Clean Water Council
Budget and Outcomes Committee (BOC) Meeting Agenda
Friday, December 5, 2025, 9:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.

Hybrid

2025 BOC Members: Steve Besser (BOC Chair), Dick Brainerd (BOC Vice-Chair), Steve Christensen, Warren Formo,
Brad Gausman, Holly Hatlewick, Annie Knight, Fran Miron

9:30

9:45

10:00

10:45

11:00

12:00

Regular Business

e Introductions

e Approve agenda & September meeting minutes
e Chair and Staff update

Public Comment
Any member of the public wishing to address the Council regarding something not on the agenda is
invited to do so as a part of this agenda item.

(DISCUSSION ITEM) Budget Forecast

The November Forecast was released on December 4", 2024. Information at this time is at a coarser level,
with Clean Water Fund-specific information anticipated later. We will review what we can and prepare for
how we want to discuss the forecast with the Full Council later this month.

Break

(DISCUSSION ITEM) KPI Dashboard: Review of next iteration

Agency staff have been working hard since the last meeting to refine the draft dashboard concepts we
looked at in November. This meeting will provide an opportunity to see how the dashboards are evolving

and provide input for next steps.

Adjourn

wg-cwc4-87/



Budget and Outcomes Committee Meeting Summary
Clean Water Council (Council)
November 7, 2025, 9:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.

Committee Members present: Steve Besser (Committee Chair), Dick Brainerd (Committee Vice Chair), Steve
Christenson, Brad Gausman, Holly Hatlewick, and Annie Knight.
Members absent: Fran Miron and Warren Formo.

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

Regular Business
e Introductions

o Justin Hanson, Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR): Note that the Government shutdown at the
federal level has not impacted the Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCDs) as much due to the
state funding. There is a lot of gratitude towards the Clean Water Funds (CWFs), regarding the Watershed
Based Implementation Funding (WBIF).

e Approve November 7" meeting agenda along with the September 5" and October 3™ meeting minutes,
motion to approve by Dick Brainerd and seconded by Steve Christenson. Motion carries unanimously.
e Chair and Staff update:

o Jen Kader: There were 159 responses for the Council’s survey. In general, the tone of the responses, in
aggregate, is that Minnesotans place a high regard on Minnesota’s waters. Those familiar with the Council
response was high, as it was our target audience. These are folks who know about the Council. We are still
missing input from people who don’t know about the Council, so there is additional outreach to do, as we
move into the next budget cycle. A preliminary analysis will be presented at the full Council meeting.

e Dick Brainerd: Is there a demographic on what part of the state responders were from? Answer:
There is a question of which Council member position they can relate to most.
* December 6" BOC may be cancelled, if the budget forecast has not been shared before December 5.

No public comment provided at this meeting.

Feedback on Key Performance Indicator (KPl) Dashboard examples (Webex 00:28:30)

Last month, the BOC reviewed the topic of developing a KPI dashboard for the Clean Water Council. This month,
we will review a few potential measures that could be used for the dashboard for each of the Strategic Plan Goals.
This is for Council members to review each grouping of possible measures to share what they like, what could be
improved, and what’s missing. Members were in three groups (two in-person in the room, and one virtual) to
review potential measures.

e Discussion following the activity:

o Steve Besser: Our group preferred the simple graphs and charts, as it was easier to understand right away.
The other graphs required a deeper dive. There can be a link included for a “deeper dive”, so the
information was available to those that want to look at greater details of the measure. We need to be
cognizant of who might be looking at the dashboard, so most people can understand it, for simplicity.

o Steve Christenson: Having a KPI dashboard is supported, and having it come out once or twice a year is
supported. This first version will not be perfect, but we will continue to focus in on which measures evolve
and get better. We are torn between the graphs that are simple and wanting more information. So, the
option to have a way to get to those greater details is an important one (like links). We saw pros and cons
with each, and thought maybe you need both. In general, the simpler is better. We spend half our money
on One Watershed One Plan (1W1P), and so we would like to see a measurement connected to that one.

