
Telepnone (612) 296·3767

'ljO~""': ;a.~·Ot'l

Qov,'''!l'''''l s.rv ':t :A,. .•.
321) IN 2M $"'41
~- !le3
0,,;:,,:" M~ ~!.aC2

2 ·a·7ZJ·~~~.z

iP.
Ji.:

December 6, 1985

TO: Commi ssioner Ni chol·s.,. Department of Agri cul ture

FROM: Wayne Haglin, Chairman \))j)J~

SUBJECT: SWCB Position on Merger of the Water Planning Board (WPB),
Soil and Water Conservation (SWCB). and the
Southern Mi nnesota Ri vers Ba sin Counc i 1 (SMRBC)

STATE OF MINNESOTA

SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD
DEPARTMENT OF AGAICULTURE

90 W Plato Blvd

5t Paul, M~ 55107

"O~"W": ::a.. 0'­
•3•i s.,....: .l. dl
a.,...,:, ..... ~.
2'P~~jMJ

Regional Officls

••••S! .:... ~ •• j I:lt~;'

S" ': ... ~"",.
'3t.; IS ...... 5606"1
2' 3·!9.,· 8i2

X .. :" : ...... ~ a~,:­

3.;. ~5a

lit.", \.I1,... .... f\4 ~.~

~:- J~·Z·M

$clot- ..,: ::I,~ :-
::. !C'" 9 :; .::1- • :.:

'ZOC 5 S':ae ,
ROC-!s:.' S~1t:~

~. 43~:-'~

Soc .. :'" ...,. =,_ :;­
30« .. t

~,,~ e ~fC· S:~!t~

.... rs-a,. ~ ... ;e,~

;c~ ::- -:s.:

Eu~ :a-"a =<!';;-
1C "I = 1':' 5 .:
S! :II;. ~'. =:';­
';'4 ,)E.].;"

On November 12, 1985. the Soil and Water Conservation
Board (SWCB) met and reviewed the proposed board merger as
developed by the study group chaired by the Department of
Agriculture. Following extensive discussion. the Board passed
a resolution opposing the merged Board composition as presented
in the study group's report. Following are a series of concerns
expressed by the Board in considering the merger proposal:

1) The study group concluded, and we agree, that there
is currently minimal duplication of effort in the
affected boards. Further, we believe that examination
of the traditional and present activities of the three
boards indicates that they are, and have been,
substantially different.

These varied and distinct authorities and activities
could certainly be combined in one entity but such
combination is not essential to insuring cooperation
and coordination. The consolidation of Boards cannot
be expected to result in any acceleration of water
management activities of itself and may complicate
the continued delivery of existing programming.. For
example. the WRB has expressed concern that their
existing conflict resolution activities must be carried
out by unaffiliated citizen members to insure
impartiality. Incorporation of this concern into
a merged board, although possible, would probably
requi re the establ i shment of forma 1 sub-commi ttees
with very specific responsibilities and subsequent
approval by the full board but without any real
discretion resting with the full board. This does
not appear to provide for improved efficiency or
accountability over the existing structure.

Pursuant to 1985 First Special Session
chapter 10, sec subd 5, para #8
dult,.10/1S/1QgS Y'prrl Allnll~+"1Q~h
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On November 12, 1985. the Soil and Water Conservation
Board (SWCB) met and reviewed the proposed board merger as
developed by the study group chaired by the Department of
Agriculture. Following extensive discussion. the Board passed
a resolution opposing the merged Board composition as presented
in the study group's report. Following are a series of concerns
expressed by the Board in considering the merger proposal:

1) The study group concluded, and we agree, that there
is currently minimal duplication of effort in the
affected boards. Further, we believe that examination
of the traditional and present activities of the three
boards indicates that they are, and have been,
substantially different.

These varied and distinct authorities and activities
could certainly be combined in one entity but such
combination is not essential to insuring cooperation
and coordination. The consolidation of Boards cannot
be expected to result in any acceleration of water
management activities of itself and may complicate
the continued delivery of existing programming.. For
exampJe. the WRB has expressed concern that their
existing conflict resolution activities must be carried
out by unaffiliated citizen members to insure
impartiality. Incorporation of this concern into
a merged board, although possible, would probably
requi re the establ i shment of forma 1 sub-commi ttees
with very specific responsibilities and subsequent
approval by the full board but without any real
discretion resting with the full board. This does
not appear to provide for improved efficiency or
accountability over the existing structure.

Pursuant to 1985 First Special Session
chapter 10, sec subd 5, para #8
dult,.10/1S/1QgS Y'prrl Allnll~+"1Q~h
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2) The consolidation of the SWCB, WRB, and SMRBC will do little to
streamline overall water management activities in Minnesota since
it has no impact on the major water management activities of the
Pollution Control Agency, Department of Natural Resources, and
Department of Health.

The merger of the three small boards could provide for closer
cooperation among counties, soil and water conservation districts,
and watershed districts however the programs and policy actions of
the major state agencies significantly impact local government actions
and are not tied to a board rr.erger. Further, there are many existing
examples of local cooperation for resource protection and additional
activities of this type are primarily restricted by 1imited funding
rather than the existing organizational structure.

3) At the SWCB meeting the representatives of the Department of Natural
Resources and Pollution Control Agency voiced strong concerns over
the proposal to remove their opportunity to vote on policy and program
issues regarding soil and water conservation district activities.
It was fel t that the SWCB provides a unique forum for agency and
SWCD interests and that it would b9 preferable to build on and improve
this existing coordination of functions. Any consolidation which
removed state agencies from the policy process would narrow the range
of interests represented and would constitute a step backward in
coordinating state agency activities with local resource protection
efforts.

Concerns were also raised about the impact a consolidation would
have on the existing relationship between local SWCDs and the U.S.
Soil Conservation Service.

4) The SWCB reviewed the Governor's proposal for development of a"State
Comprehensive Water Resources Strategy" as part of his Executive
Branch Policy Development Program and believe it holds more promise
for effective coordination of water management than any board merger
proposals reviewed to-date.

Focusing such a responsibility on the Environmental Quality Board
(EQB) would insure that all state water activities are included and
would use existing entities without disruption of ongoing programming.

We support the Governor's proposal and hope to have the opportunity
to participate in the Water Resources Sub-committee of EQ8 (see
attached) .

5) It appears that the single largest argument for consolidation of
"Water Boards" is the improved level of coordination and cooperation
that would presumably result. Such a premise must assume that the
existing structure is a limiting factor to cooperation and
coordination. We do not believe this is a valid assumption and feel
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that a brief review of existing cooperative efforts will demonstrate
what the existing structure offers and does in fact encourage a high
degree of cooperation. Following is a brief listing of such efforts
that is by no means complete:

* Study Area II Flood Control Program -
This activity provides an excellent example of federal/state/local
cooperation for flood damage reduction. A formal joint powers agreement
ex i s t s between ten co untiesand the af f ected wa t e r shed .dis t ric t sin
southwest ~1innesota. State and federal agencies as well as soil and
water conservation districts provide a variety of program support to
this effort.

