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EECAINREGNRIVET:
Implementation Plans

2 Defining socially, economically, and
environmentally acceptable NRE
and FDR solution alternatives In
response to the resource needs In
priority watershed areas.
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PrOCESS EXpectations

2Build an understanding

= Nature, extent, and severity of the problem
= Others’ thoughts, ideas, and philosophies

2Provide guidance

= As to the desired future conditions
= How we plan to get there

2ldentify who’s willing to doing what

= _ead or support
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Planning WISEomS

2 Winston Churchill...
“Plans are of Little importance, but planning is essential”

> Dwight D. Eisenhower...
“Plans are nothing; planning is everything”

2 Alice in Wonderland...

Alice: “Would you tell me, please, which way | ought to go
from here?”

Cat: “That depends a good deal on where you want to get to.”
Alice: “I don’t much care where..”
Cat: “Then it doesn’t matter which way you go!”
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Planning Process Outcome
(more than just a big fancy document)

2 An event that builds an understanding
and appreciation of all perspectives

2 Builds ownership by those involved

2 A GUIDEBOOK of acceptable NRE and
FDR alternatives in the various priority

areas for consideration by the local
PROJECT TEAM



RIS EXPECIALIONS

2 Comprehensive watershed approach
to water management

2 Improve efficiency into PROJECT
TEAM process

2 Clear “desired future conditions”

2 Project alternatives that are socially,
economically, and environmentally
acceptable (achieve a balance)

2 Participating parties have a continued
dedication to implementation (project
teams)




Basic Plan Content

2 Provide a description of the watershed
= Topography, land use, unigue features

2 ldentify issue\need areas
= Public input
= Data supported
> Identify cause of problem area(s) (if possible)
2 Prioritize those areas

2 Set FDR and NRE goals (WD wide and sub-
WD)

2 Develop a list of alternatives which have a
balance of NRE and FDR components (WD
wide and sub-WD)

= Develop an evaluation process/PRAP




]
Buffalo-

[e]

[t 2o

% Bl A o F A SR 742N
Red Rive r{Wa,t'e{s lT




B e

Coeprdinatien o ethel
Red River Planning Efforts

2 Comprehensive Local Water Planning
2 SWCD comprehensive plans

2 County land use, planning and zoning
o State agency planning efforts

2 Federal planning efforts

2 Regional planning efforts (i.e. RRBC)



Palticipation et iocal CliZERS
and local, state & federal
partners
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CAC anad TAC

> “CAC” Citizens Advisory Committee

= | ocal decision makers, landowners,
special interests

= |[dentify Issues, set priorities, social
reality

2 "TAC” Technical Advisory Committee
= | ocal, state, and federal agencies
= Quantify and support issues
= Environmental concerns
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VWatershed DISthet

Management Plan Update

2 After District Managers and Staff identified
Issues and problems within each Planning
Region

= Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
= A Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC)

= Public Input meetings were held within each
planning region
— CAC and TAC attended all Planning Region
meetings




COMMItEes

Board of Managers, Buffalo-Red River Watershed District

January 31, 2006

PLAN MANAGEMENT TEAM
Bruce E. Albright, BRRWD Administrator
Erik Jones, Engineer, Houston Engineering, Inc. (H.E.)
Mark Deutschman, Advisory, H.E.

Mark Aanenson, Flan Coordinator, H.E.

Gerald L. VanAmburg, Manager, BRRWD
Peter Waller, Board Conservationist, BWSR
Brian Dwight, Board Conservationist, BWSR

Technical Advisory Commitiee \
Dave Barsness, Fisheries Specialist, DNR

/ Local Citizen Steering Committee \\/
Wayne Brendemuhl, Landowner, Clay County

Jerome Flottemesch, Landowner, Becker County
Alvin Hansen, Landowner, Clay County

Omin B. Sorum, Landowner, Otter Tail County
Jerry Matter, Landowner, Becker County

Kevin Campbell, Commissioner, Clay County
Lyle Hovland, Commissioner, \Wilkin County
John Boen, Landowner, Otier Tail County

Arvid Leiseth, Chairman, Moorhead Township
Karen A. Brandon, Landowner, Becker County

Steve Hofstad, Water Flanner/WCA, Clay County
Rohert Merritt, Area Hydrologist, DNR

Robert A. Zimmerman, Engineer, City of Moorhead
Brian Winter, Program Director, TNC

Henry VanOfflen, MCEA

Jack Frederick, MPCA

Don Schuliz, Area Wildlife Manager, DNR

Michael T. Murphy, Refuge Manager/USFWS

Don Bajumpaa, Manager, Wilkin SWCD

.