o Brad Gausman: Our Strat plan is not the reality of where we are, and we don’t want people to think that.
We should describe the problem up front, to have the narrative included.

o Annie Knight: We went through the slides, then pulled back and had an overview discussion. The
Performance Report already exists, and it is a heavy lift for the agencies. Having this KPI is hopefully not
adding too much additional work, so we don’t want to duplicate the good work already but use it in a
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better way. The ability to dive into specific programs is helpful to see how they are contributing to the
larger goals. So, being able to zone in on some components, is good. Additionally, a graphic across the
board talking about a strategy, action, or measure. There are a lot of measures, and how does that bring
us back to how it is being invested.

Key reactions, needs, clear next steps:

O

Jen Kostrzewski, Met Council: In general, if there was any series data, to show trends, we should provide
context of when CWFs started, to see that impact on the trajectory. There was shared knowledge of the
impact of the CWFs, but that was not shown on the graphs. So, it should be included to show the impact.
Annie Knight: Spelling out acronyms would be helpful to Minnesotans. Including when the CWFs came
into play (like adding in the logo to the graph at the time) would be helpful. Additionally, defining what a
violation is for certain graphs, so it is easier to digest the info presented on the graphs. Explain what a
nitrate is, why is there a concern for nitrates, and why we are doing what we are doing for it. We can tell
that story, so people do not make assumptions.

Jen Kostrzewski, Met Council: We know dashboards are supposed to be clean, and not busy. Perhaps,
there is a little information button, so people could scroll over or click on it to provide greater information
to the viewers. They would be breadcrumbs for people to follow for greater information.

Annie Knight: Perhaps, on each of the dashboard items, there is a link of the programs that are actively
addressing the measure. Hovering over it can link to each program. | think that would be particularly
helpful for a Council member’s perspective.

Slides: “Drinking water is safe for everyone, everywhere in Minnesota”

O

O

Steve Christenson: The graphs need some work to make them simpler to understand. Perhaps, it is the
wrong map, because you need to know what all is in your water. There is likely something better to use.
Glenn Skuta, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA): That concerned me. It is not the finished water,
so it could be very misleading on a dashboard.

Frieda von Qualen, Minnesota Department of Health (MDH): | agree, there are better options. We can
discuss which one might be a better fit moving forward.

Slides: “Groundwater is clean and available to all in Minnesota” (four slides)

O

Glenn Skuta, MPCA: Trying to display as much information as you can, without it trying to be too busy, is a
challenge. Some of the graphics show if a location is getter better or worse, while other show the level of
contamination - but we do not know if it is getting better or worse. Perhaps an arrow or color can share
the direction of the change happening. It takes a little more interpretation (not sure how much is too
much versus not enough). Help the viewer understand the change over time. If you show both kinds of
graphics, it hopefully helps share the story of what is happening over time. Yet, still digestible for people.
Julie Westerlund, BWSR: Try to make it as obvious as possible what you want the viewer to read into.
Response from Jen Kader: Part of this, is that these graphics already exist somewhere. These are coming
from different reports, from different agencies, and so there are a lot of inconsistencies.

Jen Kostrzewski, Met Council: To build onto what is being said. It is better to have some context provided,
versus just a map provided. Making sure there is a measure you want to get out of the map. The next few
slides could be interpreted in different ways. | work with this information, but others need that guiding
information next to the maps/graphs.

Julie Westerlund, BWSR: Should the overall of the measure reflect where the CWFs are being spent? The
level of effort going into contaminants of emerging concern (CECs) in comparison to other funds is low.
Thinking along that line, is there a way to calibrate it, to some extent? However, on the flipside, an issue
that is not getting enough attention, the Council would like more light to shed on it, they could use this to
highlight it. It is a conversation for the Council to have.

Steve Christenson: Our main theme is that the maps should show both the trend, and if it is good or bad.
We need to refine them. In general, we liked these maps, including the water availability.

