20 (1 week early) 

 



Draft Clean Water Council Strategic Plan 
20 November 2023 

 

The Clean Water Council is a state advisory council created as part of the Clean Water Legacy Acti (CWLA) in 2006. The Council’s purpose is to 
advise on the implementation of the CWLA, and to foster coordination and cooperation among state agencies and other stakeholders and 
partners. In addition, in 2009, the Council was assigned the task of recommending how to use the Clean Water Fund, which is one-third of the 
dedicated sales tax revenue generated from the Clean Water, Land and Legacy Amendment. 

This strategic plan is not a comprehensive plan for all water activities in Minnesota. It focuses on activities within the Council’s assigned roles for 
the Clean Water Legacy Act and the Clean Water Fund. Purposely left out of the plan are most point source activities that are governed by 
permits or other requirements, or are supported by other major funding sources (landfills, large feedlots, manure management plans, leaking 
storage tanks, PFAS work funded by 3M settlement, etc.) 

Several previous efforts provide the foundation for this plan, including Minnesota’s Nutrient Reduction Strategy (NRS), the 2014 Clean Water 
Road Map, the 2011 Minnesota Water Management Framework, and the Nonpoint Priority Funding Plan produced by the Board of Water and 
Soil Resources, and others. 

Much of the plan focuses on priorities for using the Clean Water Fund (CWF). In January of odd-numbered years, the Council must submit 
recommendations for the use of the CWF. 

Statutory guidance and planning since 2008 have outlined several criteria for prioritizing the use of the CWF. Primary among them is 
constitutional language that the CWF must supplement existing funding and not supplant it. Other criteria include the following: 

Groundwater Vision: Groundwater is clean and available to all in Minnesota. 
 
Goal 1: Protect groundwater from degradation and support effective measures to restore degraded groundwater. 

• Strategy: Develop baseline data on Minnesota’s groundwater quality, including areas of high pollution sensitivity. 
o Action: Complete groundwater atlases for all Minnesota counties. 

 Measure: All Part B atlases completed by 2038. 



o Action: Monitor ambient groundwater quality throughout the state. 
 Measure: Updates from MPCA Groundwater Monitoring Program. 

o Action: Characterize nitrate and pesticide contamination in vulnerable aquifers. 
 Measure: Vulnerable aquifers mapped via Township Testing Program, Central Sands Private Well Network, and 

Southeast Minnesota Volunteer Nitrate Monitoring Network. 

o Action: Characterize natural and synthetic contaminants in groundwater. 
 Measure: Locations with high concentrations of natural contaminants mapped. 
 Measure: Groundwater monitoring performed as appropriate for contaminants of emerging concern. 

• Strategy: Develop and carry out strategies that will protect and restore groundwater statewide. 
o Action: Complete and plans and fund activities for protection and restoration of groundwater statewide using a major watershed 

scale 
 Measure: Groundwater Restoration and Protection Strategies (GRAPS) completed for all 80 major watersheds by YEAR. 
 Measure: Financial support provided for __% of strategies in each GRAPS by 2034. 

o Action: Reduce risk of bacteria in groundwater. 
 Measure: Maintain an 80 percent compliance rate for subsurface septic treatment (SSTS) systems with a stretch goal of 

90 percent, as recorded in MPCA’s annual SSTS report. 
 Measure: Financial assistance provided for low-income households to replace and repair individual SSTSs. 
 Measure: Demand met for under-sewered or unsewered small communities for long term solutions using Small 

Community Wastewater Treatment Program’s intended use plan. 

o Action: Reduce nutrient contamination of groundwater. 
 Measure: Nitrogen Fertilizer Management Plan implemented in priority townships with vulnerable groundwater by 

assessing agricultural practices, forming local advisory teams, and publishing recommended practices that are adopted 
on 80% of row crop acres excluding soybean by year ____, and implemented in all remaining townships by year ____. 

 Measure: Alternative land management activities supported that protect groundwater such as easements, perennials, 
and continuous living cover. 

 Measure: Guidelines regularly updated to understand impacts of nitrogen application. 
 Measure: Support provided for irrigation management outreach, update to state irrigation BMPs, and irrigation water 

management endorsement from Minnesota Agricultural Certification Program (MAWQCP). 



o Action: Reduce risk of pesticide contamination in groundwater. 
 Measure: Ambient groundwater quality wells maintained through MDA pesticide monitoring program and samples 

analyzed for 130 pesticides and pesticide breakdown products. 
 Measure: Outreach, demonstration sites, and technical assistance provided for recommended pesticide BMPs. 

o Action: Reduce risk of stormwater contaminants entering groundwater. 
 Measure: Stormwater research that is protective of groundwater supported, with findings scaled to meet state needs. 
 Measure: Enhanced compliance provided for NPDES/MS4 permittees. 
 Measure: Priority unused groundwater wells that present a risk to drinking water aquifers are sealed. 

Goal 2: Ensure groundwater use is sustainable and avoid adverse impacts to surface water features due to groundwater use 
 Strategy: Support ongoing monitoring of groundwater quantity. 

o Action: Maintain network of long-term groundwater monitoring wells and add wells as needed. 
 Measure: 1,600 state-owned and managed wells established statewide by 2034. 

o Action: Identify groundwater-dependent lakes; designated trout streams; calcareous fens, and wetland complexes. 
 Measure: Data provided to water planners for development of WRAPS, GRAPS, and comprehensive watershed 

management plans.  

• Strategy: Develop a sustainability standard for groundwater and support best management practices to achieve it. 
o Action: Prioritize areas of high water use intensity. 