* Clean Lakes Project·
The Pollution Control Agency coordinates a variety of these projects
conducted under the authori ty of the Federa 1 Cl ean Wa ters Ac t. These
efforts have successfully combined the financial and technical resources
of numerous entities at all levels of government.

* Minnesota Cooperative Accelerated Soil Survey -
Un deran i nit i at i ve cre ated by the .Leg i s1at i ve Commiss ion 0n ~1 innesota
Resources (LCMR) a group of state and federal agencies has been able
to substantially accelerate the completion of modern soil surveys 1n
the state. The success of this effort has been highly dependent on local
governMent cooperation and funding.

* Minnesqta Forestry Incentives Program -
Under this program local soil and water conservation districts handle

contracting with landowners for improved management of their forest lands
with supporting technical assistance provided by DNR field foresters.

These serve as several examples of excellent existing cooperative efforts.
In each case the existing structure has not limited the effort rather, the
accomplishments and potential for expansion are limited only by the funding
available. We are aware of numerous additional opportunities for such
cooperation if the necessary financial support were available.

We recognize the importance of a close working relationship between county
government and their respective soil and water conservation districts.
Additionally, we see a variety of options for joint programming between SWCDs
and watershed districts. With these issues in mind, our Board recognizes
the advantages in having watershed managers and county commissioners participate
in our policy development and decision-making process. The difficulty arises
in attempting to incorporate these additional interests while retaining a
board of manageable size and insuring the integrity of existing programs.
Attached ;s an alternate proposal for consideration.



Commlssioner :~~chols

Page Four
Jecember 0, 1985

In closing, we would emphasize that we believe the existing agency
structure in Minnesota was designed with some specific objectives in mind
and recognized the need for differences in agency structure to address our
varied resource protection needs. This is not to say that the structure cannot
be improved but rather that change - for the sake of change . does not and
will not result in accelerated protection of our valuable water resource and
may, if not carefully designed, impair our ability to maintain existing
cooperation.

We respectfully submit these thoughts for your consideration and inclusion
as part of the merger study you provide to the ~'innesota Legislature.

WH/RN:mja
cc: Governor Perpich

Study Group Members
SWCB Members and Staff
MASWCD Directors and Staff



~"ERGER PROPOSAL

7 - Soil and Water Conservation District Supervisors

1 - County Commissioner
1 - Watershed District Manager
4 - Agency Members (DNR, MPCA, MOA, U of M)

13 - Total

ASSUMPTIONS

1) The non-agency members would be appointed by the Governor.

2) The IImerged board" would continue to be located within the
Department of Agriculture.

3) The conflict resolution authorities of the Water Resources
Board might be more appropriately assigned to the Environmental
Quality Board or other entity. .

4) The IImerged board" would elect its own officers from among
the members.



SOUTHERN MINNESOTA RIVERS BASIN COUNCil
100 CAPITOL SQUARE BUILDING

550 CEDAR STREET
SAINT PAUL, MINNESOTA 55101

PHONE: 612·2%·0676

December 6, 1985

Rollin M. Dennistoun
Deputy Commissioner
Department ot Agriculture
90 West Plato Boulevard
st. Paul, Minnesota 55107

Dear Dr. Dennistoun:

The Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council met on December 5, 1985,
and adopted the enclosed position.

~a:;;~r.As"""lIMool"l./"I;,.-.w"lfA
Marilyn Lundberg

COUNCil TO THE MINNESOTA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD
EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



SOUTHERN MINNESOTAJUVERS BASIN COUNCil
100 CAPITOL SQUARE BUILDING

SSG CEDAR STREET
SAINT PAUL, MINNESOTA SS 101

PHONE: 612·2%.()f,76

December 6, 1985
SMRBC POSITION ON MERGER STUDY

WHEREAS, the Department of Agriculture established a study
Committee to make recommendations regarding merging the WRB, SWCB and
the SMRBC; and

WHEREAS, this study Committee was composed of members trom
those groups affected; and

WHEREAS, this study Committ.e thoroughly discu••ed whether
these boards should be merged and various merger proposals; and

WHEREAS, the recommendation for merging these boards was
reached after significant compromise on the part of all the members;
and

WHEREAS, the recommendation was unanimous on the part of all
those participating on the StUdy Committee;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the SMRBC supports the
proposal for merging the WRB, SMRBC and the SWCB agreed to by the
study Committee; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the SMRBC supports changes to the
Draft Report according to the comments made to the Department of
AgriCUlture in a letter dated November 25, 1985 from the SMRBC.

COUNCil TO THE MINNESOTA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARO
EQUAL OPPORTUN.TY EMPLOYER



Mr. Rollin Dennistown
Department of Agriculture
90 West Plato Boulevard
St. Paul, Minnesota 55107

Dear Mr. Dennistown:

December 9, 1985

MINNESOTA
ASSOCIATION OF
WATERSHED
DlmiCTS, INC

/' '1,_ fer
o

The Minnesota Association of Watershed Districts Board of Directors,
having met and concurred with representatives of the Minnesota Association
of Soil and Water Conservation Districts and a representative of the Asso­
ciation of Counties, propose that the following changes be made in the
Interim Study Group report on the potential merging of the Water Resources
Board, Soil and Water Conservation Board, and the Southern Minnesota River
Basin Council, to make the new Board a more viable, balanced, representative
and knowledgeable unit.

1. The Board shall be composed of the following membership:
Three (3) County Commissioners.
Three (3) Soil and Water Conservation Supervisors.
Three (3) citizens at large.
Three (3) Watershed District Managers.
Four (4) representatives of State Agencies (D.N.R., P.C.A., Health,

Agriculture).

The designated members shall be appointed by the Governor from a list
of nominees furnished by the Association of Counties, Association of Soil
and Water Conservation Districts, and the Minnesota Association of Watershed
Districts.

The agencies shall provide a designated member of their own choice.

The citizens at large shall be appointed by the Governor on an open
appointment basis.

2. The Chairman shall be chosen by the members of the Board, from the
membership of the Board, and shall have per diem status.

3. The Board may be housed in the Department of Agriculture, for adminis­
trative functi.ons, and must be independent in structure and authority.