Annie Knight: It is hard to know what percentage of a program goes to which measure. Should the Council
indicate somewhere the level of investment the Council has made in this strategy. Is there some kind of
way to reveal it, like a pie chart on the dashboard (like we are investing fifty percent of the CWFs in WBIF).

Slides “Minnesotans will have fishable and swimmable waters throughout the state” — Lakes, rivers and
streams, and delisting of impaired waters:

O

These are the surface waters.



Steve Besser: We had comments on why it is just lakes (versus all the surface waters). We were

wondering what that has to do with our progress. When we think about the watershed approach cycle,

and these are outputs of where the monitoring is being done across the state. We are making progress

across the state, leading to implementation. | do not know if that is interesting to the general Minnesotan,

versus the Council? It is a good question to ask. We also talked about the index of biological integrity (IBI)

as a measure, and it would apply to rivers and lakes.

= Response from Glenn Skuta, MPCA: We have a better IBI on rivers. It took longer to develop the lake
IBI, so there is not as much data there.

= Justin Hanson: If the public is your target audience, that could help folks understand it better.

= Jen Kader: The first audience would be the Council members, but in a public ably available format.
This may be where some of the survey data comes in too.

Slides “All Minnesotans value water and take actions to sustain and protect it.”

O

Glenn Skuta, MPCA: It feels like there are a few things going on here. Measures that are related to what

the average citizen can do. There are other programs to spotlight (like water stewardship), that could be

included too. Additionally, the Minnesota Ag Water Quality Certification Program, along with the

easements up by the Mississippi. These are just examples of the work the CWFs are supporting. It could

be included to show the work of the CWFs of actions people can do on the land currently. There is power

in showing the actions people are taking now, as a whole, and then spotlight a particular program.

= Response from Jen Kader: Now | want to have a map where people can toggle on and off to view the
participation in the different programs.

= Glenn Skuta, MPCA: We have the help our watersheds, and you can toggle over the best management
practices (BMPs). So, perhaps those can be linked.

= Julie Westerlund, BWSR: Some local government can also have links too — it comes in different
varieties and forms, but could also be included to show that work. To show the engagement of the
work at this local level.

= Steve Besser: | am thinking about the We Are Water too. Also, the number of lakes that have lake
associations would be helpful too, because those folks are concerned about the quality of their water
too. Perhaps, something like that could be helpful.

= Justin Hanson: I’'m not sure how to track that.

= Jen Kader: From the social side, it would be good to know about it.

= Jen Kostrzewski: The Met Council recently did an exercise in measures, and we were seeing Met
Council measures, and those are the ones that we can control. Then, there were regional measures.
You can have both, but you need to define them and explain what they are within your dashboard.

=  Glenn Skuta, MPCA: The WRAPs, GRAPS, and 1W1P guide a lot of what CWFs are doing but also guide
a lot of other funds too. Local partners are using these plans to help guide the work.

KPI Dashboard Report Out and Next Steps (Webex 01:20:00)
This is to discuss next steps for developing the KPI dashboard.

Would members of the BOC like to join a small work group to continue working on this item? It cannot be

more than four voting members. This is to work on iterations, prior to the BOC’s review at the next meeting.

Jen Kader, Annie Knight, and Steve Christenson will plan to meet with Glenn Skuta and Kim Laing at the MPCA,
to create a revision of this KPI dashboard for the next BOC meeting. After review by the BOC, it could go to
the full Council for review and approval.

Adjournment (Webex 01:21:38)



November budget forecast

Jen’s preliminary notes

Forecast information to date is largely focused on the General Fund which, while the
forecast is better than it looked in February, is still projecting a deficit for the FY28-29
Biennium. Clean Water Fund-specific items will be out shortly, and further information will
be available in advance of the December Full Council meeting.

We were given a heads up that there will be approximately $12.9M additional funding for
the current biennium beyond what was estimated at the end of the legislative session.
That’s great news!

