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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Introduction – Slide One
Good morning and thank you for providing us with to present to you today. 
I am Brian Martinson, Environment Policy Analyst for the Association of Minnesota Counties.
AMC is a member of the Local Government Water Round Table and with me today are representatives from the two other associations that currently participate in the roundtable.

Emily and LeAnn introduce themselves here (or what until there sections?)

It has been a few years since we have presented to the council and  felt it was a good time to check-in, particularly regarding WBIF.

We know that you have close interactions with the state agencies through the ICT.  They are key partners and provide the council with sound advice.
 
Local government entities are also key partners in the use of CWFs and the implementation of the CWC mission and your strategic plan for CWF outcomes.



Evolution of TW1P; e
A MINDSET CHANGE

Click Here to Submit Your Local Water
Management Comments
MASWCD

2010 Summit S
- « . MINNESOTA
380 local water management officials at a “Water Management Summit HASUCHTION OF

DISTRICTS, INC
P

Land and Water Shall be Preserved

2011 Legislation

« Comprehensive Local Water Management on a watershed basis instead of a county | =
- boundary. %Eéow November 25, 2013
Local Government Water Roundtable

2013 White Paper . |
Comprehensive Water Planning and Management

- Long-term predictable state funding Policy Paper
- Leveraging additional resources
« Oversight and Accountability

2015 Codification

Commitment to One Watershed One Plan by codifying in state statute

LOCAL GOVERNMENT WATER ROUNDTABLE

2016 Funding Workgroup Policy Paper

2019 Coordinated Watershed Management

Improvements to the Clean Water Legacy Act and local water management programs.
Increase the pace of progress, assure accountability, provide flexibility, and support local
action.

. £ Association of W
_‘_A{C‘EKCE 1 Minnesota Counties
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Presentation Notes
Background on the LGWRT and Development of 1W/1P 


A New, Better Approach:
FOLLOW THE WATER

v"Historic change in our approach to water planning and water quality improvements.

v"Has support of state and local partners and has been made a centerpiece of this council’s
strategic plan.

= \Why: & How:

- Accelerated science-based, comprehensive management of - Continued support for Watershed
water resources on a watershed basis. Based Implementation Funding:

- Plans focused on implementation that are prioritized, targeted, - With each cycle more plans
and measurable. come on board.
- Input and engagement agency experts & stakeholder groups: - Funds are stretched across
. Incorporating WRAPS into management plans. all approved plans.
. Shared services and expanded local government partnerships: - Must be meaningful to have
- Less planning, more coordination and implementation an impact.

- Funding leverages other
dollars.

- Consolidation of the number of water plans (over 200 to
less than 100)


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
More about watershed-based approach


The Minnesota Water Management Framework

A high-level, multi-agency, collaborative perspective on managing Minnesota’s water resources.

The passage of the Clean Water, Land, and Legacy Amendment is a game-changer for water Goals: cleaner water via comprehensive watershed management; ensure that
resource management in Minnesota. Increased funding and public expectations have driven groundwater is protected and managed sustainably.
the need for more and better coordination among the state’s main water management
agencies. Building on a classic “plan - do - check” adaptive management approach, the
framework uses 5 “boxes” to outline the steps Minnesota’s agencies are taking
= The MN Water Quality Framework and the companion MN Groundwater Management toward our goals of clean and sustainable water. The agencies aim to streamline
CLEAN Framework were developed by the agencies to enhance collaboration and clarify roles in an water management by systematically and predictably delivering data, research, and
integrated water governance structure, so that it’s clear to everyone who is responsible at analysis and empowering local action.

WATER each stage in the process, making it easier and more efficient for state and local partners to

LAND & work together.
LEGACY

AMENDMENT

Ongoing Local Implementation is at the heart of the state’s overall strategy for
clean water. Actions must be prioritized, targeted, and measurable in order to
ensure limited resources are spent where they are needed most. The rest of the
cycle supports effective implementation.