4. The Chairman shall be an ex-officio member of the Environmental Quality
Board.

5. The following state agencies shall be members in an advisory capacity,
E.Q.B., U. of M., and Mn. Geological Survey.



Mr. Rollin Dennistown
December 9 t 1985
Page 2

MINNESOTA
MSOCIATIOII OF
WATERSHED
DISTRICTS, INC

We further feel that the newly created Board should have the capability
to develop its own transition procedure.

rs.~~ce~elY, (~(j'1 ( )
~~~ tn~·

Donald Ogaard t secr~ary
MINNESOTA ASSOCIATION OF WATERSHED

DISTRICTS, INC.

DO:bjl

cc: Ms. Dorothy Waltz
Mr. Mike Rhyner
Mr. AI Dornfeld
Mr. Gerald Lacey
Mr. Lowell Moen



MODIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD

Pros

. Reduces the number of state boards

Provides single, visible focus for state and local water planning, coorc;nat1c r

and communication at all levels

Ties soil and water with water planning programs at both the state ~r~

local levels

· Provides an intermediate confl ict resolution step before the courts, presumabi I

saving both sides legal costs

· Could continue to serve as an intermediary between citizens and loca~

governments, and state and federal government (SMNRBC function)

• Potentially better capacity to coordinate soil and water programs with other
environmental programs at all levels

• Potentially better capacity to provide a comprehensive infor~at~on anc
education program

Cons
· Potential for opposition

· Question of adequate and equal advocacy for individual water-related prograr;'
and clientele

· Would put EQB back into a quasi-judicial, day-to-day administrative role. Tn
Environmenta.l Review Program was recently modified to largely remove the EQ
from that sort of role so that it could focus on policy issues.

· The credibility of the conflict resolution/quasi-judicial funct~on with watershe
districts could be jeopardized by the more visible role of the Board in t~

areas of water program advocacy and financial and technical assistance (r,
10 nger sepa rate and i mp art i a1)

· Potential for perception of inaccessibility by the general pub1ic due to t,..,
size and breadth of issues covered by the Board (inaccessible bureaucracy)

· The existing and evolving policy develoDment role of the EQB in all environment,
areas could be smothered by the added grant administration, technical assistancE
quasi-judicial, and other day-to-day administrative tasks

Other Characteristics/Questions

• Would general purpose local governments (RDCls, counties, cities, townshiD
be represented?

· Would the close relationship with the local SWCD's be maintained?

· Are current staffing levels adequate to deal with new water initiatives?

· Would there be a cost savings?

· Potential for unwieldy Board meetings due to possibly larger Board and breac
of issues covered?
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OVERVIEW

The body of this report presents the major findings and recommendations
of the StUdy Group; several appendices are attached which contain
background information presented to the Group. The background material
was prepared either by Department of Agriculture staff or by staff of
the boa rd s inc1uded in the study. The report i tse 1f is intended to be
a succinct summarization of recommendations which grew out of many hours
of discussion and debate. The major recommendation of the Study Group
was:

II. •• THAT THE BOARDS OF THE THREE AGENCIES BE MERGED INTO ONE
INDEPENDENT AGENCY LOCATED WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOR ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS ... II

A more deta i 1ed descri pti on of the merger proposa1 is presented on Pages
8 and 9.

-ii-



INTERIM STUDY GROUP REPORT

December, 1985

Legislative Directive

Minnesota Laws 1985, Special Session Chapter 4, Section 5, Subdivision 5
pro vi de s t hat II t he commiss i one r of agric u1t ures hall estab1ish and coo rdin ate
an interim study group to examine the options available for consolidating
the functions and responsibilities of the soil and water conservation board,
water resources board, and southern Minnesota rivers basin council under a
single entity. The study group shall include: representatives of the affected
agencies; staff assigned by the senate agriculture and natural resources
committee, house environment and natural resources committee and house
agriculture committee; and such other representatives as the commissioner
considers necessary. The commissioner shall report to the legislature on
October 15, 1985, on the options examined and the recommended course of action."
(underline added)

Department Approach to the Task Assigned

The department chose to approach its task by establishing the task force and
conducting the study under a "hands on"· approach. Given the 1imitations of
time and resources as well as past studies and discussions on the subject,
it did not appear feasible or necessary to approach the task as a new
initiative. Moreover, it appeared the legislative intent was quite clear.
The department approached its assigned task according to the following:

1. Commissioner Nichols assigned the
directive' to Deputy Commissioner
Department of Agriculture.

responsibility
Dr. Rollin M.

for carrying out the
Dennistoun, Minnesota

2. The chairpersons of the three agencies were contacted and asked to designate
a representative.

3. The chairperson of the legislative committees named in the law were asked
to designate a staff person to represent them.

4. Other agencies asked by the Department to serve on the interim study group
were the Minnesota Association of Watershed Districts, t1innesota Association
of Soil and Water Conservation Districts, State Planning Agency, and
Association of Minnesota Counties.

5. Robert Rupp, chairman of the 1982 Soil and Water Relocation Committee
and former Editor of The Farmer, was also asked to f)e a member of the
interim study group.

-1-



The first meeting of the Interim Study Group was convened on July 30th. A
total of five meetings were held, the last one on October 7th.

As the convening agency and because the State Soil and Water Conservation
Board is a part of the Minnesota Department of Agriculture, the Department
advised the study group participants that it intended to use an lI arms length"
approach in chairing the meetings.

Because of their participation in the development of this legislation, Senators
Merriam and Willet and Representatives 'Valan and Doug Carlson were advised
of the formation of the interim study group and were asked to comment to the
Department.

list of Participants

Soil and Water Conservation Board (SWCB)
Wayne Haglin, Chairman

Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council (SMRBC)
Arnold Onstad, Chairman

Minnesota Water Resources Board (WRB)
Duane Ekman, Chairman

Minnesota Association of Watershed Districts
Al Dornfeld, President

Minnesota Association of Soil and Water Conservation Districts
Lowell Moen, President

Senate. Agriculture and Natural Resources Committee
Greg Knopff, Staff

House Agriculture Committee
Belvin Doebbert, Staff

House Environment &Natural Resources Committee
Representative John Rose, Chairman

State Planning Agency
John Wells

Association of Minnesota Counties
Gerald Lacey

Soil and Water Conservation Relocation Committee
Robert Rupp

Minnesota Department of Agriculture
Dr. Rollin Dennistoun, Dep~ty Commissioner

-2-



Alternates and Staff Who Participated

Minnesota Soil and Water Conservation Board
Ron Nargang, Staff

Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council
Marilyn Lundberg, Alternate and Staff

Minnesota Water Resources Board
Peggy Lynch, Alternate and Mel Sinn, Staff

Minnesota Association of Soil and Water Conservation Districts
Dorothy Waltz, Alternate and Staff