In the meantime, here are a couple of indicators that | am looking at:

- Published CWF Budget numbers:
o CWF FY26-27 Budget approved by the Legislature: $303,926,000
o Close of Session FY26-27 CWF Budget: $313,284,000 (July 17, 2025)
o Close of Session FY28-29 CWF Estimate: $345,019,000 (July 17, 2025)
- Sales Tax Revenue:
o FY26-27:$15.797B
o FY28-29:$16.462B
- Sofarin FY26, net sales tax receipts are $13 million (0.5 percent) higher than the
February estimate.

Bottom line: | don’t believe we are looking at a smaller budget than FY26-27. More likely
similar or a little better.
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Status box

Status Tre nd
Water quality is high —we are on track to : ,
meet long-term water resource needs and * Improving
citizen expectations

* Water quality needs improvement or it is
too early to assess — it is unclear if we will e D di
meet long-term water resource needs and egrading
citizen expectations; and/or water quality
varies greatly between regions
Water quality is under intense pressure —
long-term water resource needs and/ or

citizen expectations exceed current efforts
to meet them
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Minnesotans will have fishable and swimmable

’ waters throughout the state.
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, ‘ Minnesotans will have fishable and swimmable

waters throughout the state.

Are MIN waters fishable?

. Cycle 2 Fish
Fish IBI scores were compared at 702 Community
. . . . [] Not Evaluated
monitoring stations across 37 major —
I mprove

watersheds. On average, F-IBI scores
[ pecline
X Tribal boundries

increased by 1.5 (0-100 scale). These results
are statistically significant and are indicative
of improving ecological condition of
Minnesota’s rivers and streams

For further information: LINK



Minnesotans will have fishable and swimmable

waters throughout the state.

Are MIN waters fishable?

Cycle 2 Invert Community
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|:] No Change

- Improve

Tribal Boundaries

Macroinvertebrate scores (M-IBI) was
compared at 676 stations across 37 major
watersheds. On average, M-IBI scores

increased by 6.3 points(0-100 scale). These
results are statistically significant and are
indicative of improving ecological condition
of Minnesota’s rivers and streams

For further information: LINK
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Minnesotans will have fishable and swimmable
waters throughout the state.
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® Minnesotans will have fishable and swimmable

waters throughout the state.

Are MN waters
improving?
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Minnesotans will have fishable and swimmable

— waters throughout the state.

Are MN waters
improving?
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For further information: Minnesota Nutrient Reduction Strategy | Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency
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| Drinking water is safe for everyone, everywhere in

Minnesota.

NOTE: The graphs are placeholders. Staff are working on

new graphics to share this data.
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Is groundwater clean?

MAP: Nitrate Concentration, trend?
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Groundwater is clean and available to all in

Minnesota.

Is groundwater clean?

MAP: CEC Concentration, trend?
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Groundwater is clean and available to all in

Minnesota.

Is groundwater
available?
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All Minnesotans value water and take actions to

sustain and protect it.

We Are Water MN Survey Results

Do Minnesotan’s value

response options respondents

Wa t e r ? | learned something new about our 28%
: water resources

I increased awareness regarding
threats to our water resources

88%

| was exposed to a perspective
different from my own regarding 85%
water resources

Willingness to adopt % of
pro-environmental behaviors respondents
Evaluation of We Are Water exhibit and its I will change how | personally use 80%
outreach. wacer
| will share what | learned with 77%
others
| will get involved with local 47%

organizations working to protect
water resources

For further information: We Are Water MN - Minnesota Humanities Center
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All Minnesotans value water and take actions to

—

sustain and protect it.
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For further information: Volunteer water monitoring | Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency
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’ All Minnesotans value water and take actions to

sustain and protect it.
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Reported statewide effluent phosphorus
loads from wastewater sources since the
year 2005. The reductions in phosphorus
discharged to Minnesota waters reflect the
cumulative effect of permitting policies,
implementation of TMDLs, Clean Water
Fund investments, and local efforts and
investments for the protection and
restoration of Minnesota’s water
resources.
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For further information: Phosphorus in wastewater | Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency
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’ All Minnesotans value water and take actions to

sustain and protect it.

