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DATE: August 19, 2013
TO Board of Water and Soil Resources’' Members, Advisors, and Staff
FROM John Jaschke, Executive Direc

SUBJECT:  August 28-29, 2013 — BWSR Board Tour Details and Meeting Notice

The Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) will tour Lake County, Minnesota, on Wednesday,
August 28, 2013. See attached tour itinerary. The Lake County Soil and Water Conservation District is
the local host, the tour will highlight their conservation efforts. The accommodations for the Board Tour
and Meeting will be at Superior Shores Resort & Conference Center in Two Harbors.

Tuesday, August 27"

A van will depart from the BWSR office in St. Paul on Tuesday, August 27" about 2:00 PM. If you are
interested in riding in the van to/from Two Harbors, please contact Mary Jo Anderson at 651-297-4290 or
mary.jo.anderson@state.mn.us to reserve a seat in the van.

The van will arrive at Superior Shores Resort & Conference Center, 1621 Superior Shores Drive, in Two
Harbors, about 5:00 PM on Tuesday. Directions to Superior Shores:
http://www.superiorshores.com/contact-superior-shores-resort.html

Sleeping rooms have been reserved at Superior Shores in Two Harbors for Tuesday and Wednesday
evenings, August 27 and 28. See the attached room reservation list. The rooms have been direct billed
(you do not pay for the room unless noted on the rooming list). Please contact Mary Jo Anderson
immediately if you will not need a sleeping room.

Optional: Tuesday evening: (Must let Mary Jo know if you plan to attend)
6:00 PM Dinner reservations at Superior Shores, Kamloops Restaurant; the menu is a Mediterranean
buffet, casual atmosphere. Dinner has been direct billed (you do not pay).

7:30 — 8:30 PM “Seasons of the North Shore” at Superior Shores, Gooseberry Conference Room:
Presentation by Paul Sundberg, retired manager of Gooseberry Falls State Park, has been delighting
North Shore residents with his photographs of the scenic vistas and creatures of this area for many years.
His program “Seasons of the North Shore” reminds us of the innate beauty of the region. Along with the
photos, Paul also shares the sometimes humorous stories on how he was able to capture wildlife
behaviors that not many people get to witness. Here are some of Paul’s stunning photos:
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Wednesday, August 28"
A breakfast buffet (direct billed, you do not pay) will be served in the Gooseberry Conference Room from
7:00 AM — 8:00 AM for guests staying at the hotel, and those attending the BWSR Board Tour.

Registration, introductions, and a brief overview of the day will be held at Superior Shores, Gooseberry
Conference Room. A coach bus will promptly depart from Superior Shores at 8:30 AM.

The tour will consist of a few stops that we will be walking a short distance, wear your comfortable walking
shoes, and casual attire. The tour will be held rain or shine, dress accordingly.

If you will not be present for the Wednesday coach bus tour, or if you do not need a room reservation on
Tuesday or Wednesday evening at Superior Shores, please contact Mary Jo Anderson immediately, as
we need to know the number of people attending. If you have special food needs, please contact Mary Jo
Anderson as soon as possible.

The narrated coach bus will travel through Lake County. We will see lakeshore stabilization, flood control
and road retention projects; have a break at 10:00 AM at a streambank stabilization site hosted by the
Lake County SWCD. We will arrive in Two Harbors at noon for lunch at the Blackwoods Girill (direct billed,
you do not pay).

After lunch we will board the coach bus and depart from Two Harbors at 12:45 PM, tour a wetland bank
site, a bridge flood relief project and lakeshore stabilization project. The coach bus will arrive back at
Superior Shores in Two Harbors about 3:15 PM, there will be an issues forum/panel discussion on the
natural resource challenges in Lake County from 3:30 — 5:00 PM.

We have dinner reservations at Superior Shores, Kamloops Restaurant at 6:00 PM. Dinner is direct billed
(you do not pay).

Thursday, August 29"

The Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) will meet on Thursday, August 29" beginning at 8:30
AM. The meeting will be held at Superior Shores, Gooseberry Conference Room, in Two Harbors. Parking
is available in front of the building. The following information pertains to agenda items:

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS
Metro Planning Committee —
1. Bassett Creek WMO Plan Amendment - A final draft Amendment to the Bassett Creek WMO
Watershed Management Plan was filed with the Board on June 27, 2013. The draft Order contains
a summary of the changes and the reviewing agencies’ comments. All comments received during
the review process and public hearing were addressed and resulted in no revisions to the draft
Amendment. The Metro Region Committee met on August 12, 2013, and after review of the
information recommends approval of the Plan Amendment by the Board per the attached draft
Order. DECISION ITEM

2. Scott WMO 2013 Plan Amendment - A final draft Amendment to the Scott WMO Watershed
Management Plan was filed with the Board on July 5, 2013. The draft Order contains a summary
of the changes and the reviewing agencies' comments. No comments were received during the
public hearing. The Metro Region Committee met on August 12, 2013, and after review of the
information recommends approval of the Plan Amendment by the Board per the attached draft
Order. DECISION ITEM

Minnesota Board of Water & Soil Resources * www.bwsr.state.mn.us
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3. Prior Lake-Spring Lake WD Plan Amendment - A final draft Amendment to the Prior Lake-

Spring Lake WD Watershed Management Plan was filed with the Board on June 18, 2013. The
draft Order contains a summary of the changes and the reviewing agencies’ and cities’ comments.
Numerous comments were received during the review process and at the public hearings which
were addressed and resulted in revisions to the draft Amendment. The Metro Region Committee
met on August 12, 2013, and after review of the information recommends approval of the Plan
Amendment per the attached draft Order. DECISION ITEM

North Cannon River WMO Watershed Management Plan 2013 — 2023 - The North Cannon
River WMO is a government unit formed through a joint powers agreement signed by eight
townships and three small cities in southern Dakota County. The WMO was established in 1983.
The Plan Revision (2013-2023) is the 3rd Generation Watershed Management Plan for the WMO.
The Plan includes a profile of the watershed's existing environmental conditions, discusses water
resource management issues, identifies strategies and policies for each goal, and defines the
course of action the organization will follow to address them. The Metro Region Committee met
with BWSR staff and local representatives on August 12, 2013, to review and discuss the Plan.
The Committee unanimously voted to recommend approval of the Plan by the Board per the
attached draft Order. DECISION ITEM

Chisago County Local Water Management Plan Update - Chisago County has updated their
Local Water Management Plan as authorized under Minnesota Statutes, section 103B.301. The
Priority Concerns Scoping Document (PCSD) was completed and no changes were
recommended. The Plan Update focuses on the priority concerns identified in the PCSD;
assesses the priority concerns and sets forth appropriate goals and objectives; and provides an
implementation program with targeted and measurable actions, timeline and budget. The Metro
Region Committee met on August 12, 2013, and after review of the information recommends
approval of the Chisago County Plan Update by the full Board per the attached draft Order.
DECISION ITEM

Coon Creek WD Watershed Management Plan - The Coon Creek Watershed District (CCWD)
was established in 1959 and is located exclusively in Anoka County in the north-central portion of
the Minneapolis — St. Paul seven county metropolitan areas. The Plan is the third generation plan
required by the Metropolitan Surface Water Management Act (M.S. 103B) and the fourth required
under the Watershed Act (M.S. 103D). The Plan defines water and water-related problems within
the District's boundaries, has measurable resource goals, objectives and strategies, and has an
implementation program with priorities that focus on mission goals, includes targeted management
areas, and has effective timelines and budget for achieving the implementation activities identified.
The Metro Region Committee met with BWSR staff and local representatives on August 12, 2013
to review and discuss the Plan. The Committee unanimously voted to recommend approval of the
Plan to the full Board. DECISION ITEM

Grants Program & Policy Committee

1.

Erosion Control and Water Management Program Policy Amendments - Following several
rounds of discussion by staff and the Grants Program and Policy Committee; amendments to the
Erosion Control and Water Management Program Policy are presented for Board consideration.
The proposed changes are the result of Board discussion when the Policy was originally adopted
on October 24, 2012, and to reflect appropriation and statutory changes enacted following the
2013 legislative session. DECISION ITEM
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2. FY2014 Clean Water Fund and Competitive Grants Program Policy and Request for

Proposals - BWSR has been appropriated Clean Water Funds to make grants to local
governments to address water quality needs. The Minnesota Departments of Agriculture and
Health are contributing funds to this grant program. BWSR staff are proposing to package these
funds into a single request for proposals that will allow local governments to apply for funds to
address water quality priorities that are identified in their local water management plan. DECISION
ITEM

Cooperative Weed Management Area Program Authorization - Approval of the FY2014 and
FY2015 Cooperative Weed Management Area (CWMA) Program is requested. The Board was
appropriated $100,000 in each year of the biennium of cost share grant funds for “cooperative
weed management grants and to restore native plants in selected invasive management sites by
providing local native seeds to landowners for implementation. Staff have developed a proposal to
make these funds available to qualified cooperative weed management groups. DECISION ITEM

Feedlot Water Quality Cost Share Grants Program Authorization - BWSR was appropriated
$260,000 in each year of the FY2014-15 biennium for "feedlot water quality grants for feedlots
under 300 animal units in areas where there are impaired waters". Staff have developed a
proposal to make these funds available for projects proposed during the FY2013 Clean Water
Fund Competitive Grants application period. DECISION ITEM

Disaster Recovery Assistance Program Policy (DRAP) — Disasters and emergency legislative
funding occur frequently and usually unpredictably. Policy (and guidance) will provide BWSR staff
and LGUs the needed implementation information and related recovery processes, of BWSR and
other state and federal assistance providers. The Grants Program & Policy Committee forwards
their recommendation of approval of the Disaster Recovery Assistance Program Policy. DECISION
ITEM

Wetland Committee

1.

2013 Local Road Wetland Replacement Program Project Selection Process — BWSR staff and the
BWSR Wetland Committee recommend approval to pursue projects selected and identified
through the 2013 easement sign-up and request for proposal solicitation process. DECISION ITEM

RIM Reserve Management Planning Committee

1.

RIMMWWRP Payment Rate Adjustment 2010-2012 — The Board is requested to approve the
recommendation of the RIM Reserve Management Planning Committee (RRMPC) to authorize the
2013 RIM-WRP Partnership easement payment rates to be applied to RIM-WRP projects from
2010-2012 that have not closed. The RRMPC is meeting within the next week and will have a
recommendation for the August 29" Board meeting. DECISION ITEM

2. Easement Tax Valuation Fact Sheet — Sarah Strommen — INFORMATION ITEM

If you have any questions regarding the agenda, please feel free to call me at 651-296-0878. The meeting
will adjourn about noon. | look forward to seeing you in Two Harbors!

If you are riding the van from Two Harbors to St. Paul, it will depart from Superior Shores immediately
following the Board meeting; arriving in St. Paul late afternoon.

Minnesota Board of Water & Soil Resources * www.bwsr.state.mn.us



7:00 - 8:00 AM
7:30

8:00

8:20

8:30

10:30

Noon — 12:45
1:00 PM

2:00

2:30

3:15

3:30 - 5:00

6:00

BWSR Board Tour ltinerary
Superior Shores Resort & Conference Center
1521 Superior Shores Drive
Two Harbors, MN 55616
Wednesday, August 28, 2013

Hosted by Lake County SWCD

Continental Breakfast
Check-in at registration table

Welcome - Brian Napstad and John Jaschke, BWSR

Introductions
Brief overview of tour — Jennifer Thiemann and Dan Schutte, Lake County SWCD

Board coach bus
Coach bus promptly departs from Superior Shores

Narrated Tour of Two Harbors Storm Water Planning — Wayne Seidel, Lake County
SWCD / U of M Extension (retired)

Campground Shoreline Stabilization

Cemetery Detention Basin

19" Street Storm Water Detention Basin

Battaglia Parkway Detention Basin & Erosion Control Projects

Skunk Creek Stream Bank Stabilization Project

2 @ © e o

Break at Uppgaard Site - Knife River 2010 CWF Stream Bank Stabilization
Two Harbors Waterfront, Lighthouse at Agate Bay

Lunch at Blackwoods Grill, Two Harbors

Dan Ziemet Wetland Bank

Jamie & Penny Juenemann Bridge Flood Relief

Ron & Louise Thureen Lakeshore Stabilization

Break at Superior Shores, Gooseberry Conference Room

Issues Forum — “Natural Resource Challenges in Lake County”
Panel. Rich Sve, Lake County Commissioner

Jo Kovach, White Iron Chain of Lakes Association

Tom Gelineau, Former Lake SWCD Supervisor

Leo Babeau, Knife River Advocates

Dinner at Superior Shores, Kamloops Restaurant
Everyone on the tour is invited to stay for dinner

The six bolded sites are tour stops that we will be getting off of the bus. The remaining sites
will be a brief stop or drive by with an explanation.



Superior Shores, Two Harbors

1-800-242-1988

Rooming List for Board of Water and Soil Resources

Tuesday, August 27, 2013

10.
. Al Kean
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18:
19.
20.
21,

22,
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

OIS N =

Mary Jo Anderson
LeAnn Buck ***
Joe Collins

Jack Ditmore
Chris Elvrum ***
Rebecca Flood ***
Christy Jo Fogarty
Annalee Garletz***
Sandy Hooker
John Jaschke

Tom Landwehr ***
Paul Langseth
Tom Loveall

Jen Maleitzke
Brian Napstad
Judy Ohly

Mary Peterson
Tom Schulz

Ron Shelito

Rob Sip ***
Sarah-Stremmen
Steve Sunderland
Doug Thomas
Gene Tiedemann
Matt Wohlman ***
Gerald Van Amburg
Dave Weirens
Steve Woods
Wayne Zellmer

*** will pay for room upon arrival

Wednesday, August 28, 2013
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Mary Jo Anderson
LeAnn Buck***
Joe Collins

Jack Ditmore
Chris Elvrum ***
Rebecca Flood ***
Christy Jo Fogarty
Annalee Garletz***
Sandy Hooker
John Jaschke

. Al Kean
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Tom Landwehr
Paul Langseth
Tom Loveall
Jen Maleitzke
Brian Napstad
Judy Ohly
Mary Peterson
Tom Schulz
Ron Shelito
Rob Sip***
Sarah Strommen
Steve Sunderland
Doug Thomas
Gene Tiedemann
Matt Wohiman ***
Gerald Van Amburg
Dave Weirens
Steve Woods
Wayne Zellmer

Ken Powell

August 19, 2013



BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES
SUPERIOR SHORES RESORT & CONFERENCE CENTER
1521 SUPERIOR SHORES DRIVE
TWO HARBORS, NN 55616
THURSDAY, AUGUST 29, 2013

PRELIMINARY AGENDA

8:30 AM CALL MEETING TO ORDER

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

MINUTES OF JUNE 26, 2013 BOARD MEETING

PUBLIC ACCESS FORUM (10-minute agenda time, two-minute limit/person)

CONFLICT OF INTEREST DECLARATION

LAKE SWCD TO ADDRESS THE BOARD

o RECOGNITION OF WAYNE SEIDEL, LAKE COUNTY SWCD

REPORTS

e Chair — Brian Napstad

Administrative Advisory Committee — Brian Napstad

Executive Director — John Jaschke

Dispute Resolution Committee — Gerald Van Amburg

Wetlands Committee — Gerald Van Amburg

Grants Program & Policy Committee — Paul Langseth

Public Relations, Oversight & Strategic Planning Committee — Jack Ditmore
RIM Reserve Management Planning Committee — Gene Tiedemann
Drainage Work Group — Tom Loveall/Al Kean

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS
Metro Region Committee

s
2,

3.

Bassett Creek WMO Plan Amendment — Mary Peterson — DECISION ITEM
Scott WMO 2013 Plan Amendment — Mary Peterson — DECISION ITEM
Prior Lake-Spring Lake WD Plan Amendment — Mary Peterson — DECISION ITEM

North Cannon River WMO Watershed Management Plan 2013-2023 — Mary Peterson —
DECISION ITEM

Chisago County Local Water Management Plan Update — Mary Peterson — DECISION ITEM

Coon Creek WD Watershed Management Plan — Mary Peterson — DECISION ITEM
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Grants Program & Policy Committee
1. Erosion Control and Water Management Program Policy Amendments — Dave Weirens —
DECISION ITEM

2. FY2014 Clean Water Fund and Competitive Grants Program: Policy and Request for
Proposals — Dave Weirens - DECISION ITEM

3. Cooperative Weed Management Area Program Authorization — Wayne Zellmer -
DECISION ITEM

4. Feedlot Water Quality Cost-Share Grants Program Authorization — Dave Weirens —
DECISION ITEM

5. Disaster Response Assistance Program Policy — Wayne Zellmer — DECISION ITEM

Wetland Committee
1. 2013 Local Road Wetland Replacement Program Project Selection Process — Ken Powell -
DECISION ITEM

RIM Reserve Management Planning Committee
1. RIMMWRP Payment Rate Adjustment 2010-2012 — Bill Penning/Sarah Strommen —
DECISION ITEM

2. Easement Tax Valuation Fact Sheet — Sarah Strommen — INFORMATION ITEM

AGENCY REPORTS
o Minnesota Department of Agriculture — Rob Sip
o Minnesota Department of Health — Chris Elvrum
e Minnesota Department of Natural Resources — Tom Landwehr
o Minnesota Extension Service — Faye Sleeper
e Minnesota Pollution Control Agency — Rebecca Flood

ADVISORY COMMENTS

o Association of Minnesota Counties — Annalee Garlets
Minnesota Association of Conservation District Employees — Matt Solemsaas
Minnesota Association of Soil & Water Conservation Districts — LeAnn Buck
Minnesota Association of Townships — Sandy Hooker
Natural Resources Conservation Service — Don Baloun

UPCOMING MEETINGS
o  Wetlands Committee — August 29, 7:30 AM, Superior Shores, Two Harbors
o Next BWSR Board Meeting — September 25, St. Paul

Noon ADJOURN (estimated time)

BWSR Board Meeting Agenda Page 2



BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES
520 LAFAYETTE ROAD N.
LOWER LEVEL CONFERENCE ROOM
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 26, 2013

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:

Jack Ditmore, Chris Elvrum, MDH; Christy Jo Fogarty, Sandy Hooker, Paul Langseth, Tom
Loveall, Keith Mykleseth, Brian Napstad, Judy Ohly, Tom Schulz, Faye Sleeper, UME; Steve
Sunderland, Gene Tiedemann, Gerald Van Amburg, Doug Wetzsteln MPCA; Matt Wohlman,
MDA

BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:
Joe Collins
Tom Landwehr, DNR

STAFF PRESENT: : A ‘

Mary Jo Anderson, Angie Becker Kudelka Bnan Dwught Bill:Eisele, Tim Fredbo, Travis
Germundson, Barbie Hogan, John Jaschke, Al-Kean, Tim Koehler, Les Lemm, Kristi Mack, Polly
Remick, Ron Shelito, Gwen Steel, Sarah' Strommen Doug Thomas Dave Weirens, Marcey
Westrick, Wayne Zellmer R

OTHERS: = ‘s
Sheila Vanney and Ian Cunnmgham MASWCD
Rob Sip, MDA 2

Don Baloun; NRCS S
Julie Westerlund DNR
Ray Bohn; MAWD
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CALL MEETING TO ORDER — Chair Napstad called the meeting to order at 9:05 a.m.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
ADOPTION OF AGENDA - Chair Napstad noted the addition of Conflict of Interest

Declaration on the agenda. Moved by Paul Langseth, seconded:by Sandy Hooker, to adopt
the amended agenda as presented. Motion passed on a voice vote.

MINUTES OF MAY 22, 2013 BOARD MEETING — Paul Langseth noted his attendance

at the May 22, 2013 Board meeting. Moved by Paul Langseth, seconded by Matt Wohlman, to
approve the amended minutes of May 22, 2013 as'?cir‘culated Motion passed on a voice vote.
RECOGNITION OF BOARD MEMBER - John Jaschke acknowledged Kelth Mykleseth's state
service as a BWSR board member for four years as a non-metro city representative. John and
Charr Napstad presented Keith with a Dlstingurshed 'Servrce AWard plaque for hrs dedrcated

INTRODUCTION OF NEW BOARD MEMBERS
Judy Ohly, citizen member; term 5/23/13 = 1/02/17
Tom Schulz, SWCD. member term 5/23/13 - 1/02/17 R

INTRODUCT[ON OF NEW BWSR EMPLOYEESE‘.

Barbie Hogan Office & Admrnrstratrve Specialist

Kristi Mack; Easement Aoqursrtron Specialist:Senior, Ppreviously easement processor
Polly Remick, Easement Section Program Analyst; previously realty specialist

Gwen Steel; Land & Water:Specialist

Marcey Westnck Clean Water Coordlnator previously clean water specialist

CONFLICT OF INTEREST DECLARATION Chair Napstad explained that the conflict of
interest declaration'process is being used today on the FY’14 Natural Resources Block Grant
Allocations; the FY'14:SWCD.Program & Operations Grant Allocations; and the Farm Bill
Assistance Program Authorization. The Conflict of Interest Declaration forms need to be
submitted.

REPORTS

Chair's Report — Brian Napstad attended the EQB meeting last week. Discussion included an
update on the silica sand activities. Chair Napstad reported that the Governor's Institute on
Community Design (GICD) held a follow-up session last week; nine policies developed to
improve environmental plans. BWSR was well represented, Travis Germundson attended the
GICD session.

Administrative Advisory Committee (AAC) — Brian Napstad reported that the Administrative
Advisory Committee met this morning, items discussed included the Ag Wetland Banking



BWSR Meeting Minutes
June 26, 2013
Page Three

Memorandum of Understanding. John Jaschke stated the NRCS legal staff in Washington, D.C.
requested additional review of the MOU. John explained that the state portion of the MOU is
good to go and will be on the agenda later today. The AAC also discussed the emergency
haying and grazing on conservation lands; BWSR committee appointments; and the BWSR
Board tour in August.

Executive Director's Report — John Jaschke reported that M CA is conducting a media event
at 10:30 this mornmg regarding the mtrogen study in Mlnnesota. John will attend; Sarah
he One Watershed One Plan

John attended the MAWD summer tour June 21: in New Ulm and the RRBC tour in Fargo on
June 5. John informed board members that BWSR received a petition from Polk County
regardlng redlstnbutlon of managers of the Mlddte Snake Tamarac Rivers Watershed District.

Dispute Resolution Committee (DRC) = Travis Germundson reported that the DRC
Committee report is current as distributed. Traws stated that-a training session with the
Attorney General’s office will be held when new board member:appointments are complete and
commlttee assugnments have been made. Traws stated that Br[an DW|ght has been mstrumental

is required on the DRC Tom Loveall accepted the appomtment to the Dlepute Resolution
Committee. 23 S

Wetlands Committee — Geraid'Van'ArnBUrg repdtted that the Wetlands Committee has not
met. Dave: Weirens' stated that' the Wetlands Commlttee will likely meet prior to the August
Board meetmg S

Grants Program & Pollcy Commlttee ~Paul Langseth reported that the Grants Program &
Policy Committee met and has recommendations on the agenda later today.

Public Relations, Otitreach & Strategic Planning Committee — Keith Mykleseth reported that
the Committee met last night; the Committee will meet again in October. Chair Napstad
thanked Keith for serving as:Chair of the Committee. Jack Ditmore has accepted the
appointment as chair of the:Public Relations, Outreach & Strategic Planning Committee.

Drainage Work Group — Al Kean distributed the Drainage Work Group Report and summarized
the topics of discussion from the meeting on June 13, 2013. The next meeting of the Drainage
Work Group is August 8, 2013.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

Northern Water Planning Committee

Crow Wing County Water Plan Update — Brian Napstad reported that Crow Wing County
submitted their revised Local Water Management Plan for state review and comment. Crow
Wing County has taken a leadership role and has done an outstanding effort in the water
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management plan. Chair asked that the Crow Wing County bring their water management plan
before the Board. The Northern Water Planning Committee met on June 12, 2013; reviewed
the Plan and recommends approval. Moved by Brian Napstad, seconded by Sandy Hooker, to
approve the Crow Wing County Local Water Management Plan June 26, 2013 — June 26, 2023
with a required update of the Implementation section to be completed by December 31, 2018.

Matt WohIman stated that the Findings of Fact, section 6, ite_m'V;C.',' Department of Agriculture is
listed twice; Chris Elvrum stated that the Department of Health'is not listed. Discussion followed.
It was decided to delete C. and re- Ietterthe list. Moved by Tom Loveall seconded by Gerald

passed on a voice vote.

Motion to approve the Crow Wing County’ Local Water Management Plan passed on a
voice vote. :

Kanabec County Comprehensive.Local Water Management Plan Amendment — Gerald
Van Amburg reported that the Northern Water Planning: Commrttee met on June 12, 2013,
Moved by Gerald Van Amburg, seconded: by Matt Wohlman: to:approve the Kanabec County
Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan Amendment Motron passed on a voice vote.

reported that the Northern Water Plannmg Commnttee met on June 12, reviewed the plan
amendment and recommends approval of the flve—year plan amendment through December 31,
2017. Moved by Gene Tledemann seconded by: Sandy Hooker to approve the Kooohrchmg

Gene seconded by Gerald Van Amburg to approve the Pope County Local Water Management
Plan Amendment:: Mot.-on passed on a voice vote.

Southern Water Planmng Commrttee

Renville County Comprehensrve Water Plan Update — Paul Langseth reported that the Southern
Water Planning Committee met on June 12, 2013, reviewed the Renville County Local Water
Management Plan Update and recommends approval. Moved by Paul Langseth, seconded by
Keith Mykleseth, to approve the Renville County Local Water Management Plan Update. Paul
reported that the Department of Health provided comments, a recommendation of approval, after

the deadline.

Moved by Sandy Hooker, seconded by Faye Sleeper, to amend the Renville County Local
Water Management Plan Update to include the Department of Health's recommendation of
approval. Discussion followed. Amendment passed on a voice vote.
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Motion to approve the Renville County Local Water Management Plan Update passed on a
voice vote.

John Jaschke left the meeting; Sarah Strommen served as acting executive director.

Wetland Committee

BWSR-NRCS Agricultural Wetland Banking Memorandum;o Understandmg (MOU) Les
of the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) and Swampbuster under an agreement for more than
two years. Les presented mformatlon and stated that one of the of the key accomplishments has

Moved by Matt WohIiman, seconded by Paul Langseth to uthonze Chair Napstad to make any
minor edits that may be needed and 5|gn the: interagency Agrlcultural Wetland Banking MOU
with NRCS Jack Ditmore made note of: an edlt on page 3 Motton passedon a vo;ce vote,

is waiting addltlonal information from USDA. Moved by Matt Wohiman, seconded by Chris
Elvrum, that.the Board hereby,authorizes staff to inform and educate easement holders and
local SWCD;Sta_ff on the provisions for vegetative management for conservation management
purposes as stated in RIM Policy:dated December 17, 2008, and to coordinate actions with
local, state and federal partners:on specific guidelines and provisions related to emergency
haying and grazing: DISCUSSIOI’] followed Motion passed on a voice vote.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST DECLARATION Chair Napstad explained that the conflict of
interest declaration process:is being used today on the FY'14 Natural Resources Block Grant
Allocations; the FY’14 SWCD Program & Operations Grant Allocations; and the Farm Bill
Assistance Program Authorization. The Conflict of Interest Declaration forms need to be
submitted.

Chair Napstad read the statement:

"A conflict of interest whether actual, potential, or perceived, occurs when someone in a position
of trust has competing professional or personal interests and these competing interests make it
difficult to fulfill professional duties impartially. At this time, members are requested to declare
conflicts of interest they may have regarding today’s business.”
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Chair Napstad asked board members to submit their completed Conflict of Interest Declaration
forms to Sarah Strommen. The Conflict of Interest Declaration documents will be filed for the
grant decision item. All board members are eligible to vote.

Grants Program & Policy Committee

FY’14 Natural Resources Block Grant Allocations — Wayne:Zellmer reported that the Natural
Resources Block Grant (NRBG) provides assistance to local:governments to implement state
natural resource programs. These programs are: Comprehensrve Local Water Management,
the Wetland Conservation Act, the DNR Shoreland ]Vlanagement the MPCA County Feedlot

Committee recommends Board approval of the Proposed FY 14 Natural Resources Block
Grant allocations. &

Wayne presented the allocations:

LWM e $1,139,152

WCA St $1,906,485

DNR Shoreland TERCEEGA77,369  uE

MPCA Feedlot Base G $(to:be determlned by MPCA)
MPCA SSTS $1 599, 600 %

And, for Local Water. Management Wetland Conservatron Act and DNR Shoreland Programs,

Program & Polroy Committee recommends approval of the FY'14 allocation recommendations
for the Conservation Delivery, Easement Delivery, Non-Point Engineering Assistance, and Cost-
Share Base Grant Programs Wayne presented the allocations:

1. Staff to allocate grant;‘funds_;to rndrwdual SWCDs up to the amounts listed below and as
provided on the attached allocation spreadsheet, Proposed FY ‘14 SWCD Programs and
Operations Grants: '

State Cost Share Base Grants $1,199,999
Conservation Delivery Grants ) $1,765,001
Easement Delivery Grants $ 290,989
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2. Allocate the Non Point Engineering Assistance Grants to joint powers boards, up to
$1,060,000, as listed below:

NPEA Base Host/Fiscal Equipment Total

Area Grant Agent SWCD i, Grant
1 $120,000 $10,000 Y $130,000
2 $120,000 $ 5000 ] $0 $125,000
3 $120,000 $10,000 853 N80 $130,000
4 $120,000 $ 5,000 $20,000 $145,000
5 $120,000 $10,000 $0:: $130,000
6 $120,000 $:5,000 $0 ). $125,000
7 $120,000 $10,000 $20,000 |::$150,000
8 $120,000 $ 5, 000 .90 $1-25 000

technical aSS|Stance when the followmg ‘conditions exrst
i.  Other non-state funds will be: Ieveraged and they’ couldnt do the project otherwise,
Or,
i. Funds are used: 'O'h a prOJect(s) that is State Cost Share Program or EQIP ellgrble

passed on a voice vote

Farm Brll Assrstance Program Authorlzatlon - Dave Weirens reported that the Board is
requested to authorize grants to selected:SWCDs to continue the Farm Bill Assistance
partnership between BWSR, DNR, Pheasants Forever, and SWCDs. Dave distributed additional
information on the Farm Bill Assistance Partnership July 1, 2013 — June 30, 2014 and also a
map showing the Farm Blll Assrstance positions.

Moved by Tom LoveaII seconded by Gerald Van Amburg, to approve the Farm Bill

Assistance Program authorization as presented. Jack Ditmore noted the editorial change
needed on the resolution. The resolution will be corrected and ready Chair Napstad’s signature.
Discussion followed. Motion passed on a voice vote.

AGENCY REPORTS
Minnesota Extension Service — Faye Sleeper reported that Extension is in the process of
hiring nutrient faculty; plan to be in place August 1.

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency — Doug Wetzstein reported that the nitrogen study is
being released today with lots of press coverage.
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ADVISORY COMMENTS

Minnesota Association of Soil & Water Conservation Districts — lan Cunningham looks
forward to attending the One Watershed One Plan workshop today. lan reported that the
MASWCD Leadership Institute will begin in August. An SWCD Governance 101 training
session will be held September 4-5. lan reported that he will be gomg to Washington, D.C. to
attend the NACD Legislative Conference in July. ;

Minnesota Association of Watershed Districts — Ray Bohn eported that MAWD had a good
summer tour.