 Measure: Groundwater Management Areas (GWMA), highly sensitive areas, and areas of high water use intensity from 
agricultural irrigation are designated. 

o Action: Implement water efficiency BMPs, water use reduction, and irrigation water management in areas of high water use 
intensity by agricultural irrigators, highly sensitive areas, Groundwater Management Areas (GWMAs), and highly vulnerable 
Drinking Water Source Management Areas (DWSMAs). 
 Measure: DNR has the tools available to address conflicts related to use of groundwater for economic and ecological 

purposes. 
 Measure: Monitoring wells have upward trend or no change in all six groundwater provinces. 



• Strategy: Prepare for possible groundwater recharge in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area to ensure continuous orderly and 
economic development. 

o Action: Identify significantly contributing groundwater recharge areas to the aquifers in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area. 
 Measure: Map of potential recharge areas developed by YEAR. 

o Action: Develop protection and management strategies for these aquifers.  
 Measure: Strategies approved by Met Council by 2034. 

• Strategy: Identify policy options that will accelerate progress to achieving a sustainable groundwater standard. 
o Action: Clean Water Council Policy Committee biennial policy recommendations. 

 

Drinking Water Source Protection Vision: Drinking water is safe for everyone, everywhere in 
Minnesota.  
 
Goal 1: Public Water Systems--Ensure that users of public water systems have safe, sufficient, and equitable drinking water.  
 
 Strategy: Identify and reduce risks to drinking water sources by investing in technical training, planning, coordination, and 

source water protection grants. 
o Action: Assist public water suppliers in completing Drinking Water Source Protection Plans (DWSPPs) and supporting 

implementation projects listed in the plans. 
 Measure: All 900+ DWSPPs complete for groundwater public water systems.  
 Measure: All source water assessments for 23 surface water systems complete. 
 Measure: Source water protection plans complete for non-community public water systems. 
 Measure: Funding available for half of budget requests in DWSPPs. 

o Action: Integrate drinking water source protection with surface water planning. 
 Measure: Statewide drinking water plan complete. 
 Measure: Comprehensive watershed management plans incorporate drinking water source protection. 



• Strategy: Prioritize implementation funding that supports the Ground Water Protection Rule (GPR). 
o Action: Fully implement actions to reduce nitrate in DWSMAs that are Level 1 and Level 2 under the GPR. 

 Measure: Public water suppliers at Level 1 or Level 2 under the GPR do not exceed the drinking water standard for 
nitrate by 2034.  

• Strategy: Support prevention efforts to protect groundwater in DWSMAs. 
o Action: Fund protective actions. 

 Measure: Approximately 400,000 acres of vulnerable land surrounding drinking water wellhead areas statewide are 
protected by 2034. 

 Measure:  Increase landowner adoption of soil health practices for drinking water protection through technical 
assistance, conservation equipment support, financial assistance, easements, drinking water protection/restoration 
grants, targeted wellhead protection grants, continuous living cover, soil health grants, etc. 

• Strategy: Support prevention and management of newly identified contaminant risks. 
o Action: Fund Contaminants of Emerging Concern (CEC) program. 

 Measure: At least 20 chemicals are screened each biennium. 
o Action: Fund adequate monitoring and assessment activities to examine emerging risks. 

 Measure: Support of river and lake monitoring assessment, ambient groundwater and drinking water monitoring, with 
enough contingency for rapid response. 

• Strategy: Identify policy options that will accelerate progress to achieving federal safe drinking water standards. 
o Action: Clean Water Council Policy Committee will make annual policy recommendations. 

 
Goal 2: Private Water Supply Wells—Ensure that private well users have safe, sufficient, and equitable access to drinking water. 
 Strategy: Identify risks to and fund testing of private well water. 

o Action: Support free well testing in the most vulnerable areas of the state for nitrates and pesticides. 
 Measure: Well users with the most vulnerable drinking water sources have water tested for nitrates and pesticides by 

the State. 
o Action: Fund a ten-year effort to give every private well user the opportunity to test for five major contaminants. 

 Measure: Private well testing offered for 10 percent of private well users each year for 10 years. 
 Strategy: Encourage mitigation activities, including funding for low-income households. 

o Action: Assist qualifying low-income households to replace private wells or install water treatment system. 
 Performance Measure: Grant program reports from MDH.  



 Strategy: Identify policy options that will accelerate the reduction in the number of unsafe private wells. 
o Action: Clean Water Council Policy Committee will make annual policy recommendations. 

 

Surface Water Protection and Restoration Vision: Minnesotans will have fishable and swimmable 
waters throughout the state. 
 
Goal 1: Monitor, assess, and characterize Minnesota’s surface waters.  

o Strategy: Maintain consistent funding for a comprehensive monitoring system. 
o Action: Continue to monitor and assess on 10-year cycle and for emerging contaminants. 

 Measure: Completion of second monitoring and assessment cycle. 
 Measure: Reports on contaminants of emerging concern as needed or requested. 

o Action: Complete Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) reports as needed. 
 Measure: Publication of TMDL reports by the MPCA. 

Goal 2: Protect and restore surface waters by prioritizing and targeting resources by major watershed.  
o Strategy: Identify and refine strategies required to meet water quality standards in each HUC-8 watershed.  

o Action: Review and revise previously completed Watershed Restoration and Protection Strategies (WRAPS) 
 Measure: Completion of second generation of WRAPS. 