Are Minnesotans taking
action to protect water?
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For further information: Phosphorus in wastewater | Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency
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Status box

Status Trend

We are making good progress/ e Improving ’
meeting the target

* We anticipate difficulty; it is too

early to assess; or there is too much  « Degrading \
variability across regions to assess

* Progress is slow/we are not meeting
the target; or the activity or target is
not commensurate with the scope of
the problems
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Minnesotans will have fishable and swimmable

waters throughout the state.

Watershed Lake and Stream Monitoring Schedule
2018 - 2028

Are MN waters fishable
and swimmable?

Major Watersheds
Monitoring year
B 2015
B 2019
[ 2020
[ 20217
[ 2022
[ 2023
[ 12024
I 2025
B 2026
B 2027
B 2028
Basin

"Social distancing requirement
prevented the start of
watersheds in 2021,

Completion of second monitoring and

assessment cycle.

;;;;;

August 2020

] 50 100 Milas
|

MINNESOTA POLLUTION
" [ 13 et e

For further information: Watershed information | Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
Workbook: Water quality assessment results



https://www.pca.state.mn.us/business-with-us/watershed-information
https://data.pca.state.mn.us/views/Waterqualityassessmentresults/HomePage?%3Aembed=y&%3AisGuestRedirectFromVizportal=y

® Minnesotans will have fishable and swimmable

waters throughout the state.

Are MN waters fishable
and swimmable?

WRAPS Report Update Status

m1 MINNESOTA POLLUTION
CONTROL AGENCY
Report update being drafted .

Y

Completion of second generation of WRAPS

5 nial report apgeoved and current
2 * Update glanning in progress
B Update being drafred
Update on pubic notice
Updates approved gus s monts) ‘
B paate approved

For further information: Healthier watersheds: Tracking the actions taken | Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
Workbook: Watershed Restoration and Protection Strategy status



https://www.pca.state.mn.us/business-with-us/healthier-watersheds-tracking-the-actions-taken
https://data.pca.state.mn.us/views/WatershedRestorationandProtectionStrategystatus/WRAPSstatus?%3Aembed=y&%3AisGuestRedirectFromVizportal=y

waters throughout the state.

. ® Minnesotans will have fishable and swimmable

One Watershed, One Plan Vl

Participating Watersheds / )
[ ]
.~ J
Are MN waters fishable -t
T R RIver the Woodg Rainy River-Rainy Lake/ WATER

Lower Rainy River

~ - /.
§ Middle-Snake-

Tamarac Rivers! i
_Thief River

and swimmable?

Rainy Headwaters - |
Vermilion River

4 Upper & Lower
_ Red|Lake

wi.nw
waters -

Grand Rapids}™|
i Mississippi River

Brainerd

|
Kettle & Upper
! St. Croix

(Legend

qp 7 County Metro Area
QQ 1W1P Planning Boundaries *
Lower. Major Watersheds
S [f? Minnesota Tribal Nations
Approved Plan

Start Year - 2023

Start Year - 2024

Lac qui Parle-
Yellow Bank

Completion of 1IW1P

. Minnesota <
> ““Winonal

Watonwan, La Crescent
R = River
| { Des'Moines! i g eSS BEEE
P River It
Missouri . Blue Coar Root River |
River;Basin Earth River o {River L | | MINNESOTA

\shcll Rock River
& Winnebago Watershed
April 2025

For further information: https://bwsr.state.mn.us/one-watershed-one-plan-
participating-watersheds



Drinking water is safe for everyone, everywhere

In Minnesota.

Pd o

Does MN have safe
drinking water sources?

Goal: All 900+ groundwater public water
systems have completed source water
protection plans.