House Environment &Natural Resources Committee
Kim Austrian, Alternate and Staff

Association of Minnesota Counties
Mike Rhyner, Alternate and Staff

Minnesota Department of Agriculture - Planning Division
Jerry Heil and Paul Burns, Staff

Why the Legislation to Examine the Options Available for Consolidation

The legislation gives no specific reason for the directive. It appears
to have grown out of legislation, proposing a merger of boards with water
related duties, which surfaced in some committees late in the 1985 Session
but not in the policy committees.

A' possible goal might be to determine whether or not a merger would make
government, that is the programs involved, more rational in structure
and more cost-effective in their operation. A 1984-85 State Planning
Agency Study recommended, among other things, the merger of the same
three boards inVolved in this study, and identified the following major
issues of any proposed merger:

1. Effectiveness - Is the current water management system producing
the results desired? Will alternate approaches likely increase program
effectiveness?

2. Efficiency - Does the current system attain its objectives at a mlnlmum
cost in a straightforward manner? Will alternate approaches increase
efficiency?

3. Perception - Is the apparent lack of public understanding of the
current system a sufficient reason to consider alternate approaches?
Are there methods short of reorganization which will effectively
increase publ i c understandi ng and support for the current management
approach?

- 3-



The study group did not spend time on the question of problems with the
exi sti ng structure of the three boards nor di d the department attempt
to identify such problems due to the following reasons:

The legislative directive to the Commissioner was to examine
options for merger, not whether problems existed.

The time constraints set by the directive and lack of resources
to conduct the study, excluded a more detailed analysis of
existing problems.

The participants, for the most part, were already very familiar
with the issues involved.

Severa1 study group members commented that· the issue was not
so much one of serious problems with the effectiveness or effi­
ciency of "status quo" as an opportunity to improve the relation­
ships and delivery of services between state and local govern­
ments.

Most study group members who felt a merger was important identi­
fied the major problem to be addressed as "public perception"
that the current board structures are "fragmented."

The Chair suggested to the interim study group members that any recommenda­
tions should recognize that the providing of service to the clientle,
that is the landowners and operators, should be a major point of considera­
tion.

Principal Functions of each Agency

At the first· meeting, the study group members indicated they felt any
discussion of merger options must be preceeded by a discussion of the
programs, duties and responsibilities of each individual board. Subse­
quently, staff of the department and the three boards met to develop
an outline of background materials on each boards purpose, responsibilities
and principal functions. Each board submitted the materials, which are
contained in Appendix A. The following list of primary functions of
each board is drawn from those materials and the subsequent presentations
made at Study Group meetings.

1. Soil and Water Conservation Board

A. State administrative agency for the 92 soil and water
conservation districts statewide (including grants admini­
stration, technical assistance, plan approval/disapproval,
forum for information exchange, and general policy and
program coordination).

-4-



B. Public information and education.

C. The deve1opmen t of 5ta tewi de programs to i den t i fy ,
prioritize, and reduce or prevent soil erosion,
sed i men tat i on, flood i ng, agric u1t ura11 y re1ated po 11uti on ,
and loss of soil productivity.

2. Water Resources Board

A. The administration of watershed district formation
(currently 38 in number) and modification and
approve/modify watershed district plans.

B. The conflict resolution forum for disputes involving
watershed districts.

C. The oversight of recently enacted metro and local water
management law implementation (including boundary and
plan approval/disapproval and information and education).

3. Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council

A. Public forum for water issues in the southern Minnesota
rivers basin.

B. The guidance the creation of a comprehensive plan for
the Minnesota River Basin and the Southeast tributaries,
and coordinate and promote water program implementation
in southern Minnesota.

C. Advi se the EQB on southern Mi nnesota wa ter issues, inc 1u­
ding the need for a statewide advi sory counci 1 to the
EQB on water issues.

Each of the three board's primary purpose is quite different from the
others ' . In those areas where their functions may appear somewhat similar,
the primary clientele served are different. Figure 1 on the next page,
prepared by Minnesota Department of Agri cul ture staff, shows a compari son
of the statutory functions of the three boards. Other assumed or
historical roles are further outlined in Appendix A, along with maps
delineating service areas.

- 5-



rrGURr 1

<,rAflITOPY nIJIIF'" 1\1I1110RITIf', /INn RFSPONqrlllITrr<;

n.ll" {c. f ,1" 1 i c h"d'

• I .1 f 'II n " y ( i f,l 1 'I) n c••

\f,lfu f n,y runrlion,,:

rrp~fion of 'nr~l Oi"frift"

Modify Oio;trld nounoilrirs

L If' ...ninilfr Oi<;Iril fs

~ Aprrovf'/Oi"approvp [oral Oist Plans

Arijudir,ltp Apprills to Oist Oed<;ions

(, Appropri,ltp Funos fo Ilistrirts/lofal Govt'<;

7 RNommpno Rpc:;olutian Willrr Conflid.s

fl nrv('lop (nmprl'hpn<;ive Puhlir
Informiltion Program

q. Asc:;ic:;t-Soi1 S"rvpy Imp1pml'nt.ation

10. (ooroinafp Oi<;trirt Programs

11. Approvp/Oisapprnvr SWCO Workc:;
Improvpmpnt

17 H"lp Esfahlish Cooroinatro local
WatN Planning

11. En<;un' Complianrp with Statr

I~. Arivise EOR

1'). f.ooroinate mu1ti-lpvt:'1 water planning

Organi 7~! i .ana l?-tr~_c.!,!.:e:

1. Numher of Hpmherc:;

a. Appointpo hy Governor

h. O1hpr: Statutory opsignations

7. Mprt inl]C:;

L Prinr ipa1 loral (ontart<;

II. Administrat.ivp loration

Poling!'! and Staff:

1. Sf a (f

7. I\nn"al ""rigp! (r.Y. 1IJRC,)

1')11

110, I0J1.~7-I0J1

Yps (Soil ~ Water Cons Oist<;)

YPC:;

Yps

YPc:;

No

Yps

No

Yps

Yes

Ve<;

Ves (when state funos arp uSPo)

Vrc:;

Vps (,,"tablishpo hy Boaro)

No

YI'''

17

7 (Onp from earh of spvpn rpqion<:,­
must hf' iln elpr tpo swrn <;lIp""visor)

~ A<Wncy Heao<;

Monthly

97 SW(Os

Department of Agriculture

16 (1~ professionals. ( c1eriral)

$3.( million ($(.6 million for grilnt
prOQr~ms to districts)

Watpr RrSOUTrr" Roaro

11I',.71-lO r
L 7fl, 117, IIn.fl7c,.

1171 mH, 110 on. ""hd. J, lInn

YPC:; (Wafnrshprl Oio;Id, Ir,)

Yps

VPS

Vp<;

Yrr,

No

Vp', (M 10').7")

y"s (M S. lIOR.1n, suho . .1)

No

No

Vpo; (whpo p"hlir W,lfpr pnrmifS or
rlrainill]" prorppdinqs ilT" involvpo)

YP S (M. r, . 11 OR )

Yes (""t~hli<;hpo hy ROilTO)

No

VI""

Mont.hly (p1u<; hearings)

3~ Watershpd Districts

IndpDPnopnl Ro~rd**

3 (( professionals, 1 rlpriral)

$1('),000

SOIl!hrrn Minnrr,ofa Rivrr<;

Hil sin (ounr i 1*

1'l71

11~/I (1'l71-1QnJ)
11hC.Al 11f,r.R7 (Iqn:l)

11~r.~n·llhr.1I1 (lIJnll-Prrsrnt)

Nil

No

Nn

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

,
~

I

No

YP"
Yr><:'

11

o (IInrlrr' r\Jrrrnt law)

11 appoinlpo hy fQR rhair

Mon th1 y

Gpn. P\lrpo<;p I.oc~l Gov!.

Stiltp PlilnninQ Aqenry

1 (assiQnf'd by SPA)

$55.000

*Currl'nl 1 y s,.hrcllll"d to sun<;p! June 30, 1987

··Th" W~lrr RrsOl/rcp<; Ro~rcJ i<; an independent. board lor~tpd wiUJin ttl£' Department of Nat.ural ReSOllrrp<; for admini<:,!rativp purpo,;p<;.