• Strategy: Prioritize waters for protection and restoration using comprehensive watershed management plans (One Watershed 
One Plan or other approved plans)ii updated every ten years. 

o Action: Restore those impaired waters that are closest to meeting state water quality standards. 
 Measure: Lists of “barely impaired” waters shared with local watersheds as they prepare One Watershed One Plans or 

other approved plans 
 Measure: List of “barely impaired” waters that show improving trends on an annual basis. 
 Measure: Percentage of lakes meeting acceptable recreation values reaches 70 percent by 2034. 
 Measure: Percentage of rivers and streams meeting acceptable healthy fish values reach 67 percent by 2034. 



o Action: Protect those high-quality unimpaired waters at greatest risk of becoming impaired. 
 Measure: Comparison of “nearly impaired” waters list with prioritized waters in One Watershed One Plans. 
 Measure: List of “nearly impaired waters” as well as healthy waters that see no change or no degradation on an annual 

basis. 

o Action: Restore and protect water resources for public use and public health, including drinking water. 
 Measure: List of waters with high public use that show improving trends or no degradation over time. 
 Measure: List of projects that show connection to Drinking Water Supply Management Areas (DWSMAs). 

o Action: Review formula for funding priorities among HUC-8 watersheds regularly. 
 Measure: Watershed-Based Implementation Funding (WBIF) formula. 

o Action: Track completion of priorities (e.g., Tier One) in each One Watershed One Plan. 
 Measure: Pilot tracker tool to show implementation progress against goals, followed by regional and then statewide 

deployment. 

Goal 3: Protect and restore surface waters through statewide, regional, or issue-specific programs that help meet water quality goals 
but are not necessarily prioritized and targeted according to geography. 

o Strategy: Enhance compliance for regulatory programs to accelerate progress 
o Action: Maintain compliance rates for subsurface sewage treatment systems (SSTS) at 80 percent with a stretch goal of 90 percent. 

 Measure: MPCA Annual SSTS Report. 

o Action: Ensure timely compliance with statewide municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4) permits. 
 Measure: Point source discharge permits incorporate gains from stormwater pollutant reductions. 
 Measure: Minnesota Stormwater Manual updated regularly. 

o Action: Support small unsewered or under-sewered communities for long-term wastewater solutions. 
 Measure: Small or no backlog for Small Community Wastewater Treatment. 

o Action: Support wastewater treatment plants and stormwater projects seeking to meet tighter Total Maximum Daily Load 
requirements. 
 Measure: Adequate support of Point Source Implementation Grant (PSIG) program. 



• Strategy: Maintain and increase capacity of Minnesotans to improve water quality. 
o Action: Engage farmers in water quality efforts. 

 Measure: Number of farmers and acres enrolled in Minnesota Agricultural Water Quality Certification Program, with a 
target of 5,100 farms and 6.5 million acres by 2030. 

 Measure: Number of acres with continuous living cover, with a target of five million acres by 2034. 
 Measure: Meet targets for nutrients in the state’s Nutrient Reduction Strategy, including a 45 percent decrease in 

nitrogen and phosphorus in the Mississippi River basin by 2040. 
 Measure: Number of acres enrolled in permanent easements. 
 Measure: Increasing number of renters and non-operating landowners participating in water quality efforts. 

o Action: Engage non-traditional audiences and elevate absent narratives with an equity lens. 
 Measure: Collaborations with state agencies and their equity efforts. 
 Measure: Evaluation of We Are Water exhibit and its outreach. 

o Action: Engage lakeshore property owners and private landowners.  
 Measure: Number of property owners enrolled in Lake Steward program. 
 Measure: We Are Water annual report. 
 Measure: Additional in-lake treatment and restoration projects proposed and funded for competitive grants. 
 Measure: Protection of 100,000 acres and restoration of 100,000 acres in the Upper Mississippi River headwaters basin 

by 2034. 

o Action: Engage chloride users  
 Measure: Number of snow removal contractors and public works departments who are Smart Salting certified and make 

measurable reductions in chloride use. 
 Measure: No increase in chloride concentration in metro rivers and streams over time. 

o Action: Engage water managers statewide 
 Measure: SWCDs, WDs, WMOs, drainage authorities, highway departments, municipalities, and counties have the skills 

necessary to carry out programs to meet water quality goals.  

o Action: Support innovative efforts that accelerate progress toward clean water goals. 
 Measure: Acres of income-generating continuous living cover planted. 
 Measure: Stormwater research identifies scalable solutions for pollutant reduction to assist MS4 permittees. 
 mussels, culverts 



o Action: Plan for funding resilience after expiration of Legacy Amendment in 2034. 
 Measure: New funding sources (e.g., fees, bonding, general fund) identified that would be required to maintain support 

of critical programs. 

• Strategy: Support competitive grants for protection and restoration activities. 
o Action: Provide opportunities for competitive grants that meet statewide priorities but do not fit in comprehensive watershed 

management plans. 
 Measure: Annual grant funding round by BWSR for projects and practices, multi-purpose drainage management, and 

accelerated implementation/capacity building. 

• Strategy: Identify policy options that will accelerate the protection and restoration of surface waters. 
o Action: Clean Water Council Policy Committee will make annual policy recommendations. 