Public water systems with approved
source water protection plans

For further information:

900
800
700
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500 "’
o
400 o’
@
300 ..0'
200 o
.0
100
0 @
NNNNNNNNMNNNNNNNNMNNNNNNNNNMNNNDN
OO0 O0OO0CO0OO0O0CO0O0OCOCO0O0OCO0O0OO0O00O00O0O0
OO0 O0OOO0OCOO0ORRRERRRERRERRERRERERRERERNNNNNDDN
NWPRPRUTOAONOOCOORNWPRARUIONOOOOERFRLPRNWERAOUI

https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/environment/water/swp/index.htm



’ ‘ Drinking water is safe for everyone, everywhere
iIn Minnesota.

Does MN have safe
drinking water sources?

Source Water Protection Plans and
implementation for all vulnerable

syste ms

Source Water Protection Plans for _@ )
all non-vulnerable systems

Source Water Assessments for

23 surface water systems -@
Surface Water Intake Protection ﬂ
Plans for 23 surface water systems

Source water protection planning goals at Pilot Source Water Protection Plans (30%
right for 10 noncommunity systems .

NN N

For further information:
https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/environment/water/swp/index.htm



, Drinking water is safe for everyone, everywhere in

Minnesota.

Does MN have safe
. . About 19% of private well users live in a
d in kl ng Water SOuU rCES? jurisdictionthgt has Clean Water Funded

private well testing available

Private
N

testing
available

Goal: Private well testing offered for 10

percent of private well users each year for 10
years.

100,000 200,000 300,000 400,000 500,000

For further information:
https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/environment/water/wells/waterquality/nitratesemn.html



’ Groundwater is clean and available to all in
Minnesota.

Is groundwater clean Groundwater atlas status
and available? |

All Part B atlases completed by 2038.

For further information: LINK



® Groundwater is clean and available to all in

Minnesota.

Is groundwater clean

and available?

Groundwater Restoration and Protection @ Completed 24
Strategies (GRAPS) completed for all 60 One

i InP 2
Watershed One Plan boundaries. @ In Progress

Upcoming 32

For further information: LINK



® Groundwater is clean and available to all in

Minnesota.

Is groundwater clean
and available?

SSTS inspection compliance goal 80%
SSTS inspection compliance rate (actual 2023) 82%

80 percent compliance rate maintained for
subsurface septic treatment (SSTS) systems
with a stretch goal of 90 percent.

For further information: LINK



’ All Minnesotans value water and take actions to

sustain and protect it.

Are MinnESOtanS taklng MAWQCP PARTICIPATION
action to protect water?

3,370

5,270,000

1,730
1,230,000

NUMBER OF FARMS NUMBER OF ACRES

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

90% of MAWQCP-certified farms surveyed
recommend certification to other farmers.

For further information:



’ All Minnesotans value water and take actions to

sustain and protect it.

. _ Protected Acres
Are Minnesotans taking

action to protect water?

124,690

Support local efforts to engage lakeshore
property owners and private landowners

In addition to 290,151 acres protected during
2008-2018, with partners, protect and
restore 200,000 acres in the Upper
Mississippi River headwaters basin during

2019-2034. m Protected 2008-2018

12+Miillion acres ® Protected 2019-2024

® Remaining Acres to Achieve Goal

For further information:
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/5f208b8d926943eb8d62ac67f7fc52d9



, All Minnesotans value water and take actions to

sustain and protect it.

/ Clean Water Fund Projects 2010 - 2023 \

Projects by Major Basin

Are Minnesotans taking
action to protect water?

Local governments are leading both cleanup
and protection efforts across the state. They
are working directly with communities,
individual landowners, and various nonprofit
organizations to implement best
management practices (reducing polluted
runoff from city streets, agricultural fields,
and feedlots; stabilizing stream channels; and
upgrading septic systems).

For further information: https://bwsr.state.mn.us/your-clean-water-funds-work-0
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