UPCOMING MEETINGS
BWSR Board Tour/Meeting — August 28-29, 2013 Two Harbors

Moved by Judy Ohly, seconded by Christy Jo Fogarty, to adJoum the meetmg at 11:25 a.m.
Motion passed on a voice vote. S S

Respectfully submitted,

Mary Jo Anderson .
Recorder s



BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

Rﬁtg{,;%gﬂ AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Dispute Resolution Committee Report-
PARIARAAAA

Meeting Date: August 29, 2013

Agenda Category: [ ] Committee Recommendation [ ] New Business [] Old Business

item Type: [[] Decision [] Discussion 4 Information

Section/Region: Land and Water Section

Contact: Travis Germundson

Prepared by: Travis Germundson

Reviewed by Committee(s)

Presented by: Gerald Van Amburg

[] Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation
Attachments:  [] Resolution [] Order [] Map [X] Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

None [[] General Fund Budget
[] Amended Policy Requested [[] capital Budget
[] New Policy Requested [] Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget

[] Clean Water Fund Budget
[] Other:

ACTION REQUESTED
None

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

Dispute Resolution Committee Report. The report provides a monthly update on the number of appeals
with the BWSR.

8/19/2013 6:57 AM
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Dispute Resolution Report
August 16, 2013
By: Travis Germundson

There are presently 11 appeals pending. All of the appeals involve WCA except File 10-
10. There have been no new appeals filed since the last report dated July 17, 2013.

Format note: New appeals that have been filed since last report to the Board.

Appeals-that-have-been-decided since last-repert-te-the Board-

File 13-5 (6-11-13) This is an appeal of a replacement plan decision in Stearns County.
The appeal regards the approval of a wetland replacement plan application. A pervious
appeal (File 12-19) was remanded for further technical work and administrative
proceedings, and now that new decision is being appealed. At issue is the adequacy of
the TEP’s Report to address partial drainage. The appeal has been remanded for further
technical work directing the TEP to produce a revised written report adequately
addressing partial drainage.

1_5_1131.][. Pl ioultural PO b atian. ; j'i
i ipibili i ton. Appeal finalized
upon new decision made under remand (July 23, 2013).

File 13-3 (3-19-13) This is an appeal of a restoration order in Big Stone County. The
appeal regards impacts to DNR Public Waters and WCA wetlands on state property
associated with an agricultural drainage project. The appeal has been placed in abeyance
and the restoration order stayed until there is a final decision on an after-the-fact wetland
application.

File 13-1 (1-9-13) This is an appeal of a restoration order in Swift County. The appeal
regards drainage impacts to multiple wetlands associated with an agricultural drain tile
project. The appeal has been placed in abeyance and the restoration order stayed until
there is a final decision on an after-the fact wetland application.

File 12-16 (11-16-12). This is an appeal of a wetland banking credit deposit request in
Stearns County. The appeal regards the approval of a wetland banking plan request to
deposit 9.9 acres of credit. A previous appeal (File 12-13) was remanded for the LGU to
develop an adequate record, and now that new decision is being appealed. At issue are
the eligibility requirements for banking credits. The appeal has been accepted and the
briefing and hearing schedule stayed by mutual agreement to allow informal settlement
discussions to continue.



File 12-12 (7-16-12) This is an appeal of an exemption determination in Renville County.
The appeal regards the denial of an agricultural drainage exemption associated with a 1.5
acre wetland. At issue is the wetland type determination. A previous appeal (File 12-5)
was remanded for further technical evaluation and administrative proceedings, and now
the current approval is being appealed. A verbal settlement agreement has since been
reached that includes submittal of a replacement plan application. The appeal has been
placed in abeyance by mutual agreement to determine the viability of a wetland
replacement plan application.

File 11-1 (1-20-11) This is an appeal of a restoration order in Hennepin County. The
appeal regards the filling of approximately 1.77 acres of wetland and 0.69 acres of
excavation. The appeal has been placed in abeyance and the restoration order stayed until
there is a final decision on an after-the-fact wetland application and confirmation of
required mitigation.

File 10-10 (6-10-10) This is an appeal filed under Minn. Stat. 103D.535 regarding an
order of the managers of the Wild Rice Watershed District not to proceed with the Upper
Becker Dam Enhancement Project as proposed. Appeals filed under 103D.535 require
that the Board follow the Administrative Procedures Act. The Act requires that the
hearing be conducted by an Administrative Laws Judge through the Office of
Administrative Hearings. A mediated settlement agreement was reached with the
condition that if the watershed district fails to carry out Option D the appeal shall go
forward. The appeal has been placed in abeyance.

File 10-7 (2-19-10) This is an appeal of a restoration order in Stearns County. The appeal
regards draining and filling impacts to approximately 18.44 acres of Type2/3 wetland and
3.06 acres of Type 2 wetland. The appeal has been placed in abeyance and the restoration
order stayed for submittal of “as built” or project information pertaining to a public
drainage system. A portion of the site has been restored and it appears the landowner is
committed to restoring the remaining areas.

File 09-10 (7-9-09) This is an appeal of a banking plan application in Aitkin County. The
appeal regards the LGU’s denial of a banking plan application to restore 427.5 acres of
wetlands through the use of exceptional natural resource value. The appeal has been
accepted and pre-hearing conferences convened on October 13 and 30, and December 14,
2009. Settlement discussions are on hold while the appellant addresses permitting issues
with the Corps of Engineers. The appeal has been placed in abeyance by mutual
agreement on determining the viability of a new wetland banking plan application.

File 08-9. (03/06/08) This is an appeal of a replacement order in Pine County. The
appeal regards impacts to approximately 11.26 acres of wetland. The replacement order
has been stayed and the appeal has been placed in abeyance pending disposition with the
U.S. Dept of Justice.



File 05-1. (01/13/05) This is an appeal of a replacement plan decision by the Rice Creek
Watershed District. The District previously made a decision that was appealed which
resulted in a remand for an expanded TEP. Now there is an appeal of the decision made
under remand since the decision differed from the TEP report. At issue are wetland
delineation and the Comprehensive Wetland Protection and Management Plan that
BWSR approved. After a hearing before the DRC, the board remanded the matter for new
wetland delineation and for submission on an updated, complete replacement plan
application. On 12-9-09 the District made a new wetland delineation decision. The
applicant has not yet submitted an updated replacement plan application.

Summary Table

Type of Decision Total for Calendar Year | Total for Calendar
2012 Year 2013

Order in favor of appellant 1

Order not in favor of appellant 5 1

Order Modified

Order Remanded = 2

Order Place Appeal in Abeyance 1 1

Negotiated Settlement

Withdrawn/Dismissed 4




COMMITTEE RECOMNMENDATIONS
Metro Region Committee

i

2.

3.

Bassett Creek WMO Plan Amendment — Mary Peterson — DECISION ITEM
Scott WMO 2013 Plan Amendment — Mary Peterson — DECISION ITEM
Prior Lake-Spring Lake WD Plan Amendment — Mary Peterson — DECISION ITEM

North Cannon River WMO Watershed Management Plan 2013-2023 — Mary Peterson —
DECISION ITEM

Chisago County Local Water Management Plan Update — Mary Peterson — DECISION ITEM

Coon Creek WD Watershed Management Plan — Mary Peterson — DECISION ITEM



BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Bassett Creek WMO Plan Amendment
Meeting Date: 08/29/2013
Agenda Category: X Committee Recommendation [] New Business [] Old Business
Item Type: X Decision [ Discussion [ Information
Section/Region: Metro
Contact: Brad Wozney, Board Conservationist
Prepared hy: Brad Wozney, Board Conservationist
Reviewed by: Metro Region Committee(s)
Mary Peterson, Board
Presented by: Conservationist

[0 Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation

Attachments: [] Resolution X Order X Map [] Other Supporting Information
Fiscal/Policy Impact

X None [l General Fund Budget

[J Amended Policy Requested [[] Capital Budget

[] New Policy Requested [] Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget

[] Other: [ Clean Water Fund Budget

ACTION REQUESTED

Approval of Plan Amendment to the Bassett Creek Watershed Management Organization Watershed
Management Plan

LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

http://bassettereekwmo.org/PlanAmendments/PlanAmendmentHome.htm

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

WMO Background

The Bassett Creek WMO (Commission) is located in the heart of Hennepin County. It is bound by the
Mississippi River WMO to the east, on the south and west by the Minnehaha Creek Watershed District, on
the northwest by the EIm Creek WMO, and on the north by Shingle Creek WMO. The watershed
encompasses all or part of the following nine cities: Plymouth, Medicine Lake, Golden Valley,
Robbinsdale, Crystal, New Hope, Minnetonka, St. Louis Park, and Minneapolis. Bassett Creek discharges
into the Mississippi River in downtown Minneapolis below St. Anthony Falls. The watershed contains five
major lakes and three creek branches. The Bassett Creek watershed covers 39.6 square miles and is

8/19/2013 7:.04 AM Page 1
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predominantly fully developed (>90%). Scattered areas of redevelopment throughout the watershed are
proposed.

The Bassett Creek Flood Control Commission was formed in 1968, primarily to study the flooding issues in
the watershed, and later adopted a watershed management plan in 1972, In 1984 the Commission was
created after revising the Flood Control Commission’s joint powers agreement. The Commission
prepared its first generation watershed management plan that BWSR approved in July 1989. The second
generation plan was approved by BWSR in August 2004. Subsequently, the Commission completed two
major and four minor plan amendments between years 2005 and 2012.

Amendment Summary

The Amendment proposes to add three capital projects to the capital improvement program (Table 12-2):
Schaper Pond improvements, Briarwood-Dawnview water quality improvement project, and Twin Lake
alum treatment for a total cost of $898,000. DNR comments were received during the formal comment
period and were fully addressed by the Commission. The Commission has regularly reviewed their
implementation program and has amended their Plan on numerous occasions as studies are completed.

Recommendation

The Metro Region Committee met on August 12, 2013. After review of the information, BWSR staff was
in favor of and the Committee unanimously voted to recommend approval of the Plan Amendment dated
June 2013 to the full Board per the attached draft Order.

8/19/2013 7:04 AM Page 2
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Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
520 Lafayette Road North
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

In the Matter of the review of the ORDER
Amendment to the Watershed Management APPROVING
Plan for the Bassett Creek Watershed AMENDMENT TO
Management Organization, pursuant to WATERSHED
Minnesota Statutes Section 103B.231, MANAGEMENT PLAN

Subdivision 11.

Whereas, the Board of Commissioners of the Bassett Creek Watershed Management
Organization (Commission) submitted a Watershed Management Plan Amendment dated June
2013 (Amendment), to the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (Board) pursuant to
Minnesota Statutes Section 103B.231, Subd. 11, ‘and;

Whereas, the Board has completed its review of the Amend‘ment;
Now Therefore, the Board hereby makes th'e'fbllowing Findinge 6t§Eact’,‘ Conclusions and Order:
FINDINGS OF'FACT*":J

1. WMO Establr_s_hm.ent The Bassett Creek Flood Control Commission was formed in 1968
primarily to study flooding issues in the watershed and adopted a watershed
management plan‘in:1972: fln 1984, the Bassett Creek Watershed Management
Commission. (Commrssron) was created after revising the Flood Control Commission’s
Jomt powers agreement ‘The Commission prepared its first generation watershed

___,--management plan that the Board approved in July 1989.

2. Authorlt\rr to Plan. The Metropolltan Surface Water Management Act requires the

meets the req_unrements of Minnesota Statutes Sections 103B.201 to 103B.251. The
watershed management plan may be amended according to Minnesota Statutes Section
103B.231, Subd. 11. The second generation plan was approved by the Board in August
2004. Subsequently, the Commission completed two major and four minor
amendments hetween 2005 and 2012,

=9 Nature of the Watershed. The Commission is located in the heart of Hennepin County.
It is bound by the Mississippi River WMO to the east, on the south and west by the
Minnehaha Creek Watershed District, on the northwest by the Elm Creek WMO, and on
the north by Shingle Creek WMO. The watershed encompasses all or part of the
following nine cities: Plymouth, Medicine Lake, Golden Valley, Robbinsdale, Crystal,
New Hope, Minnetonka, St. Louis Park, and Minneapolis. Bassett Creek discharges into
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10.

1.

12.

13;

the Mississippi River in downtown Minneapolis below St. Anthony Falls. The watershed
contains five major lakes and three creek branches. The Bassett Creek watershed covers
39.6 square miles and is predominantly fully developed. Scattered areas of
redevelopment throughout the watershed are proposed.

Amendment Development and Review. The Amendment proposes to add three capital
projects to the capital improvement program. The draft Amendment was submitted to
the Board, other state agencies, and local governments for the required 60-day review
on February 28, 2013. The Commission received comment letters from the
Metropolitan Council, MN Department of Agriculture, MN DNR,"MPCA, and the Board.
All comments during the formal comment period were addressed and did not result in
plan changes. The Comm|55|0n held public hearmgs on Ma\/ 16 and June 20, 2013, with
proposed amendment in accordance with MN Stat §103B 231 Subd 7(c). The final draft
Amendment was submitted to the Board and plan review agencies on: June 27,2013, for
final review and approval. :

Metropolitan Council Review. Met Council was s}.lj'ppc'i'r"fi‘vé“of the amendment stating it
is consistent with the Council’s Water Resources M‘an_qgement Policy Plan.

Department of Agriculture Rewew. The MDA did not have any comments on the
Amendment. :--_‘.‘ R :

Department of Hea_lt_hj-"_l_?evjew. The MDH did not cbrnfnént on the Amendment.

Department of Natural Resources Rewew .The DNR had significant permitting concerns
regardmg the Schaper Pond Dlver5|on PrOJect and had recommendatlons on completing

|nf|ltrat|on and. ab_stractlon and mcorporatmg outcomes of the MIDS process. The

‘,Cbmmission fuHy*_dddresse'dft_h.e concerns such that the DNR had no further comments.

Pollution Control Agency Review. The PCA did not have any comments on the
Amendment.

Department. df.‘l_'ran'éportation Review. The DOT did not comment on the Amendment.

Local Review. :The Commissions circulated a copy of the draft Amendment to local units
of government for their review pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section 103B.231, Subd.
7. No comments were received.

Board of Water and Soil Resources Review. Board staff commended the Commissions
for maintaining a current Plan and had no other comments.

Amendment Summary. The Amendment proposes to add three capital improvement
projects to the capital improvement program (Table 12-2): Schaper Pond improvements,

20f3
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Briarwood-Dawnview water quality improvement project, and Twin Lake alum
treatment.

Metro Region Committee Meeting. The Board’s Metro Regiion Committee met on
August 12, 2013, to review and discuss the Amendment. Those in attendance from the
Board’s Committee were Rebecca Flood, Faye Sleeper, Jack Ditmore, and Joe Collins,
chair. Board staff in attendance were Metro Region Supervisor Jim Haertel and Board
Conservationists Brad Wozney and Mary Peterson. Board staff recommended approval
of the Amendment. After discussion, the Committee unanlmously voted to recommend
approval of the Amendment to the full Board. '

CONCLUSIONS
All relevant substantive and procedural requirem’énfs‘:of law and rule have been fulfilled.
The Board has proper jurisdiction in the méitte'r.of appf()ying an Amendrﬁéﬁt to the
Watershed Management Plan for the Bassett"Cr_é'ek Watershed Management

Organization pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section 103B.231, Subd. 11.

The Bassett Creek Watershed Man'a'g'(;ajmer]t Organizat.idﬁ’;'s':Amendment attached to this
Order defines the need and purpose:.iof th_é_.PIan changes é’nd__the methods of financing.

The attached Amendment is in conformance W|th the requirements of Minnesota
Statutes Sectlons 103B. 201 to 103B. 251 :

The Board hereby’aipproves the attached Amendment dated June 2013 to the Bassett

Creek Watershed Mar’jagemept Organization Watershed Management Plan.

Dated at Two H_a__rbors, Minnesota this 29" day of August 2013.

MINNESOTA BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES

BY: Brian Napstad, Chair
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AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Scott WMO Plan Amendment
Meeting Date: 08/29/2013
Agenda Category: X Committee Recommendation [] New Business [] Old Business
Iltem Type: X Decision [] Discussion [J  Information
Section/Region: Metro
Contact: Brad Wozney, Board Conservationist
Prepared hy: Brad Wozney, Board Conservationist
Reviewed by: Metro Region Committee(s)
Mary Peterson, Board
Presented by: Conservationist

[] Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation
Attachments: [] Resolution X Order X Map [] Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

None

Amended Policy Requested
New Policy Requested
Other:

General Fund Budget

Capital Budget

Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget
Clean Water Fund Budget

Q>
| [

ACTION REQUESTED

Approval of Plan Amendment to the Scott Watershed Management Organization Watershed
Management Plan

LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

WMO Background
The Scott WMO (SWMO) extends over 287 square miles of Scott County. The remaining portions of Scott County

are addressed by the Lower Minnesota River WD, Prior Lake-Spring Lake WD, Vermillion River Watershed JPO, and
Black Dog WMO. There are also approximately two square miles tributary to the Cannon River in the southeast
corner of the county that is subject to the Metropolitan Surface Water Management Act and is considered part of
the SWMO area. Drainage of Scott County is predominantly toward the Minnesota River which forms the northern

border of the County.
The SWMO hecame necessary after the failure of four WMQ's in 1996 which had originally been

established under the Metropolitan Surface Water Management Act. Scott County resolved to take over

8/19/2013 7:10 AM Page 1
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water planning activities in the areas previously addressed by the Sand Creek, Shakopee Basin, Southwest
Scott, Credit River, and portions of Prior Lake-Spring Lake watershed management organizations in July
2000. The current plan was approved by BWSR in May 2009. Their second plan amendment was BWSR
approved in 2012,

Amendment Summary

This Amendment proposes to revise three sections in the Plan as well as add and update several
appendices. Revisions to Section 3 (Goals/Policies/Strategies) involve modification of several strategies
and the addition of several new ones in response to completed studies and other new sources of
information, such as nitrate management demonstrations, small acreage outreach, and Cedar Lake
watershed projects. Section 4 (Administration) was revised primarily to update funding sources for new
and existing strategies. Revisions to Section 5 (Implementation) include 1) the addition of three capital
improvement projects which will be implemented based on availability of state grant funds, and 2) an
overall budget reduction due to a drop in net tax capacity in the WMO since 2009 and due to lower than
projected administrative costs in recent years. This amendment reflects SWMO's willingness to regularly
review their implementation program and to amend the Plan as studies are completed and projects are
identified. A few comments were received during the formal comment periods and were fully addressed.
There were no comments at the public hearing.

Recommendation

The Metro Region Committee met on August 12, 2013. After review of the information, BWSR staff was
in favor of and the Committee unanimously voted to recommend approval of the Plan Amendment dated
April 2013 to the full Board per the attached draft Order.

8/19/2013 7:10 AM Page 2
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Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
520 Lafayette Road North
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

In the Matter of the review of the ORDER
Amendment to the Watershed Management APPROVING
Plan for the Scott Watershed Management AMENDMENT TO
Organization, pursuant to Minnesota Statutes WATERSHED
Section 103B.231, Subdivision 11. MANAGEMENT PLAN

Whereas, the Board of Commissioners of the Scott Watershed Management Organization
(SWMO) submitted a Watershed Management Plan Amendment dated April 2013
(Amendment), to the Minnesota Board of Water and SO|| Resources (Board) pursuant to
Minnesota Statutes Section 103B.231, Subd. 11, and ;

FINDINGS OF 'FAC-T- ‘

= WMO Estabhshment The SWMO became necessary after the failure of four Joint
Powers Agreement WMOS ln 1996 which had orlglnally been established under the

:,management organlzatlons m_J_uIy_ZOOO

2. Authorlty to Plan. The Metropohtan Surface Water Management Act requires the
preparation of a watershed management plan for the subject watershed area which
meets the requirements of Minnesota Statutes Sections 103B.201 to 103B.251. The
watershed management plan may be amended according to Minnesota Statutes Section
103B.231, Subd: 11. This is the third plan amendment for the SWMO.

3. Nature of the Watershed. The SWMO extends over 287 square miles of Scott County.
The remaining portions of Scott County are addressed by the Lower Minnesota River
Watershed District, Prior Lake-Spring Lake Watershed District, the Vermillion River
Watershed Joint Powers Organization, and Black Dog WMO. There are also
approximately two square miles tributary to the Cannon River in the southeast corner of
the county that is subject to the Metropolitan Surface Water Management Act and is
considered part of the SWMO area. Drainage of Scott County is predominantly toward
the Minnesota River which forms the northern border of the county. Agricultural land
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use dominates the landscape; however urbanization is occurring in the northern
portions of the county.

Amendment Development and Review. The Amendment revises Section 3 —
Goals/Policies/Strategies, Section 4 — Administration, Section 5 — Implementation, and
informational updates to four appendices. A technical advisory committee meeting was
held by SWMO prior to release of the formal draft to address any stakeholder and state
agencies’ concerns. The draft Amendment was submitted to the Board, other state
agencies, and local governments for the required 60-day review on April 10, 2013. The
SWMO received a comment letter from Metropolitan Council; MN.Department of
Health, MNDOT, MPCA, and the Board. All comments during the formal comment
period were addressed and did not result in plan changes. The SWMO held a public
hearing on July 2, 2013, with no comments. The finalfd'raft Amendment was submitted
to the Board and plan review agencies on July 5, _2(:)13,‘ for final review and approval.

Metropolitan Council Review. Met Council: was supportive of the amendment stating it
is consistent with the Council’s Water Resources: Management Policy Plan. The Council
recommended the Plan reference the MN Stormwater: Manual and consider including
filtration practices where mﬂltratlon is not practlcable These comments were

addressed by SWMO.

Department of Nat'ural Resources Rewew The DNR did not comment on the
Amendment 5

_“Pollutlon Control Agency Re\new _The PCA did not have any comments on the
Amendment.

Department of Transp‘drtation Review. The DOT questioned the pending nitrate
standard; SWMO responded that the standard originates from the Clean Water Act and
will be enforced by MPCA. The SWMO will begin cost sharing on appropriate practices
in known high nitrate areas ahead of the regulation.

Local Review. The Commissioners circulated a copy of the draft Amendment to local
units of government for their review pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section 103B.231,
Subd. 7. No comments were received.

Board of Water and Soil Resources Review. Board staff commended the
Commissioners for maintaining a current Plan and requested clarification on the total
amount of funding the WMO is willing to contribute to capital projects. The SWMO
responded by adding specific dollar amounts to the capital projects in Table 3-2.
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Amendment Summary. The Amendment proposes to revise three sections in the Plan
as well as add and update several appendices. Revisions to Section 3
(Goals/Policies/Strategies) involve modification of several strategies and the addition of
several new ones in response to completed studies and other new sources of
information. Section 4 (Administration) was revised primarily to update funding sources
for new and existing strategies. Revisions to Section 5 (Implementation) include the
addition of three capital improvement projects which will be implemented based on
availability of state grant funds, as well as an overall budget reduction due to a drop of
the net tax capacity in the WMO since 2009 and to lower than‘projected administrative
costs in recent years. i

Metro Region Commlttee Meetlng The Board’s Metro Reglon Commlttee met on

Board’s Commtttee were Rebecca Flood, Faye Sleeper, Jack Ditmore, and Joe Collins,
chair. Board staff in attendance were Metro Region Supervisor Jim Haertel and Board
Conservationists Brad Wozney and Mary Peters_on, Board staff recommended approval
of the Amendment. After discussion, the Committee unanimously voted to recommend
approval of the Amendment to the full Board. h

CONCLUSIONS

All relevant substantive andfjbrocedural requ.i_rements of law and rule have been fulfilled.

The Board has proper Jurlsdlctlon in the matter of approving an Amendment to the

Watershed Management Plan for the Scott Watershed Management Organization

The‘SCdtt:_Watershed'I:\j/ﬁ'_l'enagement Organization’s Amendment attached to this Order
defines the need and purpose of the Plan changes and the methods of financing.

The attached Aimendment is in conformance with the requirements of Minnesota
Statutes Sections 103B.201 to 103B.251.
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ORDER

The Board hereby approves the attached Amendment dated April 2013 to the Scott
Watershed Management Organization Watershed Management Plan.

Dated at Two Harbors, Minnesota this 294 day of August 2013

MINNESOTA BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES

BY: Brian Napstad, Chair .
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AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Prior Lake-Spring Lake WD Plan Amendment
Meeting Date: 08/29/2013
Agenda Category: X Committee Recommendation [] New Business [] Old Business
Item Type: X Decision [] Discussion [J Information
Section/Region: Metro
Contact: Brad Wozney, Board Conservationist
Prepared hy: Brad Wozney, Board Conservationist
Reviewed by: Metro Region Committee(s)
Mary Peterson, Board
Presented by: Conservationist

[l AudiofVisual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation

Attachments: [] Resolution X Order X Map [] Other Supporting Information
Fiscal/Policy Impact

X None [] General Fund Budget

[0 Amended Policy Requested [] Capital Budget

[] New Policy Requested [] Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget

[0 Other: [0 Clean Water Fund Budget

ACTION REQUESTED
Approval of Plan Amendment to the Prior Lake-Spring Lake Watershed District Watershed
Management Plan

LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Redlined version:
http://www.plslwd.org/documents/PLSLWD%20Third%20Generation%20Plan%20Major%20Update%20201
3%202013-06-12%20Redline.pdf

Clean version:
http://www.plslwd.org/documents/PLSLWD%20Third%20Generation%20Plan%20Major%20Update%20201

3-06-12.pdf

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

WMO Background

The District was established on March 4, 1970 by order of the Minnesota Water Resources Board under

the authority of the Minnesota Watershed Act, Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 112. The order was in
response to a petition filed by residents within the watershed on June 24, 1969 for the general

8/19/2013 7:13 AM
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purposes of conserving the waters and natural resources of the watershed.

The District is approximately 42 square miles in size and located in north central Scott County, within
the Minnesota River basin. The lower one-half of the District particularly around the lakes is largely
developed with a predominantly residential land use. The upper one-half of the watershed is rural land
use comprising small to medium size farms. Development pressure and changes in land uses within the
watershed will likely increase through the life of the Plan. The major water resource features of the
District are Spring Lake, Upper Prior Lake, and Lower Prior Lake. There are a total of 12 lakes and one
county ditch system in the District. There was no outflow from the watershed until 1983. An outlet
channel was constructed commencing at the southwest shore of Lower Prior Lake draining north
through three lakes before outletting into the Minnesota River. The following communities lie partially
or entirely within the District: the cities of Prior Lake, Savage, and Shakopee, and Sand Creek and Spring
Lake Townships. A portion of the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community Tribal Lands is also
located within the District. The District is bound by the Lower Minnesota River Watershed District to
the north, and the Scott WMO, containing the subwatersheds of Credit River, Sand Creek, and
Shakopee Basin, to the east, south, and west respectively.

Amendment Summary

The Amendment proposes to revise three sections of the Plan. The primary aim of the amendment is
to reorganize the Plan into a common framework that the District can use to track policies, capital
projects, and expenditures, and document accomplishments. Revisions to “Section 2” (Goals and
Policies) involve modifying, merging and reducing the number of goals from 13 to 5 with additional
clarification provided for each goal. Policies were also revised and reorganized into eight categories
that better align with budget categories. “Section 3” (Management Plan) contains minor revisions
primarily to update strategies and activities that were recently completed. Revisions to “Section 4”
(Implementation Plan) include 1) the addition of details to numerous capital improvement projects, 2)
reorganization of the strategies to align with the eight programmatic budget categories rather than
grouped by subwatershed, 3) changing the implementation timing of several projects, 4) addition and
removal (un-funding) of capital projects, and 5) fixing funding discrepancies between the
implementation table and the funding boxes for each implementation item. Major new and
significantly revised projects include the Spring Lake Alum Treatment (major increase in funding), Buck
Lake Channel Chemical Treatment, County Ditch 13 In-line or Parallel Treatment, Upper Watershed
Lake Qutlet Modification, Buck Lake Channel and Lake Restoration, and a number of others.

The District received substantial comments from agencies, the county, and municipalities during the
formal comment periods resulting in a number of changes to the Plan. At the public hearing county
staff requested clarification on the responses to the initial comments. All comments were fully
addressed, although county staff remain concerned about proposed levy increases in 2-4 years that are
a result of the robust Capital Improvement Program of the plan amendment. Also, county staff are
concerned with the use of a 20+ year-old watershed volume study as the justification for implementing
certain volume reduction projects. The District intends to update that study and more regularly utilize
the Technical Advisory Committee to discuss project prioritization and implementation.

Recommendation

The Metro Region Committee met on August 12, 2013. After review of the information, BWSR staff
was in favor of and the Committee unanimously voted to recommend approval of the Plan Amendment
dated May 2013 to the full Board per the attached draft Order.
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Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
520 Lafayette Road North
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

In the Matter of the review of the ORDER
Amendment to the Watershed Management APPROVING
Plan for the Prior Lake—Spring Lake AMENDMENT TO
Watershed District, pursuant to Minnesota ._,.;WATERSHED

Statutes Section 103B.231, Subdivision 11. __MANAGEMENT PLAN

submltted a Watershed Management Plan Amendment dated May 2013 (Amendment), to the
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (Board) pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section
103B.231, Subd. 11, and; ¥ :

Whereas, the Board has completed its review of the Amendme_nt;

Now Therefore, the Board hereby makes tf e‘followmg Fmdmgs of Fact Conclusions and Order:

FINDIN‘GS OF-SF'A'C'TTL-

1. WMO Establlshment The District was establlshed on March 4, 1970 by order of the
Minnesota Water Resources Board under the ‘authority of the Minnesota Watershed
Act, Minnesota Statutes C_hapter 112, The order was in response to a petition filed by
residents.within the watershed on June 24, 1969 for the general purposes of conserving
the waters and'natural resources of the watershed. The first water resources

___management plan: for the District was prepared and adopted in 1971, shortly after the

District’s inception; in accordance with Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 103D. The plan was
then revised in accordance with the Metropolitan Surface Water Management Act of

1982, Mlnnesota Statutes Chapter 103B, and adopted by the District in 1991.

2. Authority to P__Ian,._.-g_The Metropolitan Surface Water Management Act requires the
preparation of a watershed management plan for the subject watershed area which
meets the requirements of Minnesota Statutes Sections 103B.201 to 103B.251. The
watershed management plan may be amended according to Minnesota Statutes Section
103B.231, Subd. 11. The current, third generation watershed management plan was
approved by the Board on January 27, 2010. The District completed one minor
amendment in 2012,

3. Nature of the Watershed. The District is approximately 42 square miles in size and

located in north central Scott County, within the Minnesota River basin. The lower one-
half of the District particularly around the lakes is largely developed with a
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predominantly residential land use. The upper one-half of the watershed is rural land
use comprising small to medium farms. Development pressure and changes in land uses
within the watershed will likely increase through the life of this Plan. The major water
resource features of the District are Spring Lake, Upper Prior Lake, and Lower Prior Lake.
There are a total of 12 lakes and one county ditch system in the District. There was no
outflow from the watershed until 1983. An outlet channel was constructed
commencing at the southwest shore of Lower Prior Lake draining north through three
lakes before outletting into the Minnesota River. The following communities lie partially
or entirely within the District: the cities of Prior Lake, Savage, and Shakopee, and Sand
Creek and Spring Lake Townships. A portion of the Shakopee:Mdewakanton Sioux
Community Tribal Lands is also located within the District.The District is bound by the
Lower Minnesota River Watershed District to the north; and the Scott WMO, containing
the subwatersheds of Credit River, Sand Creek, and Shakopee Basm to the east, south,
and west respectively. i

Amendment Development and Review. The Amendment proposes to significantly
revise and reorganize Sections 2 and 4 with minor edits to Section 3 of the Plan. The
draft Amendment was submitted to the Board, other state agencies, and local
governments for the required 60-day review on March 1, 2013, The District received a
comment letter from DNR, MN Department of Agrlculture Metropolitan Council,
MNDOT, MPCA, and the Board. All com_ments during the formal comment period were
addressed and resulted in plan changes. The District held public hearings on May 30
and June 11, 2013, with substantive comments from the county and Spring Lake
Township that the District, addressed. The'final draft Amendment was submitted to the
Board and plan review agenc;es on June 18 2013, for final review and approval.

Metropolltan Co ncnl Rewew Met Counul was supportive of the amendment statlng it

cost- share programs and other mcentlves for agriculture landowners, outreach to the
agrlcultural sector, and ‘development of local project and drainage management teams.
The District. mentioned that a farmer-led council is being organized and will advise the
District on majny_ of the recommendations made.

Department of Health Review. The MDH did not comment on the Amendment.