 Measure: Biennial policy recommendations. 

 
i Minn. Stat. 114D.30. 
ii While most watersheds in the state now use One Watershed One Plan, there are also approved plans used under previous statutes, especially in the metro 
area. "Comprehensive local water management plan," "comprehensive water plan," "local water plan," and "local water management plan" mean the plan 
adopted by a county under sections 103B.311 and 103B.315. “Watershed management plan” is defined in sections 103D.401. 
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The Clean Water Council is a state advisory council created as part of the Clean Water Legacy Acti (CWLA) in 2006. The Council’s purpose is to 

advise on the implementation of the CWLA, and to foster coordination and cooperation among state agencies and other stakeholders and 

partners. In addition, in 2009, the Council was assigned the task of recommending how to use the Clean Water Fund, which is one-third of the 

dedicated sales tax revenue generated from the Clean Water, Land and Legacy Amendment. 

This strategic plan is not a comprehensive plan for all water activities in Minnesota. It focuses on activities within the Council’s assigned roles for 

the Clean Water Legacy Act and the Clean Water Fund. Purposely left out of the plan are most point source activities that are governed by 

permits or other requirements, or are supported by other major funding sources (landfills, large feedlots, manure management plans, leaking 

storage tanks, PFAS work funded by 3M settlement, etc.) 

Several previous efforts provide the foundation for this plan, including Minnesota’s Nutrient Reduction Strategy (NRS), the 2014 Clean Water 

Road Map, the 2011 Minnesota Water Management Framework, and the Nonpoint Priority Funding Plan produced by the Board of Water and 

Soil Resources, and others. 

Much of the plan focuses on priorities for using the Clean Water Fund (CWF). In January of odd-numbered years, the Council must submit 

recommendations for the use of the CWF. 

Statutory guidance and planning since 2008 have outlined several criteria for prioritizing the use of the CWF. Primary among them is 

constitutional language that the CWF must supplement existing funding and not supplant it. Other criteria include the following: 

Groundwater Vision: Groundwater is clean and available to all in Minnesota. 
 

Goal 1: Protect groundwater from degradation and support effective measures to restore degraded groundwater. 

• Strategy: Develop baseline data on Minnesota’s groundwater quality, including areas of high pollution sensitivity. 

o Action: Complete groundwater atlases for all Minnesota counties. 

o Action: Monitor ambient groundwater quality throughout the state. 

o Action: Characterize nitrate and pesticide contamination in vulnerable aquifers. 



o Action: Characterize natural and synthetic contaminants in groundwater. 

• Strategy: Develop and carry out strategies that will protect and restore groundwater statewide. 

o Action: Complete and plans and fund activities for protection and restoration of groundwater statewide using a major watershed 

scale 

o Action: Reduce risk of bacteria in groundwater. 

o Action: Reduce nutrient contamination of groundwater. 

o Action: Reduce risk of pesticide contamination in groundwater. 

o Action: Reduce risk of stormwater contaminants entering groundwater. 

Goal 2: Ensure groundwater use is sustainable and avoid adverse impacts to surface water features due to groundwater use 

▪ Strategy: Support ongoing monitoring of groundwater quantity. 

o Action: Maintain network of long-term groundwater monitoring wells and add wells as needed. 

o Action: Identify groundwater-dependent lakes; designated trout streams; calcareous fens, and wetland complexes. 

• Strategy: Develop a sustainability standard for groundwater and support best management practices to achieve it. 

o Action: Prioritize areas of high water use intensity. 

o Action: Implement water efficiency BMPs, water use reduction, and irrigation water management in areas of high water use 

intensity by agricultural irrigators, highly sensitive areas, Groundwater Management Areas (GWMAs), and highly vulnerable 

Drinking Water Source Management Areas (DWSMAs). 

• Strategy: Prepare for possible groundwater recharge in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area to ensure continuous orderly and 

economic development. 

o Action: Identify significantly contributing groundwater recharge areas to the aquifers in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area. 

o Action: Develop protection and management strategies for these aquifers.  

• Strategy: Identify policy options that will accelerate progress to achieving a sustainable groundwater standard. 

o Action: Clean Water Council Policy Committee biennial policy recommendations. 

 

Drinking Water Source Protection Vision: Drinking water is safe for everyone, everywhere in 

Minnesota.  
 



Goal 1: Public Water Systems--Ensure that users of public water systems have safe, sufficient, and equitable drinking water.  

 

▪ Strategy: Identify and reduce risks to drinking water sources by investing in technical training, planning, coordination, and 

source water protection grants. 

o Action: Assist public water suppliers in completing Drinking Water Source Protection Plans (DWSPPs) and supporting 

implementation projects listed in the plans. 

o Action: Integrate drinking water source protection with surface water planning. 

• Strategy: Prioritize implementation funding that supports the Ground Water Protection Rule (GPR). 

o Action: Fully implement actions to reduce nitrate in DWSMAs that are Level 1 and Level 2 under the GPR. 

• Strategy: Support prevention efforts to protect groundwater in DWSMAs. 

o Action: Fund protective actions. 

• Strategy: Support prevention and management of newly identified contaminant risks. 

o Action: Fund Contaminants of Emerging Concern (CEC) program. 

o Action: Fund adequate monitoring and assessment activities to examine emerging risks. 

• Strategy: Identify policy options that will accelerate progress to achieving federal safe drinking water standards. 

o Action: Clean Water Council Policy Committee will make annual policy recommendations. 
 

Goal 2: Private Water Supply Wells—Ensure that private well users have safe, sufficient, and equitable access to drinking water. 

▪ Strategy: Identify risks to and fund testing of private well water. 

o Action: Support free well testing in the most vulnerable areas of the state for nitrates and pesticides. 

o Action: Fund a ten-year effort to give every private well user the opportunity to test for five major contaminants. 