P Monitoring and Assessment determines the condition of the state’s ground and
he red arrow surface waters and informs future implementation actions. The state’s “watershed
illustrates the approach” systematically assesses the condition of lakes and streams on a 10-year
Important cycle. Groundwater monitoring and assessment is more varied in space and time.
connection
between

delves into the
science to analyze and synthesize data so that key interactions, stressors, and
threats are understood. In this step, watershed and groundwater models and maps

state water
programs and

S ater are developed to help inform strategies.
management.
Local Watershed Restoration and Protection Strategies (WRAPS) and Groundwater
partners Connecting State Restoration and Protection Strategies (GRAPS) include the development of
i are Programs with strategies and high-level plans, “packaged” at the 8-digit HUC scale (81 major
involved - watersheds in Minnesota). These strategies identify priorities in each major

Local Leadershi
and often g

Water Resource watershed and inform local planning.
RGN e The Comprehensive Watershed Management Plan is where information comes
& Problem together in a local commitment for prioritized, targeted, and measurable action.
Investigation Local priorities and knowledge are used to refine the broad-scale WRAPS and other
assessments into locally based strategies for clean and sustainable water.

MN Department of Natural Resources | MN Department of Health | MN Pollution Control Agency | MN Board of Water and Soil Resources | MN Department of Agriculture | MN Public Facilities Authority | Metropolitan Council
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Presentation Notes
Emily introduces herself. 
Reminds council of the framework.
Explain the red arrow. 
Emphasize the beauty of the State/Local Partnership



@ The Minnesota Water Management

Framework

A high-level, multi-agency, collaborative perspective on managing
Minnesota’s water resources.
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Ongoing Implementation

Funding and technical assistance for
locally implemented watershed
restoration and protection projects

Monitor progress of local
implementation goals

Watershed Characterization &
Problem Investigation

Restoration& Protection
Strategy Development

Conservation targeting tools (e.g,.,
Environmental Benefits Index)

BMP guidance (e.g., drainage water
management)

Participate on interagency
watershed teams developing WRAPS
(with all agencies)

Comprehensive Watershed
Management Planning (One
Watershed, One Plan)

Local water and watershed plans

Appropriations and Public Waters
Permitting

Shoreland and floodplain
management

Technical assistance for projects

Stream flow
Fish and plants (lakes)
Mercury in fish tissue

Aquifer levels (with Met Council)

Stream hydrology and
geomorphology (support MPCA)

Small scale watershed modeling and
groundwater level modeling

County Geologic Atlas

Advise on conservation actions
based on holistic view of watershed
health (hydrology, geomorphology,
connectivity, biology, water quality)

Input on local conservation actions
informed by statewide plans for
prairies, forests, etc.

Water supply planning and
groundwater management areas
(with Met Council)

Funding for source water protection,
contaminants of emerging concern

Well sealing cost share

Source water and finished drinking
water

Bacteria monitoring on Lake
Superior beaches

Guidance for contaminants of
emerging concern

Data analysis and modeling to
support WHPA delineation and
vulnerability assessments for public
water supplies

Source water protection planning
(identification of problems, issues,
and opportunities)

Well construction management

Guidance for infiltration in DWSMAs

Source water protection planning
(local measures and strategies)

Loans and grants for wate

r infrastructure projects based on priorities set by MDH and PCA

NPDES permit programs, SSTS
compliance

Grants for Clean Water Partnership,
Great Lakes Restoration,
stormwater and wastewater
treatment (PFA)

Water chemistry (surface and
groundwater)

Fish and macroinvertebrates
(streams)

Surface water assessment grants

Stressor Identification for biological
impairments

Watershed Modeling (8-HUC)
TMDLs

Civic engagement

Stakeholder agreement on broad
watershed restoration and
protection strategies (WRAPS)

WRAPS report - includes
implementation table

TMDLs to EPA

Provide WRAPS for incorporation
into local plans

Input on management strategies
informed by statewide nutrient plan

Ag BMP loans

MN Agricultural Water Quality
Certification Program

Implement Pesticide and Nitrogen
Fertilizer Management Plans

Pesticides in surface and
groundwater

Nitrate in groundwater

Research/evaluation on ag sources,
practices and solutions

Technical assistance on ag sources
and practices, BMP
demonstration/evaluation sites

Stressor ID for pesticides

Ag practices and management
options, nitrogen fertilizer and
pesticide use

Participate on interagency teams
developing WRAPS

Vegetative cover

Input on management strategies
informed by pesticide and nitrogen
fertilizer management plans

Technical assistance and
demonstration projects

Lake, stream, river monitoring; flow,
chemistry, biology

Effluent monitoring (WWTPs)

Impervious surface and land cover

Modeling and trend assessments
(surface water)

Pollutant load calculations

Groundwater mapping and

assessments

characterization

Participate in WRAPS and local water
planning teams

Master water supply plan

Groundwater management areas
(with DNR)

e

Participate in review of local water
and watershed plans (metro area);
local water supply plans; and
comprehensive land use plans
(metro area)



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Make a statement that the 7 state agencies are involved along the way.
Mention that an updated chart would perhaps include a line for local governments 
Emphasize the power is in the partnership.