Department of Natural Resources Review. The DNR expressed concern regarding
proposed in-lake treatments such as alum and curly-leaf pondweed control as well as
modification of lake outlets. The District fully addressed the concerns such that the DNR
had no further comments.

Pollution Control Agency Review. The PCA requested various clarifications in the Plan
amendment and the District addressed them.
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10.

11.

12.

13,

14.

Department of Transportation Review. The DOT requested that the Plan indicate that
MNDOT is the WCA LGU on its’ right-of-way, which the District corrected.

Local Review. The District circulated a copy of the draft Amendment to local units of
government for their review pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section 103B.231, Subd. 7.
Comments were received from Scott County, City of Prior Lake, Spring Lake Township,
City of Savage, and City of Shakopee. The Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community
was also provided an opportunity to review and did provide comments. Some of the
comments centered around the apparent un-prioritized nature of the capital projects,
policies that are too action based, the lack of Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
involvement in the development of the amendment,lthe apparent premature nature of
proposed projects that are based on dated informationijor incon‘ect technical
interpretations, the fact that the Plan may be pro"poSing levy increases if grant funds are
not secured, and details regarding specific pro;ects and activities. The: Dlstrlct
responded by stating: the policies are largely recycled from the Plan approved and
adopted in 2010, feasibility studies will always be: completed prior to implementing a
capital project, the TAC will be more regularly engaged and the volume study will be
updated in 2014. :

dollar amounts listed for grant dependent prOJects be the minimum 25% required match
amount for Clean Water Fund grants. Board staff commended the District for

Plan to better allgn W|th annual budget categorles and to allow the District to better
track pollcles and overall’ progress. Revisions to “Section 2” (Goals and Policies) involve
modlfylng, merging and reducmg the number of goals from 13 to 5 with additional

clarification prowded for each: goal Policies were also revised and reorganized into

eight categories that better align with budget categories. “Section 3” (Management
Plan) contains minor revisions primarily to update strategies and activities that were
recently completed. Reuisions to “Section 4” (Implementation Plan) include 1) the
addition of details to.numerous capital improvement projects, 2) reorganization of the
strategies to allgn with the eight programmatic and budget categories rather than
grouped by subwatershed 3) changing the implementation timing of several projects, 4)
addition and removal (un-funding) of capital projects, and 5) fixing funding discrepancies
between the implementation table and the funding boxes of each implementation item.

Metro Region Committee Meeting. The Board’s Metro Region Committee met on
August 12, 2013, to review and discuss the Amendment. Those in attendance from the
Board’s Committee were Rebecca Flood, Faye Sleeper, Jack Ditmore, and Joe Collins,
chair. Board staff in attendance were Metro Region Supervisor Jim Haertel and Board
Conservationists Brad Wozney and Mary Peterson. District staff in attendance was
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District Planner Nat Kale. Board staff recommended approval of the Amendment. After
discussion, the Committee unanimously voted to recommend approval of the
Amendment to the full Board.

CONCLUSIONS
All relevant substantive and procedural requirements of law and rule have been fulfilled.
The Board has proper jurisdiction in the matter of approving an/Amendment to the
Watershed Management Plan for the Prior Lake-Spring Lake Watershed District

pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section 103B.231, Subd, LN

The Prior Lake-Spring Lake Watershed District’s Amen‘d'ment at't'a'ehed to this Order
defines the need and purpose of the Plan changes'an"d the methods .6f;ftnancing.

The attached Amendment is in conformance W|th the reqmrements of ‘Minnesota
Statutes Sections 103B.201 to 103B.251. :

" ORDER

The Board hereby approves the attached Amendment dated May 2013 to the Prior
Lake-Spring Lake Watershed District Watershed Management Plan.

Dated at fTW{bj ,Harrbors‘:,t'[\)fin_neseta this 20" day of August 2013,

| MINNESOTA BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES

BY: Brian Napstad, Chair
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BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

an
Emefg‘SO" AGENDA ITEM TITLE: North Cannon River WMO Watershed Management
Plan 2013 - 2023

Meeting Date; August 29, 2013
Agenda Category: [X] Committee Recommendation  [] New Business [] Old Business
Item Type: [X] Decision ["] Discussion [[] Information
Section/Region: Metro Region
Contact: Mary Peterson
Prepared by: Mary Peterson
Reviewed by: Metro Region Committee(s)
Presented by: Mary Peterson

[] Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation
Attachments: [] Resolution [X] Order [X] Map Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

None [] General Fund Budget
[] Amended Policy Requested [] Capital Budget
[1 New Policy Requested [] Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget

- [] Clean Water Fund Budget
Other:

ACTION REQUESTED
Approval of North Cannon River Watershed Management Organization Watershed Management

Plan 2013-2013.
LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

The entire final draft Plan may be found at:
http://www.dakotacountyswcd.org/watersheds/ncrwmol/advisory.html

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

The North Cannon River WMO (NCRWMO) is a government unit formed through a joint powers agreement
signed by eight townships and three small cities in southern Dakota County. The WMO was established in
1983. The current Plan expires in October 2013. The Plan Revision is the 3rd Generation Watershed
Management Plan for the NCRWMO. Although Dakota County lies at the southern edge of the Twin Cities
metropolitan area and considered a metropolitan county, the WMO is south of the Metropolitan Urban Service
Area (MUSA) and is rural and agriculture in nature with 10% being developed. The WMO has an approximate
population of 5,000 (in 2011) and its jurisdiction covers approximately 150 square miles including all or part of
the following towns: Castle Rock, Douglas, Eureka, Greenvale, Hampton, Randolph, Sciota, Waterford, and
the cities of Miesville, New Trier and Randolph. (See attached map for location)

The development of the Plan included five meetings of a 23-member Project Advisory Committee (PAC) made
up of stakeholders, partners and agency staff, and five meetings with the WMO Board of Managers to review
goals, policies, set priorities and develop the implementation plan. The Plan was prepared in accordance with
Minnesota Rules Chapter 8410 and Minnesota Statutes Chapter 103B. The draft revised Plan was submitted
to BWSR, other state agencies, and local governments for the 60-day review on February 18, 2013. A PAC
meeting and WMO board meeting were held to consider comments, incorporate suggested changes and

8/19/2013 7:18 AM Page 1
Request for Board Action Form 2010.doc



respond to the entities providing comments. A public hearing was held on May 23, 2013. The final 90-day
review draft of the revised Plan was received by the Board on June 7, 2013.

The Plan includes a profile of the watershed's existing environmental conditions, discusses water resource
management issues, identifies strategies for each issue, and defines the course of action the organization will
follow to address each issue. The NCRWMO is not a permitting authority but will require enforcement of
ordinances by member communities. It is clearly specified in section 5.0 of the Plan that the strategies are core
activities performed by the WMO and the policies are requirements for specific action by member communities.
These core activities include: 1) monitoring water quality and quantity, 2) providing cost share funding and
grant match funding to install best management practices in targeted areas, 3) providing information and
education to landowners and agricultural producers on best management practices, and 4) evaluating the
implementation of best management practices and enforcement of related ordinances throughout the
watershed.

PCA, DNR, Met Council and BWSR agency representatives participated in PAC meetings held from May, 2012
through April, 2013 and provided comments during the 60-day review. MDA provide comments during the 60-
day review. The NCRWMO provided a written response to each commenting entity and incorporated many
into the final draft Plan that was submitted to BWSR. General concerns relating to the limited WMO financial
resources directed to the implementation plan, organizational capacity to oversee and track compliance of
member regulatory responsibilities, recognizing wetland management strategies in place, and more specific
information on partner collaboration lead the WMO to develop helpful resource tools and tables in the draft
plan to explain the specifics of the implementation plan.

The Plan Implementation Section 6.0 is targeted and measurable. The Plan integrates common interests of
collaborating partners and agencies to meet the overall watershed goals laid out in the Plan. Table 6.2
“Opportunities for collaboration: existing activities of other organizations in the NCRWMOQO?”, illustrates how
partner programs and activities tie into the specific goals and strategies and depicts how the NCRWMO is
leading, coordinating, collaborating or just the beneficiary of the implementation work being done in the
watershed. It is a quick reference for everyone involved. Table 6.3 is a transparent summary of the
accomplishments of the WMO from the previous 2nd Generation Plan covering 2003-2013 and Table 6.4,
Implementation Program, sets forth the activities, proposed budget, potential funding sources and likely
partners.

Agency comments were received from the Met Council, MNDOT and PCA during the 90-day review period.
The WMO responded in writing to these comments. BWSR staff concurred that these comments were
adequately addressed.

The Metro Region Committee met with BWSR staff and local representatives on August 12, 2013, to review
and discuss the Plan. The Committee unanimously voted to recommend approval of the Plan to the full Board
per the attached draft Order.
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Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
520 Lafayette Road North
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

In the Matter of the review of the ORDER
Watershed Management Plan for the North APPROVING
Cannon River Watershed Management WATERSHED
Organization, pursuant to Minnesota MANAGEMENT PLAN

Statutes Section 103B.231, Subdivision 9.

Whereas, the Board of Managers of the North Cannon River Watershed Management
Organization (WMO) submitted a Watershed Management Plan (Plan) dated June 2013, to the
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (Board) pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section
103B.231, Subd. 9, and;

Whereas, the Board has completed its review of the Plan;

Now Therefore, the Board hereby makes the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions and
Order:

FINDINGS OF FACT

/i Watershed Management Organization Establishment. The WMO was established in
1983. In the process of developing the 3™ Generation Watershed Management Plan, the
WMO adopted the following Mission Statement:

“Managing groundwater and surface water to prevent property damage, maintain
hydrologic balance, and protect water quality for the safety and enjoyment of citizens and
the preservation and enhancement of wildlife habitat through collaboration anmong
member communities.” (Adopted July 18, 2012)

2 Authority to Plan. The Metropolitan Surface Water Management Act requires the
preparation of a watershed management plan for the subject watershed area which meets
the requirements of Minnesota Statutes Sections 103B.201 to 103B.251. The previous
WMO plan was approved by Board Order on October 22, 2003. The plan may be revised
according to Minnesota Statutes Section 103B.231, Subd. 9.
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Nature of the Watershed. The WMO is a government unit formed through a joint
powers agreement signed by eight townships and three small cities in southern Dakota
County. Although Dakota County lies at the southern edge of the Twin Cities
metropolitan area and considered a metropolitan county, the WMO is south of the
Metropolitan Urban Service Area (MUSA) and is rural and agriculture in nature with
10% being developed. The WMO has an approximate population of 5,000 (in 2011) and
its jurisdiction covers approximately 150 square miles including all or part of the
following townships: Castle Rock, Douglas, Eureka, Greenvale, Hampton, Randolph,
Sciota, Waterford, and the cities of Miesville, New Trier and Randolph. It is bound by
Rice County to the west, the Cannon River and Goodhue County to the south and cast,
and the Vermillion River Watershed Management Organization to the north.

Plan Development and Review. The Plan was prepared in accordance with Minnesota
Rules Chapter 8410 and Minnesota Statutes, Section 103B. The Plan’s development
included five meetings of a 23-member Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) made up of
stakeholders, partners and agency staff, and five meetings with the WMO Board of
Managers to review goals, policies, set priorities and develop the implementation plan.
The draft revised Plan was submitted to the Board, other state agencies, and local
governments for the 60-day review on February 18, 2013. Upon conclusion of the 60-
day review period the WMO held a PAC meeting and WMO board meeting to consider
and respond to comments received. The Plan was revised to incorporate suggested
changes and additions from the partners and state agency reviewers including the MDA,
MPCA, MDNR, Met Council and the BWSR. A public hearing was held on May 23,
2013. The final draft of the revised Plan was received by the Board on June 7, 2013 for
the 90 day final review.

Local Review Period. The WMO distributed copies of the draft Plan to local units of
government and agencies for their review pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section
103B.231, Subd. 7. The WMO received comments, held a PAC meeting and convened a
WMO board meeting to discuss, consider and incorporate these comments into the final
draft. Comments and responses were sent to those required. In addition, this information
was posted to the WMO website.

Metropolitan Council Review. The Council staff participated and attended PAC
meetings during the development of the Plan. The 90-day review draft Plan addresses
many of the Council’s concerns raised in the 60-day review document. The Council staff
wanted to reiterate comments on two concerns; 1) high polhttion loadings from the
Cannon River and the significant investments in the Lake Byllesby and Miesville Ravine
regional parks that need water resource protection, and 2) that the WMO relies heavily on
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L1,

12,

partnerships for action and implementation and that implementation of projects to address
all of the issues raised in the Plan is critical to the success of the WMO in the future. The
WMO responded in writing on July 30, 2013 acknowledging that watershed management
inherently depends on partnerships and collaboration for action and implementation. The
WMO reiterated that the Plan acknowledges and addresses the water quality impairments
in the WMO, including those resources in the regional parks, and includes strategies and
policies to address these impairments.

Department of Agriculture Review. MDA provided various resources, information and
comments to the WMO during the 60-day review. The WMO provided a written
response to the comments and incorporated many into the 90-day review draft Plan. No
90-day comments were received.

Department of Health Review. The MDH did not comment on the Plan.

Department of Natural Resources Review. The DNR did not provide written
comments to the WMO on the Plan; however, regional resource staffs were active
participants in the Planning Advisory Committee meetings throughout the planning
process. No 90-day comments were received.

Pollution Control Agency Review. The PCA provided various resources, information
and comments to the WMO during the 60-day review and participated in PAC meetings.
The WMO provided a written response to the comments and incorporated many into the
90-day review draft Plan. Additional comments were received during the 90-day review
period. The WMO responded to the comments, incorporated some of the comments and
offered to update the Plan if the PCA submitted revised language for some of their
general comments.

Department of Transportation Review. MnDOT submitted a comment during the 90-
day review to add them as the WCA LGU on MnDOT right-of-way within the watershed
area. The WMO made this minor change to the Plan.

Board of Water and Soil Resources Review. Board staff attended PAC meetings and
participated in discussions of WMO resource issues, overall goals, strategies, policy
development and implementation activities that were targeted and achievable by
collaborating with partners. Various comments were submitted during the 60-day review
relating to planning requirements, organization format and implementation activities.
This resulted in additional PAC and WMO meetings to encourage transparency by fine
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13.

tuning the resource tools and tables to help clarify roles and responsibilities among
partners and member communities in the WMO. Limited financial resources available
for implementation of core activities required all partners and agencies to be well
informed about their role and responsibility for addressing and meeting the goals of the
Watershed Plan. All comments submitted were thoughtfully considered and responded to
by the WMO.

Plan Summary and Highlights. The Plan includes a profile of the watershed’s existing
environmental conditions, discusses water resource management issues, identifies
strategies and policies for each goal, and defines the course of action the organization
will follow to address them. The goals, strategies and policies section is laid out by topic
to address the issues identified by the WMO Board of Managers and the PAC: 1) Water
Quantity and Flooding, 2) Water Quality, 3) Erosion, 4) Wetlands, 5) Ditches, 6)
Groundwater and Mining, 7) Fish and Wildlife Habitat and Recreation, 8) Education and
Outreach, and 9) Administration.

The NCRWMO is not a permitting authority but will require enforcement of ordinances
by member communities. It is clearly specified in section 5.0 of the Plan that the
strategies are core activities performed by the WMO and the policies are requirements for
specific action by member communities. The communities report these actions annually
to the WMO for compliance.

The core activities of the WMO include: 1) monitoring water quality and quantity, 2)
providing cost share funding and grant match funding to install best management
practices in targeted areas, 3) providing information and education to landowners and
agricultural producers on best management practices, and 4) evaluating the
implementation of best management practices and enforcement of related ordinances
throughout the watershed.

The Implementation Section 6.0 includes good resources to understand how the WMO
Plan integrates common interests of collaborating partners and agencies to meet the
overall watershed goals laid out in this Plan.

Metro Region Committee Meeting, On August 12, 2013, the Board’s Metro Region
Committee and staff met with representatives from the WMO to review and discuss the
Plan. Those in attendance from the Board’s Committee were Rebecca Flood, Faye
Sleeper, Jack Ditmore and Joe Collins, chair. Board staff in attendance were Metro
Region Supervisor Jim Haertel and Board Conservationists Mary Peterson and Brad
Wozney. The representatives from the WMO were Laura Jester, Dakota SWCD
Watershed Conservationist, Brad Becker, WMO Administrator , WMO Board Members
Duane Ness, Mike Rademacher, and Greg Langer, and Brian Watson, Dakota SWCD

Page 4 of 5



Manager. Board staff recommended approval of the Plan. After discussion, the
Committee unanimously voted to recommend approval of the Plan to the full Board.

CONCLUSIONS
1. All relevant substantive and procedural requirements of law and rule have been fulfilled.
Z, The Board has proper jurisdiction in the matter of approving a Watershed Management

Plan for the North Cannon River Watershed Management Organization pursuant to
Minnesota Statutes Section 103B.231, Subd. 9.

3. The North Cannon River Watershed Management Organization Watershed Management
Plan attached to this Order defines water and water-related problems within the District’s
boundaries, possible solutions thereto, and an implementation program.

4. The attached Watershed Management Plan is in conformance with the requirements of
Minnesota Statutes Sections 103B.201 to 103B.251.

ORDER

The Board hereby approves the attached Plan dated June 2013 as the North Cannon River
Watershed Management Organization Watershed Management Plan.

Dated at Two Harbors, Minnesota this 29" day of August, 2013.

MINNESOTA BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES

BY: Brian Napstad, Chair
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1.0 tatreduction-ana-SummaryExecutive Summary

1.1 Watershed Management Vision and Framework

In the process of developing this 3" Generation Watershed Management Plan, the North Cannon
River Watershed Management Organization (NCRWMO) Board of Managers adopted the
following mission statement in order to help guide the formation of its goals and policies:

NCRWMO Mission Statement:

“Managing groundwater and surface ywater to prevent property damage, maintain hydrologic
balance, and protect water quality for the safety and enjoyment of citizens and the preservation and
enhancement of wildlife habitat through collaboration among member communities.” (Adopted July

18, 2012)

Although this mission statement was only recently adopted, the NCRWMO has been working on
these tasks since its inception, often in cooperation and collaboration with others (Table 6.3). 1t
should be noted that this Watershed Management Plan is an adaptive plan and one that is part of an
on-going campaign to improve water resoutces in the watershed. It is not a static document aimed
at fixing all water quality issues within the next 10 years, Rather, this Plan is a framework for
continuing the advancement of improvements in landuse and conservation practices for the
restoration and protection of water resources.

1.2 Location and History

The NCRWMO is a government unit formed through a joint powers agreement (Appendix A)
signed by cight townships and three small cities in southern Dakota County. Dakota County lies at
the southern edge of the Twin Citics metropolitan area and is considered a metropolitan county,
although the NCRWMO is south of the Metropolitan Urban Service Area (MUSA) and is rural in
nature. The NCRWMO has an approximate population of 5,000 (in 201 1) and its jurisdiction
covers approximately 150 square miles including all or part of the following communitics (Figure

2.1).

Castle Rock Township Sciota Township
Douglas Township Waterford Township
Eurcka Township City of Miesville
Greenvale Township City of New Trier
Hampton Township City of Randolph

Randolph Township

The NCRWMO does not include a small portion of the City of Northfield that extends into southern
Dakota County because a formal exemption contained in the Metropolitan Surface Water
Management Act; Minnesota Statute 473.121, subdivision 2 excludes the City of Northfield,
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The NCRWMO includes the sub-watersheds of Chub Creek, Trout Brook, and Pine Creek, and the
Cannon River from Northfield to Lake Byllesby. The NCRWMO is predominantly rural in nature
with agriculture as its primary landuse.

The NCRWMO was created in 1983 as a result of the State of Minnesota’s Surface Water
Management Act. Minnesota Statute 103B.201 states that the purposes of a NCRWMO shall be to:

1. Protect, preserve, and usc natural surface and groundwater storage and retention systems.

2. Minimize public capital expenditures necded to correct flooding and water quality problems.

3. Identify and plan for means to effectively protect and improve surface and groundwater
quality.

4. Establish more uniform local policics and official controls for surface and groundwater

management, '

Prevent erosion of soil into surface water systems.

Promote groundyater recharge.

Protect and enhance fish and wildlife habitat and water recreational facilities.

Secure the other benefits associated with the proper management of surface and

groundwater.

© N o

The NCRWMO’s Board of Managers is comprised of one representative appointed from each of the
eleven communities in the joint powers agreement.

In the past ten years, the NCRWMO participated in or accomplished the following tasks (see Table
6.3 for more detail on these projects):

v" Collected annual dues from member communities (This practice began in 2004, before
which dues were only collected twice since NCRWMO inception in 1988.)

Monitored water quality and flow in all major creeks

Established and maintained the Chub Creck Permanent Monitoring Station

Cooperated on TMDLs by lending monitoring equipment and providing data

Received $180,000 in grant funding to install BMPs

Implemented cost share program to install BMPs

Partnered with Dakota County on SSTS Upgrade Program

AN N N N TN

Developed and adopted an ordinance establishing erosion control and storm water
management requirements for land disturbances and sponsored workshops for townships

Performed education and outreach activities including hosting tours of projects and
practices, developing newsletters, sponsoring Sewer Man shows, providing grants to the
Cannon River Watershed Partnership and schools, and participating in the Cannon River
Festival with an informational display and booth

Partnered with the Dakota County SWCD on a Wetland and Watercourse Inventory

<

AN

Studied various options for wetland management ordinances
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1.3 Concerns in the Watershed

Concerns in the watershed are primarily centered on poor water quality in its creeks and lakes, and
increased water quantity from drainage tilesactivities. High nitrates in Trout Brook and Pine Creek,
high bacteria levels in Chub Creek, high sediment levels in Trout Brook, and high nutrients in Lake
Byllesby impact the quality of fish and wildlife habitat, acsthetics, and aquatic recreation, -
Additionally, the balance between landowners’ rights and needed buffers along watercourses
concerns many residents of the watershed. See Section 4.0 for a complete discussion of issues
identified within the watershed.

1.4 Watershed Management Goals, Strategies and Policies

The following goals are included in Section 5.0 of this Plan. While these goals are broad, the
NCRWMO feels strongly that each of these areas requires their attention, Specific and measureable
strategies and policies ave_summarized here and detailed-laid-out in Section 5.0-that-meke-strides

tovwardsreabizingthese-goals,

Surface Water Quality Goal: To protect and improve the waters quality of streams, rivers, and lakes
such that each waterbody is “fully supporting” for its use designations according to MN State
Standards. Strategics include water quality monitoring; dissolved oxygen assessments;
investigation of nitrate levels in Trout Brook; participation with local partners on monitoring or
studies: providing cost share for best management practices; advocating for buffers along
watercourses, installation of community wastewater treatiment in city of Randolph. investigation of
pollution of old dump on Chub Creek, and participation in Discovery Farms. A policy requires
member communities to adopt and enforce appropriate ordinances controlling installation and
maintenance of subsurface sewage treatment systeis,

Surface Water Quantity Goal: To decrease the rates and volume of waler that may contribute to
flooding or non-point source pollution from overland runoff and subsurface drainage and
dewatering activities. Strategics include water quantity monitoring: providing cost share for best
management practices: gathering and disseminating information on latest technologies to reduce
impacts of tile drainage; and investigating ways to inventory existing lile lines or collect data on
new tile lines, A policy requires member communitics to report on the implementation of their
ordinance requiring stormwater management.

Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Goal: To reduce soil erosion and sedimentation throughout the
watershed. Strategies include providing cost share to install best management practices; developing
a model ordinance to provide guidance on how to enforee erosion control standards for new and
renewing tax relief program participants and road right-of-way sctbacks: and receiving cata on
estimated sediment load reductions from installation of best management practices. Policies require
member comniunities to report all erosion control enforcemerit activities to the NCRWMO,

Groundwater Goal; To protect groundwater quality and quantity. Strategics include providing cost -
share to install best management practices; and cooperating with and receiving groundivater
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information and data from other entities; A poliey requires communities to review mining
ordinances with regards to protection of groundwater resources,

Wetlands Goal: To protect wetlands from destruction or deterioration and to restore wetlands where
possible, Strategics include providing cost share to restore or protect wetlands with priority in the
Chub Creck subwatershed; and continuing to review Wetland Conservation Act (WCA)
applications. Policies require member communities to post maps of the completed Wetland and
Witercourse Inventory and Assessment in their town halls and to continue working with the Dakota

SWCD for WCA coordination,

Wildlife, Habitat and Recreation Goal: To promote the protection and restoration of high quality
natural areas throughout the watershed including wetlands, woodlands, prairies, and riparian
corridors for improvement of water-based recreation, fish and wildlife habitat, and water quality.
Strategies include providing cost share to install best management practices to protect or restore
Jakeshores and streambanks: advocating and working with various entitics to promote conservation
easements, wildlife management plans, improved cooperation among stakeholders, research on
effects of Lake Byllesby dam on wildlife, and implementation of Lake Byllesby Total Maximum

Daily Load Study.

Education and Outreach Goal; To increase the awareness of water resources and practices needed
for their improvement or protection among all sectors of the community. Strategies include
providing education on water resources and best management practices to residents and agricultural
producers in cooperation with other entities; promoting volunteer water monitoring, the installation
of stream crossing signs on major roads, the installation of interpretive signs at Dakota County
Parks: and maintaining a NCRWMO website with meeting notices, annual report, and ditectory of
water resource jurisdictions and contacts.

Administration Goal: To fulfill statutory requirements and effectively and efficiently perform the
strategics of this Watershed Management Plan._Strategics include cultivating and maintaining
partnerships with agencies and organizations for collaboration: fulfilling the requirements of a
watershed management organization:; and evaluating implementation of strategies and policics

identified in this Plan,

1.5 Implementation Program Costs

Table 6.4 in Section 6.8 includes the estimated costs of each strategy included in the Plan. Many of
the strategies require minimal financial resources as they rely on the continued collaboration with
other proups. The average annual cost of implementing the strategics through member dues is
$26.561, However, the NCRWMO and/or their partners (e.g. the Dakota County SWCD) will
continue to apply for grants to provide cost share to install best management practices. Grant
funding may also be sought for education programs and additional water quality monitoring and
studies, Continued aind strengthencd partnerships and collaboration with other groups will further
augment the implementation of the goals and strategies (as indicated in Table 6.2),
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1.65 Plan Development Process

This Watershed Management Plan was developed with input from various groups and individuals.
The Dakota County Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD) was contracted to coordinate the
Plan development process, gather input from the NCRWMO Board of Managers and a Planning
Advisory Committee (PAC), write the plan, respond to comments, and produce a final document,

The PAC consisted of representatives from agencies and organizations (recruited by the SWCD),
residents of the member communities (recruited by those communities), and liaisons from the
NCRWMO Board of Managers. PAC meetings were facilitated by Laura Jester, SWCD.

Active Planning Advisory Committee Members:

Allene Moesler, Lake Byllesby Improvement Association

Bernie Pistner, Hampton Township

Beth Kallestad, Cannon River Watershed Partnership

Brad Becker, Dakota County Soil and Water Conservation District
Carol Cooper, Eurcka Township

Duane Ness, Sciota Township and NCRWMO Board of Managers
Greg Langer, Greenvale Township

Guenther Moesler, Randolph Township and NCRWMO Board of Managers
Jeff Berg, MN Departiment of Natural Resources

Jessica Van Der Werff, Cannon River Watershed Partnership
Justin Watkins, MN Pollution Control Agency

Karen Jensen, Metropolitan Council

Kenny Betzold, Castle Rock Township

Mark Henry, Pheasants Forever

Mary Jackson, Dakota County

Mary Peterson, MN Board of Water and Soil Resources

Melissa Lewis, MN Board of Water and Soil Resources

Mike Rademacher, Castle Rock Township and NCRWMO Board of Managers
Nancy Braker, Carleton Arboretum

Nancy Sauber, Eureka Township

Peggy Varien, Douglas Township

Randy Binder, MN Department of Natural Resources, Fisheries
Tony Nelson, Trout Unlimited

Others invited and kept informed via email:

Att Persons, MN Department of Health

Johnny Forrest, Dakota County Parks Department

Mark Zabel, Dakota County Water Resources Department
Tara Carson, MN Department of Transportation

Rob Sip, MN Department of Agriculture
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The process of Plan development and review by the NCRWMO Board of Managers and the
Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) is outlined below and included 5 meetings with the Managers
and 5 meetings of the PAC,_A public hearing to receive comments on the dralt plan was held on
May 23, 2013, 7:00 p.m. at the Eureka Town Hall,

February 28, 2012 — Kick-off mecting with NCRWMO Board; reviewed activities and timeline,

began issues identification

April 9, 2012 - NCRWMO Board meeting; continued issues identification

May 1, 2012 — First meeting of the Planning Advisory Committee; began issues identification
June 5, 2012 — Second mecting of the Planning Advisory Committee; continued issues

identification
July 18, 2012 - NCRWMO Board meeting; developed a mission statement; finalized issues

identification
August 15, 2012 — Third meeting of the Planning Advisory Committee; began development of goals

and sirategies
October 10, 2012 — Fourth meeting of the Planning Advisory Committee; finalized development of

goals and strategics
October 22, 2012 — Draft of Plan Section 5 (Goals, Strategies and Policies) distributed to PAC for

review and comment .
November 14, 2012 — Draft of Plan Scctions 2 — § distributed to Board and PAC for review and

comment
November 28, 2012 - NCRWMO Board meeting; discussed entire Section 5 (Goals, Strategies and

Policies)

December 10, 2012 — Draft of revised Scetions 2 — 5 distributed to PAC for review

January 16, 2013 — Fifth Planning Advisory Committee meeting to discuss Implementation Program
January 30, 2013 - NCRWMO Board meeting to discuss Implementation Program and take action

to submit draft Plan for 60-cday review
The NCRWMO would like to acknowledge and thank the following groups:

The Planning Advisory Committee comprised of watershed residents and representatives from
agencies and organizations for their interest and input on this plan’s development and for attending
numerous meetings over the course of the year.

The Dakota County Soil and Water Conservation District for drafting this plan and facilitating the
Advisory Committee
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1.76 Acronyms

BMP
BWSR
CFS
EPA
FEMA
FERC
FNAP
GIS
HEL
IBI
LLBIA
LGU
MDH
MDNR
MPCA
MSHA
MUSA
NPDES
NRCS
NWS
OHWL
PAC
SSTS
SWCD
TMDL
USDA
WCA
WMA
WOMP
WRAPP

Best Management Practices

(Minncsota) Board of Water and Soil Resources
Cubic Feet per Second

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Farmland and Natural Areas Program
Geographic Information System

Highly Erodible Land

Index of Biotic Integrity

Lake Byllesby Improvement Association
Local Government Unit

Minnesota Department of Health

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
Minnesota Stream Habitat Assessment
Metropolitan Urban Service Area

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
Natural Resources Conservation Service
National Weather Service

Ordinary High Water Level

Planning Advisory Committee

Subsurface Sewage Treatment System

Soil and Water Conservation District

Total Maximum Daily Load

U.S. Department of Agriculture

Wetland Conscrvation Act

Wildlife Management Arca

Watershed Outlet Monitoring Program
Watershed Restoration and Protection Plan
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BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

Minnesofa
%oﬁurfg(sﬂ AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Chisago County Local Water Management Plan
FRRv— Update
Meeting Date: August 29, 2013
Agenda Category: Committee Recommendation  [_] New Business [] Old Business
Item Type: Decision [] Discussion (] Information
Section/Region: Metro Region
Contact: Mary Peterson
Prepared by: Mary Peterson
Reviewed by: Metro Region Committee(s)
Presented by: Mary Peterson

[] Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation
Attachments: [] Resolution [X] Order [X] Map Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

None [] General Fund Budget
[] Amended Policy Requested [] Capital Budget
[] New Policy Requested [[] Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget

[C] Clean Water Fund Budget
[] Other:

ACTION REQUESTED

Approval of Chisago County Local Water Management Plan Update 2013-2023

LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

http://lwww.co.chisago.mn.us/Departments/environmental-services/water-plan/

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

Chisago County (County) has updated their Local Water Management Plan (Plan Update) as authorized under
Minnesota Statutes, section 103B.301, Comprehensive Local Water Management Act. Two of the nine BWSR
Metro Region counties are covered by this process that includes a two-phase review; Priority Concerns
Scoping Document (PCSD) review and Plan Update review. The first review phase has been completed and
in a letter to Chisago County dated October 24, 2012, the BWSR communicated the State's official comments.
The priority concerns to be addressed in the final Plan were deemed to be appropriate and no changes to the
PSCD was recommended or required. These priority concerns included the following: 1) Protect quality and
quantity of groundwater used for drinking water; 2) Introduction or spread of aquatic invasive species and their
negative effect on water quality, navigation, recreation, or fisheries; 3) Septic systems that are failing,
noncompliant, or an Imminent Threat to Public Health; 4) Influence of agricultural, rural and urban land use
practices on water quality; 5) That citizens and elected officials receive accurate and understandable
information to make informed decisions; and 6) Obtain sufficient resources to achieve goals established in the
Plan Update. The County actively engaged citizens, partners and agency representatives in the development
of the Plan Update and included measurable and targeted goals and strategies in their implementation
program.
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On June 11, 2013, the BWSR received the Chisago County Plan Update, a record of the public hearing, and
copies of all written comments pertaining to the Plan Update for final state review pursuant to Minnesota
Statutes, section 103B.315, subd. 5. State agency representatives provided input and attended Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) meetings during the development of the Plan Update. State agency review
comments were received from MDA, MDNR, and MPCA during the 90-day review process. The County has
responded to all comments received and incorporated appropriate revisions to the final draft. The state
agencies recommended that BWSR approve the entire Plan Update as submitted.