Desirable Characteristics for a Merger

After discussing the authorities and responsibilities of the present
agencies, the study group partici~ants develop~d a, number of
characteristics that they felt were lmportant conslderatlons for any
merger. They were:

1. State entity should have close relationship with local entities,
citizens and clientele.

2. Citizens should be members of the state entity.
3. Loca 1 acceptance.
4. The quasi-judicial function of the' WRB should remain and be kept

effective.
5. Greater strength and visibility for soil and water issues.
6. Credibility.
7. Efficient internal structure.
8. Ability to educate and inform.
9. Politically viable.

10. Improved coordination with other agencies.
11. Fiscal considerations.
12. Retain adequate advocacy for all clientele.
13. Impact on general purpose government, that is counties.
14. Increase or improve the state of the art for natural resource manage­

ment.

Merger Options Identified For Consideration

The following is a list of the main merger options identified for
consideration by the study group:

1. The combining of all three agencies into one.
2. The combining of the Soil and Water Conservation Board and the Water

Resources Board.
3. Combining the Soil and Water Conservation Board and the Southern

Minnesota Rivers Basin Council.
4. Combining the Water Resources Board and the Southern Minnesota Rivers

Basin Council.
5. Combining one or more of the three agencies with some other state

agency.
6. Moving some of the authorities and responsibilities of the three

agencies to other state agencies and vice versa.
7. The status quo - that is, leaving all the agencies as they are.

Appendix 8 contains a more detailed list of potential options and prelfm­
inary lists of pros and cons for each option, as prepared by Minnesota
Department of Agriculture staff. The specific content of those lists
was not reviewed in detail by the study group.

Following substantial discussion about which options to consider, it
was the determination of the Interim Study Group that Option 1, the combin­
ing of the three agencies, and Option 7, the status quo, should be dis­
cussed.
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Fiscal Considerations and Assessment

A major conel us i on of the study group was that a merger of the SWCB, WRB and
SMRBC would result in minimal dollar savings; the projected savings 'tJould
not be sufficient to increase program activity over current levels. The ~ajor

savings would accrue from reducing the number of board members (23 to 14),
thereby reducing per diem and travel. The estimated net savings of the
recommended ootion would be approximately $17,000 per year, based uoon an
estimated average cost per board member per year of $2,500. This finding
essentially agrees with that of a State Planning Agency estimate made during
the 1985 Session. In that instance, a savings of 0.2% was projected based
upon a board of nine members (rather than 14 as proposed here).

Full implementation of recent metro and local water planning legislation (WRB
responsibilities) will require three new state-level positions - even with
a merger and the minimal resulting cost savings that will occur. The new
positions would include an additional planner, hydrologist and limnologist,
The major functions that would be carried out by the additional staff are:

* Developing guidelines and standards for local water plan
development and review.

* General technical assistance to local districts/counties.
* Training of field staff.

It was also estimated that, besides the three staff listed above, four
additional field staff would be needed if both a merger and the following
occur:

* Local water planning activities expand greatly, or the act
becomes a mandatory function of local government.

* County activity in soil loss limits expands beyond current levels .

. Existing SWCB field staff would be expected to broaden their duties to serve
both existing constituents (SWCD's) and new constituents (watershed districts,
counties, etc.), Without additional field staff, current levels of program
activity regarding soil conservation would lessen to accomodate any greater
activity in the water planning area.

Study Group Recommendations

Having discussed the various structural options and their fiscal implications,
the following recommendations are made by the interim study group.

1. That ~~e Boards of the three agencies be merged into one independent agency
with ~~e following membership:

2 County Commissioners
2 Soil and Water District Supervisors
1 Watershed Manager
8 Undesignated Members

-8-



All members would be appointed by the Governor. The designated members
to be selected from nominations from their state organization. The
undesignated members to include one from each of the Soi 1 and Water
Conservation Board1s Administrative Regions and one from the Metro
Area. All to be conversant with soil and water management issues.
It was felt that this representation could best satisfy all the consti­
tuent groups to be served by the merged board.

2. The Chairperson to be a per diem,' that is part-time person appointed
by the Governor, in addition to the 13 other members.

3. That the merged board be located in the Department of Agriculture
for administrative functions only.

4. That the Chairperson of the merged board be a member of Environmental
Quality Board.

S. The following state agencies have non-voting representation on the
board: Departments of Natural Resources, Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency, Agriculture, Health, Environmental Quality Board, Minnesota
Geological Survey and University of Minnesota.

Transition Option Recommendation

In order to assure that the transition from the current board status
to the new, merged board go as smoothly as possible, the following steps
are recommended:

1. Each of the three entities 1isted in the merged board membership
selects two members for the new board.

2. The Governor appoints the Chairperson.
3. Seven open appointments. The recommendation is to pick individuals

from among the existing boards and at the same time attempt to satisfy
membership requirements.

The terms of offi ce of the in it i a1 representa t i yes of each agency woul d
be staggered to provide continuity while insuring orderly transition.
One des i gnated member of each agency shoul d serve a term of one year
and the remaining members should serve for two years.

It was felt this transition recommendation would provide strong transi­
tional leadership and maintain the Governor1s discretion. It requires
and enables quick appointments to the new entity, no working majority
from anyone entity is established, and provides a higher level of dis­
cretion for the selection of other board members.
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BAO<GRCUNJ INFOPMATION CN THE
WATER RfSCIJBO=i3 BOARD

I. History

A. Enabling Legislation

Chapter 664, Laws of 1955 (codified as Minnesota Statutes section
105.71).

B. Purpose for Creation

TO establish watershed districts and to administer other state
level functions associated with the Minnesota watershed Act.

C. Chronology of O1anges

1957 - Duties expanded to include serving as a forum where
conflicting aspects of the public interest involved in water
policy controversies can be presented and by consideration of the
whole txx2y of water law controlling state policy can be
determined and apparent inconsistencies between statutes can be
resolved (Chapter 740, Laws of 1957). Based on reccmmendations in
the 1955 Report of the Legislative Interim Commission on Water
Conservation, Drainage and Flood Control.

1982 - Duties expanded to include administration of the
Metropolitan Surface Water Management Act (Chapter 509, Laws of