▪ Strategy: Encourage mitigation activities, including funding for low-income households. 

o Action: Assist qualifying low-income households to replace private wells or install water treatment system. 

▪ Strategy: Identify policy options that will accelerate the reduction in the number of unsafe private wells. 

o Action: Clean Water Council Policy Committee will make annual policy recommendations. 



Surface Water Protection and Restoration Vision: Minnesotans will have fishable and swimmable 

waters throughout the state. 
 

Goal 1: Monitor, assess, and characterize Minnesota’s surface waters.  

o Strategy: Maintain consistent funding for a comprehensive monitoring system. 

o Action: Continue to monitor and assess on 10-year cycle and for emerging contaminants. 

o Action: Complete Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) reports as needed. 

Goal 2: Protect and restore surface waters by prioritizing and targeting resources by major watershed.  

o Strategy: Identify and refine strategies required to meet water quality standards in each HUC-8 watershed.  

o Action: Review and revise previously completed Watershed Restoration and Protection Strategies (WRAPS) 

• Strategy: Prioritize waters for protection and restoration using comprehensive watershed management plans (One Watershed 

One Plan) updated every ten years. 

o Action: Restore those impaired waters that are closest to meeting state water quality standards. 

o Action: Protect those high-quality unimpaired waters at greatest risk of becoming impaired. 

o Action: Restore and protect water resources for public use and public health, including drinking water. 

o Action: Review formula for funding priorities among HUC-8 watersheds regularly. 

o Action: Track completion of priorities (e.g., Tier One) in each One Watershed One Plan. 

Goal 3: Protect and restore surface waters through statewide, regional, or issue-specific programs that help meet water quality goals 

but are not necessarily prioritized and targeted according to geography. 

o Strategy: Enhance compliance for regulatory programs to accelerate progress 

o Action: Maintain compliance rates for subsurface sewage treatment systems (SSTS) at 80 percent with a stretch goal of 90 percent. 

o Action: Ensure timely compliance with statewide municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4) permits. 

o Action: Support small unsewered or under-sewered communities for long-term wastewater solutions. 

o Action: Support wastewater treatment plants and stormwater projects seeking to meet tighter Total Maximum Daily Load 

requirements. 

• Strategy: Maintain and increase capacity of Minnesotans to improve water quality. 

o Action: Engage farmers in water quality efforts. 

o Action: Engage non-traditional audiences and elevate absent narratives with an equity lens. 



o Action: Engage lakeshore property owners and private landowners.  

o Action: Engage chloride users  

o Action: Engage water managers statewide 

o Action: Support innovative efforts that accelerate progress toward clean water goals. 

o Action: Plan for funding resilience after expiration of Legacy Amendment in 2034. 

• Strategy: Support competitive grants for protection and restoration activities. 

o Action: Provide opportunities for competitive grants that meet statewide priorities but do not fit in comprehensive watershed 

management plans. 

• Strategy: Identify policy options that will accelerate the protection and restoration of surface waters. 

o Action: Clean Water Council Policy Committee will make annual policy recommendations. 

 
i Minn. Stat. 114D.30. 



 
 

 
 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
  
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
    

   
  

   
  

 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 

Brooke Cunningham M.D. 
Commissioner 
Minnesota Department of Health 
Post Office Box 64975 
Saint Paul, MN  55164-0975 

Thom Peterson 
Commissioner 
Minnesota Department of Agriculture 
625 Robert Street North 
Saint Paul, MN  55155-2474 

Katrina Kessler 
Commissioner 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
520 Lafayette Road N 
Saint Paul, MN  55155-4194 

Dear Dr. Cunningham, Mr. Peterson, and Ms. Kessler: 

On April 24th, 2023, Petitioners1 requested that the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency exercise its 
emergency powers under Section 1431 of the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) to address groundwater 
nitrate contamination that presents a risk to the health of the residents in eight counties of the 
Southeast Karst Region2 (Karst Region) of Minnesota. Section 1431 authorizes EPA to act upon receipt 
of information that a contaminant is present in or is likely to enter a public water system (PWS) or an 
underground source of drinking water (USDW), which may present an imminent and substantial 
endangerment to the health of persons, and that appropriate state and local authorities have not 

1 Petitioners: Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy, Environmental Working Group, Minnesota Well Owners 
Organization, Center for Food Safety, Clean Up the River Environment, Food & Water Watch, Friends of the Mississippi 
River, Izaak Walton League Minnesota Division, Land Stewardship Project, Minnesota Trout Unlimited, and Mitchell 
Hamline Public Health Law Center. 
2 Minnesota’s Karst Region referenced in the petition consists of eight counties: Dodge, Fillmore, Goodhue, Houston, 
Mower, Olmsted, Wabasha, and Winona county. 



 

    
   
    

 
 

  
      

 
 

  
  

 
   

   
 

 
   

 
 

    
   

 
  

     

 
  

  
 

  
  

 
 

 
 

    

 

  
  

  
 

acted to protect the health of such persons. Approximately 390,6823 people reside in the Karst Region; 
about 300,000 people are served by 93 PWSs and approximately 93,8054 people rely on private wells 
as their primary source of drinking water. Based on the information currently available from past 
nitrate monitoring, it had been estimated that 9,2185 residents in the Karst Region were or still are at 
risk of consuming water at or above the maximum contaminant level (MCL) for nitrate, with Minnesota 
Department of Agriculture reporting that 12.1% of the private wells tested (equating to 1,058 wells) 
exceeded the MCL of 10mg/L6. Several of the PWSs in the Karst Region have also been impacted by 
MCL exceedances resulting in additional treatment and/or having to drill deeper wells. 