BWSR staff completed its review and found that it meets the requirements of Minnesota Statutes, section
103B.314. The Plan:

. focuses on the priority concerns identified in the PCSD;
. assesses the priority concerns and sets forth appropriate goals and objectives;
. provides an implementation program with measureable actions, timeline and budget; and

includes all required sections.

On August 12, 2012, the Metro Water Planning Committee met with Chisago County representatives and
BWSR staff to review and discuss the Plan Update. The Committee's decision was to recommend approval of
the Chisago County Plan Update to the full Board per the attached draft Order.
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Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
520 Lafayette Road North
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

In the Matter of Reviewing the Local Water Management Plan Update ORDER
for Chisago County (Minnesota Statutes, Section 103B.311, APPROVING
Subdivision 4 and Section 103B.315, Subdivision 5.) LOCAL
WATER MANAGEMENT
PLAN UPDATE

Whereas, the Chisago County Board of Commissioners: sﬁiﬁhiﬁcd a Local Water Management Plan
Update (Plan Update) 2013-2023 to the Board of Water and Soil Resomces (Board) on June 11, 2013
pursuant to M.S. Section 103B.315, Subd. 5, and S :

Whereas, the Board has completed its review of thé Plan Update;

Now Therefore, the Board hereby makes the following Fiﬁdi;;gs of Fact, Concluéiéﬁ& and Order:

FINDINGS OF FACT

1) On August 10, 2012, the anesota Boald of. Watel and Soil Resomces received a Priority Concerns
Scoping Document ﬁom Chlsago County pmsuant to M.S. Sectlon 103B.312.

2) On October 24, 2012 the B0a1d of Watel and Sonl Resomces apploved official comments on the

24, 2012

3) The Plan' Update focusesrli.mite_d 1esou1ces on following six priority concerns through 2023:

o Protect quality and qu’nhfity of groundwater used for drinking water.

o Introduction or spread of aquatic invasive species and their negative effect on water quality,
navigation, recreation, or fisheries.

o Septic systems that-are falhng, noncompliant, or an Imminent Threat to Public Health.

o Influence of agricultural, rural and urban land use practices on water quality.

o That citizens and elected officials received accurate and understandable information to make
informed decisions

e Obtain sufficient resources to achieve goals established in the Plan Update.

4) On June 11, 2013, the BWSR received the Chisago County Plan Update, a record of the public
hearing, and copies of all written comments pertaining to the Plan Update for final State review
pursuant to M.S. Section 103B.315, Subd. 5. State agency representatives provided input and
attended Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meetings during the development of the Plan Update.
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5)

6)

7)

1.

The following state review comments were received during the 90-day comment period.

Minnesota Department of Agriculture: Recommends approval of the Plan Update as submitted.
Minnesota Department of Health: No comments received.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources: Recommends approval of the Plan Update as
submitted. MDNR provided a few comments for the Board to consider during the review. The
county responded and has incorporated these comments into the final Plan Update.

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency: Recommends approval of the Plan as submitted. MPCA
provided several suggestions and comments for the Board to:consider during review. The county
has incorporated 10 of 13 suggested language changes into the final Plan Update and two of the
suggestions will be considered by the Water Plan Policy Team in future amendments or updates.
The county responded to the remaining comment th’]t the suggested language would be added,
more rescarch was needed on the effectiveness of: usmg iron to control phosphorus in sediment,
and using iron to control Curly Leaf Pondweed w1]l not be pursued as that would require federal
registration of iron as a pesticide.

Minnesota Board of Water and Soﬂ Resomces Metlo Ieglon staff The Plan meets the
requirements of Minnesota Statutes, section:103B.314 and recommends approval of the Plan
Update. X S

Metro Region Committee. Meetmg On August 125 2013 ‘the Boald s Metro Region Committee and

staff met with County: representatives to review and dlSCllSS the Plan Update. Those in attendance
from the Board’s Committee were Rebecca Flood, e aye Sleeper, Jack Ditmore and Joe Collins, chair.
Board staff in attendance were Metro Region Supetrvisor Jim Haertel and Board Conservationists
Mary Peterson'and:Brad Wozney. The: representatives from the County were Jerry Spetzman, Water
Resources Manager, and Craig Mell, Chisago SWCD Manager. After discussion, the Committee’s
decision was to present a Lecommendatlon of approval of the Plan Update to the Board at the Board
August 29 2013 meeting. -

This Plan Update will be in: effcct for a ten-year period until December 30, 2023, with the Goals,
Objectives and Implementation Plan amended by December 30, 2018.

CONCLUSIONS

All relevant requirements of law have been fulfilled. The Board has proper jurisdiction in the matter
of approving a Local Water Management Plan Update of Chisago County pursuant to Minnesota

Statutes, Section 103B.315, Subd. 5.

The Chisago County Plan Update attached to this Order states water and water-related problems
within the county; priority resources issues and possible solutions; specific goals, objectives, and

Page 2 of 3



actions of the county; and a targeted implementation program. The attached Plan Update is in
conformance with the requirements of Minnesota Statutes, Section 103B.301.

ORDER
The Board hereby approves the attached update of the Chisago County Local Water Management Plan —
2013-2023, with a required update of the implementation section (Goals, Objectives, and Actions) to be
completed by December 30, 2018.

Dated at Two Harbors, Minnesota, this twenty-ninth day of August 2013.

MINNESOTA BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES

BY: Brian Napstad, Chairman
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

Chisago County, located in east cenfral Minnesota, approximately 35 minutes north of the
Twin Cities metropolitan area, was cstablished in 1851, seven years before Minnesota
became a state. Chisago, the county name, comes from the Chippewa Indian word, Ki-Chi-
Saga, which means Fair and Lovely Waters. Chisago County borders the St. Croix River to
the east, and shares borders with Pine, Isanti, Anoka, and Washington Counties. The county
seat, first at Taylors Falls, moved to Chisago City in 1865 and then to Center City in 1875,

where it remains today.

Table 1: Population trends (US Census Bureau)

L Populations - Percontiliorease |
1960 e 13,419 _ SR
1970 - 17,492 30.4
1980 B e e R
1990 30521 18.7 ,
2000 . . e
2010 53887 3Ll

The Minnesota Planning State Demographic Center projects that by 2030, the population of
Chisago County will be 69,540. This represents a 29% increase over 2010, This will
accelerate development pressures.

A great majority of the land in Chisago County remains largely undeveloped, primarily in
agricultural use, woodlands, or wetlands. The majority of development in the County has
occurred in the southwest, along I-35 on the western side of the county, along Highway 8,

and the Northern (Rush City) Lakes arca.

Recently there has been a downturn in the housing market. It is anticipated that it will be
several years before the housing market recovers.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) owned land accounts for a large part of

the County; Carlos Avery Wildlife Management Area, Wild River State Park, Interstate Park,
and Chengwatana State Forest total over 15,500 acres, or 6%, of the total land arca.
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Chisago County (University of Minnesota 2000 Chisago County Land Cover and Impervious
Surface Area) had the following percentages of land use:

Table 2: Chisago County Land Cover

g et o

CRiSAE0 GOty Lind Coyoit VATios i DT COlEE
Agriculture 105,500 S SR L T
Forest ) 77 _I_QO__ 27%
Grass/Shrub/Wetland 54 ,200 - 19%
Water 14,500 %
Urban o _ . 3hgoo - T
Total . 283,100 _100%

Figure 1: Chisago County Land Cover
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Chisago County has abundant water resources. The DNR designates public waters to
indicate which lakes, wetlands, and watercourses over which DNR Ecological and Water
Resources has regulatory jurisdiction. The statutory definition of public waters includes
public waters and public waters wetlands. Public waters are all waterbasins and
watercourses that meet criteria set forth in Minnesota Statutes that are identified on Public
Water Inventory maps authorized by Minnesota Statutes. Public water wetlands include all
type 3, type 4, and type 5 wetlands (as defined in U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service Circular No.
39, 1971 edition) that are 10 acres or more in size in unincorporated areas or 2.5 acres or
more in size in incorporated areas. Currently, DNR Waters utilizes scanned mylar county-
scale maps printed on paper to show the general location of the public waters and public
waters wetlands (lakes, wetlands, and watercourses) under its regulatory jurisdiction. These
maps are commonly known as Public Waters Inventory maps. The DNR sets the regulatory
“boundary” of these waters and wetlands as the ordinary high water level.
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Chisago County is almost entircly in the St. Croix River watershed, Chisago County has
been divided into multiple subwatersheds — Rock Creek, Rush Creck, Goose Creek, Sunrise

River, Lawrence Creek, and direct drainage.

Figure 2: Chisago County Watersheds
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Water runoff from Chisago County lands contribute to nutrient and sediment water quality
concerns in the St. Croix River. A Total Maximum Daily Load study (TMDL) and
Implementation Plan has been completed for Lake St. Croix. The TMDL allows for 46,000
pounds per year of phosphorus to be loaded to the St. Croix River from Chisago County.

This requires 21,000 pounds pet year of reduction from the estimated TMDL baseline load of
68,200 pounds per year in the early 1900s. Chisago County’s required reduction ranks g
largest among the 19 counties in the St. Croix basin,

To achieve the St. Croix Basin Partners’ goal of 20% reduction of phosphorus by 2020,
Chisago County needs to reduce loadings by 16,200 pounds per year. To attain this goal,
activities must be implemented that achieve an average annual rate of phosphorus reduction
of 500 pounds per year over 30 years, or 1,600 pounds per year over 10 years.
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Figure 3: Subwatershed Phosphorus Loading
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Quantifying changes in phosphorus loadings to the St. Croix River since the TMDL baseline
conditions of the early 1990s is difficult. With respect to agricultural practices, there have
been several in Chisago County that have had a significant impact on phosphorus loading.
The amount of animal agriculture has decreased dramatically, Farming practices have
changed. In the 1990s it was common to see tillage practices that retained minimal residue
on the field after harvest. Since then there have been significant improvements to tillage
equipment, herbicides, and seed genetics that have resulted in an increase in residue retained
on fields post-harvest which in turn lessens the amount of phosphorus in runoff.

Chisago County also has implemented a program to eliminate nearly 100% of septic systems
characterized as “Imminent Threat to Public Health Septic Systems”. However, many failing

systems still exist throughout the county,

The State of Minnesota has passed legislation restricting the use of phosphorus in lawn
fertilizer. This legislation has resulted in substantial reductions of phosphorus application to
turf grass in Chisago County.,

The Sunrise River in east-central Minnesota is a watershed and river system that has many
impairments that affect water quality and aquatic biota. While the majority of the watershed
is in Chisago County, portions of the watershed are in Isanti, Anoka, and Washington
Counties. Within the St. Croix Basin, the Sunrise River (with approximately 5% of the Jand
area) is one of the larger contributors of phosphorus and sediment to the St, Croix River, In
fall 2007, a joint multi-agency effort was initiated to perform a detailed watershed study of
aquatic resources of the Sunrise River Basin. The primary partners of this study include the
US Army Corps of Engineers, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, and Chisago County,
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The objective of the Sunrise River Watershed Study is to prepare a plan for watershed
management that provides the technical basis for future management of aquatic resources
including wetlands. Key issues the group is evaluating include water quality, nutrient and
sediment loading, stream stability and erosion, aquatic habitat conditions, and management
of wetland resources. The study includes evaluation of how land use and projected future
population growth influences these key resource issues, how future land use might be better
managed, and the potential economic cost for such management actions. The results will be
used by water managers to guide management decisions that will benefit the Sunrise River
and the downstream St. Croix River,

BACKGROUND OF WATER PLAN PROCESS

Responsible Loeal Unit of Government

The Chisago County Board of Commissioners adopted Resolution No. 11/1019-1 —
Authorization to revise and update the Chisago County Comprehensive Water
Management Plan on October 19, 2011, This resolution is authorized under Minnesota
Statutes, Chapter 103B.301, the Comprehensive Local Water Management Act,

The resolution states that the Chisago County Board of Commissioners delegates to the
Chisago County Environmental Services/Zoning Department the responsibility of
coordinating, assembling, writing, and implementing the revised local water management
plan pursvant to M.S. 103B.301 as implemented through the Water Plan Policy Team (Policy

Team).

The Policy Team consists of five citizen members (appointed by the Chisago County Board
of Commissioners), one supervisor from the Chisago Soil & Water Conservation District,
one County Commissioner, and the Dircctor of Chisago County Zoning/Environmental
Services. In addition, the Policy Team is supported by the Technical Advisory Team, which
is made up of representatives from Chisago County Public Health, Chisago Soil & Water
Conservation District, Comfort Lake Forest Lake Watershed District, Minnesota Board of
Water & Soil Resources, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, and the Natural
Resources Conscrvation Service.

Water Plan administration and Policy Team coordination is overseen by the Chisago County
Water Resource Manager.

The adopted resolution states that the Policy Tcam shall coordinate its effort in the revision
and update of the Water Plan with all local units of government within Chisago County along
with the state review agencies.
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The resolution also states that the Policy Team shall incorporate into the water plan, where
appropriate, any existing plans and rules that have been developed and adopted by watershed
districts having jurisdiction wholly or partly within Chisago County.

Local Water Management Plan Adoption and Updates

First Chisago County Water Plan Adopted — January 19, 1993
First Update 1998 — 2002

Second Updlate 2006 - 2011

Amendment — August 27, 2009

Amendment 2010 to 2013 — March 4, 2010

Expiration Date of Current Plan

September 27, 2013

PURPOSE OF THE LOCAL WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN

Purpose

The purpose of the Chisago County Local Water Management Plan is to set County
watershed priorities. The County will use these priorities to obtain and use resources to
protect, improve, and conserve water resources in Chisago County including lakes, rivers,

wetlands, and groundwater,

The Local Water Management Act of Minnesota (Minn. Stat. 103B,301 to 103B.355) states
that the following guidelines will be met in this document.
1. The plan must cover the entire county.
2. The plan must address problems in the context of watershed units and groundwater
systems.
3. The plan must be based upon principles of sound hydrologic management of
water, effective environmental protection, and efficient management,
4, The plan must be consistent with local water management plans prepated by
counties and watershed management organizations wholly or partially within a single
watershed unit or groundwater system.
S. The plan must cover a five or ten year period, Chisago County has decided to
develop a plan which will address the concerns of Chisago County for the next 10
years (2013-2023). The Implementation Plan will focus on 2013-2018.

Vision
Surface and groundwater quality and quantity in Chisago County is preserved, protected,
restored, and enhanced for current and future generations.

Mission
Develop, update, and oversee implementation of the Chisago County Water Plan,
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PAST ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND ONGOING ACTIVITIES

Chisago County has been very successful in competing and obtaining multiple state and
federal grants for projects and practices to improve water quality, Many Clean Water Act
Section 319, Clean Water Legacy, and US Department of Agriculture grants have been
secured, In addition to local funding, these dollars have allowed Chisago County to
complete many action items identified in the previous Water Plan.

Among other highlights, Chisago County leads the state in identifying and upgrading
Imminent Threat to Public Health Septic Systems, completing watershed assessments, and
installing water protection practices.

Below is a summary of accomplishments and ongoing activities under the previous Water
Plan, These are organized by priority concerns,

Priority Concern: Reduce phosphorus loading from Chisago County to the St. Croix
River to help meet 20% hasin wide goal.

o In partnership with the St. Croix Basin Team, a point and non-point source nutrient

loading study has been completed.
Lead local agency — St. Croix Science Museum Research Station

o Staff participates in the St. Croix Basin Team,
Lead local agency — Chisago Counly

o A Soil and Water Assessment Tool for the Sunrise River watershed has been

developed.
Lead local agency —St. Croix Science Museum Research Station

o A partnership has been formed between Chisago County, US Army Corps of
Engineers, and Minnesota Pollution Control Agency to develop and implement a
watershed based plan and strategies for water quality and aquatic ecosystem
management, restoration, and protection. The Plan is anticipated to be complete
spring 2013,

Lead local agency — Chisago Counly

o An inventory of the St. Croix River escarpment for gully erosion concerns from
Wild River State Park south to the Chisago/Washington County line has been
completed. In fiscal year 2012 the Soil and Water Conservation District has secured
Clecan Water Funds to install Best Management Practices to correct gully erosion

concerns in this region.
Lead local agency — Chisago Soil & Water Conservation District
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o In Fiscal Year 2011, Clean Water Funds were used to incorporate water smart Best
Management Practices at the Chisago Lakes Middle School, Rush City High School,
and the Wyoming Public Library. Additional best management practice projects have
been completed throughout the Chisago Lakes Chain of Lakes watershed at Linden
Street in Lindstrom and the Chisago County Government Center.

Lead local agency — Chisago Soil & Water Conservation District

o Each year, 20-30 agricultural related water quality improvement projecls are
completed utilizing Federal Funds.
Lead local agency — Chisago Soil & Water Conservation District &
Natural Resources Conservation Service

o A partnership has been formed with the Minnesota Agricultural Water Resources
Coalition to install a Discovery Farm site in Chisago County. The Discovery Farm is
an innovative watershed project designed to engage agriculture and other members of
the watershed community in improving and protecting water quality.

Lead local agency — Chisago Soil & Water Conservation District

o The Kost Dam road impairment project was completed in 2012 which reduced
stormwater runoff into the Sunrise River.
Lead local agency — Chisago Soil & Water Conservation District

Priority Concern: Implement projects and practices recommended in the North
Branch Sunrise River Restoration and Protection Plan.

o Imminent Threat to Public Health Septic Systems have been identified and
upgraded within the Shoreland Zone in Isanti County, in the City of North Branch,
and the Chisago County portion of the watershed.

Lead local agency — Chisago Counly

o Livestock producers in the County are being contacted by Soil and Water
Conservation District staff and best management practices are being installed to
reduce runoff from livestock production into water resources.

Lead local agency — Chisago Soil & Water Conservation District
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Priority Concern: Implement projects and practices recommended in additional
Restoration and Protection plans,

o The following Total Maximum Daily Load Watershed Restoration and Protection
Plans have been completed or are in progress:

Comfort Lake Forest Lake Watershed District 6 Lakes (Completed)

Lead local agency — Comfort Lake FForest Lake Walershed District
Chisago Lakes Chain of Lakes (Completed)

Lead local agency — Chisago Soil & Water Conservation Disirict

Chisago Lakes Lake Improvement District

North Branch Sunrise River (Completed)

Lead local agency — Chisago County
Sunrise River (Scheduled to be completed 2014)

Lead local agency — Chisago Soil & Water Conservation District

o The Rock/Rush/Goose Creeks Restoration and Protection Plan is scheduled for

completion in 2014,
Lead local agency — Chisago Soil & Water Conservation District

o A County wide lake water quality monitoring program is in place.
Lead local agency — Chisago County

o A Regional Stormwater Management Facility in a ditch leading to the Sunrise River
downstream of the City of Forest Lake is being developed. The Facility will help
correct problems related to excess nutrient and sediment loads to the Sunrise River

and Comfort Lake,
Lead local agency — Comfort Lake Forest Lake Watershed District

o County, township, and city public works departments are working to maximize the
efficiency of the use of road maintenance products while protecting public safety and
minimizing harmful effects to water quality.

Lead local agency — Local Public Works Departments

o The Rush Lake Improvement Association is researching the use of iron concentrate

to bind phosphorus in lake sediment,
Lead local agency — Rush Lake Improvement Association

o A partnership is being formed to work within the Carlos Avery Wildlife
Management Arca to better understand the impacts pool draw-downs have on the

Sunrise River.
Lead local agency — Chisago Soil & Water Conservation District
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Priority Concern: Expand obligations of the Chisago County Subsurface Sewage
Treatment System Pilot Program.

o The Chisago Lakes Joint Sewage Treatment Plan is accepting and treating holding
tank waste and septage as alternatives to land application.
Lead local agency — Chisago Lakes Joint Sewage Treatment Commission

o As a result of the Pilot Program:
o 4,752 septic system evaluations were conducted by County inspectors

o 429 systems determined to be imminent threat to public health (9%)
o All known imminent threat to public health systems are now compliant
o Tinancial assistance is provided to low income property owners that

install or update systems
o 175,050 gallons of untreated sewage is prevented from impacting the

environment every day

=29 milk trucks carrying 6,000 gallons EACH DAY or

= an Olympic sized swimming pool every 3.4 DAYS
Lead local agency — Chisago County

o Community Wastewater Treatment Systems are being developed for unsewered
Rural Village Centers in Almelund, Sunrise, Palmdale, Rush Point, and Stark.
Lead local agency — Chisago County

o Voluntary septic system inspections by County staff are offered to residents within
shoreland areas throughout Chisago County.
Lead local agency — Chisago County

Priority Concern: Continue the Abandoned Well Sealing Program for protection of
groundwater resources.

o The Chisago County Geologic Atlas has been completed. The County
Hydrogeologic Atlas is expected to be completed in 2013.
Lead local agency — Chisago County

o Wellhead Protection Plans have been completed for Rush City, Harris, Lindstrom,
Center City, Taylors Falls, and Hazelden Foundation in Center City.
Lead local agency — Local Communities, Minnesota Department of Health

o Nitrate Testing Clinics are held annually in different locations in Chisago County.
Lead local agency — Chisago County

o Drinking Water Test Kits are available to citizens.
Lead local agency — Chisago County Public Health
Chisago Soil & Water Conservation District
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Priority Concern: Implement Stormwater Management Standards and crosion control
projects in developing areas, especially the Chisago Lalies Lake Improvement District,

o Center City, Chisago City, and Lindstrom have been sclected as pilot communities
to develop and implement Minimal Impact Design Standards in land use ordinances.
Lead local agency — Local Commumnitie
Chisago Lakes Lake Improvement District

o Stormwater Retrofit Assessments have been completed for the communitics of
Center City, Chisago City, and Lindstrom. As a result of the Assessments, numerous
stormwater Best Management Practices are being installed.

Lead local agency — Chisago Soil & Water Conservation District

o Shoreland Best Management Practices and lakeshore restorations are being installed
within the Chisago Chain of Lakes.
Lead local agency — Chisago Soil & Water Conservation Disirict

o Prior to and during construction, inspections and assessments take place to ensure
that conditions placed on plats are fulfilled, especially relating to erosion control,
stormwater protection, and wetland compliance,

Lead local agency — Chisago County

o The Chisago Lakes ditch and weir system is properly maintained to control water
levels during high water events.
Lead local agency — Chisago Lakes Lake Improvement District

Priority Concern: Provide information, education, and training on water quality
concerns,

o The county wide Chisago Children’s Water Festival takes place on an annual basis.
Over 7,000 5™ grade students have attended the festival over the past 10 years,

Lead local agency — Chisago County
Chisago Soil & Water Conservation District

o Each year, approximately 400 Septic System Owners Guides are mailed to owners
of new homes or replacement systems.
Lead local agency — Chisago County

o Twice each year, the Environmental Connections Newsletter is distributed to
property owners throughout the county, Each issue has articles on water quality and
environmental stewardship.

Lead local agency — Chisago County
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o At least once each year, Chisago Soil & Water Conservation District distributes a

newsletter on natural resources throughout the county.
Lead local agency — Chisago Soil & Water Conservation District

o Frequently, Conservation Notes articles are submitted to local newspapers.
Lead local agency — Chisago Soil & Water Conservation District

o Chisago County is an active participant in the PICKM (Pine, Isanti, Chisago,
Kanabec, Mille Lacs) Alliance of Lake and River Associations.
Lead local agency — Chisago County

o The PICKM Alliance of Lake & River Associations sponsors semi-annual education

opportunities for lakeshore resicents.
Lead local agency — PICKM Alliance of Lake & River Associations

o Non Point Education for Municipal Officials (NEMO) training events are offered to
municipal officials within the Chisago Lakes watershed,
Lead local agency — Chisago Lakes Lake Improvement District

o In partnership with the Minnesota Depariment of Natural Resources, watercraft
inspections and education on aquatic invasive species take place at public water
accesses throughout the County.
Lead local agency — Chisago Lakes Lake Improvement District
Comfort Lake Forest Lake Watershed District
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PRIORITY CONCERNS TO BE ADDRESSED

The following Priority Concerns have been adopted by the Chisago County Water Plan
Policy Team and are addressed in this plan.

A Priority Concern is to protect the quality and quantity of groundwater used for
drinking water.

A Priority Concetn is the introduction or spread of aquatic invasive species and their
negative cffect on water quality, navigation, recreation, or fisherics,

A Priority Concern is septic systems that arc failing, noncompliant, or an Imminent
Threat to Public Health,

A Priority Concern is the influence of agricultural, rural, and urban land use practices
on water quality.

A Priority Concern is that citizens and clected officials receive accurate and
understandable information to make informed decisions.

A Priority Concern is to obtain sufficient resources to achieve goals established in the
Water Plan.
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SUMMARY OF GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The table below is a summary of the estimated timeline and potential resources needed to
fully implement the Water Plan. These estimates are for planning purposes only and are not
intended to be a commitment by Chisago County or partner resource agencics. Detailed
information on specific goals and objectives can be found in the appendix,

Table 3: Summary of Goals and Objectives Costs in dollars

[ R R a2 ), 4 el () S Jagsvie 201116, 20175 201'8 otils
Protect Quality & 20,500 45,500 45,500 60,500 60,500 232,500
Quantity of

Groundwater

Aquatic Invasive 70,000 85,000 85,000 85,000 85,000 41,0000
Specics

Non-compliant 196,000 196,000 176,000 176,000 176,000 920,000
Septic Systems :

Land Use Practices 1,960,500 1,963,000 1,863,000 1,853,000 1,823,000 9,462,500
Make Informed 110,000 130,000 160,000 140,000 140,000 680,000
Decisions 2 2

Sufficient 140,000 140,000 140,000 140,000 135,000 695,000
Resources

 Totals 2,497,000 2,559,500 2,469,500 2,454,500 2,419,500 12,400,000

Figure 4: Summary of Five Year Estimated Cost of Goals and Objectives in Dollars

$695,000, $232,500 __$410,000
$680,000 $920,000 ™ Protect Quality & Quantity
- of Groundwater

i Aquatic Invasive Species

(1 Non-compliant Septic
Systems

1M Land Use Practices

1 Make Informed Decisions

1 Sufficient Resources
$9,462,500
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Figure 5: Summary of Five Year Estimated Cost of Goals and Objectives by Percentage

M Protect Quality & Quantity
of Groundwater

1 Aquatic Invasive Species

1 Non-compliant Septic
Systems
i Land Use Practices

1 Make Informed Decisions

1 Sufficient Resources

Participants in previous Water Plan activities have been very successful in obtaining state
and federal resources for plan implementation. It is anticipated that this success will
continue into the future.

CONSISTENCY OF THE PLAN
The Chisago County Local Water Management Plan is consistent with other pertinent state,

county, regional, and other local plans. There are no recommended amendments or potential
conflicts with official controls at this time.

19
April 9,2013




BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

Minnesota

&‘fgagg“ AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Coon Creek WD Watershed Management Plan
Meeting Date: August 29, 2013
Agenda Category: Committee Recommendation  [_] New Business [] Old Business
Item Type: [X] Decision [[] Discussion [] Information
Section/Region: Metro Region
Contact; Mary Peterson
Prepared by: Mary Peterson
Reviewed by: Metro Region Committee(s)
Presented by: Metro Committee Member or Mary Peterson

] Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation
Attachments:  [] Resolution Order Map Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

X] None [] General Fund Budget
[[] Amended Policy Requested [] Capital Budget
[] New Policy Requested [] Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget

[] Clean Water Fund Budget
[] Other:

ACTION REQUESTED
Approval of the Coon Creek Watershed District Watershed Management Plan 2013-2023

LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

http://www.cooncreekwd.orgl/index.asp?Type=B BASIC&SEC={1AFFF127-2A5C-42E3-A1C8-
C2EF5E142016}&DE={47593761-F262-4ECB-B206-0385E1541A71}

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

The Coon Creek Watershed District (CCWD) was established in 1959. This Watershed Management Plan
(Plan) is the third generation plan required by the Metropolitan Surface Water Management Act (M.S. 103B)
and the fourth required under the Watershed Act (M.S. 103D). The CCWD is located exclusively in Anoka
County in the north-central portion of the Minneapolis — St. Paul seven county metropolitan areas. Six
boundary amendments have occurred since the current Plan was approved in 2004. The CCWD now includes
parts of seven cities; Andover, Blaine, Columbus, Coon Rapids, Fridley, Ham Lake and Spring Lake Park and
covers approximately 107 square miles. It lies within the Anoka Lake Plain portion of the Anoka Sand Plain.
The soils are primarily fine sands and the regional water table is very shallow. Population grew by 22% since
2010 and is projected to grow another 10% by 2020 to total approximately 180,000. Most of the land use
changes have and will involve a conversion of agricultural and vacant land to development.

The CCWD conducted an open and meaningful public participation process in the development of the Plan.
Public involvement entailed more than 25 meetings with partners and a spectrum of activities ranging from
notifying the public about the planning process to working collaboratively and cooperatively to share ideas and
develop plan components. In 2010 the District formed a Planning Advisory Committee (PAC). The CCWD
boundary was amended to include part of the dissolved Six Cities WMO in December 2011 which led to a

8/19/2013 7:27 AM Page 1
Request for Board Action Form 2010.doc



major delay in the completion of the Plan. Because the merger occurred late in the planning process a revised
involvement process was required which involved personal briefings and individual meetings to identify issues
and concerns and review goals and objectives. The adjusted process relied heavily on the District’s Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) and Citizen Advisory Committee member input and review through several
meetings in 2012 and individual contacts.

The Plan is very comprehensive and includes resource goals, objectives and strategies. The Plan includes an
Executive Summary and a Plan Summary that are useful information items that highlight the Plan. The
mission goals are the primary focus of the District programs and activities and are drawn from their mission
statement. For the period of 2013-2023, the District's focus will be on: 1. Preventing flooding; 2. Improving
water quality in impaired or impacted waters; and 3. Maintaining and enhancing water quality in waters that are
not impaired.

The issue goals are growing in importance as a result of current economic and demographic trends and in
response to more recent legislative actions and mandates. During this Plan these issue goals will be: 1.
aquatic invasive species (AlS); 2. changes in precipitation; and 3. the decline in surficial Groundwater and the
effect on Groundwater dependent resources.

To pursue the specific goals and objectives, the CCWD has set in place strategies (program/cost-centers) in
the areas of: administration, development regulation and issue management; operations and maintenance;
planning, programing and budgeting; public and governmental relations; and research and monitoring.