The Minnesota Water Management Framework

A high-level, multi-agency, collaborative perspective on managing Minnesota’s water resources.

Ongoing Local
Implementation

Restoration and
Protection Strategy
Development

— — —

Water Resource V

Characterization &
Problem Investigation

Monitoring and
Assessment

\


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Acknowledge the significant amount of money is spent on this framework.
Explain we will be flipping through some slides to show where the work is being completed as time goes on.
During the first few years, we were monitoring, analyzing and modeling. 



The Minnesota Water Management Framework

A high-level, multi-agency, collaborative perspective on managing Minnesota’s water resources.

—

—

Restoration and
Protection Strategy
Development

Monitoring and
Assessment

N\
Water Resource '

Characterization &
Problem
Investigation

|


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Once a watershed was fully studied, the work started to get handed off to local governments to write 1W1Ps.
Some watersheds were still at the very beginning or had not started with monitoring when the first 1W1Ps were written.



The Minnesota Water Management Framework

A high-level, multi-agency, collaborative perspective on managing Minnesota’s water resources.

Ongoing Local

Implementation

— A\

Restoration and
Protection Strategy
Development

Monitoring and
Assessment

N\
Water Resource '

Characterization &
Problem
Investigation
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Those first plans took about 3 years to develop. 
At that point, we had watersheds starting at the beginning and moving into implementation of the work identified in 1W1P.
Note that implementation work was not happening before this, it was being completed with grants through a competitive process.



The Minnesota Water Management Framework

A high-level, multi-agency, collaborative perspective on managing Minnesota’s water resources.

Ongoing Local
Implementation

Restoration and

Protection Monitoring and
Strategy Assessment
Development \

Water Resource
Characterization
& Problem
Investigation



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Now we are at the point that going back to monitor the lakes, rivers and streams for the second time. 
Some watersheds are just starting their 1W1Ps at the same time. Some are implementing projects in the plans. 

The three boxes on the bottom have been made smaller to represent how a second data collection and analysis would not be as intense as the first time.
Therefore, the investment in that category shrinks.



The Minnesota Water Management Framework

A high-level, multi-agency, collaborative perspective on managing Minnesota’s water resources.

End Goal

State
Monitoring and
Assessment

HSPF
updates

WRAPS
updates


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Once we get to the point where the state has prioritized, targeted, measurable, and coordinated plans written, the primary focus should be on implementation. 
It is probably fair to say that most Minnesotans expected that an extra clean water fund would primarily be used to fund projects. 
It has taken us a long time to get here and we aren’t even there yet. 
But, this is the best story we have. The State set up the locals with all the tools we needed to maximize the investments in getting fishable, swimmable, and drinkable water.
And we can say with confidence that we are putting money in the best places. 
And we are starting to see results… which leads us to our next part of the presentation. 



Chisago Lakes Delisted

“I don’t know if we
would have pursued it |

Chisago Lakés éﬁln of Lakes

0/

without the funding. .
It’s a great service if
you can get this done

North Center
Lake

without bankrupting A
the farmers at the 2.
same time.” | i
- Pat Eichten, S
landowner 0 4
/ : igx Chisago " ~ South Center Lake
o v 9

2 <4\

LEVERAGED FUNDING
NRCS - MRBI - $425,000
St. Croix River Association - $50,000
Chisago Lakes, Lake Improvement
District - $40,000/annually

’ S~ !,,v'“" | Chisago Lakes
N 'Chain of Lakes Delisting


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Intro to examples
The following five slides that are representative of our Roundtable’s members working to protect & improve water quality throughout the State of Minnesota
 