1982).

1985 - Duties expanded to include administration of the
Comprehensive Local Water Management Act (Chapter 2, Laws of 1985
Special session).

II. Organization and Activities

A. Structure

1. Conp:)sition:

Five ment>ers app:>inted by the Governor to staggered
four-year terms. No requirement for geographic distribution.
Members shall not be officers or employees of the state or
federal government or any political subdivisions thereof.



Clairman - Duane EKman, Argyle;
Grain, sugar beet, and specialty crop farmer and
businessman.

Vice-Chairperson - Georgia Holmes, North Mankato;
Attorney and business law instructor at Mankato
State university.

secretary - Marlin Rie~l, Appleton;
Corn, bean, and livestock farmer; ani 1'tlE!lt>er of
Pomme de Terre Irrigation Association.

Merrber - peqgy Lynch, St. Paul;
secretary-Treasu~er of Lynch Enterprises; former
member of Metropolitan Parks and Open Spaces
Commission; current merrber of St. Paul Downtown
Riverfront Commission.

Merrber - Erika Sitz, Pamsey;
President of the Minnesota Division of the Izaak Walton
League; ani League lobbyist.

2. ux:ation

Office co-located with the Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources at 500 Lafayette Road in St. Paul.

Office space of approximately 1,200 square feet provided by
the Department of Natural Resources ..

3. Meeting Schedule

Regular meetings the second Friday of each month. MerCers
also attend hearings periodically.

4. Staff

Tbtal legislative complement of three full-time positions;
two professional and one secretarial. Legal advice-provided
through the Attorney General's office.

Executive Director - Mel Sinn

B.S. Degree in Civil Engineering from the
University of Minnesota, 1974.
Registered Professional Engineer
With water Resources Board for nine years.

Prior Work Experience:

Minnesota Department of TranSFOrtation
1972-1976.
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Hydrologist - Dan Steward
B.S. Degree in Geography/Hydrology from Mankato

State University, 1977.
With Water Resources Board for two years.

Prior Work Experience:

Department of Natural Resources, Para­
Professional 1981-1982.

Stevens SWCO, Administrator-Technician
1982-1983.

secretary/Receptionist/Office Manager - Karen SChul tz

Graduate of Harding High SChool, 1961.
Experienced at typing, shorthani, 'WOrd

processing, records management, and
general office management.

With Water Resources Board for 23 yearse

Prior WOrk Experience:

Department of Veterans Affairs and the
Department of Natural Resources

5. Budget

Fiscal Year 86: Personnel
Members' Per Diem
Supplies & Expenses

Total

$ 94,000
3,000

27,700

$124,700

B. Statutory Functions

1. Minnesota Watershed Act (Minnesota Statutes Chapter 112)

To conduct hearings aOO make decisions u"fX)n receipt of local
petitions requesting watershed district establishment;
termination; boundary modifications; increases in number of
managers; and changes in manager distribution among affected
counties. To hear and decide appeals fram watershed district
decisions.

To review and approve proposed watershed district OVerall
Plans. To review and comment on proposed watershed district
projects. To receive and maintain watershed district annual
reports, oaths of office, and managers' bonds.
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2. Metropolitan Surface water, Management Act
(Minnesota Statutes sectlons 473.875-.883)

To review and cc:mrent on the proposed boundaries of joint
powers watershed management organizations.

To review and approve metropolitan watershed management
organization plans. To hear and decide inter-county disputes
over proposed capi tal i~rovanent projects proposed in
metropolitan watershed management organization plans.

3. <:att>rehensive Local Water Management Act
(Olapter 2, 1985 Special session Laws)

To review and approve county water plans. To coordinate
state agency assistance to local units involved in preparing
water plans. To conduct an information arxi education program
on county water planning.

To decide contested cases involving conflicts between local
goverrnnental units over interpretation or int>lementation of
county water plans.

To utilize a Local Pdvisory CCfrmittee including
representatives of counties, soil and water conservation
districts, cities, and townships.

4. water Policy Conflict Intervention
(Minnesota Statutes sections 105.72-.79)

To intet"lene, ut=On petition, in proceedings involving
questions of state water I;X)licy.

To cooouct hearings and make reccmnendations on the proFEr
interpretation of statutory water policy.

5. Soil and water Conset"lation District Law
(Minnesota Statutes section 40.072, subd. 3)

To review and approve proposed soil and water conservation
district works of improvement that involve drainage
proceedings or that require DNR O1apter 105 J;:ermits.

c. Relationships With Other Agencies

1. Statutory

a. Watershed Act

State: Directs the DNR' 5 Division of Waters to review
J;:etitions and watershed district Overall Plans
and prepare reports to the Water Resources Board
(wm) •
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Local: Directs the ~ to revie-,.;/approve/adjudicate
various watershed district matters (see 8(1)).

b. Metropolitan Surface Water Management Act

State: Directs the Metropolitan Council, DNR, and PCA to
review metro watershed plans before they come
before the WF.B for approval.

Local: Directs the WFB to review/awrove/adjudicate
various watershed management organization matters
(see 8 (2) ) •

c. Con1?rehensive Local water Management Act

State: Directs the ~ to consult with the Departments
of Agriculture, Health, aOO Natural Resources;
the PCA; the SPA; the mB; aOO other appropriate
state agencies during the county water plan
review process and to coordinate assistance of
state agencies to local units involved in
preparation of comprehensive water plans.

Local: Directs the WFB to awrove county water plans and
adjudicate conflicts, and to conduct an
information and education program in conjunction
with the Association of Minnesota Counties (see
8(3)).

d. Water Policy Conflict Intervention

State: Gives the WRB jurisdiction to intervene in water
policy conflicts involving various DNR and PCA
statutes.

Local: Gives the WRB jurisdiction to intervene in water
policy conflicts involving county drainage
statutes.

e. WF.B Enabl ing Law

Directs the Department of Administration to provide the
WRB office facilities within the DNR.

f. DNR - Division of Waters Law

Directs the ~Division of Waters Director to appear at
all WRB hearings affecting waters within the state.

g. Soil and Water Conservation District Law

Directs the WRB to approve certain proposed~ works of
iIrprovernent.
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2. Non-Statutor-y

a. ~/DNR Inter-Agency Agreement

Provides that the DNR will carry out certain accounting,
personnel, and payroll functions for the WRB. (No
transfer of funds involved).

b. ~/SPA Inter-Agency Agreenent

Provides for cooperation in carrying out certain duties
under the Comprehensive Local Water Managenent .Act,
including development of draft rules; structuring,
selecting, and staffing the I.oca.l hivisor-y Ccmnitte€;
designing an information and education program; and
developing a list of pertinent data and studies available
fran state and federal agencies. (No transfer of funds
involved. )

c. Minnesota Association of Watershed Districts, Inc.

WRB staff attends most Association meetings; arranges a
training session for managers in conjunction with the
Association's surrtrter tour; assists in organizing seminars
for the Association's annual convention; and contributes
articles and material for the Association's newsletter.