The implementation program includes priorities that focus on mission goals, includes targeted
subwatershed/special management areas, has effective timelines and a budget of $13.2 million, and are
organized around the categories of funding, programs (cost centers), policies and procedures, partnerships
and collaboration, and capital projects with over $10 million proposed for new drainage/storm water,
ditch/stream bank repair, retrofits, and studies/special management area plans.

The Plan lays out an evaluation process to measure performance based on an adaptive management process
that is a refinement to the annual strategic planning done as part of the budget process. A one-page summary
of the top ten highlights of the plan is attached for your information.

On June 4, 2013, the BWSR received the CCWD Plan Update and supporting information for final 90-day state
review. State agency review comments were received from Met Council, DNR, and PCA during the 90-day
review process. The CCWD responded to all comments received and incorporated appropriate revisions to the
final draft. BWSR staff completed its review and found that it meets the requirements of the Metropolitan
Surface Water Management Act (M.S. 103B) and the Watershed Act (M.S. 103D).

On August 12, 2012, the Metro Region Committee met with CCWD representatives and BWSR staff to review
and discuss the Plan Revision. The Committee unanimously voted to recommend approval of the CCWD Plan
Revision to the full Board per the attached draft Order.

8/19/2013 7:27 AM Page 2
Request for Board Action Form 2010.doc
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Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
520 Lafayette Road North
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

In the Matter of the review of the ORDER
Watershed Management Plan for the Coon APPROVING
Creek Watershed District, pursuant to WATERSHED

Minnesota Statutes Section 103B.231,
Subdivision 9.

MANAGEMENT PLAN

Whereas, the Board of Managers of the Coon Crg 7_;;Watelshed Dis 1'1ct (CCWD) submitted a
Watershed Management Plan (Plan) on June _2013 to the anesota'B'(')aId of Water and Soil

Resources (Board) pursuant to Minnesota Statutes:Sectlon 103B 231, Subd 9 and

Now Therefore, the Board heleby makes the followmg Fmdmgs of Fact, Conclusions and
Order: i

FINDINGSROF FACT

5 Wat shedllestl lct Establlshment“' iThe CCWD was established in 1959. The Plan is

2. Authorlty_____to_ Plan. The Metropolitan Surface Water Management Act requires the

the requirements: of: innesota Statutes Sections 103B.201 to 103B.251. The current
District watershed ‘management plan was approved by Board Order on October 27,
2004. The watershed management plan may be revised according to Minnesota Statutes

Section 103B.231, Subd. 9.

3. Nature of the Watershed. The CCWD is located exclusively in Anoka County in the
north-central portion of the Minneapolis — St. Paul seven county metropolitan area. The
Sunrise, Upper Rum, and Lower Rum River Watershed Management Organizations
border it to the north, the Mississippi River to the southwest and the Rice Creek
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Watershed District to the south and east. Six boundary amendments have occurred since
the current Plan was approved in 2004. The CCWD now includes parts of seven cities;
Andover, Blaine, Columbus, Coon Rapids, Fridley, Ham Lake and Spring Lake Park
covering approximately 107 square miles, It lies within the Anoka Lake Plain portion of
the Anoka Sand Plain. The soils are primarily fine sands and the regional water table is
very shallow. Population grew by 22% since 2010 and is projected to grow another 10%
by 2020 to total approximately 180,000. Most of the land use changes have and will
involve a conversion of agricultural and vacant land to development.

. Plan Development and Review. The Plan was ;)1epétéd in accordance with Minnesota
Rules Chapter 8410 and Minnesota Statutes Chaptel 103B. The CCWD conducted an
open and meaningful public participation plocess in the development of the Plan.  On
October 22, 2012, the CCWD released a Oilg,h draft of the: :Plan for review. Over 240

comments were 1ecelved The Planmug- Adv1so1y Commlttee and the Technical
In

distributed to 27 1nd1v1duals and agenmes on Janu y 16 2013 f01 the 60 day review and
comment penod A public healmg was held on Apul 22 2013. The Plan was revised to

e CCWD convened a TAC meeting to plesent discuss, and

: ts into the final draft. Written responses were sent to all those
commentmg dulmg the :60-day review. A public hearing was convened on April 22,
made on the draft Plan. The final draft Plan was submitted to

2013 for the comiii
BWSR on June 4, 2013 for the 90-day review and shows strikeouts and additions to the

Plan as a result of the comments received.

. Metropolitan Council Review. The Council commented on the CCWD’s draft Plan
during the 60-day comment period in a letter dated March 14, 2013, and stated they had
no further comments on the Plan for the 90-day comment period. The Plan is consistent
with Council policies, is detailed and comprehensive and should be an excellent
framework to manage the water resources in the watershed.

7. Department of Agriculture Review. The MDA did not comment on the Plan.
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8.

Department of Health Review. The MDH stated that they did not have any comments
for this plan revision,

Department of Natural Resources Review. The DNR provided comments during the
60-day review and the CCWD responded in writing to all comments. The MDNR
provided comments during the 90-day review and the CCWD provided a written
response. MDNR commented on placing more emphasis on conservation drainage
approaches and natural channel design principals rather than just dredging and
stabilizing with rip-rap. The CCWD agreed and will consider and facilitate construction
of ditches whete such de&gn approaches facilitate the hydl ologic pelfonnanee for that

ilj

12.

the comments were 1e1atcd to :upctatmg or conectmg information. The MPCA stated that
overall it was a very thomugh 1ep01t MPCA suggested the CCWD consider monitoring

ch 1ven sur face wate1 lesomces g

Department of Trans ‘etitation Review. The MDOT did not comment on the Plan.

Board of Water and Soil Resources Review. BWSR staff provided written comments
during the 60-day review. Staff found the Plan to be very comprehensive and includes
resources goals, objectives and strategies. The comments focused on plan structure to
provide useful implementation and to allow clarity and focus for partnering cities,
agencies and the general public. BWSR staff met with CCWD staff to review comments
and discuss Plan highlights, priorities and edit revisions. Staff also attend attended the
TAC meeting where the CCWD staff presented all the comments for partner discussion
and input. All comments submitted were thoughtfully considered and responded to by
the CCWD.
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14,

13. Plan Summary and Highlights. The Plan is a very comprehensive and includes

resource goals, objectives and strategies. The Plan includes an Executive Summary that
contains highlights from the Plan. It also includes a Plan Summary that is a more
concise information piece of the larger Plan to better inform the public and help guide
local policy makers, LGUs and agency resource pattners during the implementation of
the Plan.

The Mission Goals are the primary focus of the District programs and activities and are
drawn from their mission statement. For the period of 2013-2023, the District’s focus
will be on: :

K, Pleventmg flooding

2. Impl ovmg water quahty in 1mpa11ed or Impacted watels

demographic trends and in response to m
During this Plan these issues will be:
1. Aquatic Invasive Species. (AIS)

3. The decline in surficial
resources.

Capltal PJTOJCC’[S ~ Pre opose over $10M CIP for new drainage and storm water
projects, dltch and stteambank repait, retrofits, and studies and special

Metro Region Committee Meeting. On August 12, 2013, the Board’s Metro Region
Committee and staff met with representatives from the CCWD to review and discuss the
Plan. Those in attendance from the Board’s Committee were Rebecca Flood, Faye
Sleeper, Jack Ditmore and Joe Collins, chair. Board staff in attendance were Metro
Region Supervisor Jim Haertel and Board Conservationists Mary Peterson and Brad
Wozney. The representatives from the CCWD were Tim Kelly, Administrator, Dawn
Doering, Information and Education Coordinator, and Michelle Ulrich, Attorney. Board
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staff recommended approval of the Plan. After discussion, the Committee unanimously
voted to recommend approval of the Plan to the full Board.

CONCLUSIONS

All relevant substantive and procedural requirements of law and rule have been fulfilled.

The Board has proper jurisdiction in the matter of approyving a Watershed Management
Plan for the Coon Creek Watershed District pursuant:to Minnesota Statutes Section
103B.231, Subd. 9.

The Coon Creek Watershed District Watelshed anagement Plan attached to this Order
'Aithm the Dlstuct’s bounda1 ies, possible

2023, as the Coon Creek Watershed

SOTA BOARD OF WATER AND SOII, RESOURCES

BY: Brian Napstad, Chair
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Executive Summary

Coon Creek Watershed District 2013 to 2@23
Comprehensive Watershed Management
Plan

Background

The Coon Creek Watershed District is a
special purpose unit of government created
in 1959 pursuant to the Watershed Law
(Minnesota Statutes 103D). This
Comprehensive Watershed Management
Plan is the third generation plan required by
the Metropolitan Surface Water
Management Act (M.S. 103B) and the 4"
fourth required under the Watershed Act
(M.S. 103D), The plan is the product of
more than 25 meetings with citizens, elected

and appointed officials and water resource

professionals over a 24 month period.

The Coon Creck Watershed District
(District) is 107 square miles in size and is
located on the northern edge of the Twin
Cities Metropolitan Area. The District is
located entirely within Anoka County and
includes parts of seven cities:

=
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District Mission

To manage groundwater and the surface
water drainage system to prevent
property damage, maintain hydrologic
balance, protect water quality for the
safety and enjoyment of citizens, and the
preservation and enhancement of wildlife
habitat,

Square % of % of City
City Miles District in CCWD
Andover I5 14% 43%
Blaine 22 21% 64%
Columbus 1 10% 23%
Coon Rapids 22 21% 929%
Fridley 2 2% 21%
Ham Lake 33 30% 90%
Spring Lake 2 2% 68%
Park
Total 107 100%

Mission Goals

Mission Goals are the primary focus of

District programs and activities. They distill

the various legislative mandates as they

apply to the watershed. These goals, as

drawn from the mission statement are:

1. To prevent property damage from
flooding, crosion or degraded water
quality.

2. To ensure balance between inflow,
outflow and storage of water,




3. To ensure that water is protected from
contamination,

4. To provide for a variety of beneficial
uses including the safety and enjoyment
of the watershed's residents.

5. To preserve and enhance wildlife.

Immediate Concerns
At this time, the District’s focus will be on:

1. Preventing flooding
Improving water quality in impaired or

impacted waters
3. Maintaining and enhancing water quality

in waters that are not impaired.

Goal 1: To prevent property
damage from flooding, erosion or
degraded water quality

Three types of property damage are of
concern to the District:

1. Damage to life and safety
2. Structural Damage
3. Tunctional or Operational Damage

In 2010 the watershed contained 21,943
acres of flood-prone land with a market
value of $3.6 to 2.7 billion dollars. In
addition, the District includes approximately
1,000 parcels valued at $283 million where
the quality of the adjacent lake waters is
critical to property values.
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Goal 2: To ensure balance between
inflow, outflow and the storage of

water and-encourage-a-produetive
landseape

Hydrologic balance involves accounting for
the inflow to, outflow from, and storage in a
hydrologic unit such as a drainage basin,
aquifer, soil zone, lake or reservoir, the
relationship between evaporation,
precipitation, runoff, and the change in
water storage. Water balance is used to help
manage water supply and predict where
there may be water shortages or flooding.

Within the Coon Creek Watershed emphasis
has been placed on the components and
characteristics of streamflow. This is
because sources, quantity and distribution of
streamflow and any changes that may result
from future development have direct
impacts on downstream water quality and
quantity.

Nine variables influence the water balance
of the watershed:

1. Drainage area

2. Disposition of land uses
3. Total precipitation

4, Total loss to evaporation
5. Total streamflow




Changes in soil moisture storage
Changes in groundwater storage
Changes in depression storage
Groundwater flux

P EHAR

Goal 3: To ensure that water is
protected from contamination

Runoff from various land uses and
construction sites can carry sediment and
other pollutants to water bodies within the
District. Sediment and pollution can clog
sewers and ditches and pollute creeks,
streams and lakes, Pollutants can limit the
use of water and waterways for beneficial
purposes, promote the growth of undesirable
aquatic life, and are difficult to remove.

Water quality goals and standards apply to a
variety of water resources, Within the Coon
Creeck Watershed those resources and the
amount within the watershed are:

Resource Amount  Unit
Streams and Ditches 250 Miles
Deep Lakes (>12 Ft) 347 Acres
Shallow Lakes &

Wetlands (<12 Ft) 15,508 Acres
Trout Lakes 29 Acres

In 2006 the Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency (MPCA) listed Coon Creek, Sand
Creek, Pleasure Creek and Springbrook
Creek as biologically impaired and reported
to the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency as required. In 2011, the MPCA
Mmonitored Coon Creek for bacteria and
found that the creek exceeded the State
standard of 126 organisms/100 ml. The
sampling was conducted as part of the
Upper Mississippi River Bacteria TMDL
study.
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GOAL 4: To provide for a variety
of beneficial uses including the
safety and enjoyment of the
watershed's residents

“Beneficial uses” ave the uses that water and
related land resources provide for people.
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), which administers the Clean Water
Act, uses a related term “designated uses.”
Five ‘Beneficial Uses’ occur within the
Coon Creek Watershed.

Drinking Water

Aquatic Life and Recreation
Industrial Consumption

Agriculture and Wildlife

Acsthetic Enjoyment And Navigation

e

The ability to provide a variety of beneficial
uses depends on the quality and health of the
watershed. Watershed health is the capacity
of the landscape to sustain plant and animal
productivity, maintain or enhance water
quality and support human health and
habitation.

The District approaches watershed health on
a performance basis by seeking to ensure
that changes in runoff rates and volumes and
water quality do not interfere with
established land uses ot other beneficial uses




by either exceeding the capacity of the
system to convey water or assimilate

pollutants er-ehannel-te-convey-water-orthe
desigi-enpaeity-ef-the-diteh-teremove-soil
water-to-ensure-agricuttural-drainage.

Goal 5: To preserve and enhance
wildlife

The District efforts to preserve and enhance
wildlife will focus on wildlife habitat,
endangered and threatened species, riparian
lands and the control of animal damage.

Sustaining plant and animal habitat will
focus on active management of vegetation.
Preserving endangered and threatened
species will involve coordlination with the
MDNR and the state rules governing those
species.

Control of animal damage, primarily beaver
and dam removal will remain an ongoing
activity,

Issue Goals

There are three major issues facing water
resource management in the Coon Creek
Watershed:

1. Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS)
. Changes in_Precipitation
3. The decline in surficial Groundwater and
the effect on Groundwater dependent
resources

ISSUE: Aquatic Invasive Species

Issue Statement: There are many
introduced species that can wreak havoc on
the Pistriet’s Watershed’s environment and
cconomy. These-speeies-that-cause-harm-and
spread-quickly-from-their-point-ef
introduection-are-often-eatled-“invasive-For
these-species;-a-single-individual-may

produce-thousands-of-seeds;-masses-of
than-bits-ofstems;roots-orleaves—These
thatlive-in-or-near-the-water—aquatie
invasive-species—ean-be-easiy-dispersed-to
distant-water-bodies-or-new-ecosystems-by

currents;river-flows;streams-foods-and
other-water-flewvs:

Invasive-species-arrived-in-Coon-Greelevia
‘yeetorsm—Veetors-are-the-pathways—(the
means-or-agents-of—transpert-frerr-one-place
to-the-next)-They Vectors can include boats
fishing and gear; diving gear, bait,
aquariums, wildlife, pets and water gardens.

Plants-can-produee-thousands-efseeds;
whieh-may-be-earried-by-windwates;
animals-or-human-activities—Some-aquatie
plants-can-reproduce-vegetativelywith
sntaH-bits-ofleaves; stems-er-toots-resulting
inrnew-plants:

Management efforts have begun to focus on
vectors, rather than species, On a general
level, invasive species management involves
five basic strategies, often in combination:

Prevention

Early Detection & Monitoring
Rapid Response & Eradication
Long-Term Control & Management
Education & Outreach

b e W I e

Ghoosing-managementapproaches-within
this-framework-depends-on-the-nature-of-the
invader—Seme-tnvaders-sueh-ns-the-Asian
carpyrspeeifieally-bighead-earp-and-silver
carprare-inereasing-theirrange-up-the
Mississippi-River—A-management-response
foeused-on-monitoring-education-and-eanly
deteetion-wowld-be-the-most-appropriate:

Other-invaders-sueh-as-euwly-leafFpond-weed
(Potomegeton-etispus)-and-Eurasian
watermitfoill-Mywiophyttum-spieatun)-are-so
well-established;-that-eradieation-may-be




iifeasible-and-ongoing-chemical-or
mechaniealremovalisselected-to-minimize
the-harmful-effeets-of the-infestations:

Still-others;such-asZebra-mussels
(Preissena-pelymerpha)rmay-presentne
management-option-whatseever-sinece-there
appears-to-be-no-environmentally-aceeptable
way-to-treat-or-remove-widespread-benthie
invertebrates-in-open-waters-at-this-time:

There are currently cight aquatic invasive
species in the watershed. Some of these
species are considered aquatic because they
exist in wetlands.

Invasive Plant Species:

1. Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum
spicatum)

2. Curly-leaf pondweed (Potamogeton
crispus)

3. Tlowering rush (Butomus umbellatus)

4. Reed Canary Grass (Phalaris
arundinacca)

5. Purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria)

6. Buckthorn (Rhamnus frangula)

7. Common Reed grass (Phragmites
australis subsp. australis)

Invasive Animal Species:

8. Rusty crayfish (Orconectes rusticus)

Invading Species of Concern

o Zebra Mussels (Dreissena polymorpha)
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GOALS:
:

1. To minimize the harmful ecological,
cconomic and human health impacts
of aquatic invasive species (AIS),

2. To be proactive in aquatic invasive
specics management through
education and projects that improves
lIake and stream water quality and/or
reduces the risk of enfry of invasive
species,

3. Control the spread of AIS and
minimize their impacts on native
habhitats and species.

ISSUE: €limateChanges in
Precipitation

Issue Statement: Weather extremes pose a
challenge to water and related land
management. Recent episodic events such
as drought, high intensity mini-storms, and
weather variations can damage soil, water,
and lead to a general scarcity of water.




There are three four critical issues regarding
elimate changes in precipitation:

1. How increasing hydrologic variability
may affect water supply and demand and
stormwater collection and {reatment.

2. How changes in climatic patterns
potentially may impact the watershed in
the coming century,

3. How increasing hydrologic variability
(c.g., wetter wet seasons and drier dry
seasons) will pose challenges to the
Distriet watershed.

4, THow changes in precipitation frequency
and/or intensity will affect local
floodplain management programs and
the operation, maintenance and
performance of the stormwater treatment
systems and best management practices.

GOALS:

1. To gather and disseminate weather
data and climatic information, and
provide meteorological expertise in
support of Watershed Bistriet water
and related resource management
decisions and weather related
management activities.

2. To ensure validity, integrity, and
utility of weather information
provided for Watershed Pistriet use.

3. Toprovide precipitation frequency
estimates for the Coon Creek
Watershed

ISSUE: Deeclining Regional
Surficial Groundwater and the
Effect on Groundwater Dependent
Resources

Issue Statement: Groundwater within-the
Watershed is a major contributor to base
flow in the watershed and it strongly
influences plant and animal species in

riparian areas, lakes, and wetlands. It also
provides drinking water to individuals and
communities within the watershed.

GOALS:

1. To manage Watershed Distriet water
resources for multiple-uses by’
balancing present and future resource
use with domestic water supply needs,

2. Manage Groundwater dependent
ecosystems under the principles of
multiple use and sustainability, while
emphasizing protection and
improvement of soil, water and
vegetation, particularly because of
effects upon aquatic and wildlife
resources.

Implementation

Implementation priorities are:

1. Preventing flooding

2. Improving water quality in impaired or
impacted waters

3. Maintaining and enhancing water quality
in waters that are not impaived.

Implementation will use the adaptive
management process. The process isa
refinement to the annual strategic planning
done as part of the budget process.
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Implementation will involve five factors:

Funding

Means and Mcthods

Programs (Cost Centers)

Policies and Procedures Prineiples
and-Standards

5. Partnerships and Collaboration

W

FUNDING

Implementation will rely on property taxes
as the primary source of revenue. Revenucs
will be augmented through special
assessments and grants where available and

appropriate.

The direct financial burden on watershed
residents has been moderated by securing
grant or cost-share funds. The participation
of volunteers in the District’s programs and
projects also helps to reduce the levied costs.

Revenue sources will be evaluated
according to the principles of:

1. Administrative efficiency,
2. Equity,
3. Fiscal balance.

MEANS AND METHODS
The district mission and operation is

complex and requires a variety of

knowledge, skills and abilities. The District

will consider alternative ways of doing
business using:

Consultants

Volunteers

Contracts

Grants

Cooperative Agreements

New Equipment & Technology
Work Standards

I A S S
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PROGRAMS

The Dislrict operates six programs as These
programs-are-the primary delivery
mechanism and-are-used for both allocating
personnel and forecasting the knowledge
skills and abilities of District staff and
professional services. These programs are
also the context within which the District
cvaluates its work methods and use of
technology. The programs are:

1. Adminisfration; implements the
approved policies of the Board of
Managers, administers the financial
affairs of the Coon Creek Watershed
District, ensures the accountability of
public funds, and serves the District
financial needs.

2. Development Regulation and Issue
Management: evaluates, permits, and
monitors plans and programs affecting
the water and related land resources of
the District in an orderly and informed
fashion

3. Operations and Maintenance: plans,
designs, constructs and maintains the
public ditch system and water control
structures, and preserves the location,
character, and extent of the District ditch
and conveyance system.

4, Planning, Programming and
Budgeting: coordinates the planning,
prioritizing, and financing of District
programs and activities.

5. Public and Governmental Relations:
ensures that the continuing planning and
management of the Coon Creek
watershed is responsive to the needs and
concerns of an informed public and to
coordinate policies and programs of the
local, state, and federal government
agencies to achieve consistency with the
plan.

6. Research and Monitoring: gathers and
analyzes data that will result in increased
efficiency and effectiveness of




watershed management and District
programs,

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

Implementation will emphasize the
functioning of natural systems and
landscape (biogeochemical) processes,
especially the hydrologic system.

Management means preserving the capacity
to function, yet allowing use compatible
with that functioning.

Policies and Procedures have been
developed for:

Ditches and Water Courses
Floodplains

Groundwater

Soils

Stormwater and Hydraulics

Water Quality, Soils & Erosion Control
Wetlands and Water Bodies

Wildlife — Areas of endangered/
threatened/ special concern plants and
animals

© NS YR W~

Between 2013 and 2023, the District will
evaluate policies and procedures for:

Aquatic Invasive Species

Climate and Precipitation Change
Groundwater dependent resources
Nuisance wildlife and animal damage
such as beaver

Fishery Management

Aquatic Life

Bacteria

Total Suspended Solids

. Storm Water Volume Management
10. Aesthetics

[ 1. Trrigation

Ealiadl S
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PARTNERSHIPS AND
COLLABORATION

All efthese projects and activities in this
plan oceur within one or more of the cities
in the watershed, Efficiently and effectively
accomplishing projects depends on
partnerships and collaboration with the cities
and Anoka County.

To integrate water resource management
with other resource management in the
Watershed, the District will:

o Actively coordinate its water resource
protection, development, and
improvement programs with other
similar programs of local, state and
Federal agencies.

o Scck to assess the effectiveness of water
management efforts within the
watershed in meeting legislative
mandates, such as those pertaining to
pollution control,

o Plan and execute a coordinated program
of water resowrce development to
maximize public benefits within the
Watershed.

CAPITAL PROJECTS

The Comprehensive Plan proposes $10.4
million in capital projects between 2013 and
2023. The Capital Improvement Program
(CIP) follows the following policies:

1. A Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) will
be developed for a period of ten (10)
years

2. The most current year of the CIP will be
incorporated into the current year
operating budget

3. The CIP will be reviewed and updated
annually. Years two through ten ave for
planning purposes only.

4, The District will seek to maintain
physical assets to protect the District’s
capital investment and to minimize




future maintenance and replacement
costs.

5. The District will provide maintenance
and replacement from current revenues
where possible.

CIP adoption involves a collaborative
review by the Cities, Anoka County, the
Citizen Advisory Committce and all
interested citizens,

The major expenditure categories identified
in the CIP include, but are not limited to:

1. New drainage, stormwater or water
quality facilities

2. Ditch and Streambank Repair,
Maintenance or Reconstruction

3. Capital Improvement or Retrofits to
Existing Facilities

4. Capital Equipment (To be determined
through normal budgetary process)

5. Studies and Special Area Management

Plans

Plan Evaluation

Evaluation of plan implementation will be
accomplished through

- 1. Daily control over operations,
. Monthly (Staff) Activity Reports

3. Water Monitoring & Atlas System
(WMAS)

4, Assct Knowledge/ Infrastructure
Database

5. Annual Reporting to BWSR and MPCA
on activities

6. Annual audit of financial affairs
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Grant Program: Feedlot Water Quality Cost Share Grants Program Authorization

Name of Review Group: Grants Program & Policy Committee

Before any review of grant applications, the chair of the meeting shall make this statement about conflict of
interest:

Chair Statement: “A conflict of interest, whether actual, potential, or perceived, occurs when someone in a
position of trust has competing professional or personal interests and these competing interests make it
difficult to fulfill professional duties impartially. At this time, members are requested to declare conflicts of
interest they may have regarding today’s business.”

This form gives grant application reviewers an opportunity to disclose any actual, potential or perceived
conflicts of interest that may exist during a grant review process. It is the grant reviewer’s obligation to be
familiar with the Office of Grants Management (OGM) Policy 08-01, Conflict of Interest Policy for State
Grant-Making, and to disclose any conflicts of interest accordingly. All grant reviewers must complete and sign
a conflict of interest disclosure form. On the form, the grant reviewer must identify any grant applicant with
which they have an actual, potential or perceived conflict, although they do not need to provide the reason for
the conflict on the disclosure form.

A disclosure does not automatically result in the grant application reviewer being removed from the
review process.

Please read the definitions of conflict of interest below and mark the appropriate boxes that pertain to you and
your status as a reviewer of applications for this grant program.

Conflicts of interest may be actual, potential, or perceived:

ACTUAL CONFLICT OF INTEREST:
An actual conflict of interest occurs when a decision or action would compromise a duty to a party without
taking immediate appropriate action to eliminate the conflict.

POTENTIAL CONFLICT OF INTEREST:

A potential conflict of interest may exist if a grant reviewer has a relationship, affiliation, or other interest that
could create an inappropriate influence if the person is called on to make a decision or recommendation that
would affect one or more of those relationships, affiliations, or interests.

PERCEIVED CONFLICT OF INTEREST:

A perceived conflict of interest is any situation in which a reasonable third party would conclude that
conflicting duties or loyalties exist.
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At a minimum, all internal parties who are involved in the grant review or grant management process must be
made aware that an actual, potential, or perceived conflict has been disclosed and evaluated, even if it is not
serious enough to remove or reassign the employee or grant reviewer. After reviewers have signed the conflict
of interest form, therefore, the conflicts--if any--that have been disclosed shall be announced to the reviewing
body as a whole. Disclosed conflicts and their resolution will also be noted in the meeting minutes, and the

forms will be kept as documentation of the grant review.
— — — =N I — - ———————— — ]l

i
==

As a grant reviewer, I certify that I have read and understand the descriptions of conflict of interest explained
above and in OGM Policy 08-01. Check either box la or 1b and either box 2a or 2b.

0 1la. I have reviewed the list of applicants, and I do not have any conflicts of interest relating to this
program’s grant applicants or proposed projects.

O 1b. Thave an ACTUAL, POTENTIAL, or PERCEIVED conflict of interest with the applicant(s) listed
below. (Note: If you disclose a conflict, you must identify the applicant on this form, but a description
is discretionary. Under Minnesota Statute 13.599, this form is considered public data.)

Applicant Type of Description of Conflict (optional)
Conflict
(ACTUAL,
POTENTIAL,
or
PERCEIVED)

O 2a. After reviewing this form and OGM Policy 08-01, I CHOOSE to participate in this review process.
0 2b. After reviewing this form and OGM Policy 08-01, I CHOOSE NOT to participate in this review
process. [ will avoid discussing the applicant and/or applications from organizations with which I have

disclosed a conflict of interest with other reviewers.

Reviewer’s printed name:

Reviewer’s signature:

Date:

Reviewer’s Organization/Agency:

Revised, 5/13
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS
Grants Program & Policy Committee

1.

Erosion Control and Water Management Program Policy Amendments — Dave Weirens —
DECISION ITEM

FY2014 Clean Water Fund and Competitive Grants Program: Pollcy and Request for
Proposals — Dave Weirens - DECISION ITEM

Cooperative Weed Management Area Program Authorization — Wayne Zellmer —
DECISION ITEM

Feedlot Water Quality Cost-Share Grants Program Authorization — Dave Weirens —
DECISION ITEM

Disaster Response Assistance Program Policy — Wayne Zellmer — DECISION ITEM



BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

Minnesota
}g\gmggg“ AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Approval of Amendments to the Erosion
Control and Water Management Policyt
Meeting Date: August 29, 2013
Agenda Category: Committee Recommendation  [] New Business Old Business
Item Type: X1 Decision [[] Discussion [] Information
Section/Region: Land and Water
Contact: Dave Weirens
Prepared by: Dave Weirens
Reviewed by: Grant Program and Policy Committee(s)
Presented by: Dave Weirens

[J Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation
Attachments: Resolution [] Order [] Map Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

X None [[] General Fund Budget
[[] Amended Policy Requested [] Capital Budget
[] New Policy Requested [[] Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget

[] Clean Water Fund Budget
[] Other:

ACTION REQUESTED
Adopt the recommendation of the Grant Program and Policy Committees to adopt amendments to the Erosion

Control and Water Management Program Policy adopted on October 24, 2012.

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

The Board adopted the Erosion Control and Water Management Program Policy on October 24, 2012 effective
for FY2014 Cost Share grants. At this meeting staff were directed to further evaluate the policy provisions
related to practices that address water quantity problems due to altered hydrology. During this work staff
recommended additional changes. In addition, appropriations and changes to 103C.501 were enacted that
required development of additional changes to the Policy.

8/15/2013 10:52 AM Page 1
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Resolution #

Minnesota
Wﬁ'ﬁgoﬂ
Resources

Amend the Erosion Control and Water Management Program Policy

WHEREAS, the Board of Water and Soil Resources is authorized by Minnesota Statutes
103C.501 to adopt rules and policies to implement the Erosion Control and Water
Management Program (Cost Share); and

WHEREAS, the Board adopted the Erosion Control and Water Management Program
Policy on October 24, 2012, during this deliberation staff were directed to address
concerns regarding how the policy provides direction on the implementation of “activities
that address water quantity problems due to altered hydrology”; and

WHEREAS, appropriations for the Cost Share Program and amendments to 103C.501
were enacted as a result of the 2013 Legislative session; and

WHEREAS, comments were invited from soil and water conservation districts on the
proposed policy changes on April 30, 2013 and June 19, 2013; and,

WHEREAS, the Board’s Grants Program and Policy Committee met on April 24, 2013,
May 22, 2013 and August 9, 2013 to review potential changes to the draft policy; and

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Board of Water and Soil Resources
hereby adopts amendments to the Erosion Control and Water Management Program
Policy as identified on the attachment.

Brian Napstad, Chair Date

Attachments:

»  Draft Erosion Control and Water Management Program Policy



Erosion Control and

Minn

ieiery  Water Management Program Policy

Resources

(commonly known as the State Cost Share Program)

Table of Contents
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1.0 Purpose

The Erosion Control and Water Management Program, commonly known as the State Cost Share Program, was
created through Minnesota Statutes, §103C.501 to provide funds to Soil and Water Conservation Districts
(Districts) to share the cost, with the land occupier, of conservation practices for erosion control, sedimentation
control, or water quality improvements that are designed to protect and improve soil and water resources. The
purpose of this policy is to provide clear expectations for the implementation of funds appropriated to BWSR
associated with the Erosion Control and Water Management Program.