We appreciate the time that you and your staff have taken to meet with my staff on numerous 
occasions to share each agency’s efforts to protect Minnesota’s drinking water, including the 
information you shared in and after our meeting on August 28, 2023 (See Enclosure). While we 
appreciate the collective commitment to address nitrate contamination through state-administered 
programs, based on our discussions and current available drinking water data, there is an evident need 
for further actions to safeguard public health. 

EPA’s immediate priority is to protect human health by ensuring that residents impacted by nitrate 
contamination are: (1) identified; (2) provided notice in all applicable languages regarding their 
potential exposure to elevated nitrate concentrations and information regarding the associated health 
risks; and (3) provided the opportunity to obtain alternate drinking water until nitrate contamination in 
groundwater falls below the MCL for nitrate of 10 mg/L. 

EPA expects state agencies to take timely actions to address the nitrate contamination, especially with 
respect to providing public notice and alternate water. To address these priorities, EPA requests that 
the Minnesota agencies develop a coordinated and comprehensive work plan to identify, contact, 
conduct drinking water testing and offer alternate water to all impacted persons in the Karst Region, as 
soon as possible, and to sustain these efforts for as long as nitrate concentrations in the groundwater 
of the Karst Region remain at or above the MCL. An adequate work plan to address immediate health 
concerns should include the following: 

1. Coordination – The state should create a communication plan that identifies how 
information and responsibilities will be shared among the state agencies, local governments 

3 Calculated using the 2022 data, for each county, reported on the Minnesota State Demographic Center “PopFinder For 
Minnesota, Counties, & Regions”. https://mn.gov/admin/demography/data-by-topic/population-data/our-estimates/pop-
finder1.jsp 
4 Calculated using Minnesota Department of Health “Community Water Systems: MNPH Data Access” to determine 
population serviced by CWS’s, then subtracted by the population in the region. 
https://mndatamaps.web.health.state.mn.us/interactive/cwss.html last updated 03/07/2023. 

5 Calculated using the Township Testing Program "Final Report" by adding up the estimated population at risk, reported in 
the "Estimates of Population at Risk" section of each report, for each county. Data used ranges from 2014 – 2019. 
https://www.mda.state.mn.us/township-testing-schedule-reports 
6 From the Township Testing Program county reports for this region. 
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(county, city, township), and any private businesses or local utilities that have volunteered or 
been required to act, so that each entity’s efforts serve a singular and coordinated response. 

2. Identification of Impacted Residences – The state should identify each residence that 
obtains drinking water from a private well within the Karst Region. This includes wells that were 
constructed prior to the adoption of Minnesota’s Well Code. 

3. Education and Outreach – The state should provide notice to newly and previously impacted 
residents and continue to provide notice as long as contamination persists at or above the MCL 
for nitrate. If notice has not been provided to those that were previously identified as having 
private drinking water wells at or above the MCL for nitrate, we expect the state to provide 
notice immediately to such residents. 

Similarly, if notice has not been provided to customers served by regulated PWSs that had 
nitrate levels at or above the MCL, we expect the state or owner/operators to provide notice 
immediately. Public education and outreach should be conducted in a form and manner 
reasonably calculated to reach all impacted residents in all applicable languages.  

The state should prioritize its education and outreach toward the most vulnerable populations 
for associated health risks (e.g., homes with infants, pregnant women), including efforts to 
work with health care facilities and daycares serving such populations. 

In addition to public health information, clear instruction for private drinking water well users 
to request drinking water testing should be included in appropriate languages. Minnesota 
should measure its progress in contacting all private well users identified as part of outreach 
efforts. For those private well users that do not respond to public notices, Minnesota should 
attempt personal communications, such as visits to individual residences (e.g., Minnesota 
Water Stewards). 

4. Drinking Water Testing – Responsible agencies should create and implement a plan to 
provide analysis of drinking water samples obtained from any private well users in the Karst 
Region that request testing.  For any residents identified as having private drinking water wells 
at or above the MCL for nitrate, we expect the state to provide timely notice to such impacted 
residents.  

5. Provision of Alternate Water – Alternate drinking water should be offered as soon as 
practicable to each residence where water tests show an exceedance of the MCL for nitrate in 
the private well. The state should prioritize provision of alternate water to particularly 
vulnerable populations (e.g., homes with infants, pregnant women). As part of your response to 
EPA, please provide a detailed plan for distribution (e.g., water made available to residents at 
centralized locations) and a timeline for provision of such water.   
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Alternate water should be provided as needed for drinking, cooking, and maintaining oral 
hygiene. This shall be at no cost to the resident and in a manner that minimizes the burden on 
the impacted resident to obtain safe drinking water, such as water distribution locations and/or 
delivery services, reverse osmosis treatment units, or connection to a public water system. 

6. Public Records – Maintain and regularly publish records such that Minnesota residents and 
the general public can better understand the scope and severity of nitrate contamination in the 
Karst Region and measure Minnesota’s progress in implementing its response plan including 
provision of alternate water, and to establish an effective way to communicate updates to the 
general public. 

7. Communication with EPA – EPA requests that the Minnesota agencies provide progress 
reports quarterly to EPA that (a) describe actions taken during the previous quarter to address 
the immediate health impacts of nitrate contamination; (b) identify major accomplishments 
and issues that arose; (c) describe actions and timelines planned for the next quarter; and (d) 
describe any problems or delays encountered and the solutions implemented to address them. 