Amie Swenson, Landowner, Wilkin County

COE

AN

Ruth Lewis, RRBC

AT

Planning Regions

ST qv

Citizen Commitiee

PauIBursnh. Buffalo Lake Assn Barryhldsnn Becker Co. Comm. Caral Sehaﬁ Clay SWCD Robert H. Swenson, Landowner Shemn-n-dPelu'sm Landowner Edwin Juhnsen. Jr., Landowner JHTNOI'd. Landowmer
Roger Lundberg, Landowner John Young, Hawley City Council Craig Humer, Landowner Kewin Martn, Moorhead Township Karen Hartke, Turtle Lake Assn. Jim Haick Ame Peterson, Landownar
Robin Tumwell, Buffalo Lake Assn Lori Deleng, Ghyndon Mayar Duane Brendemuhl. Landowner Greg Anderson, Oakport Township Bob Softing, Skree Twp. Sup. Donald Packer Denald Hoppe, Landowner
Keith Brekken, Becker Co. Auditor Bob Scherzer, Becker Landowner Moreen Thomas, Landowner Don Vogel, Maint. Sup., Dilworth Gary Smith, Landowner Dave lsrasison, Landowner
Diawe Palm, Holmesville Twp: Gary Villiard, Landowner Brain Thomas, Landowner Bruce Bang, Parke Twp. Sup.

Bill Sieffl, Becker Landowner

JTechnical Commifies Technical Commifies Teghnical Commitfes i P Technical Commities Technical Commifies

Tamarac MWR Brad Grant, Becker SWCD Kevin K.assuixxg CIajrSWCD Bob Backman, River Keepers Shawn May, USFWS Tarry Lejcher, DNR Bob Backman, River Keepers.
Mike Swan, White Earih Indian Res Kewin Kassenborg. Clay SWCD Dave Overbo, Clay Hwy Eng Cliff McLain, Mhd Public Service Sharon Lean, NRCS Bob Usgaard, DU Tenmry Lejcher, DNR
Brad Grant, Becker SWCD Buffalo River State Bank Shawn May, USFWS Tirm Magnussen, Clay P & Z Kevin Kassenborg. Clay SWCD Steve Cole, NRCS Bob Honeman, NRCS
Diave Wentz, Becker Co. Hwy Eng. Dave Owerbo, Clay Co. Hwy Eng. Hoch, Concordia College Alen Mibrad, MNDOT Pheasants Forever Bruce Poppel, Wilkin LWMPAC

Brad Wentz, Becker Hwy Eng. Luther Aadiand, DNR
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PLANTPROCESS

> IDENTIFY ADDITIONAL ISSUES/POTENTIAL
SOLUTIONS — Public Input meetings:

Public Kick Off Meeting: Barnesville 2/27/2007
Central Region: Barnesville 7/19/2007
Mainstem Region: Hawley 7/31/2007
Moorhead Region: Dilworth 5/10/2007
Southern Region: 6/26/2007

Northern Region: Georgetown 5/22/2007
Lakes Region: Callaway 4/24/2007

= Western Region: Comstock 4/17/2007

= 3 Additional CAC and TAC meetings held in 2008
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Public Participation that worked

2 Plan needs to address citizen concerns
over entire district.

2 Citizens helpful in identifying their
concerns.

2 Citizens interested in proposed
solutions.
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e Project ieam

A bread—based representation fliom
all stakeholder groups with an
INterest In the project area
2Land owners

>Clities

2Counties

2Regional organization

2Local, State, and Federal Agencies
2Special interest groups
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When to use a Project Team ?

2Watershed Districts decision to use
the project team process

large, complex, controversial, or
head scratching projects

2 Team membership by invitation
only

2Advisory ONLY to the Watershed
District
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PhejECT teamitmEmlIer

commitment

2 Regular attendance

2 Deliberate 1ssues In a constructive,
oroductive manner

2 Commit resources (expertise, data and
analysis,$)

2 Indicate any “red flags” (regulatory, political,
Eng.)

2 Responsibility of follow-through

2 Come prepared
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TherPreject reamriRele

2 Identify problems and opportunities for FDR and NRE
In areas identified in the WD Plans

2 Formulate and evaluate alternative solutions that will
address the problems and opportunities

2 Recommend preferred alternative solutions to the WD

2 |Identify and clarify regulatory concerns, requirements
and needed permits

2 Assist in the formulation of project operating and
monitoring plans where required
2 Review and comment on key project documents

= AW, EIS, engineering reports, operating and monitoring
plans




All project team recommendations
are derived from a

consensus-based process
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consensus ?