District boards and staff are responsible for the administration and decisions concerning the local use of these
funds in accordance with: Minnesota Statutes, chapter 103C.501; Minnesota Administrative Rules, chapter 8400;
BWSR policies; and all other applicable laws. BWSR will use grant agreements as contracts for assurance of
deliverables and compliance. Willful disregard of relevant statutes, rules, and policies may lead to imposition
of financial penalties on the grant recipient.

Funds are allocated by BWSR based on the following minimum criteria to districts that have fully complied with
all program rules and policies:
»  Extent of high priority erosion or water quality problems in the district, as indicated in the district
comprehensive and annual plans or their equivalent.
= Priorities for the control of soil erosion or water quality problems as established by BWSR.
= Historic success of the district in applying conservation practices.

Board of Water and Soil Resources Erosion Control and Water Management Policy
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s Ability of the district to expend the funds in a timely manner.
5 legislative appropriation.

BWSR will allocate etHeeastZ0-pereent-of the cost-sharing funds available to districts in the form of grants for
conservation practices addressing high priority eroswn, sedimentation, or water quallty problems. ?he—remﬂmmg
'ﬁis#aﬂ&‘e—ﬁ-&ﬁﬁﬂﬁé&-ﬁ%—ﬁﬁﬁﬁf—&ﬂ#—&ﬁ&ﬂ&}

edministrativeserviees: The limitation on the use of cost-sharing funds for technical and administrettion and
administrative expenses services-mery-be-meodified is governed as provided in 3.1 of this policy.

2.0 Eligible Activities

The primary purpose of activities funded with Erosion Control and Water Management funds is to assist with
structural or vegetative practices to correct existing problems. Specific preventative practices may also be
allowed through policy or appropriation.

2.1 Practice Stundards. All practices must be consistent with the NRCS Field Office Technical Guide
(FOTG) or professionally accepted engineering or ecological practices. Design standards for all
practices must include specifications for operation and maintenance for the life of the given practice,
including an inspection schedule and procedure. Practices where runoff or sediment from the
contributing watershed prevents the practice from achieving the intended purpose with normal
operation and maintenance are ineligible. Vegetative practices must follow the BWSR Native
Vegetation Guidelines,

2.2 Effective Life. All practices must be designed and maintained for a minimum effective life of
ten years. The beginning date for a practice’s effective life is the same date final payment is
approved and the project is considered complete.

2.3 Repuair of Dumaged Practices. Repair of damage to a conservation practice is eligible if the
practice was installed using approved standards, damage was caused by reasons beyond the control
of the land occupier, and damage or failure of the practice was not due to improper maintenance or
removal of the practice within the effective life.

2.4 Practices that Address Water Quantity Problems Due to Altered Hydrology. The primary
purposes of these types of practices is to apply conservation practices on drainage or conveyance
systems to (a) improve water quality, and (b) reduce surface and/or subsurface peak flows and

volumes that contribute to water quality problems. Practices that do not have water quality as a

primary purpose are ineligible.

2.5 Ineligible Practices. Incentive payments for ongoing maintenance, writing of conservation
plans, payments to adopt land management practices such as fillage or residue management, payments
te-cover for crop damage during construction, payments to repair or install septic systems, payments for
easements, practices installed for energy conservation and snow protection and/or feedlot expansions
are not allowable practices with these funds. See 2.4 for ineligible practices that address water
quantity problems due to altered hydrology.

3.0 Technical and Administrative Components
Erosion Control and Water Management funds may be used for technical and administrative expenses.

Board of Water and Soil Resources Erosion Control and Water Management Policy
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4.0

3.1 Technical and Administrative (TA) Expense. The BWSR Board has established the mendmum
amount allowed for TA expenses to be twenty percent (20%) of the total grant as provided in 1.0 of
this policy. Amounts used for TA must be documented as an actual expense, Remaining funds must be
provided as cost share to achieve the purpose of these funds, unless otherwise indicated in specific
appropriation language. Districts may use vp+e—+H00% more than 20% of the grant for TA if a request
for such use is approved by the Board Conservationist based on a) or b) below:

a) Federatfunds Other nonstate funds, will be leveraged and the district couldn't do the project
otherwise, or

b) Funds are used on a project that is State Cost Share Program or EQIP eligible and the district’s
most recent Financial Report indicates less than an 18-month fund balance.

3.2 TA Activities. Activities eligible for TA include the following: grant administration, staff training
to maintain appropriate technical approval authorities or licenses, site investigations and assessments,
design and cost estimates, construction supervision, and inspections.

Cost Share Rates

Cost share rates represent the percent of the installation cost of a practice that may be provided to a land
occupier for materials and labor necessary to install the practice. The BWSR Board establishes cost share rates
through policy and implements these rates through grant agreements with Districts.

5.0

4.1 Maximum Rates. For the Erosion Control and Water Management Program, the BWSR Board
has established the maximum cost share rate to a land occupier for installation of a practice at seventy-
five percent (75%) of the installation cost, except for unused well sealing end-practices-nstelled-for
energy-conservation-and-snow-protection which are js established at fifty percent (50%).

4.2 Match and In-Kind. A land occupier may provide the remainder of the installation cost through
services, in-kind, or non-state or non-federal funds. The District board shall determine whether charges
for in-kind services and materials are practical and reasonable. Standard rates for in-kind services
should be identified in the district’s cost share program policy.

4.3 Local Rates. Prior to receiving any applications from land occupiers, district boards may set
different cost share rates up to the maximum identified in BWSR policy. These rates should be identified
in the District's cost share program policy.

Technical Expertise

The District Board and staff have the responsibility to ensure that the designated technical staff have the
appropriate technical expertise, skills and training for their assigned role(s). Appropriate technical expertise
may include, but is not limited to, the following: conservation partnership Technical Approval Authority,
professional licensure, reputable vendor with applicable expertise and liability coverage, or other applicable
credentials, training and/or expertise.

5.1 Staff Skills. A description of staff skills, training, or credentials; or a description of other means
the District will use to insure projects meet the requirements of this policy and are installed and
maintained according to the standards and specifications of the practice(s) must be included in the
District's cost-share program policy.

Board of Water and Soil Resources Erosion Control and Water Management Policy
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5.2

BWSR Review. BWSR reserves the right to review the licensure and credentials of all technical

staff selected by the District where appropriate.

6.0 Expenditure of Funds on Practices and Contracts
BWSR finds that the District Board of Supervisors has the authority and responsibility to approve expenditure of
funds within their own organization.

6.1

Cost Share Coniract. A contract between the District and land occupier(s) receiving state funds

is required to provide a legal standing to insure practices are installed and maintained according to
approved standards and specifications. The required contract can be found on the BWSR website. Land
occupier means a person, corporation, or legal entity that holds title to or is in possession of land as an
owner, lessee, tenant, or otherwise. If the land occupier is-not the landowner, the application must also
bear the landowner's signature.

6.2

a)

b)

<)

Contract Modifications. Modifications to the contract may be made prior to execution and
with prior approval from the District legal counsel and BWSR,

Contract Amendments. Changes to an executed contract are considered an amendment to the
contract and subject to review and approval by the District Board. The required amendment
form can be found on the BWSR website. Prior to approving an amendment, technical staff must
attest that the amendment has merit. Amendments shall not be considered or approved after
the end of the contract or after approval to issue final payment on the original contract has
been made. Amendments are limited to changes in practice specifications, installation dates,
land occupier information, practice components, or cost share rates and amounts.

Group Projects. Where the cooperation of several land occupiers is required for
implementation of a project; and the land occupiers have agreed to the project, division of
payments for the project, and signed a group project addendum to the cost-share contract; the
District may enter into a contract with only the group spokesperson of the contract. A group
project addendum form can be found on the BWSR website.

Projects that Cross a District Boundary. If a project involves land in more than one District,
application for the entire project must be made to the District containing the majority of the
project lands.

Pooling cost-share allocation for joint projects. District Boards may enter into an agreement
to pool portions or all of their collective cost-share dllocations to implement joint projects.
Cooperative and joint projects may be undertaken to accomplish watershed-based resource
management goals or other goals of mutual benefit as identified in the county's comprehensive
local water plan or the District's comprehensive plan.

Contract Approval. District Boards must approve or deny the contract. The action taken must

be documented in the District Board’s meeting minutes. Approval of a contract is considered approval
for expenditure of funds.

6.3

Projects where construction has begun prior to District Boards approval are ineligible for

financial assistance.

6.4

Projeet Contract Timeframe. District Boards have the authority to adopt timely starting and

completion dates. Entering-inte Execution and completion of a contract with a land occupier must eceur
be within the grant period. Completion-detes-can-benelongerthentwoyearseafterapproval-of-the
DistrietBoard. Projects Contracts not completed within the period of the grant agreement this-timefreme
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must be cancelled unless the grant agreement with the District has been extended and the contract has
been extended such that the contract timeframe is within the amended grant period prierwritten
approvelof-the-Stete-board-has-beenreceived. Under all circumstances, grant funds must be expended
within the period of a valid grant agreement,

6.5 Canceled Projects. Funds from canceled projects or remaining from completed projects where
the final cost was less than the estimated amount may be re-encumbered to a new contract_as provided
in the grant agreement. Funds that are unexpended must be returned as provided in the grant

agreement as-long-as-District-Board-approveal-oceurspriorto-the-end-of the-grantperiod.

6.6 Removal of Practices. District Boards may auvthorize the removal of a practice installed under
this program provided the land occupier can show good cause for removal of the practice and the
purpose of the original practice has been achieved.

6.7 Delegation. District Boards may delegate signing contracts and supporting program documents
to District staff. This delegation must be identified in the District's cost share program policy.

6.8 Recording Practices. The size, location, and effective life of the soil and water conservation
practices that have received cost-share payments under this program equal to or in excess of $50,000
shall be recorded by the district on the property title. Instructions and forms for recording practices can
be found on the BWSR website.

7.0 Practice Sign-off and Payment

Prior to payment, technical staff must attest that the practice was properly installed and completed according to
the plans and specifications, including technically-approved modifications, and that vouchers and receipts are
accurate. Project costs for the purposes of determining cost share amounts include the materials and labor
necessary to complete the project,

7.1 Reimbursement. Land occupiers must incur all expenses for project implementation and
provide vouchers and invoices or copies of paid receipts to verify all expenses prior to requesting
reimbursement. A payment voucher form is available on the BWSR website.

a) Partial Payments. Partial payments are allowed. Prior to authorization for partial payment,
technical staff must attest to the District Board that the request for partial payment has merit,
the payment request is equal to or less than the percent of construction that is complete, and
that the project will still be completed within the contract timeline. Land occupiers not
completing partially paid projects shall be considered as violating MN Rule, part 8400.1700
and shall be directed, unless otherwise authorized by the state board as provided elsewhere in
this part, to return to the district up to one hundred fifty percent (150%) of the amount of
financial assistance received. All expenses incurred to correct damage cavsed by the land
occupier’s failure to expeditiously complete the project must be borne by the land occupier.

b) Service Charges. District or Technical Service Area charges for services such as administration,
field investigations, design, and monitoring to establish the practice shall not be included in
calculating the project cost for purposes of determining cost-share payment amounts to the land
occupier. Service charges such as tree planting or mechanical weed control are eligible to be
included.

c) Actual Cost Different Than Estimated Cost. In cases where the actual cost of the practice
exceeds the estimated cost, the district may only share the additional amount when an
amencment to the cost share contract has been approved per policy 6.1. Where the actual

Board of Water and Soil Resources Erosion Control and Water Management Policy

DRAFT June 12,2013 DRAFT Page 5 of 8




8.0

cost is less than the estimated cost, the district shall only share the approved percentage of the
actual cost of the practice.

7.2 Project Review. After receiving a request for final reimbursement, technical staff must review
for each project; the as-built plan, vouchers, and invoices or copies of paid receipts submitted by the
land occupier for completion and technical approval.

7.3 Combining Funding Sources. Payment amounts from combined state and federal sources shall
not exceed the maximum cost share rate set by the BWSR Board in Section 4.0 of this policy.
Calculation of payment amounts does not include incentive payments.

7.4 Final Plans. One copy of the final approved plan must be given to the land occupier and one
copy retained with the project file located in the district office.

Post-Construction and Follow-Up Activities

Identifying operation and maintenance activities specific to the installed practices Is critical to ongoing
performance of installed practices as well as to planning and scheduling those activities. Scheduled site
inspections by qualified staff are necessary to ensuring operation and maintenance has been taking place.

9.0

8.1 Operation and Mainienance Plan. Qualified technical staff must prepare an operation and
maintenance plan specific to the practice and the site where it is located. The operation and
maintenance plan must detail the maintenance activities that are likely to be needed for the practice
and contributing watershed, specify how and when to accomplish them, and identify the inspection
schedule. The plan should be prepared and reviewed with the land occupier before installation of the
conservation practices begins.

8.2 Inspections. Qualified technical staff shall ensure that the operation and maintenance plan is
being followed and the practices have not been altered or removed by conducting periodic site
inspections. . Inspections are to:

a) Verify that all components of the practice remain in place and are in good repair, and/or

b) Identify repairs necessary in accordance with the operation and maintenance plan; and/or

c) Identify further assessment or action necessary if necessary repdairs are beyond the scope of the

operation and maintenance plan {reed-eress-referencetenon-compliencepoliey).

8.3 Failure to Maintain Practices. Should the land occupier fail to maintain the practices during
their effective life according to the operation and maintenance plan, the land occupier is liable to the
district for up to one hundred fifty percent (150%) of the financial assistance received to install and
establish the practice as per MN Rule, part 8400.1700 as determined by the district board. Funds
received by a district from a landowner who has failed to maintain a practice, must be used according
to this policy and Minnesota Rules 8400.0050 to 8400.1900, less the administrative cost.

District Reporting Requirements

To ensure the continued success of the Erosion Control and Water Management Program, regular reporting of
accomplishments and benefits is required. This reporting is accomplished through entries and documentation in
elINK. Guidance for reporting in elINK is available on the BWSR website,

Board of Water and Soil Resources Erosion Centrol and Water Management Policy
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2.1 Annual Reporting. Districts must annually enter information on activities accomplished with the
grant funding in eLINK. Reporting is required for grant fund expenditures from the prior calendar year
and is to be completed by BWSR established reporting deadlines.

9.2 Grant Closeout Reporting. Within thirty (30) calendar days of the conclusion of each grant
agreement or expenditure of all grant funds, whichever occurs first, Districts are required to provide the
following to BWSR:

a) Entry of information on all projects completed with the grant funding in eLINK;

b) Signed Final Financial Report from eLINK;

¢} Documentation of District Board approval of the Final Financial Report; and

d) Return any unspent or unencumbered funds, if applicable, as instructed on the Returned Check

Form, found on the BWSR website.

9.3 Unencumbered Funds. Grant funds unencumbered by the District board after the grant
period must be returned to the state board within thirty (30) calendar days. Unencumbered funds are
those funds remaining from cancelled projects or completed projects where the final cost was less than
the estimated amount.

9.4 Records Retention. Project files must be retained by the District pursuant to Minnesota
Statutes, §138.17 and consistent with ongoing records retention schedules.

9.5 Non-compliance with Reporling Requirements. Any District that does not complete these
requirements will not be eligible to receive funds from this program until all past reporting has been
completed. Financial penalties on the grant recipient may be applied.

10.0 BWSR Program Monitoring, Reconciliation, Verification and Penalty
Procedures

10.1  Monitoring, Reconciliation, and Verification. BWSR will annually monitor all Districts
reporting for compliance with reporting requirements of the Erosion Conirol and Water Management
Program Policy above and will reconcile and verify el grants according to the current Grants
Monitoring, Reconciliation, and Verification policy.

10.2 Penalties. Grant penalties can be applied when it has been determined the district is not in
compliance with relevant statutes, rules, and state policies. Noncompliance is ranked by the degree of
departure from recommended administrative procedures to violations of rules, statutes, or grant
agreements. Penalties may include the district requiring a land occupier to return the cost-share funds
received, the district repaying the State with non-state funds, and/or the district taking a yearly
reduction in cost-share grant payments(s) until the violation amount is satisfied. Minnesota Statutes,
§103C.401 establishes BWSR's obligation to assure program compliance.

a) All state base grants (State Cost Share, Easement Services, and General Services) for which
funding is requested may be reduced by five percent if satisfactory comprehensive or annual
plans are not received by the annual deadline, with an additional five percent reduction for
each month late. No base grant funds will be allocated until a satisfactory plan is received.
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b) If the state becomes aware of cases where a district knowingly participates in accepting
fraudulent receipts or invoices to calculate cost-share claims, the state may deny future cost-

share funds for the district.

11.0 District Cost Share Program Policies
The following items are recommended to be identified in local cost share program policies, either on a project-
by-project or annual basis:

a) Identify or describe available staff skills, training, credentials, or other means the District will
use to insure projects are installed and maintained according to standards and specifications
(see policy 5.0.)

b) Set District cost share rates to be less than or equal to rates set by the State Board (see peoliey
4.0.)

c) Establish maximum flat rates for in-kind services and materials provided by land occupiers (see

poliey 4.0.)

d) Identify practice standards to be used for design, construction, operation, and maintenance (see
petiey 2.0.)

e) Set criteria for project selection, i.e. priority watershed or location, priority practices, recording
practices, consideration of other activities in the areq, etc. (see poliey 6.0)

f)  Establish a process and local policy for addressing cost-share contract noncompliance (see
peliey 0.0).

g) State if the District is delegating authority to sign contracts and supporting program
documents to District staff. (see 6.7)

h) Other policies as necessary and applicable to the program.

For additional guidance see the BWSR Grants Manual at:
hitp://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/grants/manual/index.php# /Purpose %208 % 20Scope/7 /top
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BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

Minn
g?itgfugcggﬂ AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Authorizing the FY14 Clean Water
RP—— Competitive Grants Program-
Meeting Date: August 29, 2013
Agenda Category: [X] Committee Recommendation  [_] New Business [] Old Business
Item Type: Decision [] Discussion [ Information
Section/Region: Land and Water Section
Contact: Dave Weirens
Prepared by: Dave Weirens
Reviewed by: Grants Program and Policy Committee Committee(s)
Presented by: Dave Weirens and Marcey Westrick

[] Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda ltem Presentation
Attachments: Resolution [] Order [] Map (X Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

] None [[] General Fund Budget
[[] Amended Policy Requested [] Capital Budget
X] New Policy Requested [] Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget

Clean Water Fund Budget
[] Other:

ACTION REQUESTED

)

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)
The FY14 grants program includes four BWSR grants programs and Minnesota Department of Health Well
Sealing Grant fund.

The Competitive Grants Program is proposed to have an application period from September 3 to October 4.
The application scoring process will be conducted by staff from the DNR, MDA, MDH, PCA and BWSR staff
as has been the case in past years. Changes to the Policy have been made to update this policy from the
FY2013 Policy to ensure it is consistent with the proposed FY2014 appropriations. The Grants Program and
Policy Committee met on August 9, 2013 and reviewed the draft Policy and Request for Proposals.
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Board Resolution # 13-

FY 2014 CLEAN WATER FUND AND COMPETITIVE GRANTS
PROGRAM: POLICY AND REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS

WHEREAS, the Clean Water Fund (CWF) is established in M.S. 114D.50; and,

WHEREAS, Clean Water Funds have been appropriated to BWSR in Laws of Minnesota 2013,
Chapter 137; and,

WHEREAS, the Minnesota Department of Agriculture will be contributing Agricultural Best
Management Practices Loan Program funds; and,

WHEREAS, the Minnesota Department of Health will be contributing Well Sealing Cost Share
funds; and

WHEREAS, the Board has authority under Minn. Stat. 103B.3369 to make grants to cities,
townships, counties, soil and water conservation districts, watershed districts, joint powers
organizations, and other special purpose districts or authorities with jurisdiction in water and
related land resources management when a proposed project, practice or activity implements a
county water plan, watershed management plan, or county groundwater plan; and

WHEREAS, BWSR implementation of appropriated CWF funds is based on the Minnesota
Constitution, Article XI, Section 15 which provides that funds may be “spent only to protect,
enhance, and restore water quality in lakes, rivers, and streams and to protect groundwater from
degradation”, and that “dedicated money under this section must supplement traditional sources
of funding for these purposes and may not be used as a substitute”; and,

WHEREAS, the Board has previously endorsed an inter-agency granting strategy that included
the MN Department of Agriculture (MDA), the Department of Natural Resources (DNR), the
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA), the Department of Health (MDH), and the BWSR with the
goal of effectively coordinating water quality projects or practices funded by the CWF, and

WHEREAS, the CWF implementation strategy incorporates the purpose of M.S. 114D.20 which
directs the implementation of Clean Water Funds to be coordinated with existing authorities and
program infrastructure; and,

WHEREAS, applications for funds appropriated in Laws of Minnesota 2013, Chapter 137,
Section 7(b) will be evaluated by an interagency team consisting of staff from the MDA, the
DNR, the MPCA, the MDH, and the BWSR based on the following criteria:



Ranking Criteria

Maximum Points Possible

Proposal Description: The proposal description succinctly
describes what results the applicant is trying to achieve and how

they intend to achieve those results. >

Relationship to the Plan: The proposal is based on priority

protection or restoration actions listed in or derived from an 15

approved local water management plan.

Targeting: The proposal addresses identified critical pollution

sources impacting the water resource identified in the application. 30

Measurable Outcomes: The project or practice has a quantifiable

reduction in pollution and directly addresses the water quality 35

concern identified in the application.

Project or Practice Readiness: The proposal has a set of specific

initiatives that can be implemented soon after grant award. 10

Biennial Budget Request (BBR): A BBR was submitted by the

applicant organization in 2012. 5
Total Points Available 100

WHEREAS, applications for funds appropriated in Laws of Minnesota 2013, Chapter 137,
Section 7(c) will be evaluated by an interagency team consisting of staff from the MDA, the
DNR, the MPCA, the MDH, and the BWSR based on the following criteria:

Ranking Criteria

Maximum Points Paossible

Clarity of the proposal’s goals, standards addressed and
projected impact on land and water management and enhanced

effectiveness of future implementation projects or practices. 40

Relationship to Plan: The proposal is based on priority

protection or restoration actions listed in or derived from an o5

approved local water management plan.

Means and measures for assessing performance, milestones for

success, and capacity to measure outcomes. 20

Timeline for implementation. 15
Total Points Available 100




WHEREAS applications for a shared services or local capacity component established with
funds appropriated in Laws of Minnesota 2013, Chapter 137, Section 7(c) will be evaluated

based on the following criteria:

Ranking Criteria

Maximum Points Paossible

Clarity of proposed activities and their effect on enhanced
delivery of current or future implementation projects or

practices, targeting activities or other essential conservation 25
delivery services.
Relationship of proposed activities to identified needs from the
BBR and/or identified priorities associated with local water 30
management plans or other strategic water quality assessments.
Means and measures for assessing performance, milestones for
success, and capacity to measure outcomes. 25
Clarity of application activities to implement projects from
other fund sources or from new partnerships within the
. . 20
Technical Service Area.
Total Points Available 100

WHEREAS, applications for funds appropriated in Laws of Minnesota 2013, Chapter 137,
Section 7(h) will be evaluated by an interagency team consisting of staff from the MDA, the
DNR, the MPCA, the MDH, and the BWSR based on the following criteria:

Ranking Criteria

Maximum Points Possible

Clarity of the application’s goals, projected impact, and

involvement with community partners. 40

Relationship to Plan: The proposal is based on priority

protection or restoration actions listed in or derived from an 30

approved local water management plan.

Plan for assessing the proposal’s impact and capacity to measure

project or practice outcomes. 20

LGU capacity to implement local grant program processes and

protocols. 10
Total Points Available 100




WHEREAS, applications for Well Sealing Funds appropriated to the Minnesota Department of
Health and transferred to BWSR will be evaluated by an interagency team consisting of staff
from the MDA, the DNR, the MPCA, the MDH, and the BWSR based on the following criteria:

Ranking Criteria Maximum Points Possible
Specific wells included in the application o5
Relationship to Plan: The proposal is based on priority
protection or restoration actions listed in or derived from an 40
approved local water management plan.
Priority areas for well sealing identified.
20
Overall proposal quality and completeness
15
Total Points Available 100

WHEREAS, the Grants Program and Policy Committee reviewed the Clean Water Fund and
Competitive Grants Program Policy developed by staff on August 9, 2013.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Board hereby:
1. Authorizes staff to finalize, distribute and promote a Request For Proposals (RFP) for the
FY2014 Clean Water Fund Competitive Grants Program consistent with the provisions of

appropriations enacted in 2013, Minn. Stat. 103B.3369 and this Board resolution; and,

2. Adopts the attached FY2014 Clean Water Fund Competitive Grants Policy.

Date:

Brian Napstad, Chair
Board of Water and Soil Resources

Attachment: FY2014 Clean Water Fund Competitive Grants Policy
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Purpose

The Clean Water Fund was established to implement part of Article XI, Section 15, of the
Minnesota Constitution, with the purpose of protecting, enhancing, and restoring water quality
in lakes, rivers, and streams and to protect groundwater and drinking water sources from
degradation. The purpose of this policy is to provide expectations for implementation activities
conducted via the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) Clean Water Fund (CWF) grants.

BWSR will use grant agreements for assurance of deliverables and compliance with appropriate
statutes, rules and established policies. Willful or negligent disregard of relevant statutes, rules
and policies may lead to imposition of financial penalties or future sanctions on the grant
recipient.

The FY 2014 Clean Water Fund Competitive Grants Request for Proposals (RPF) may identify
more specific requirements or criteria when specified by statute, rule or appropriation
language.

1.0 Applicant Eligibility Requirements

Eligible applicants include local governments (counties, watershed districts, watershed
management organizations, soil and water conservation districts, and cities) or local
government joint power boards working under a current state approved and locally
adopted local water management plan or soil and water conservation district (SWCD)
comprehensive plan. Counties in the seven county metropolitan area are eligible if they
have adopted a county groundwater plan or county comprehensive plan that has been
approved by the Metropolitan Council under Minn. Stat. Chapter 473. Cities in the seven-
county metropolitan area are eligible if they have a water plan that has been approved by
a watershed district or a watershed management organization as provided under Minn.
Stat. 103B.235. Cities, including those outside of the seven-county metropolitan area,
without such plans are encouraged to work with another eligible local government if
interested in receiving grant funds. Plans must be current as of October 1st, 2013 for an
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applicant to be eligible to apply.! Applicants must also be in compliance with all
applicable federal, state, and local laws, policies, ordinances, rules, and regulations.

2.0 Match Requirements

A non-state match equal to at least 25% of the amount of Clean Water Funds requested
and/or received is required, unless specified otherwise by Board action and included in
the RFP. Matching cash or in-kind cash value provided by a landowner, land occupier,
local government or other non-state source may be used to match CWF grants.

3.0 Eligible Activities

The primary purpose of activities funded with grants associated with the Clean Water
Fund is the control, reduction, or prevention of chemical or nutrient runoff, soil erosion,
sedimentation, or materials that affect human or aquatic system health. Eligible activities
must be consistent with a watershed management plan, county comprehensive local
water management plan, soil and water conservation district comprehensive plan,
metropolitan local water plan or metropolitan groundwater plan, that has been state
approved and locally adopted or an approved total maximum daily load study (TMDL),
watershed restoration and protection strategy (WRAPs) document, surface water intake
plan, or well head protection plan. Local governments may include programs and projects
in their grant application that are derived from an eligible plan of another local
government. BWSR may request documentation outlining the cooperation between the
local government submitting the grant application and the local government that has
adopted the plan.

Eligible activities can consist of structural practices and projects, non-structural practices
and measures, project support, and grant management and reporting. Technical and
engineering assistance necessary to implement these activities are considered essential
and are to be included in the total project or practice cost.

! For the purposes of this policy watershed management organizations and metro watershed districts are not eligible if the
management plan is more than 10 years beyond the BWSR plan approval date unless the plan states a lesser period of time;
non-metro watershed districts are not eligible if the plan is more than 11 years 3 months beyond the BWSR approval date; and
counties are not eligible if the management plan is more than 10 years beyond the BWSR approval date unless properly
extended.

Board of Water and Soil Resources FY 2014 Clean Water Fund Grants Policy 2
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3.1 Structural Practices and Projects:

3.1.1 Best Management Practices

a. Practices must be designed and maintained for a minimum effective
life of ten years.

b. An operation and maintenance plan for the life of the practice shall
be included with the design standards.

c. Aninspection schedule, procedure, and assured access to the
practice site shall be included as a component of maintaining the
effectiveness of the practice.

d. The grant recipient must provide assurances that the landowner or
land occupier will keep the practice in place for its intended use for
the expected lifespan of the practice. Such assurances may include
easements, deed recordings, enforceable contracts, performance
bonds, letters of credit, and termination or performance penalties.
BWSR may allow replacement of a practice or project that does not
comply with expected lifespan requirements with a practice or
project that provides equivalent water quality benefits.

3.1.2 Capital Improvement Projects

a. Projects must be designed and maintained for a minimum effective
life of 25 years.

b. An operation and maintenance plan for the life of the project shall
be included with the design standards.

c. Aninspection schedule, procedure, and assured access to the
project site for maintenance shall be included as a component of
maintaining the effectiveness of the project.

d. The grant recipient must provide assurances that the landowner or
land occupier will keep the project in place for its intended use for
the expected lifespan of the project. Such assurances may include
easements, deed recordings, enforceable contracts, performance
bonds, letters of credit and termination or performance penalties.
BWSR may allow replacement of a practice or project that does not
comply with expected lifespan requirements with a practice or
project that provides equivalent water quality benefits.

3.1.3 Livestock Waste Management Practices
a. The application of conservation practice components to improve water
quality associated with livestock management systems that were
constructed before October 23, 2000 are eligible for funding.
b. Eligible practices and project components must meet all applicable
local, State, and Federal standards and permitting requirements.
Funded projects must be in compliance with standards upon
completion.
Board of Water and Soil Resources FY 2014 Clean Water Fund Grants Policy 3
August 9, 2013




Eligible practices are limited to best management practices listed by the
MN USDA-NRCS.
(http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/mn/programs/financial/eq
ip/?cid=nrcs142p2 023513).

Funding is limited to livestock operations that are not classified as a

Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO) and have less than 500

animal units (AUs), in accordance with MN Rule Chapter 7020.

Only livestock operations registered with the Minnesota Pollution

Control Agency in the Delta Database are eligible for funding.

BWSR reserves the right to deny, postpone or cancel funding where

financial penalties related to livestock waste management violations

have been imposed on the operator.

Feedlot Roof Structure is an eligible practice with the following

condition:

1) Flat rate payment: The maximum grant for a feedlot roof structure
is the NRCS EQIP Rate or $100,000, whichever is the lesser amount.
Funding is not eligible for projects already receiving flat rate
payment equaling or exceeding this amount from the NRCS or other
State grant funds.

Feedlot relocation is an eligible practice, with the following conditions:

1) The existing eligible feedlot must be permanently closed in
accordance with the local and State requirements and, thereafter, is
no longer eligible for Clean Water Funding. Closure activities at the
existing feedlot include fence removal, waste storage facility closure
and seeding, but funding is not authorized for removal or land
application of manure from an open lot or waste storage facility.

2) The relocated feedlot must be in compliance with all environmental
requirements.

3) Maximum grant for feedlot relocation is the NRCS EQIP Rate, or
$100,000, whichever is the lesser amount.

4) The existing and relocated livestock waste management systems
sites are considered one project for grant funding.

3.1.4 Subsurface Sewage Treatment Systems

a.

Only identified imminent threat to public health systems (ITPHS) are
eligible for grants funds, except as provided under b.

Proposed community wastewater treatment systems involving multiple
landowners are eligible for funding, but must be listed on the MPCA’s
Project Priority List (PPL) and have a Community Assessment Report
(CAR) or facilities plan [Minn. Rule 7077.0272] developed prior to the
application deadline. For community wastewater system applications
that include ITPHs, systems that fail to protect groundwater are also
eligible.

Board of Water and Soil Resources FY 2014 Clean Water Fund Grants Policy 4
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c. Inanunsewered area that is connecting into a sewer line to a municipal
waste water treatment plant (WWTP), the costs associated with
connecting the home to the sewer line is eligible for funding if the
criteria in a. and b. above are met.