'!he WRB' s Olair and Executive Director are invited to
make presentations to the managers at the annual
convention. The WRB consults with the Association Board
of Directors on proposed amendments to the Watershed Act.
(No written agreenents involved.)

d. Watershed Districts, Watershed Management Organizations,
Counties, and other Local Units

The WRB places a high priority on responding to requests
for information and advice from local units involved in
water management activities. (No transfer of funds or
personnel involved.)

D. Relationships With Private Organizations and the Public

The WRBts office receives many requests for information from
individuals and groups concerned with local water management.
Board staff is periodically asked to attend local meetings to
discuss the Watershed Act and Metropolitan SUrface Water
Management Act. (The WRB has no formal agreenents with any
nongovernmental organizations.)



E. Clientele

1. Principal

Principal clientele are watershed district managers,
watershed management organization directors, county
commissioners, and their staff and consultants, involved in
water management activitles under the Watershed Act,
Metropolitan SUrface Water Management Act, and Comprehensive
Local Water Management Act. Principal clientele also include
agencies, local units, and citizens who petition the WRB to
intervene in water policy conflicts, to establish watershed
districts, to adjudicate appeals, etc.

2. secondary

secondary clientele include agencies, local units, and
citizens seeking information and advice on various matters
related to local water management.

III. Needs Assessment

The WRB's staff complement has remained at three positions since 1975,
while both its statutory duties and principal clientele were greatly
expanded in 1982 and 1985. There have been no significant increases in
its appropriations, other than inflation adjustments, since 1975. In
order to carry out its statutory duties in a timely manner in Fiscal
Year 1985 the WRB had to request supplemental appropriations totalling
20% of its base budget.

The WRB's current priorities are to respond to its new duties under
the Comprehensive Local Water Management Act and to develop rules on
local water plan content for the Watershed Act and the Metropolitan
SUrface Water Management Act. The recently-signed agreement wi th the
SPA will help address the WRB's staffing needs. The WRB's staff needs
will become acute when plans begin corning in under the Metropolitan
Surface Water Management Act.

The WRB believes watershed organizations and other local units would
be greatly benefitted by increased assistance from the state level,
but the WRB does not have the resources available to provide
additional services.



WATER RESOORCES BOARD

statutory Duties and Authorities

Duties and AUthoritiei

1. District Creation and Modification

a. Establish M)s

b. Terminate WOs
c. Modify we Boundaries
d. Redistribute Power to Appoint we

M4l"laqers Amonq Affected Counties
e. Increase Nl..1rtb!r of we Managers
f. Review Metro WMO Boundaries

2. Info~tion and Education

a o COnduct Information Program on
Comprehensive Local Water
Management N:. t

Primary Clientele

CO./Cities/Landowners
Landowners/Cities/Towns
WD/Co./Cities/Landowners

Co.
we/CO./Cities/Landowners
Cities/Towns/Co.

CO.

E:s t i::ia':ed
Percentace IJ:

70tal OrganiZat~8~
;;ffQ;;-

3C\

5%

3. Plan/Project Approval (Review runction)

a. Review and Approve we Overall Plans WI)

b. Review and Approve Metro WMJ Plans Metro WK)s
c. Review and Approve Comprehensive Co.

Water Plans Co.
d. Review and Approve Certain SWCD Works

of ~rovement SWeDs
e. Review and Carment on Certain we

Projects WDs

4. Planning and Policy Development

a. Adopt Rules to Implement Comprehensive
~al Water Management Act Co.'

5. Grants Administration

6. General Assistance and Coordination

a. Coordinate Assistance of State
Agencies to CO. and other Local Lnits
Involved in Comprehensive Water
Planning CO./Ot.'ier ~al Gnits

b. Identify Pertinent Data and Studies
Available frem State and federal
h;encies Co./Other ~al Units

7. COnflict Resolution

35%

let

0%

5\

15%

a. Adjudicate Appeals frem WI) Decisions
b. Decide COnteted cases Involving

COnflicts Between Local Gnits OVer
Corrprehensive CO. Water Plans

c. Decide Inter-Co. Disputes OVer
Proposed Metro WMO capital '
tmprovement Projects

d. Intervene in Water Policy COnflicts
and Recommend Resolution

District Landowners

CO./Other ~al Lnits

Metro Co./Metro WMOs

Landowners/Governor/State
Agencies/federal Agencies/
Private Organizations/Courts



Water Resources Board's Position on Merger

On April 12, 1985 the current Water Resources Board members
considered the state Planning Agency's proposal for a rr.erged
board composed of nine geographically distributed members
appointed by the Governor and having three designated seats: '
1 watershed district manager; 1 soil, and water conservation
district supervisor; and 1 county commissioner.

The Board found merit in this merged board idea. They felt
very strongly that such a merged board should be independent
and have six citizen members. They supported a requirement
for geographical distribution of members. They believed a
merged board would lead to strengthened relationships
between local units.
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DATA SHEET - SWCB STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION

I. BOARD C'OMPOSITION AND OPERATIONS

A. 12 Members

1 J 7 gubernatorial appointees, one from each of
seven regions - must be elected SWCD supervisors.

2 ) 5 agency heads:
Commissioner of Natural Resources
Co~~issioner of Agriculture
Director, Pollution Control Agency
Director, Agricultural Extension Service,

University of Minnesota
Deputy Vice-President of the Institute of

Agriculture, University of Minnesota

B. The SWCB conducts monthly meetings which typically
run from 9 a.m. - 3 p.m., depending on issue requlrlng
action. Topics covered at the meetings cover a broad
range of issues affecting natural resource management;
including development· of, statewide policy, allocation
of state funds, coordination of interagency program
efforts, assessment of research needs, conflict
resolution, etc.

C. The SWCB serves ~s the state administrative agency
for the 92 S~CDs. In this capaclty the Board has broad
policy authority and fiscal resccnsibility for all state
programs administered ~y SWCDs. In thls role the SWCB
coordinates activlties and program decisions closely
with the MASWCD and, insofar as possible, to establish
common priorities for SWCD programming.

: I. BUDGET

A. The annual budget of the SWCB for FY198S is
$3.2 million. Of this amount $2.6 million is dlS­
tributed to local SWCDs under seven separate and
distinct grant programs. The remai~ing funds finance
the administrative operations of the SWCB.

III. OVERVIEW OF STAFF COMPLEMENT

A. The current complement of the SWCB consists of
16 full-time classified positions which include two
clerical and 14 professionals.

B. Thirteen of the professional staff have a minimum of
four years of academic training and all have a mini­
mum of two years of professional experience in
natural resource management.
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C. Staff resDonsibilities are co~~lex and ca~~ot oe
~dequately addressed in this for~m. I~ ge~er31,
the responsibilities are divided as follows:

1) Central office staff -
* Director - responsible for overall

management of the agency.
* Assistant Director - support activity

to the Director as well as line supervision
over all regional staff.

* Program Specialist - supervises the staff
within the Programs Section and has responsi­
bility for several specific activities.

* Communications Manager - responsible for all