While this letter is largely focused on addressing immediate health concerns regarding nitrate 
contamination in drinking water in the Karst Region, Minnesota must also develop and implement a 
long-term solution to achieve reductions in nitrate concentrations in drinking water supplies. 

Developing a complete understanding of potential sources of nitrate contamination is an important 
immediate step for the state. A risk analysis of current and future nitrate contamination of the 
impacted groundwater will be critical for determining long-term solutions, and such analysis should 
incorporate the latest science and technologies. 

Minnesota has tools to effect reductions in nitrate concentrations through the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and State Disposal System permit programs, including 
development and implementation of more protective NPDES/SDS CAFO permits. 

In addition, Minnesota should consider adopting monitoring requirements in NPDES/SDS permits 
related to (1) subsurface discharges from manure, litter, and process wastewater storage, as well as (2) 
discharges from land application, similar to those proposed by EPA as modifications to the EPA-issued 
CAFO general permit for Idaho: https://www.epa.gov/npdes-permits/npdes-general-permit-
concentrated-animal-feeding-operations-cafos-idaho. We also encourage Minnesota to consider 
modifications to the state’s Technical Standards for Nutrient Management with regard to land 
application of manure, litter or process wastewater, and any Minnesota guidelines for land application 
of commercial fertilizer, specific to Karst areas. 

EPA expects Minnesota to hold sources of nitrate accountable using all available tools to reduce the 
amount of nitrate they release to ground water. While the Agency appreciates the state agencies’ 
engagement and past efforts in addressing groundwater contamination in the Karst Region, EPA will 
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continue to closely monitor this situation and consider exercising our independent emergency and 
enforcement authorities. 

Given the urgency inherent in any situation involving drinking water contamination with known 
potential health risks, we respectfully request confirmation of your agencies’ plan to provide 
“Education and Outreach” and “Provision of Alternate Water” as soon as possible. EPA expects a reply 
with respect to the elements noted above within 30 days, which must include the anticipated 
timeframe for submission of the agencies’ work plan. 

Sincerely, 
Digitally signed byDEBRA DEBRA SHORE 
Date: 2023.11.03SHORE 08:31:31 -05'00' 

Debra Shore 
Regional Administrator
  & Great Lakes National Program Manager 
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Enclosure: Summary of Minnesota Efforts to Address Nitrate Contamination 

EPA recognizes the Minnesota’s past and current efforts to address nitrate contamination: 
The Clean Water council (consisting of MDA, MPCA, and MDH representatives) was able to advise the 
Legislature to appropriate $100,000 of the state’s Clean Water Fund to the “Tap In” initiative, which 
was carried out at the county level, including counties in the Karst Region. This initiative in 2021 
assisted low-income private well owners with nitrate contamination that exceeds the MCL. The initial 
grant covered 186 tests, 7 reverse osmosis filters, 6 new wells, and one well repair. 

MDA and MDH created a private well network for residents in which to participate in the Central Sands 
and Southeast Karst Region. The purpose of the Southeast Minnesota Volunteer Nitrate Monitoring 
Network was to monitor long term trends of nitrate concentrations in private drinking water wells 
throughout Southeastern Minnesota. Samples were collected from 2008 – 2012.  

MDA and MDH provide technical assistance to CWSs when the nitrate level is detected above 3 mg/L. 
MDA had established Nitrate Testing Clinics, which has provided 50,000 well owners with testing 
services and educational outreach since 1993, and local partners with equipment to carry out nitrate 
analysis.  

MDA provided free nitrate sampling to private well owners in vulnerable Townships throughout the 
state from 2013 to 2019 via the Township Testing Program. Of the 344 townships determined to be 
vulnerable statewide, 133 are in the Karst Region. 

MDA was the initial partner in the We are Water MN, providing technical assistance, staff time, and 
financial investments. 

MDA continues to develop and publish videos, infographics, and additional resources targeted for 
residents of the Karst Region. 

MDA developed the Groundwater Protection Rule to support the 2015 Nitrogen Fertilizer Management 
Plan, which went into effect on June 28, 2019. 

MDH established and enforces laws and rules for proper construction and sealing of wells and borings 
and provides guidance to private well owners. MDH assists and regulates public water systems by 
approving system construction and treatment plans in response to nitrate issues, as well as requiring 
PWSs to protect water sources from contamination and providing technical assistance and grants to do 
so. Since 1993, MDH has successfully returned 8 CWSs and 38 NCWSs back to compliance with SDWA’s 
regulatory limits for nitrates. 

MPCA created the state’s Nutrient Reduction Strategy in 2014 to guide the state in reducing excess 
nutrients in water to meet state and downstream water quality goals. 



 
 

 
    

  
 

  
  

  
     

  
   

    
     

 
 
  

     
 

 

 

MPCA had released the Groundwater Protection Recommendation Report in 2016 which states 
recommendations for preventing nitrate contamination in groundwater. 

MPCA uses NPDES permits to (1) prevent manure, litter, and process wastewater discharge to surface 
water from Large CAFO production areas and (2) minimize nutrient movement to surface water from 
manure, litter, and process wastewater application to land under the control of Large CAFOs.  State 
Disposal System-based conditions in these permits, and in SDS-only permits for Large CAFOs, are for 
the purpose of protecting ground water.  In a July 22, 2021 letter from MPCA to EPA, MPCA 
underscored that it set conditions in its 2021 statewide NPDES/SDS general permit for Large CAFOs for 
the specific purpose of addressing existing elevated levels of nitrates in ground water (Peter Tester 
letter to Cheryl Newton, page one). For decades, Minnesota has operated a supplementary state law 
regulatory program for feedlots as small as 50 animal units (10 in shoreland). 