2 built by identifying and exploring all
stakeholder interests and assembling a
recommendation that satisfies those
Interests to the greatest extent possible.

2 The process of building consensus involves
the development of alternatives, the
assessment of the impacts of those
alternatives, and the selection of a preferred
alternative or proposed action.



cConsensus

has been reached when
Project team members
and will
the recommendation



WD defines issue
needs In plan

N\

RlaimwWilifeertine
foundation for'the
local project team

WD project team

develops alternative

\ Project team

recommends to
WD

. [wo accepts
and implements
alternative
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KENYSCONCEPRTS

> DON'T PLAN IN A DARK, SMOKE FILLED
ROOM

= “Go Public”

> DON'T “GO IT” ALONE

= Don’t ask for assistance,
“DEMAND IT”

2 THE PLAN IS THE PLAN
= Refer to it often



pUeera plannnaprecess Wiichrelied enthienpuUielie
CrOSS Section offinterestied parties, the use e medels, and
scientific data to identify’and prieritize flood damage
reduction needs and natural reseurce enhancement
opportunities, there now. exists a high level of ownership by
many in Watershed District Plans.

I'he process also fostered a better. understanding and
appreciation of the differing opiniens amongst the
participants.

With the highilevel of interest and energy. that went into these
planning efforts It Is expected that the Watershed District
Long range plans will'be referred to often.
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SlighthUsed
Project Funding Optiens

2103D.729 Water Management Districts
2103D.905 Subd. 3, General Fund

“.... cost attributable to the basic water
management features of project initiated by
petition of a political subdivision...”
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WaterVianagemeRir DIStHELS
103ID. 729

2What Is 1t?

= A mechanism to fund watershed projects
Initiated by authorities103D.601, 605, 611 or
730

= |t is a system that can charge a fee (to pay for a
project) based on others factors than benefits
received thus no determination of benefits
process

= Fees can be based on “contributors to the
problem pay”
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VWaterVianagemeRr DIStHELS

108D, 729

How to establish (BWSR involvement)

1) Include in Long Range Plan
(Amend or scheduled update)

describe in “particularity”
territory
amount of charges
charge formula
length of time
2) Approval of Plan
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VWaterVianagemeRr DIStHELS

10SD. 729

2 Who Initiates once established

2 Watershed District initiates
3)Watershed District establishes project in WMD

4) Watershed District refines charging formula
based on project (i.e. H20 quality vs. quantity)

5) Watershed District Set charges based on
formula and project needs

6) Set up collection mechanism
7) Establish a separate fund account
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Additional Features of the

New Plan

> Water Management Districts (MS103D.729)

= Provides additional/alternative funding source for
projects based on storm water contribution

= Funds can be spent on storm water/runoff
related projects (only).

= Four Methods of charges discussed in the plan
— Based on Runoff
— Based on Sediment Contribution

— Based on a combination of Runoff and Sediment
Contribution

— Based on Drainage Area
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Additional Features of the

New Plan
> Water Management Districts (MS103D.729)

= Proposed to be set up based on the planning
regions

= Require additional hearings to begin charges

= Would provide a source of matching funds for
grant opportunities.
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VWalerSHEW EXPENERCES Wil
Water Management DIStrcts

2 Misconceptions about what WMD

IS/process.

> Watershed Managers ap
elected-"taxation without re

2 Board can implement wit
Input.

nointed and not
oresentation”

nout public
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Water Management DIStrcts

Pelican River (1%t in the state — 2001):
2 District-wide and up to 8 WMD's

2 Purpose

= Education, monitoring, Rules/permitting;
storm water treatment; nutrient reductions,
chemical treatments, buffer zones

= Grant Matches/Clean Water Partnership
loan repayments.
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Petition from Political Subdivisions
(103D.905 Subd. 3, General Fund)

2 Political subdivision or 60+ residents petition
the Watershed District to pay for basic water
management features of a project.

* Up to 15 consecutive years
* Not to exceed 0.00798 % of taxable market value

What i1s needed to initiate

* Approved watershed management Plan
(130D.701)

* Submittal of a sufficient Petition
* Establishment of Project by Watershed District



Petition from Political Subdivision
(103D.905 Subd. 3, General Fund)

2 BRRWD has used for 7-8 years.

2 Good political subdivision support
(petition signers).
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Watershed District experiences

Petition from Political Subdivision
(103D.905 Subd. 3, General Fund)

2 PRWD - Set up Lake Vegetation
Management Project — AlS

> City of DL Petitioned

2 Defendable

= |[dentified in Plan; Engineer Report;
Budget; Public Support/Input
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Brian Dwight

218.333.6027

prian.dwight@state.mn.us