3.2 Non-Structural Practices And Measures

3.2.1 Non-structural practices and activities that complement, supplement, or
exceed current minimum state standards or procedures for protection,
enhancement, and restoration of water quality in lakes, rivers, and streams
or that protect groundwater from degradation are eligible.

3.2.2 Incentives may be used to encourage landowners to install or adopt land
management practices that improve or protect water quality. Incentive
payments and enhanced protection measures should be reasonable and
justifiable, supported by grant recipient policy, consistent with prevailing
local conditions, and must be accomplished using established standards.
All incentivized practices or procedures must have a minimum duration of
at least 3 years with a goal of ongoing landowner adoption.

3.3 Project Support

Community engagement, outreach, equipment and other activities, which directly
support or supplement the goals and outcomes expected with the
implementation of items identified in 3.1 and 3.2 above.

3.4 Grant Management and Reporting

3.4.1 All grant recipients are required to report on the outcomes, activities,
and accomplishments of Clean Water Fund grants. The grant funds may
be used for local grant management and reporting that are directly
related to and necessary for implementing the project or activity.

3.4.2 Applicants, who have previously received a grant from BWSR, must be in
compliance with BWSR requirements for grantee website and eLINK
reporting before grant execution and payment.

4.0 Ineligible Activities
Projects or practices that address the following will not be considered:
a. Stormwater conveyances that collect and move runoff, but do not provide water

quality treatment;
b. Municipal wastewater treatment or drinking water supply facilities;
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c. Routine maintenance activities within the effective life of existing practices or
projects;
d. Activities having the primary purpose of water quality monitoring or assessment.
e. Livestock Waste Management Systems:
1) Projects that provide partial compliance with standards when the project is
completed;
2) Buildings;
3) Feed storage facilities;
4) Feeding facilities and equipment;
5) Manure application equipment;
6) Barn cleaners and flush systems;
7) Building foundation costs not associated with a manure storage facility; and
8) Animal buyouts.
f.  Subsurface Sewage Treatment Systems (SSTS):
1) Small community wastewater treatment systems serving over 10,000 gallons
per day with a soil treatment system, and
2) A small community wastewater treatment system that discharges treated
sewage effluent directly to surface waters without land treatment.

5.0 Structural Practice and Project Requirements

In order to ensure long-term public benefit of structural practices and projects, the
following requirements must be met by all grant recipients.

5.1 Technical and Engineering Components

Technical and/or engineering expertise is required to develop, install, and inspect
projects. Grant recipients will be required to submit documentation in their work
plan outlining:

a. Who will provide technical and engineering assistance for each of the practices
or projects to be implemented, their required credentials for providing this
assistance, or the method for selecting appropriate technical providers; and

b. Approved design, construction, operation, and maintenance standards for the
practices or projects to be implemented.

BWSR reserves the right to review the qualifications of all persons providing
technical assistance.

5.2 Practice or Project Construction and Sign-Off

Grant recipients shall verify that the practice or project was properly installed and
completed according to the plans and specifications, including technically
approved modifications, prior to authorization for payment.
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5.3 Post Construction and Follow-Up Activities

To ensure that a practice or project is functioning properly, an operation and
maintenance plan tailored to fit the site shall be developed. The operation and
maintenance plan should identify all of the maintenance activities that are needed
and specify how they will be accomplished. The plan shall be reviewed with the
land owner or occupier before installation of the practices or projects.

The grant recipient shall assure that the operation and maintenance plan is being
followed and that the practices or projects are functioning as designed by
conducting periodic site inspections.

6.0 Grantee Administration of Clean Water Fund Grants

Grant Recipients have the responsibility to approve the expenditure of funds within their
organization. The LGU administering the grant must approve or deny expenditure of funds
and the action taken must be documented in the governing body’s meeting minutes prior
to beginning the funded activity.

All grant recipient expenditure of funds providing financial assistance to landowners
requires a contract with the landowner or land occupier. The contract must adequately
address all the lifespan and operation and maintenance requirements of the practice or
project as provided by this policy including access for inspections and/or operation and
maintenance. The contract must specify enforcement provisions, up to and including
repayment of funds at a rate up to 150% of the original agreement amount. BWSR
recommends all contracts be reviewed by the grant recipient’s legal counsel.

Grant reporting, fiscal management, and administration requirements are the
responsibility of the grant recipient.

7.0 BWSR Grant Reporting, Reconciliation, and Verification Requirements

BWSR staff is authorized to develop grant agreements, including requirements and
processes for project outcomes reporting, closeouts, fiscal reconciliations, and grant
verifications.

7.1 BWSR Grant Reconciliation and Verification Procedures

a. BWSR staff will review grant recipient compliance with contractual
requirements in a manner which is consistent with the policies established by
the Office of Grants Management and adopted by the BWSR Board.

b. Elements described in the project work plan will be reviewed during grant
reconciliation.
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c. Project files for CWF expenditures including landowner contact information,
contracts, bills and invoices, inspection schedule, structural practice and
project operation and maintenance information, design plans, and
miscellaneous communication must be retained by the grant recipient
pursuant to MS 138.17 and consistent with ongoing record retention
schedules.

d. Inthe event there is a violation of the terms of the grant agreement, BWSR will
enforce the grant agreement and evaluate appropriate actions including
repayment of grant funds at a rate up to 150% of the grant agreement.

For additional information, see the BWSR grants manual at:
http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/grants/manual/index.php#/Purpose%208&%20Scope/7/top
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BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

Minnesota
gﬁ{tgﬁgﬂ AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Cooperative Weed Management Area Program
Grant Request For Proposal

Meeting Date: August 29, 2013
Agenda Category: [X] Committee Recommendation [ ] New Business [C] Old Business
Item Type: Decision [] Discussion [] Information
Section/Region:
Contact: Dan Shaw
Prepared by: Dan Shaw
Reviewed by: Grants Program and Policy Committee Committee(s)
Presented by: Wayne Zellmer

[ Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation
Attachments: [] Resolution [] Order [] Map Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

[] None X General Fund Budget
[] Amended Policy Requested [] Capital Budget
[L] New Policy Requested [_] Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget

] Clean Water Fund Budget
[] Other: -

ACTION REQUESTED
Approval of FY2014 and FY2015 Cooperative Weed Management Area (CWMA) Program Grants.

LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

The Board was appropriated $100,000 in each year of the FY2014-15 biennium of cost share grant funds for
"cooperative weed management grants and to restore native plants in selected invasive management sites by
providing local native seeds to landowners for implementation". Staff have developed a proposal to make
these funds available to qualifying cooperative weed management groups. The Grants Program and Policy
Committee reviewed the proposal on August 9, 2013 and is recommending Board approval.

8/19/2013 6:33 AM Page 1
Request for Board Action Form 2010.doc



Board Resolution #
Minrlzfs?ta
Wﬁergsoﬂ Cooperative Weed Management Area Program Authorization
Resources

WHEREAS, the Board of Water and Soil Resources is authorized by Minnesota Statutes
103C.501 to implement the Erosion Control and Water Management Program (Cost Share); and

WHEREAS, the Minnesota Legislature, by Chapter 114 Minn. Session Laws 2013 has
appropriated cost share funding to BWSR, including funding specifically for the Cooperative
Weed Management Area (CWMA) Program; and,

WHEREAS, the CWMA Grant Program administered by the Board of Water and Soil
Resources (BWSR), provides financial assistance to soil and water conservation districts
(SWCD) to develop and sustain Cooperative Weed Management Areas, to control emerging
weed threats, and manage natural areas and conservation lands through an integrated pest
management and ecosystem approach; and

WHEREAS, the BWSR staff are proposing the following grant allocation policies:

n  SWCDs are the eligible grant applicants for this program. Other groups may apply in
partnership with SWCDs to develop and operate CWMA projects. Existing CWMAS or
new terrestrial weed management groups partnering with SWCDs in Minnesota are
eligible applicants.

v $200,000 is available for the program for FY2014 and FY2015 combined. Eligible
applicants may receive up to $15,000.

»  This grant can be used for a wide variety of activities related to setting up a CWMA,
conducting outreach and education, weed mapping, managing invasive species and
monitoring,

n Applicants may propose using more than 20% technical and administrative costs as
provided in 3.1 of the Erosion Control and Water Management Program Policy, August
2013.

= To the extent possible, projects must plant vegetation following BWSR’s Native
Vegetation Establishment and Enhancement Guidelines.

" Proposals will be reviewed and scored by both BWSR staff members and members of the
Project Advisory Team using the program ranking criteria. The Advisory Team is an
interagency group established to assist in the development of this grant program.
Proposals will be scored to determine which projects can be funded, based on available
dollars. Once projects are selected for funding, the project manager will be notified.



*  CWMA program requirements for payment schedules, incomplete applications,
reporting, prevailing wage, conflict of interest, and minimum software requirements are
consistent with other BWSR grant programs.

WHEREAS, the Grant Program and Policy Committee met on August 9, 2013 and is
recommending the Board authorize the FY2014-15 CWMA Grant Program based on the policies
contained in this resolution.

NOW THEREFORE, the BWSR hereby authorizes staff to authorizes staff to finalize,
distribute and promote a Request for Proposals (RFP) for the Cooperative Weed Management
Area Grant Program consistent with the appropriations enacted in 2013 and this Board
resolution.

Date:

Brian Napstad, Chair
Board of Water and Soil Resources
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Program Purpose: To establish strong and sustainable CWMAs
across Minnesota for the effective control of invasive species and protection of

conservation lands and natural areas.

Reasons CWMAs are Needed Across Minnesota

1) They provide effective weed mapping, education, outreach and management

leading to the control of emerging and established invasive species.
2) They work effectively across geographic and ownership boundaries.
3) They develop strong partnerships to leverage expertise and funding

4) They help prevent significant ecological and economic losses from invasive

species

5) They protect the diversity and resiliency of natural areas and conservation

lands.

CWMA and Program Funding History:
CWMAs started in western states to manage grazing lands. Clay County had the
first Minnesota CWMA, acting as a model for the BWSR program that started in

2008.
-FY 2008,/2009 - $400,000 (legislative appropriation)
-FY 2010/2011 - $200,000 (legislative appropriation)

-FY 2012 - $232,470 {funded with cost-share roll-over funds)

-FY2013 — No funding available

Current Status of Program

There are 23 existing groups in MN and 3
new groups (Marshall, Itasca, Cook) forming
covering 33 counties. The extent of CWMAs
in Minnesota is now on-par with surrounding
states (see map below). It does not have a
stable/predictable funding source. BWSR
staff and members of the interagency
advisory group have been discussing funding
options

CWMASs across the Midwest
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What is a CWMA? ...a local
organization that provides a
mechanism for sharing
invasive species
management resources
across jurisdictional
boundaries in order to
achieve widespread
invasive species prevention
and control.
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CWMA Models: Of the 23 groups in the state the following are three examples of how CWMAs
are tackling weed issues across Minnesota:

Becker CWMA

Focus: Emerging weed threats- crown vetch, common tansy,
spotted knapweed, leafy spurge, wild parsnip.

Started: 2006 with a National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
Grant (NFWF).

Mapping: Conducted baseline GIS mapping of all invasive
weeds in the county.

Management Action: Combined manual, biological and

Marsha Watland of Becker CWMA meeting with
cultural treatments for target species across the county.

landowners

Strength of Program: Through mapping, partnering with the
County Hwy. Dept., establishment of a gravel pit certification
program and developing a landowner cost-share program

they have achieved effective control of weeds in the county.

Kittson

Marshalt
: Wright CWMA
Peaningion . ’ .
; TH (e Focus: Wild Parsnip control (a significant
e agricultural, ecological, and human health threat to
,“_;_;E,**M* the county), now adding other species.

Started: 2008 with BWSR Funding.

Mapping: GIS Mapping of parsnip locations across
county.

Management Action: Worked with over 100
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5 £learns Strength of Program: Partnership with County Hwy.
| . - Dept., Townships and Landowners to halt the
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Wabasha CWMA

Focus: Addressing emerging weed threats from
Japanese knotweed and Japanese barberry, as well
as common buckthorn and invasive honeysuckle
shrubs.
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Started: 2008 with BWSR Funding, developed own
cost-share program.

Mapping: GIS Mapping of 1000 acres of invasive
species populations.

Management Action: Over 150 acres have been
treated for removal of invasive species in important
habitat areas.

Strength of Program: Effective control of emerging
weed threats. Focus on protecting intact plant
communities and re-seeding native vegetation after

R R
Terri Peters of Wabasha CWMA monitoring removal.
invasive species




Min't:jes?ta FY 2014-15 Cooperative Weed Management Area Program

B .
‘;ﬁg{%ﬁg" Request for Proposal (RFP)

The Cooperative Weed Management Area (CWMA) Program was developed in 2008 to promote
the cooperative control of invasive species across geographic boundaries to manage and
protect natural areas and conservation lands. $200,000 is available for FY2014 and 2015 for
existing Minnesota CWMAs/terrestrial weed management partnerships through this request for
proposal.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

RFEP GENERAL INFORMATUION ssuvisveiinisusossnnsivenissivenessivonssvanssisssssssisssdiass sigiisssssesavasssssisseiivinssissiisiisssia 2
CWIVIA PROGRAN GOALS icxussiniinininnsmsnsioss s iassinsdsvaisihinsssnis savsgesssasianuesossonssissnuenssvnmtavss ounssss ivasesivivanassas 2
KEY CONSIDERATIONS FOR BWSR GRANTS: 55 svsssnsvivessivisusaisuusnsasusvvanrsssninssvvrsin s soseninsasnbsannesonvamarreseessnne 2
P ROJECT PERIOD asunsasernssssssassernnsserssssssssssssssssssssssrsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnssssssssssrssssssssssssssssssstsassnasnrs 2
PAYNIENT SCHEDULE ssimnsrissss snissssssss v iasos s a0 poss vonsn s nn iy GUmnst funbnu i ame s s sieiiies s3u Voosn v g S0 SAERA I MITRBURIN AT AR anED 3
T 17y e LT Ny — 3
APPLICANT DEADLINE AND TIMELINE FOR FY2012 CWIMA FUNDING uvvisreersssrsnrsnsssssrsesssrsssenssnssaresssnsssassssnnassses 3
INCOTPLETE APPLICATIONS Siariovisnis oonivsim s s e o s e e o s VR i e S A S SR R 3
CWF PROJECT REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 11uvuuusssrnnssssrsasssnsssrssnssssnnssssssssssssssssssasssssssssssasssssssassrisimnsiirsansns 4
GRANTS AND PUBLIC INFORMATION t1teuvernnssssssssssssssssassssssssssssnssssssssssssssssmsssssmnmnsssssssssstnssssssrsnertrsennnssssnsns 4
PREVAIEING WAGE oo ssrssis v somenvs s i s s o a o F s Do vy T e oo s o s S S e e PR 4
CONFLICT/OF INTEREST u:50mms v vai s vsss suss s vs s by e4ns s s s sw 50 40 000 080008 450 DO TR RSO SO RSSO S S AR T VA Ve i v v waws 4
MINIMUM SOFTWARE REQUIREIMENTS 44veerssssssasssssesssssssssssnsssssnsssssmnessssssssmsnesssennsssssnssssnssssesrsnmaerrssnmmsssnnmin 5
OUESTIONS s s s S e o e B S A R T e s S s e s M 5
APPLICATION GUIDELINES isssvivausivsassssaunsssonbuniisss st esnsisons aaisninsesss i s ssassississsssasivaissisissisvserivnisisnuss 5
FY 2014 CWMA Program Request for Proposal (RFP) 1

DATED: August9, 2013



RFP General Information

CWMA Program Goals

1. Develop and sustain strong partnerships hetween landowners, government units and
other interested partners to manage invasive species across geographic boundaries

2. Control emerging weed threats and manage invasive species that threaten natural areas
and conservation lands

3. Facilitate the removal of invasive plant species through an integrated pest management
approach, and the restoration/reconstruction of native plant communities through an
ecosystem approach.

Key Considerations for BWSR Grants

1. Applicants, who have previously received a grant from BWSR, must be in compliance
with BWSR requirements for grantee website and eLINK reporting before grant
execution and payment.
The payment schedule has been changed from previous CWMA Grant offerings.
Match may be provided from any non-state source.
Minimum software requirements are established.
Documentation of Conflict of Interest procedures is required for awardees.
Applicants may propose using more than 20% of the grant funds for technical and
administrative costs as provided in 3.1 of the Erosion Control and Management Policy,
August 2013.

Sy (G o o B

BWSR Assistance

BWSR Board Conservationists are available to help applicants with grant application
development and questions. A map showing the Board Conservationist work areas is available
at: http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/contact/BC areas.pdf. Questions can also be directed to the
Dan Shaw, the Program Manager at dan.shaw@state.mn.us, 651-296-0644.

Applicant Eligibility
e Asthe CWMA Program is a State Cost-share Program SWCDs are the only eligible
applicants. Other organizations may apply in partnership with SWCDs to help develop
and operate the Cooperative Weed Management Area project.
e Existing CWMAs or new terrestrial weed management groups partnering with SWCDs in
Minnesota are eligible applicants for this RFP.

Project Period

The project period starts when the grant agreement is “executed,” meaning all required
signatures have been obtained. Work that occurs before this date is not eligible for
reimbursement with grant funds, and cannot be used as match. All grants must be completed
by December 31, 2016.

FY 2014 CWMA Program Request for Proposal (RFP) 2
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Payment Schedule

Grant payments will be distributed in three installments to the grantee. The first payment of
50% of the grant amount will be paid after execution of the grant agreement. However, initial
grant payments will be retained until applicants are in compliance with all BWSR website and
eLINK reporting requirements for previously awarded BWSR grants. The grantee will provide
notification to BWSR when a minimum of 50% of the awarded grant funds have heen
expended. The second payment of 40% of the grant amount will be paid once the grantee has
expended the first 50% of the grant and has provided BWSR with reconciliation of these
expenditures. The last 10% will be paid after all final reporting requirements are met by the
established reporting timelines and grantee has provided BWSR with reconciliation of these

expenditures.

Native Vegetation

To the extent possible, applicable projects must have vegetation planted or seed sown only of
ecotypes native to Minnesota, and preferably of the local ecotype, using a high diversity of
species originating from as close to the project site as possible, and protect existing native
prairies from genetic contamination. See guidance at:
http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/native_vegetation/seeding guidelines.pdf .

Application Deadline and Timeline for FY 2014 CWMA Funding
No late submissions or incomplete applications will be considered for funding.

e QOctober7,2013 Application period begins

o November 8, 2013 Application deadline at 4:30 PM*

e January 22,2014 BWSR Board authorizes grant awards

e February 2014 BWSR grant agreements sent out to recipients
e March 17,2014 Work plan approval deadline

e April1,2014 Grant execution deadline

Incomplete Applications:
Applications that do not comply with all application requirements will not be considered for
funding, as provided below.

e Components of the application are incomplete, missing, or exceeds narrative page
length requirements;

e Any required documentation is missing; and

e The match amount does not meet grant requirements.
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CWMA Program Reporting Requirements

e All grant recipients are required to report on the outcomes, activities, and
accomplishments of CWMA grants. The grant funds may be used for local grant
management and reporting that are directly related to and necessary for implementing
the activity.

e BWSR CWMA Funds will be administered via a standard grant agreement. BWSR will
use grant agreements as contracts for assurance of deliverables and compliance with
appropriate statutes, rules and established policies. Willful or negligent disregard of
relevant statutes, rules and policies may lead to imposition of financial penalties on the
grant recipient.

e All BWSR funded projects will be required to develop a work plan including detail
relating to the outcome(s) of the proposed project. All activities will be reported via the
eLINK reporting system. For more information on eLINK go to:
http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/outreach/eLINK/index.html.

e Grant recipients must display on their website the previous calendar year’s detailed
information on the expenditure of grant funds and measurable outcomes as a result of
the expenditure of funds according to the format specified by the BWSR, by March 15th
2015 and 2016.

Grants and Public Information

Under Minnesota Statute 13.599, responses to an RFP are nonpublic until the application
deadline is reached. At that time, the name and address of the applicant, and the amount
requested becomes public. All other data is nonpublic until the negotiation of the grant
agreement with the selected applicant are completed. After the application evaluation process
is completed, all data (except trade secret data) becomes public. Data created during the
evaluation process are nonpublic until the negotiation of the grant agreement with the selected
applicant(s) is completed.

Prevailing Wage

It is the responsibility of the grant recipient or contractor to pay prevailing wages on
construction projects to which state prevailing wage laws apply (Minn. Stat. 177.42 — 177.44).
All laborers and mechanics employed by grant recipients and subcontractors funded in whole
or in part with state funds included in this RFP shall be paid wages at rates not less than those
prevailing on projects of a character similar in the locality. Additional information on prevailing
wage requirements is available on the Department of Labor and Industry (DOLI) website:
http://www.dli.mn.gov/LS/PrevWage.asp. Questions about the application of prevailing wage
rates should be directed to DOLI at 651-284-5091. The Grant recipient is solely responsible for
payment of all required prevailing wage rates.

Conflict of Interest

State Grant Policy 08-01, (see http://www.admin.state.mn.us/ogm policies and_statute.html)
Conflict of Interest for State Grant-Making, also applies to BWSR grantees. Grantees’ conflicts
of interest are generally considered organizational conflicts of interest. Organizational conflicts
of interest occur when:
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1) A grantee is unable or potentially unable to render impartial assistance or advice
due to competing duties or loyalties,

2) A grantee’s objectivity in carrying out the grant is or might be otherwise
impaired due to competing duties or loyalties, or

3) A grantee or potential grantee has an unfair competitive advantage through
being furnished unauthorized proprietary information or source selection
information that is not available to all competitors.

Minimum Software Requirements
The applicant must use Microsoft (MS) Office 2007 or newer software in order to utilize the
applications MS Excel and MS Word documents.

Questions

This RFP and the Erosion Control and Water Management Policy, August 2013 adopted by the
BWSR (http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/grants/index.html) provide the framework for funding
and administration of the CWMA Program. Questions regarding grant applications should be
directed to your area Board Conservationist or Clean Water Specialist
(http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/contact/index.html) or the Program Manager, Dan Shaw.

Application Guidelines

e Proposals should demonstrate significant, measureable project outputs and outcomes”.
As appropriate, outputs should include scientifically credible estimates of both short-
term and long term benefits as well as other measures such as: acres of invasive species
treated, increases in diversity levels, etc.

e Proposals must have plans for long-term maintenance and inspection monitoring for the
duration of the project’s effective life.

e Proposals should demonstrate that, when appropriate, a sufficient partnership exists to
implement the project.

e $200,000 is available for the program for FY2014 and FY2015 combined. Up to $15,000
can be requested by CWMAs/terrestrial weed management partnerships in Minnesota.

e The CWMA program requires a minimum match of 25% (non-state) or in-kind cash value
that can be directly attributed to project accomplishments.

o Applicants are required to fill out a project budget summarizing proposed activities and
expenditures including proposed actual technical and administrative costs. Applicants
may propose using more than 20% of the grant funds for technical and administrative
costs as provided in 3.1 of the Erosion Control and Management Policy, August 2013,

' The term “outcome” means the result, effect or consequence that will occur from carrying out the environmental program or activity
associated with the application. Qutcomes may be environmental, behavioral, health related or programmatic in nature but must be
quantitative. They may not necessarily be achievable within the grant agreement timeline.

The term “output” or “intermediate outcome” means an environmental activity, effort and/or associated work product related to an
environmental goal and objective that will be produced or provided over a period of time or by a specified date, Outputs may be quantitative
or qualitative but must be measurable during the grant agreement timeline.
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e The program application (to be posted on the BWSR website on 10-22-13) consisting of
a narrative and budget form must be electronically submitted to BWSR at the following
address: BWSR.grants@state.mn.us by 11:59 PM on November 14, 2013.

Table 1: Cooperative Weed Management Area Program Ranking Criteria

Maximum Points
Ranking Criteria Possible

Anticipated Outcomes: The outcomes expected upon completion of the project
initiatives are identified, as well as how these outcomes will be attained.

45

Relationship to CWMA and Conservation Plans: The proposal and species of
focus are based on priority actions listed in or derived from CWMA plans, and 25
other local, state and federal conservation and invasive species plans.

Species Focus and Management Approach: An approach is defined to manage
invasive species using integrated pest management and ecosystem restoration.

30

Total Points Available 100

FY 2014 CWMA Program Request for Proposal (RFP) 6
DATED: August9, 2013




BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

Minrl}fS?ta
E%:tﬁ{ag‘cfés"“ AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Feedlot Water Quality Cost Share Grants
[ Y
Meeting Date: August 29, 2013
Agenda Category: Committee Recommendation  [_] New Business [] Old Business
Item Type: Decision [] Discussion ] Information
Section/Region:
Contact: Matt Drewitz
Prepared by: Matt Drewitz and Dave Weirens
Reviewed by: Grants Program and Policy Committee Committee(s)
Presented by: Dave Weirens

[] Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation
Attachments:  [] Resolution [] Order [] Map Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

[] None X] General Fund Budget
[ ] Amended Policy Requested [] Capital Budget
[] New Policy Requested [[] Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget

[] Clean Water Fund Budget
[] Other:

ACTION REQUESTED
Approval of FY2014 and FY2015 Feedlot Water Quality Cost Share Grants.

LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

The Board was appropriated $260,000 in each year of the FY2014-15 biennium of cost share grant funds for

"feedlot water quality grants for feedlots under 300 animal units in areas where there are impaired

waters;". Staff have developed a proposal to make these funds available to projects proposed in FY2013 that

were not funded with Clean Water Funds. The Grants Program and Policy Committee reviewed the proposal
on August 9, 2013 and is recommending Board approval.

8/19/2013 6:48 AM Page 1
Request for Board Action Form 2010.doc



Board Resolution #

an
M?aterngm! Feedlot Water Quality Cost Share Grants Program Authorization
Resources

WHEREAS, the Board of Water and Soil Resources is authorized by Minnesota Statutes
103C.501 to implement the Erosion Control and Water Management Program (Cost Share); and

WHEREAS, the Minnesota Legislature, by Chapter 114 Minn. Session Laws 2013 has
appropriated cost share funding to BWSR, including funding specifically for Feedlot Water
Quality Cost Share Grants; and,

WHEREAS, the CWMA Grant Program administered by the Board of Water and Soil
Resources (BWSR), provides financial assistance to soil and water conservation districts
(SWCD) to develop and sustain Cooperative Weed Management Areas, to control emerging
weed threats, and manage natural areas and conservation lands through an integrated pest
management and ecosystem approach; and

WHEREAS, the BWSR staff are proposing the following grant allocation policies:

1. Utilize the entire biennial appropriation of funds $520,000 in FY 2014 to fund 4-6 feedlot
projects. Grant agreements will be funded in the fall of 2013 to enable fall construction.

2. Projects will be selected from the FY 2013 CWT list of unfunded livestock waste
management projects.

3. Projects will be funded based on their scores and pollution loading potential.

4. Of the projects on the FY2013 application list; 2 projects that were ineligible last year
due to incomplete applications will be considered for funding as they scored very high.
Eligibility issues have now been resolved.

5. Additional projects will be funded that are riparian in nature or have a direct hydrologic
connection to surface or ground water.

6. Several of these projects are expected to have a Federal NRCS EQIP funding component.
The BWSR State Cost Share funds will be vital to leveraging these Federal funds and
ensuring these projects will be completed.

7. If a project from the BWSR funding list is canceled or has cost under runs that results in
funding being returned to BWSR, BWSR will continue to fund additional livestock
projects in priority order from the FY 2013 Clean Water Fund list.

WHEREAS, the Grant Program and Policy Committee met on August 9, 2013 and is
recommending the Board authorize the FY2014-15 Feedlot Water Quality Grants based on the
policies contained in this resolution.

NOW THEREFORE, the BWSR hereby authorizes staff to award Feedlot Water Quality Cost
Share funds to projects consistent with the appropriations enacted in 2013 and this Board
resolution.



Brian Napstad, Chair
Board of Water and Soil Resources

Date:




State Cost Share Program Implementation of FY 2014-15

Livestock Waste Management Provisions

Figure 1: Proposed List of Eligible Livestock Projects from the FY 2013 CWF Application Un-funded List

Funding SWCD Livestock Producer | FY 2013 CWF | § Amount S FY 2014 State
Priority Score Requested for Cost Share
Rank FY 2014 State Award
Cost Share Amounts
1 Rock SWCD Wayne Brands 95 $112,000 $112,000
2 Pipestone Craig Hawes 75 $55,000 $55,000
SWCD
3 Fillmore SWCD Bob Biel 65* $170,083 $170,083
4 Root River Mark Gerrard 70 $32,000 $32,000
SWCD
5 Dodge SWCD** | Countryside Dairy 70 $165,940 $150,917
6,7,8 Todd SWCD 3 Additional 60 $55,050 S0
projects from Todd
SWCD tied for 60
points
Totals

*This project would have scored 100 points if we applied the newly revised riparian definition. This
project was just outside of the 300 foot riparian corridor, but this project has direct hydrologic
connection to a nearby stream. The riparian score was worth 35 points.

**Dodge County was the original applicant and Dodge SWCD would need to be willing to administer the
grant. This project would only he eligible for partial funding.
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MEMORANDOM

Date: August 15, 2013
To: BWSR Board
From:  Matt Drewitz, BWSR Clean Water Specialist

RE: State Cost Share Program Implementation of FY 2014-15 Livestock Waste
Management Provisions

Background

The legislature appropriated $260,000 in FY2014 and $260,000 in FY2015 from the State Cost Share program
appropriation for livestock water quality management grants to SWCDs. Eligible livestock facilities need to be
less than 300 animal units (AUs) in size and located in an impaired watershed. The amount of funding
dedicated for this grant program is relatively small compared to Clean Water Fund and other competitive grant
allocations that BWSR works with. BWSR staff believes that running a separate competitive grants process
would not be an efficient use of BWSR and SWCD staff time. In addition, BWSR staff believes mixing the State
Costs Share funds with FY 2014 Clean Water Fund (CWF) competitive RFP could be confusing to applicants.

In FY 2013, BWSR received over $7M in competitive grant applications for livestock water quality management
grants for approximately $2M in available funds. This was the most competitive grant cycle for livestock
projects that we have seen with CWFs and BWSR funded all eligible projects that received 75 points or more.
BWSR staff recently reviewed the list of unfunded applications and believes there are projects that would solve
high priority water quality problems and also meet the criteria for the State Cost Share funds.

Proposal

1.

Utilize the entire biennial appropriation of funds $520,000 in FY 2014 to fund 4-6 feedlot projects from
the FY 2013 CWF list of unfunded livestock waste management projects. Grant agreements would be
executed in the fall of 2013 to enable fall construction.

Projects will be selected from the FY 2013 CWF list of unfunded livestock waste management projects.
Projects will be funded in the priority to their scores and pollution loading potential.

Of the projects on the FY2013 application list; 2 projects that were ineligible last year due to
incomplete applications will be considered for funding as they scored very high. Eligibility issues have
now been resolved.

Fund 2-4 additional projects that are riparian in nature or have a direct hydrologic connection to
surface or ground water. In particular, one project that would be funded with these funds had very
high pollution loading and was just outside of the 300 foot riparian zone. Further investigation has
shown a direct connection of the feedlot runoff to a nearby stream.

Most of these projects will have a Federal NRCS EQIP funding component. The BWSR State Cost Share
funds will be vital to leveraging these Federal funds and ensuring these projects will be completed.

If a project from the BWSR funding list is canceled or has cost under runs that results in funding being
returned to BWSR, BWSR will continue to fund additional livestock projects in priority order from the
FY 2013 Clean Water Fund list.




BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Disaster Recovery Assistance Program
Meeting Date: August 29, 2013
Agenda Category: Committee Recommendation  [] New Business [] OId Business
Item Type: X Decision [] Discussion [[] Information
Section/Region: Land & Water
Contact: Wayne Zellmer
Prepared by: Wayne Zellmer
Reviewed by: Grant Program & Policy Committee(s)
Presented by: Wayne Zellmer

[] Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation
Attachments: Resolution [ Order [] Map [X] Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

[ None [[] General Fund Budget
[] Amended Policy Requested [[] Capital Budget
New Policy Requested [] Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget

[] Clean Water Fund Budget
[] Other:

ACTION REQUESTED
Approval of proposed resolution adopting policy

LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)
Disasters and emergency legislative funding occur frequently and usually unpredictably (10 times in the last 13
years). Inthe event of a disaster, program policy and consistent guidelines will provide BWSR staff and LGUs
the needed BWSR implementation information and related processes of other state and federal assistance
providers. The Grants Program & Policy Committee forwards their recommendation for approval from their
May 22, 2013 Meeting.

8/13/2013 9:02 AM Page 1
Request for Board Action Form 2010.doc
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Board Resolution #

Disaster Recovery Assistance Program Policy

WHEREAS, disasters and emergency legislative funding occur frequently and usually
unpredictably; and,

WHEREAS, program policy (and guidance) will provide BWSR staff and LGUs the needed
implementation information and related recovery processes, of BWSR and other state and federal
assistance providers; and,

WHEREAS, the Disaster Recovery Assistance Program (DRAP) is authorized by Minnesota
Statutes §12A.05 to address critical conservation problems resulting from a natural disaster; and,

WHEREAS, the Grants Program & Policy Committee at their May 22, 2013 Meeting reviewed
and recommended approval of the DRAP Policy.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the BWSR hereby adopts the DRAP Policy; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, authorizes the Executive Director to activate the DRAP
Policy in the event of a disaster.

Date:

Brian Napstad, Chair
Board of Water and Soil Resources

Attachment: Disaster Recovery Assistance Program Policy

H:DRAFPBR



August 29, 2013

a POLICY -

Disaster Recovery Assistance Program

Overview

Disasters and emergency legislative funding occur:frequently and usually uhﬁfedictably These
characteristics require a standard operating procedure for BWSR staff and LGUs to.follow to optimize
efficiencies, responsiveness, and legislative appropnahons In the évent of a disastet; program policy
(and guidance) will provide BWSR staff and LGUs the needed 1mplementat|on tnformatlon and related
processes, of BWSR and other state and federal assistance prowders

Purpose

'overnmental Units (LGUs) to mstall repa|r or rehabilitate erosion and
r quality an_d_watershed protect|on projects in the dlsaster area. This
Program will utilize appro'p_ _‘ations fo {
Watershed Protectlon Prolects, an p

Actlvation

The Board of Water and Soil Resc)urces (BWSR) may activate the Disaster Recovery Assista nce Program

(DRAP) in the event of a natural dlsaster or extreme environmental impact. The DRAP is authorized by

Minnesota Statutes §12A.05 to address critical conservation problems resulting from a natural disaster.
This Policy is activated by BWSR resolution or by authority delegated to the Executive Director.

1|Page
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Erosion and Sediment Control, and Water Quality and Watershed Protection

LGUs are responsible for the administration and decisions concerning the local use of these funds in
accordance with Minnesota Statutes, Minnesota Rules, BWSR policies; and all other applicable laws.
BWSR will use grant agreements and contracts for assurance of deliverables and compliance, with
applicable laws, rules and policies. Non-compliance with relevant statutes, rules, and policies may lead
to imposition of financial penalties on the LGU.

1.0

N fers and Local Government Umts must first pursue insurance assistance, and

Conservation practices that address erosion and water quality problems
assocuated with imminent: threats to prlvate or public rmprovements

eligible federal program fundtng to repalr damages on their properties, respectively, in

2.2 St'ate;,funds appropr_rated for a disaster response should be used when possible to

partrfer-_wifrh federe‘i':funding for applicable disaster assistance on private lands as non-

federal rﬁéfehffe';r}ffe:deral programs including, but not limited to:

2.2.1

2.2.2

2,23

2.2.4

2.2.5

Emeréency Watershed Protection Program (EWP) (NRCS)
Emergency Conservation Program (ECP) (FSA)
Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) (NRCS)
Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP) (NRCS)

Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) (FSA)

3|Page



2.3

2.4

3.0

2.2.6 Individual Assistance (IA) - FEMA
State disaster appropriated funds with no match

Other state or local funds

Local Governmental Unit Eligibility Criteria

Funds are allocated to LGUs based on the following minimum criteria:

3.1
3.2
3.3

3.4

40

Location within the applicable defined disaster area;and,

A Board Conservationist approved LGU damage. assessment; and,

A MN Recovers Task Force Natural Resources Subcommlttee or Board Conservationist
review and approval of requests for fund 'iand 3
BWSR Policy. :

Eligible Actl\ntles

Specific preventative practices may also be allowed through pollcy or approprratlon

4.1

Practice Standards. All practlces must be consrstent wath the NRCS Field Office

speaﬂcatlons for operatlon and mamtenance for the effective life of the given practice,

. mcludlng an’ mspechon schedule and procedure Practices where runoff or sediment

purpose wu_th‘::normal o_peratlon and m_amtenance are ineligible. Vegetative practlces
must follow the BWSR Native Vegetation Establishment and Enhancement Guidelines,

: ,;;;to the extent pt'a‘e'ticable.

4.2

4.3

Effectlve Life. All's uctural practices must be designed and maintained for a minimum

effective. life of ten' ears unless a longer term is specified in the design. The beginning
date for a practu_:e_,s ‘effective life is the same date final payment is approved and the

project is considered complete.

The grant recipient must provide assurances that the landowner or land occupier will
keep the practice in place for its intended use for the expected lifespan of the practice.
Such assurances may include easements, deed recordings, enforceable contracts,
performance bonds, letters of credit, and termination or performance penalties.

Repair or Replacement of Damaged Practices. Repair of damage to a conservation
practice is eligible if the practice was installed using approved standards, damage was
caused by reasons beyond the control of the land occupier, and damage or failure of the
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practice was not due to improper maintenance of the practice within the effective life.
BWSR may allow replacement of a damaged practice or project that does not comply
with expected lifespan requirements with a practice or project that provides equivalent
water quality benefits.

5.0 Technical and Administrative Expenses

Disaster Recovery and Assistance Program funds may be used for reasonable technical and
administrative (TA) expenses. Eligible TA expenses include the followihg activities: grant administration,
site investigations and assessments, design and cost est|mates, construct|on supervision, and
construction inspections. These expenditures must be approprlateiy documented according to the
Grants Manual.

6.0 Cost Share Rates

Cost share rates represent the percent of the mstallatton cost of a:practice that may be prowded toa
land occupier for materials and labor necessary to install the practlce :

6.1 ' el_lgl_b_le for up to—_l_DO__% state and/or federal cost share on

Maximum Rates. PrOJectsf_

6.2

6.3 :Match and In Kmd.;_;A‘ and'occup|er may provide the remainder of the installation cost
: : through in-kind setvices or matetrials, or non-state funds. The LGU shall determine
whether charges for m,kmd services and materials are practical and reasonable.
. Standard rates for in-kind services shall be identified in the LGU’s cost share program
: ?‘pollcy or governlng body resolutlon

7.0 Technlcal Expertlse
The LGU Board and staff have the responsnblllty to ensure that the designated technical staff have the
appropriate technical expertlse, skills and training for their assigned role(s). Appropriate expertise may
include, but is not limited to, the following: conservation partnership Technical Approval Authority,
professional licensure, reputable vendor with applicable expertise and liability coverage, or other
applicable credentials, training and/or expertise.

7.1 Technical Provider Skills. The LGU’s cost-share policy must contain a description of staff
skills, training, or credentials; or a description of other means the LGU will use to insure
projects meet the requirements of this policy. This requirement is to demonstrate LGU
capacity to design and install practices according to appropriate standards and
specifications of the practice(s).
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7.2 BWSR Review. BWSR reserves the right to review the licensure and credentials of all
technical provider staff selected by the LGU, where appropriate.

8.0 Expenditure of Funds on Practices and Contracts
The LGU Governing Body or delegated entity has the authority and responsibility to encumber and
approve expenditure of funds within their own organization. The action taken must be documented in
the LGU official records. Grant reporting, fiscal management, and administration requirements are the
responsibility of the grant recipient (See also 11.0.). BWSR recommends contracts be reviewed by the
LGU’s legal counsel.

8.1 Cost Share Contract. All LGU expenditures of fun‘dé: broviding financial assistance to

practices are installed according to approved standards and specifications, and
maintained accordmg to operauons and maintenance plans The contract must specify

recover and enforce the contract at a rate up to. 150% of the onglnal Iandowner
agreement (See also 10:3:).. The required contract can be found on the BWSR website.
Land occupier means a percon corporahon or: Iegal entity that holds title to or is in
possession of land as an owner Iessee tenant, or-otherwise. If the land occupier is not
the Iandowner the contract must also bear the Iandowner s signature.

8.1.1 i Contract Modlf:catmns Mod|f|cat|ons to the contract may be made prior

i to executlon :
8.1.2'5:;.:Contract Amendments Cha nges toan executed contract are considered

d Prior to' approvrng an amendment, technical staff must attest
___:that the amendment has merit. Amendments shall not be considered or
approved after___the end of the contract or after approval to issue final
; pay:r‘,n_e_nt on the?o'riginal contract has been made.
: 8.1.3 Group Projects. Where the cooperation of several land occupiers is
required for implementation of a project; and the land occupiers have
agrfee:d* to the project, division of payments for the project, and signed a
' ”gtoiijp project addendum to the cost-share contract; the LGU may enter
into a contract with only the group spokesperson of the contract.

8.2 Contract Approval. LGU Boards must approve or deny the contract. The action taken
must be documented in the LGU’s meeting minutes. Approval of a contract is
considered approval for expenditure of funds.
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8.3 Emergency Work. Projects where emergency work began prior to LGU or BWSR
approval may he eligible for financial assistance with adequate documentation as
detailed in DRAP Guidance.

8.4 Contract and Grant Agreement Timeframe. LGUs have the authority to adopt timely
starting and completion dates. Execution and completion of a contract with a land
occupier must be within the grant period unless the project is deemed an emergency
(see 8.3). Contracts not completed within the period of the grant agreement must be
cancelled unless the contract has been extended and the grant agreement with the LGU
has been extended such that the contract timeframe is within the amended grant
period.

8.5 Canceled Prolects. Funds from canceled prolects or remammg from completed projects

8.6

8.7 Delegation. LGUs may delegate signing contracts.and supporting program documents
to staff. This delegation must be |dent|f|ed in the: LGU s policies or by resolution.

8.8 ;
extended up to two addmonal years ThIS extensnon must be by executed amendment.
Grant agreement perlods with extensmns may not exceed five years.

9.0 Practlce Slgn 'offand Payment
Prior to payment technrcal staff mu 5t attest that the pract|ce was properly installed and completed
accordmg to the plans and spemflcatlons mcludlng technlcally -approved maodifications, and that

vouchers and: receipts are accurate PrOJect costs for the purposes of determining cost share amounts
include the materlals and labor necessary to complete the project.

9.1 Relmbursement Land occupiers must incur all expenses for project implementation

and prov:de vouchers and invoices or copies of paid receipts to verify all expenses prior
to requesting relmbursement An example payment voucher form is available on the
BWSR website.

9.2 Actual Cost Different Than Estimated Cost. In cases where the actual cost of the
practice exceeds the estimated cost, the LGU may only share the additional amount
when an amendment to the contract has been approved per policy 8.1.2. Where the
actual cost is less than the estimated cost, the LGU shall only share the approved
percentage of the actual cost of the practice (per policy 6.1).
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9.3

9.4

9.5

10.0

Project Review. After receiving a request for final reimbursement, technical staff must
review for each project; the as-built plan, vouchers, and invoices or copies of paid
receipts submitted by the land occupier for completion and technical approval.

Combining Funding Sources. Payment amounts from combined state and federal
sources shall not exceed the 100% cost share rate.

Final Plans. One copy of the final as-built plan must be given to the land occupier and
one copy retained with the project file located in the LGU office.

Post-Construction and Follow-Up Activitiés

ldentifying operation and maintenance activities specific to the;_i,n:étalled practices is critical to ongoing
performance of installed practices as well as to planning and scheduling those activities. Scheduled site
inspections by designated technical staff (per 7. O) are: necessar\/ to ensurmg operat|on and maintenance

has been taking place.

10.1

10.2

10.3

Operation and Maintenance Plan, De5|gnated technlcal staff must prepare an
operation and malntenance plan specmc to the pract|ce and the site where it is located.

likely to be needed for practlce'and contrlbutmg watershed, specify how and when to
accomplish them, and |dent1fy the mspectlon schedule, The plan should be prepared
and re\newed:mth the land occupler before mstallatuon of the conservation practices

3 ,'by conductmg per|0d|c 5|te mspectlons !nspectlons are to:

10 2. 1 Venfy that all components of the practice remain in place and are in
: good repalr and providing designed environmental benefits and
S outcomes.
.10.2.2 Ide_n_t|fy repairs necessary in accordance with the operation and
S méii:ﬁtenance plan.
10.2:3 Identify further assessment or action necessary if repairs are beyond

:'the scope of the operation and maintenance plan.

Failure to Maintain Practices. Should the land occupier fail to maintain the practices
during their effective life according to the operation and maintenance plan, the land

occupier is liable for repayment of cost share funds and costs to recover and enforce
contract, at a rate up to 150% of the original landowner agreement as determined by
the LGU hoard. The LGU shall provide the basis for repayment.
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11.0 LGU Reporting Requirements
To ensure the continued success of the DRAP, regular reporting of accomplishments and benefits is
required. This reporting is accomplished through entries and documentation in eLINK. Guidance for
reporting in eLINK is available on the BWSR website.

11.1  Reporting. LGUs must enter information on activities accomplished with the grant
funding in eLINK. Reporting is required for grant fund expenditures and is to be
completed by BWSR established reporting deadlines.

11.2  Grant Closeout Reporting. Within thirty (30) calendar days of the conclusion of each

grant agreement or expenditure of all grant funds LGUs are required to provide the
following to BWSR: : i

11.2.1 Entry of information.on all projects compléted with the grant funding in
eLINK S i

11.2.2 Signed Final Financial Report from eLINK

11.2.3 Return any unspent funds asin

11.3  Records Retention, Projét:t"filéé"rriilst be retain'é"d:'by the LGU pursuant to Minnesota
Statutes, §138 17 and consastent with: ongomg records: retentton schedules.

11.4

12.&,0 : BWSR Program_Monltormg, Closeout and Penalty Procedures

closeouts, and pro;ect outcomes reportmg BWSR staff will review grant recipient compliance with
contractual requnremrents ina man‘ngr which is consistent with the policies established by the Office of
Grants Management and adopted by the BWSR Board.

Reinvest in Minnesota (RIM) Reserve Conservation Easements

In responding to flood disasters the BWSR seeks to acquire permanent conservation easements from
willing landowners on damaged lands in declared disaster counties to provide flood attenuation, restore
and protect soil and water resources, and to support and restore related fish and wildlife habitat.
Easements will be acquired via the RIM Reserve program, MS 103F.501.,

13.0 Eligible Activities and Priorities
13.1  Eligible lands

9|Page



13.2

13.3

14.0

14.1

13.1.1 Flood damaged lands, both cropland and non-cropland areas. All
eligible land types under MS 103F.515, Subd. 2 that have been damaged
by flooding are eligible.

13.1.2 Riparian lands with a history of flooding within and beyond the 100 year
floodplain, where an easement will help mitigate future flood impacts.

13.1.3 Wetland restorations where storage will help reduce future flood
impacts.

Priorities. Cropland areas are the priority for funding.consideration. Removing
cropland from flood-prone areas will have positive lwe"t':er quality impacts, reduce runoff,
and lessen negative economic impacts due to. flodding for landowners and
governments. Non-cropland areas are a lower pruonty

Conservation Plans. All lands placed under easement wul! have an approved
conservation plan developed to establlsh and maintain permanent vegetative cover and
required structural practices consustent w;th the Pracnce Specrﬁcatrons section of the
RIM handbook. : SRR =

Administrative and Technlcal Components

Easement 5|gn up procedures Y

P _1431‘.-1 ":B'WSR easeme"nt "staff hei‘i)‘é'the"éhthority:to develop specific procedures
S requn’ed to condUCt Iandowner sign-Up with SWCDs in response to
: disasters. This mcludes a complete list of what is needed to be
-“subm1tted Wlth each Iandowner application package.

:‘_prescrlbed SIgn up penod and prioritize their applications based on
”thelr effectuveness in addressing flood impacts in their county prior to
submlttmg them to their BWSR Board Conservationist (BC) by the sign-

up deadlme

14;1‘.632"7 BWSR BCs will rank and prioritize applications from all of their
“’respective SWCDs prior to submittal to BWSR Easement staff for final
funding decisions.

14.1.4 BWSR Engineering staff will review all applications where wetlands are

proposed for restoration, or existing drainage infrastructure may be
impacted.
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14.1.5 All easement program procedures contained in the RIM Reserve
Conservation Easement Handbook found on the BWSR website will be
used to secure easements and pay for practice establishment.

14,2 SWCD Payment for Services. SWCDs will be compensated for their services associated
with the acquisition of easements and installation of required practices via the current

BWSR approved payment process.

15.0 Easement Payment Rates and Conservation Practice Cost-Share
Rates
15.1 Easement and Practice Payments.

15.1.1 The most recent BWSR apprbz\:}e’d cEihservation easement payment rates
will be used to compute: payment for enrolled lands.

15.1.2 The current practice rate limits as prescribed by the BWSR will be used
to reimburse landowners for their cost of establlshmg required
vegetative and/or structural conservatlon practlces

15.1.3 The on"li} Etructural practic’és"éiiigible for cost-share ar'e"those required to
restore Wetlands via the RIM' Reserve program. Other desired structural

practices on Iands under RIM easements will NOT he eligible for RIM
cost- share. R

16.0 Post Easement-;Conveyance Monltorlng and Management

16.1 Monltorlng/5|te Inspectlons. All easements acquired will be inspected by SWCD staff
_sonanannual ba5|s for the farst 5 years after an easement is recorded, and every 3" year
"'thereafter BWSR WI|| prowde alist of easements for inspections to the SWCD.

162 _ Management and Mamtenance. SWCDs will assist landowners or authorized agent
'f;\mth on-going management activities on their easements. Weed control, boundary
: |ssues activities on the easement and maintenance of water control structures are the
main activities that Iandowners will need assistance with.

17.0 Droug'H't;lE_me.rgencies and Emergency Haying and Grazing

(If appropriation language permits emergency haying and grazing, then the following section applies.)

As authorized in MS 103F.501, subd. 4, (2) BWSR has developed policy for its RIM easement lands that is
responsive to livestock producers needs while still protecting the wildlife habitat and other
environmental concerns on these lands.

17.1  Federal Partnership Easements, CREP and RIM-WRP. Many RIM easements are
enrolled jointly with a federal program, such as the Conservation Reserve Program
(CRP), or the Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP). For these joint easements BWSR defers
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to federal guidelines, requiring landowners to comply with federal provisions for haying
and grazing.

17.2  Stand Alone RIM Reserve Easements. For lands with RIM easements only, the BWSR
has established the following policy:

17.2.1 Landowners or designee sign-up for emergency haying and grazing
provisions with the local SWCD.

17.2.2 At least 50% of the easement acreage will remain undisturbed for
wildlife. S

17.2.3 Tree plantings, food plots water control structures, wetland basins and
stream banks shall be excluded S

17.2.4 Where practical, mowmg will begin in the center of the area to be
harvested and commence inside out to allow w_ildhfe to escape.

17.2.5 Haylng/grazmg will be Ilmlted to August 2to September 30 to protect
ground nestln wildlife.

17.2.6 Haylng/grazmg grasses‘should be”ha sted no shorter than 6” in height
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

Wetland Committee ‘

1. 2013 Local Road Wetland Replacement Program Project Selection Process — Ken Powell -
DECISION ITEM



BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM

¥

Minngsota
mffg“ AGENDA ITEM TITLE: 2013 Local Roafd Wet[and_ Replacement Program

PANAAAAA Project Selection Process
Meeting Date; August 29, 2013
Agenda Category: [] Committee Recommendation  [] New Business [] Old Business
Item Type: Decision [[] Discussion [] Information
Section/Region: Land & Water
Contact: Ken Powell, Wetland Bank Coordinator
Prepared by: Ken Powell
Reviewed by: Wetland Committee(s)
Presented by: Ken Powell

[C] Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation
Attachments:  [X| Resolution [] Order [ Map Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

[] None [[] General Fund Budget
[[] Amended Policy Requested [[] Capital Budget
[] New Policy Requested [[] Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget

[] Clean Water Fund Budget
X] Other:  Bond Funds

ACTION REQUESTED

Adopt the resolution authorizing staff to pursue projects that were selected for obtaining wetland bank credits
for the Local Road Wetland Replacement Program through the request for proposal and easement sign-up
process conducted March to July 2013.

LINKS TO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

BWSR has been charged by the legislature to generate wetland replacement credits for use by local public
transportation authorities to satisfy wetland replacement requirements of the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA)

and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The Local Road Wetland Replacement Program (LRWRP) provides

wetland credits for local public transportation authorities that follow specified notification procedures and have
qualifying projects. To generate wetland replacement credits, BWSR typically receives a bonding appropriation

to restore wetlands the will generate wetland replacement credits. Six million dollars in bond funds were

appropriated to BWSR in 2012 for the LRWRP. On December 12, 2012 the BWSR Board authorized staff to
implement a project selection process. Completion of this process has resulted in the selection of seven

potential projects to be pursued for obtaining wetland bank credits. This resolution provides authorization for .
staff to actively pursue and procure contracts and agreements with landowners, project proposers, and local '
partners for wetland restoration projects that will result in wetland bank credits for the LRWRP.

8/15/2013 1:00 PM Page 1
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Resources

Board Resolution # 13-

Local Road Wetland Replacement Program
2013 Project Selection -

WHEREAS, the Legislature appropriated $6 million: to the Board of Water and Soil Resources
(BWSR) in 2012 for the Local Road Wetland Replacement Program (road program), and

WHEREAS, the BWSR has effectlvely utrhzed bondmg mone n-the past to fund the road
program and produce suffic:|ent credlts to fulflll its statutory obllgatron and

WHEREAS, the BWSR has effectlvely used two approaches forzgeneratmg credits for the road
program: an easement program srgn upanda request for proposals (RFP) process; and

WHEREAS, the: BWSR has completed an easement program sign-up and RFP process that has

|dent|f|ed seven prOJects wrth potentlal to prowde wetland replacement credits for the road
program and 2

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT, the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
authorizes staff to pursue and procure contracts and agreements with Iandowners project

process conducted in 2013 |

Date:

Brian Napstad, Chair
Board of Water and Soil Resources
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2013 Local Road Wetland Replacement Program Project Selection Results

8/29/13 by Ken Powell, BWSR Wetland Banking Coordinator

On December 12, 2012 the BWSR Board authorized staff to implement a project identification and selection
process for obtaining wetland bank credits to offset wetland impacts by local transportation authorities
(commonly referred to as the Road Program). Obtaining and generating wetland bank credits for the Road
program is a statutory obligation of BWSR, primarily funded by bonding appropriation dollars. The 2013
project identification and selection process follows a 2012 bonding appropriation of 6 million dollars.

The selection process involved both easement sign-up and request for proposal (RFP) components. Only
projects and sites within the following four wetland bank service areas were considered:

Seven County Metro

4 (Red River South)

7 (Upper Mississippi South)
9 (Minnesota River)
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Implementation of the easement sign-up program and RFP solicitation resulted in the submission of nine
easement program sites totaling approximately 4.7 million dollars in easement acquisition costs and ten
RFP projects totaling approximately 10.5 million dollars in credit costs (see detailed summary at end of
document). Through both an internal BWSR staff review and an external Federal Interagency Review Team
(IRT) review as specified in the approved selection process, three easement sites and four RFP projects
were identified as viable for the program. The following is a summary of the selected sites and projects
along with a location map.

Easement Sites

Easement |Total Easement

Applicant BSA County Acres |Cost
Schramel Sod Farm LLC 7 Stearns 251.6 | $1,412,939.00
Willard Exsted 7 McLeod 248 $1,689,162.56
Olvan properties 7 Anoka 68 $ 381,340.57
567.6 S 3,483,442,13
RFP Projects
Project Name © BSA County Credits |Total Cost
Engstrom 7 (metro) Hennepin 10 S 400,000.00
Forsman i Wright 20 S 461,736.00
Fuller 7 Mille Lacs 20 S 435,600.00
Jordan 8 (Metro) Dakota 15 S 450,000.00
Totals 65 S 1,747,336.00
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Upon authorization from the BWSR Board, staff will pursue contracts with the project proposers and
easement applicants. In addition, staff will further investigate easement sites and assess feasibility and

crediting. All projects will need to complete the wetland bank application process where the final decision
on wetland banking eligibility and crediting will be made.




Resources

Detailed Information on Project Submittals

Easement Applications:

Project Name BSA County Easement Acres |Total Easement Cost
Woodland Creek Golf Course |7 (metro) Anoka 68.31 S 381,340.00
Stewart Bank 7 Meeker 16 S 81,800.00
Weckman Bank 9 (metro) Scott 28 $ 130,520.00
Middleville Bank # Wright 37.4 3 270,957.00
Schramel Sod Farm 7 Stearns 251.6 S 1,412,939.00
Farmington ISD 8 (metro) Dakota 94.3 S 677,395.00
Selstad 7 (metro) Hennepin 5 S 46,625.00
Wahpeton Golf Course 4 Wilkin 19.5 S 46,333.00
Exsted 7 MclLeod 248 S 1,689,162.00
Totals 768.11 S 4,737,071.00
RFP Project Submittals:

Project Name BSA County Easement Acres| Credits |Total Cost

Butler Bank 4 Ottertail 60 42 $ 327,800.00

Weertz Bank 9 Blue Earth 215 181.68 | $ 3,270,240.00

SHOP Farms 4 Norman 60 50 $ 650,000.00
Engstrom 7 (metro) Hennepin 24.35 16.84 | S 673,600.00

Forsman 7 Wright 52.2 3892 | S 898,538.00

Carlson 7 Wright 68.9 30 S 537,000.00

Fuller 7 Mille Lacs 37.53 20 S 435,600.00

Dakota 8 (Metro) Dakota 76.2 63.85 | S 1,915,800.00

Andover 7 (Metro) Anoka 30 2565 | S 974,000.00
Middleville 7 Wright 37 36.7 ) 823,107.00

Totals 661.18 505.64 | $ 10,505,685.00




COMMITTEE RECOMNMENDATIONS

RIM Reserve Management Planning Committee
1. RIMMWRP Payment Rate Adjustment 2010-2012 — Bill Penning/Sarah Strommen —

DECISION ITEM

2. Easement Tax Valuation Fact Sheet — Sarah Strommen — INFORMATION ITEM
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Eﬁ%ﬁo@l AGENDA ITEM TITLE: RIM-WRP Rate Adjustment 2010-2012
Meeting Date: August 29, 2013
Agenda Category: Committee Recommendation  [X] New Business [] Old Business
Item Type: Decision ] Discussion (] Information
Section/Region: Conservation Easements
Contact: Bill Penning
Prepared by: Bill Penning
Reviewed by: RIM Reserve Management Planning Committee(s)
Presented by: Bill Penning

[] Audio/Visual Equipment Needed for Agenda Item Presentation
Attachments: Resolution [] Order [] Map [] Other Supporting Information

Fiscal/Policy Impact

[] None [] General Fund Budget
X] Amended Policy Requested [] Capital Budget
[] New Policy Requested [X] Outdoor Heritage Fund Budget

[C] Clean Water Fund Budget
[] Other:

ACTION REQUESTED

The Board is requested to approve the recommendation of the RRMPC to authorize the 2013 RIM-WRP
Partnership easement payment rates to be applied to RIM-WRP projects from 2010-2012 that have not closed.

The RIM-WRP Partnership, the premier private lands wetland restoration program in the nation, is a state-
federal partnership delivered locally by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), Soil and Water
Conservation Districts (SWCDs), the Board of Water and Soil Resources and numerous other partners.

SUMMARY (Consider: history, reason for consideration now, alternatives evaluated, basis for recommendation)

Due to a staffing shortage, personnel changes and a more intricate Federal process, NRCS has been having
difficulty closing easements in a timely fashion, which has created a backlog of roughly 185 projects. Although
steps are being taken to address the backlog and speed up easement acqusition times, a number of
landowners have been dropping out of the program as land values have skyrocked in the last three years.
Given that both NRCS and BWSR already have a significant investment of staff time and professional services
costs into these projects, it is reasonable to increase payment rates for these backlog projects to current rates
as an incentive to landowners to continue working with us through the acqusition process. Due to Federal
constraints, NRCS is unable to contribute to the proposed increase, thus BWSR will pick up the full cost of the
difference between the old and new rates. The total Federal contribution will remain at half or more for the
collective group of projects.
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W":e‘igm. Board Resolution #

ESOUI'CGS

Reinvest in Minnesota (RIM) Reserve - Wetlands Reserve Program (RIM-WRP)
Rate Adjustment 2010-2012

WHEREAS the Minnesota State Legislature appropriated Outdoor Herltage Funds (OHF) and Capital
Investment funds to the Board of Water and Soil Resources: (BWSR) for the Reinvest in Minnesota —

Wetlands Reserve Program Partnership to acquire permanent conservatnon easements and restore
wetlands and associated upland habitat, in coopera.tlon with the Unites Stetes Department of
Agriculture’s (USDA) Wetlands Reserve Program;. a‘_ 4

WHEREAS the RIM-WRP Partnership, the premler prlvate lands wet]and restoratlon program in the

WHEREAS the RIM-WRP Partnersh|p is enhanced via collab' atlon with:other partners including Ducks
Unlimited, (DU), the anes}eta Waterfow! Association, (MW .Pheesants Forever (PF), the Minnesota
Department of Nat|onal Resources ( AN DNR), and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS);

and

WHERAS the RIM-WRP Partnersh|p permanently protects and restores previously drained wetland and
adjacent natlve grasslands to achleve the greatest wetland functions and values, while optimizing
wildlife habrtat on private Iands enrolled in the Partnersh|p, and

WHEREAS the R[M Reserve Conservat:on Easement Program is administered by the BWSR in
cooperation with Iocal Soil and Water Conservat:on Districts (SWCDs); and

obligation of federal WRP funds with eligible Minnesota landowners; and

WHEREAS RIM-WRP has been popular with landowners to the point where the increasing workload has
created a substantial backlog of up to three years in easement closings; and

WHEREAS crop prices, cash rental rates and land prices have increased significantly during this time in
which easement applications have been backlogged and some landowners on the backlog list are
awaiting payment; and



WHEREAS both BWSR and NRCS already have investments in surveys, title work and staff time in these
projects and without action to retain participation landowners will seek to withdraw their applications;
and

WHEREAS the Board authorized staff via Resolution 13-36, dated May 22nd, 2013, to establish RIM-WRP
Partnership payment rates that hest approximate 90% of land value for permanent easements on land
with cropping history and 60% of land value for permanent easements on lands without cropping
history, subject to the following factors; and

WHEREAS the Board of Water and Soil Resources RIM Reserve Management Planning Committee met
on August E 2013 and recommend the following payment rat pr0w5|ons to successfully address the
RIM-WRP Partnership backlog.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT, the anesota Board of Water and Soil Resources authorizes
staff to: : S

Apply RIM-WRP Partnership payment rates authonzed via Resolution 13-36 to currently funded 2010-
2012 RIM-WRP applications that have not closed, subJect to the followmg factors: = i

1. Staff will develop and |mplemen ,: nellglblllty crlterla fo‘___pplrcatlons where the delayed
easement closing has not been prin arlly caused by NRCS or BWSR

2. The payment rates set |n this resolutlon are suppleme taI to Resolutlons 10-27,11-19 and 11-
79. : ; S

Dated at Saint Paul, Minhesota this ié‘ﬁ‘day of Au{‘g‘:u_si_t; 2013,

OTA BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES

By:

Brian Napstad, Chair