Chisago Lakes 
North Center & South Center lakes were two of nine lakes in the 20-lake chain added to the impaired waters list in 2008. 
The two lakes were delisted in the Spring of 2021.
How did this happen?  
Hundreds of conservation practices implemented over ten years with multiple landowners.
How did hundreds of conservation practices happen? Keep in mind, it didn’t “happen overnight” 
From a local perspective, it happened by utilizing funding from a local Lake Improvement District as the “seed” money & leveraging multiple resources including: 
the St. Croix River Association, 
USDA’s NRCS Mississippi River Basin Initiative grant funding,
Landowner & farmer resources; and
of course, clean water funding.  
Chisago SWCD district manager Craig Mell shared with me that over the course of years, the SWCD applied for & received clean water grants in 2011, 2012, 2013 (in 2014 applied but not awarded) & then 2015 received the targeted watershed grant from BWSR. 
As he stated, “this multiple-year grant approach was challenging to keep going.”   
…but for dedicated local resource professionals, community engagement,  & “tons” of partners, including 43 landowners, the lakes were ‘delisted’ from the impaired waters list.
Looking to the future, knowing the availability of predictable resources is paramount with accelerating this work.











BWSR notes
The SWCD has leveraged more than $1.7 million in Clean Water Funds, including the targeted watershed demonstration program grant, to gain additional dollars for conservation projects affecting the chain of lakes. It secured a Mississippi River Basin Initiative (MRBI) award — dedicated funding from the USDA’s Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) that provided about $125,000 in assistance. 
The LID has contributed $40,000 annually. 
The St. Croix River Association contributed $50,000 total. Water quality work gained enthusiastic support from the cities of Lindstrom and Center City. 
By the time it wrapped up in 2020, the targeted watershed grant had funded projects involving 43 landowners. Leveraged local, state and federal funds can cover up to 100% of costs. In exchange, landowners agree to a 10- year contract to maintain the practice.


2> Not Meeting Clarity Standard | ~
| 2 Meeting Clarity Standard :

S

Proposed Delistings T

Delisting Lake Augusta and Union Lake

PROJECT PARTNERS:

Cooperating Landowners
City of Kimball
City of Watkins
BWSR
MCPA,
U.S. EPA e —— ;
Clearwater River Watershed | 2 e B
District By
Meeker SWCD
Stearns County SWCD
Wright SWCD.

Central Minnesota Initiative Fund
Agricultural Utilization Research
Institute
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Presentation Notes
Lake Augusta 
Lake Augusta is one of nine in the Clearwater Chain of Lakes south of St. Cloud. 
Union Lake, one of 17 more throughout the three-county, 159-square-mile watershed, sits on the Wright-Meeker County line. 
Both lakes were removed from the impaired waters list in 2022 due projects and practices that reduce sediment and phosphorus loading.   
The Clearwater River Watershed District and partners including cities and landowners were able to implement once again, a variety of practices within a rural & urban landscape.  
A key accomplishment was the WD’s work with the City of Kimble on their stormwater management project to address impacts from community/urban runoff.       
Because water quality improvement work started in the headwaters area, all of the lakes in the chain are showing significant water quality improvements.



Serpent Lake is twice as clear
as it was 10 years ago.

2022 April Snapshots [ ERTERPAL
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WAL S G Gk R ‘ We didn’t have a budget

to take on ... a project
like this ourselves. The grant
opportunity was extremely
helpful. We’d have never
been able to do it, plus we
don’t have the expertise on our staff , ,

to take on a project like that.
— Michael Aulie, Deerwood mayor
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Serpent Lake
Serpent Lake in Crow Wing County is twice as clear as it was ten years ago.
Together, more than $1.5 million in projects backed by a $1.2 million targeted watershed pilot program Clean Water Fund grant BWSR awarded to the Crow Wing SWCD in 2014 keep an estimated 80 pounds of phosphorus out of Serpent Lake annually.
Clean Water Funding provided a larger investment to find a series of solutions that provided to be a “win-win” approach. 
With 280 homes around the lake, the Lake Association has a vested interest in the lake.    
The City of Deerwood, with a population of 532 residents, grappled with flooding issues and untreated stormwater issues
The SWCD’s vision included the improving the water quality aspects and leveraging their technical and planning expertise while working with partners & landowners within the watershed including the city.   
“I think this is a great success story. If you look at the long-term trends, this lake was clearly declining in water clarity,” said Crow Wing SWCD Manager Melissa Barrick. “Within a short period of time after diagnosing a root cause, we were able to fix those problems.”