In addition, we thank Minnesota staff for taking time to participate in recent calls and sharing 
information on your work to address nitrate contamination including calls with MDH on May 8, May 
18, and June 20; MDA on May 18, MPCA on August 22, and a joint call with all three agencies on 
August 28. 









































































C lean Water C ouncil
November 20 , 2023

Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy
Carly Griffith & Leigh Currie



Nitrate Contamination
Private Wells Public Water Systems



Health Impacts
• Federal limit of 10mg/L set in 

1962 to protect against blue baby 
syndrome

• Increased risk for various cancers 
(colorectal, thyroid, ovarian) and 
adverse birth outcomes (neural 
tube defects, premature birth) 
from levels as low as 3-5mg/L



Land Use

Nitrogen Phosphorous



State Agency Jurisdiction over Groundwater



S afe Drinking Water Act S ection 1431 

EPA retains emergency powers 
to abate present or likely 
contamination of a public water 
system or underground source of 
drinking water if it receives 
“ information ” that the 
contamination “may present an 
imminent and substantial 
endangerment to the health of 
persons” and “appropriate State 
and local authorities have not 
acted to protect the health of 
such persons.” 



Petitioners 
• Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy
• Environmental Working Group
• Minnesota Well Owners Organization
• Center for Food Safety
• Clean Up the River Environment
• Food & Water Watch
• Friends of the Mississippi River
• Izaak Walton League Minnesota Division
• Land Stewardship Project
• Minnesota Trout Unlimited
• Public Health Law Center



EPA Response
• Create a plan to communicate among the state and local 

governments to ensure a coordinated response;
• Identify all private wells in the karst region, including pre-code wells;
• Provide education and outreach to impacted well owners and 

residents about contamination and testing;
• Provide water testing to residents of the karst;
• Provide free alternate drinking water for residences that tested above 

the maximum contaminant limit for nitrate;
• Maintain public records about the problem and the plan to address it; 

and
• Provide quarterly progress reports to EPA.



Public Health

• Coordinated communications 
plan to inform residents of 
health risks, how to test

• Hazard assessment with a 
focus on pre-code wells

• Education and outreach 
partnership with local health 
care providers

• Laboratory analysis of water 
samples

• Permanent fund source for 
private well mitigation



Prevention
• Revise feedlot rules for vulnerable 

groundwater areas like the karst
• CAFO General Permit 
• Township-scale nutrient 

management recommendations 
under NFMP

• Local controls like animal unit caps 
to limit the growth of feedlot 
operations

• Broader adoption of best 
management practices like cover 
crops and diverse crop rotation 

• Grant programs to increase manure 
storage capacity, incentivize AMMPs 
for small and midsize feedlots



Discussion on Private Well Initiatives
November 20, 2023



The team
Answer the question, “Why are we the ones to solve the problem we identified?”

Presenters
Backgrounds in drinking water, engineering, geology, and private wells. 

Michelle Stockness, PE

Freshwater 
Executive Director

Jeff Broberg, PG

Minnesota Well Owners Organization
Founder



Agenda
• Background and a call to action 

(5 min)

• Ideas for program management, 
policy, education, testing, 
treatment and support                
(10 min)

• Discussion                                
(30 min)



We understand 
this is complicated

“Somebody needs to put the big picture together.”
-Paul Wotzka, MPR October 31, 2023



Current Fractured Landscape

Agency

Statewide

County and 
Township

Individual



Three Pillars for Advancing Water Equity 



Call to action 

We challenge you to grow and coordinate 
current private well policies and programs to 

show national leadership for public health and 
safe drinking water in rural communities.



Program 
Management

• Create a new Clean Water Council 
program to help with coordination, 
tracking, funding.

• Collaborate and clearly delineate 
roles, responsiblities and budget 
needs for a permanent program. 

• MDH should be the lead agency 
due to public health.

• Hire outside entities to help 
manage the process, fill staffing 
needs, grow in size and speed.

Proposed Ideas



Policy • Strengthen MDH authority to 
lead communication of public 
health risks for aquifers that 
supply drinking water.

• Include regional karst areas 
as GWPAs and DWSMAs in 
statute.

Proposed Ideas



Education
• Community-based education 

via community partners such 
as U of M Extension, SWCD, 
MAP, MNWOO, or 
Minnesota Water Stewards.

• Communicate with tribal 
governments, cities, county 
and township boards, civic 
groups, faith groups, local 
public health officials. 

Proposed Ideas



Inventory • Work with community 
partners to locate wells and 
owners. 

• Communicate with tribal 
governments, cities, county 
and township boards, civic 
groups, faith groups, local 
public health officials. 

Proposed Ideas



Testing
• Tests to all in 1-year

• Organize free well screening 
and testing with local partners.

• Lead with pubic health view.

• Offer technical guidance and 
follow-up resources.

Proposed Ideas



Treatment and 
Support • Community-based education 

to interpret water quality 
results, treatment needs, 
ongoing well operation, and 
maintenance.

• Provide grants for treatment 
or alternate water supply.

Proposed Ideas



Use outside entities to 
speed up and grow the 

process

Work with local community 
partners to provide trusted 

information. 

Coordinate and clarify roles 
and responsiblities with 

MDH leading In Summary



Discussion: 
Comments? Ideas? How can we help?



Inspiring and empowering people
to value and protect water.

freshwater.org

http://www.freshwater.org
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