Drinking Water Projects
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Pipestone
The goal of this project is to reduce nitrate-nitrogen loading to groundwater for: 
Lincoln Pipestone Rural Water's Holland & North Holland Drinking Water Supply Management Areas (DWSMA),
City of Pipestone DWSMA, & 
the City of Edgerton DWSMA from non-point source agricultural land.
Consideration for implementation is given to the high & very high vulnerable areas within the DWSMAs with the highest priority for initial outreach for BMP implementation would be crop producers within 1 mile to the public water supply wells. 
The local goal is 10% of land utilizing perennial crops or cover crops within the proposed area totaling 2,080 acres. 
As the Pipestone SWCD District Manager Kyle Krier stated to me “without the Clean Water funding, we were very limited with other alternatives to address the goals of this project.”      



Lincoln County Collaboration

“If | didn’t have the cost share funds,
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We wouldn’t have done it.”

-Randy Janiszeski, farmer
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Lincoln Collaboration
Based on the targeted approach with the local plan, the Lincoln SWCD was able to work with a farmer to implement a series of six water & sediment control basins and a 3,000- foot-long waterway with a diversion. 
For this project, the SWCD was also able to leverage:  
Federal Farm Bill funding from the Natural Resources Conservation Service, 
Clean Water Funds from a One Watershed, One Plan grant plus 
EPA dollars through the MPCA 
As the SWCD District Manager Dale Sterzinger shared with me: 
“Without the clean water funds, this project would not have happened.” 
“Without the farmer, this would not have happened.” 
I’m biased, but without the County’s and state’s support of the SWCD and the SWCD’s ability to assist the farmer, leverage state and federal technical and financial resources, this would not have happened.
The local government partners view this effort as working side by side with the landowners & citizens in their watersheds.   
 
In summary….
Collectively, the roundtable partners, using their expertise & authorities, are tackling the identified goals in their watershed plans.    
These local examples are not only representative of a wide variety of activities addressing resource issues, but also highlight the use of Clean Water Funding to leverage:  
civic engagement, 
the application of science & modeling, 
technical resources, & 
financial incentives – from a variety of sources.   
These examples also utilize modeling to assist with recording water quality outcomes  


Clean Water Fund Transition to
Watershed Based Implementation Funding
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Presentation Notes
The Clean Water Council incorporated in its strategic plan a transition to implementation as was described by Emily as part of the water management framework.

The Clean Water Council and the Administration have remained committed to this growth in implementation funding through the first three funding cycles with approved Comprehensive Watershed Management Plans – Starting with the pilot watersheds in 2018-2019.

Local partners have development robust plans, and they are excited to get to work as the come online and continue to prove the benefits of the watershed strategy


Estimated WBIF Amounts for FY24-31

The Local Government Water Roundtable Priority

Sustain the necessary trajectory for Watershed Based Implementation Funding
($79 million Watershed Based Funding in FY2024-2025)

FY 24 - 25 FY 26 - 27 FY 28 - 29 FY 30 - 31
E Clean Water Fund Clean Water Fund Clean Water Fund Clean Water Fund
Total $ Total $ Total $ Total $

89% 100% 100%

69% of plans of plans of plans
of plans completed

completed

completed completed
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Presentation Notes
We will see nearly 70% percent of the plans completed in the next biennium and hope to see the goal of all plans started in  2025.  

We will need to continued growth in implementation funding in the coming budget cycles to provide certainty to the local entities that they can apply their plan and used that base funding to leverage additional dollars and gain landowner support to move forward.


Commitment to Implementation
Turning Plans into Actions

» Historic Change - Follow the Water » Locally led and locally implemented

» Partnerships and Collaboration » Leverages technical expertise and funding
> o :_ -

Water Quality L dleiies Delivering Outcomes

Improvement Soil and Water

Targeted Efforts Counties y

Clean Water Council .

Minnesota State Agencies
Address Impairments

Every Corner of the State

shed Districts ,
; Minnesota Legislatur


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
With passage of the legacy amendment and the dedication of funds to clean water, local governments responsible for water planning and management asked themselves how change we get the most benefit and do the most good with additional resources.  

Planning and addressing issues through a watershed approach remains innovated

These are locally led, locally implemented plans that are supported by state and federal partners with technical and funding resources is a path to success on water quality improvement and protection

The One Watershed One Plan approach is still at the in the early stages of implementation 

There has been significant investment of resources to build these plans and that work is still ongoing.

Local Governments remain committed to the Watershed based planning and implementation  

For success to be realized the state must remain committed  - that means in continued growth in Watershed Based Implementation Funding as new plans come on board and to support the goals of all these communities.

We ask that you support the current recommendation for $79 million 



WBIF Questions & Discussion
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