information/education activities including
assistance to individual SWCDs and MASWCD.

* Other Central Staff - specific program
responsibilities as assigned by the Direc~or.

2) Regional Staff - responsible for 11-14 S~CDs.

Provide day-to-day assistance to SWCD officials
on program development and implementation,
personnel management, auditing, program review,
planning, etc. .

D. Workload - The existing staff complement of the S~CB

is inadequate. Several importa~t activities are
currently not being addressed d~e to staff limitations
and the program is expanding.

IV. OUTLINE OF DUTIES

A. Overview of Grant Programs (FY86J

1) $644,500 the first year and S664,200
the second year are for general purpose
grants in aid to soil and ~a~er

conservation districts.

2) $152,300 the first year and S152,300
the second year are for gr~nts to
districts for technical assistance,
education, and demonstrations of
conservation tillage.

3) $198,500 the first year and $198,500
the second year are for grants to
watershed districts and other local
units of government in the southern
Minnesota river basin study area 2
for flood plain management.
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~) $1,541,400 the first year a~d

Sl,541,400 the second year are for
grants to soil and water conserva~lO~

districts for cost-sharing contrac~s

for eros~on control and water quallty
management.

5) $158,700 the tlrst year and S158,700
the second year are for grants in aid
to soil and water conservation distrlcts
and local units of government to assist
them in solving sediment and erosion
control problems. Grants must not
exceed 50 percent of total project costs
or 50 percent of the local share if
federal money is used. Priority must be
given to projects designed to solve
lakeshore, streambank, and roadside
erosion and to projects eligible for
federal matching money.

6) $12,400 the first year and S12,400 the
second year are for grants to soil and
water conservation districts for review
and comment on water permits.

7) The commissioner of agric~lture shall
establish and coordinate a~ interim
study group to examlne the options
available for consolidating the
functions and responsibili~les of the
soil and water conservation board, ,
water resources board, and souther~

Minnesota rivers bas~n counc~l under a
single entity. The study group shall
include: representatives of the
affected agencies; s~aff assig~ed by
the senate agricult~re and na~ural

resources commit~ee, house en~!iro~ment

and natural resources commit~ee, and
house agriculture committee; ~nd such
other representatives as the
commissioner cons~ders necessary. The
commissioner shall report to the
legislature on January 15, 1986, on the
options examined and the recoIT®ended
course of action.

B. Statutorial Authorities

1) Prepare and present to the commissioner
of agriculture a budget to finance the
activities of the state board and the
districts and to adminlster any law
appropriating funds to districts.
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2) Offer any appropriate assista~ce to ~~e

supervisors of the districts l~

implementlng any of their powers a~G

programs.

]) Keep the supervisors of each distric~

informed of the activities and exper:ence
of all other districts.

4) Coordinate the programs and activities of
the districts.

5) Approve or disapprove the plans or
programs of districts relating to the use
of state funds.

6) Develop and implement a comprehensive public
information program concerning the distrlc~s'

activities and programs, the problems and
preventive practices of erosion, sedime~ta­

tion, agriculturally related pollution,
flood prevention, and the advantages of
formation of districts in areas where their
organization is desirable.

7) Subdivide and consolidate districts Wlt~out

a hearing or a referendum so as to conf:~e

districts within county l~~:ts.

8) Assist in the implementatio~ of a statewlde
soil survey program for the state as
determined by the Minnesota cooperatlve soil
survey.

9) Identify research needs.

10) Develop programs to reduce or preve~t soil
erosion, sedimentation~ floodlng and
agriculturally related pollut:on, including
but not limited to structural and la~d-use

management practlces.

11) Develop a system of prior~tles within the
state to identify the erOSlO~, flood,
sediment and agriculturally related
pollution problem areas that are most
severely in need of control systems.

12) Ensure compliance with statewlde programs
established by the state board.

13) Conduct hearings as needed.

14) Establish necessary rules and policies.



V. SWCB OPERATIONAL PROGRAM (FROM FY1986 WORK PLAN)

A. Cost-Share Program

B. Lakeshore, Streambank and Roadside Erosion Program

C. General Operation Grants

D. Soil Loss Limits

E. Off-Site Erosion Assessment

F. Technical Assistance/Education/Demonstration Grants

G. Clean Lakes Projects (2)

H. Public Awareness Program

I. Rainfall Monitoring Program

J. Study Area II Flood Control Program

K. Cooperative Soil Survey

L. SWCD Training

M. Private Forest Management Grants

N. Standard Statewide Accounting System

o. Rotational Audit Program
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SWCB FUNCTIONAL BREAKDOWN

I. DISTRICT CREATION AND MODIFICATION
(1% of time. Clientele: SWCD officials, county officials, concerned public)

A. Creation process completed in 1972.
- primary clientele were citizens petitioning for creation of SWCD.
- 1937 to 1960 this comprised the primary function of. the Board.

B. Modification (consolidation and/or termination) is a rare
occurrence. The only significant example is the consolidation of
the Burns-Homer-Pleasant and Winona SWCDs.
- primary clientele involve SWCD officials, county officials, and

concerned public.
- % of time would involve <1%.

C. Review and action on nomination district boundaries for election
of SWCD officials.

- primary clientele are the supervisors of the affected SWCD.
- time would involve <1%.

II. INFORMATION/EDUCATION
(12% of time. Clientele: SWCDs and related agencies, general public)

A. Development of promotional materials.

B. Cultivate media coverage of issues.

C. Training in communications skills and programs.

D. Coordination of local efforts.

E. Special projects - two current Clean Lakes Projects and
experimental program in the Red Rivei Valley.

III. PLAN AND PROJECT APPROVAL
(8% of time. Clientele: SWCDs)

A. Review and approve content of SWCD annual and long range plans.

B. Review and approval of memoranda of understanding entered by any SWCD.

IV. PLANNING AND POLICY DEVELOPMENT
(15% of time. Clientele: SWCDs)

A. Agency work plan development.

B. Statewide policy formulation and program direction.

C. Planning requirements for S~CDs and assistance in preparation.
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V. GRANTS ADMINISTRATION
(40% of time. Clientele: SWCDs)

A. Implement necessary rules for program operation.

B. Coordinate statewide bookkeeping system and regular audit
procedures.

C. Provide administrative guidelines and assistance.

IV. GENERAL ASSISTANCE AND COORDINATrON
(10% of time. Clientele: SWCDs)

A. Encourage cooperation between state, federal, and local agencies.

B. Day-to-day staff support to SWCDs as required.

C. Generation of new programming.

Irv. CONFLICT RESOLUTION
(4% of time. Clientele: Primary-SWCD, Secondary-related agencies)

A. Assist local SWCDs with personnel matters.

B. Resolve interagency conflicts as they arise.

VI 1'1 . TRA INrNG
(10% of time. Clientele: SWCDs)

A. Provide broad-based training program for SWCD officials and
employees~

B. Cooperate with SCS on delivery of technical training for SWCD staff.



SMRBC BACKGROUND

I. History of the SMRBC
A. statutory Citation

1. M.S.114A (1971-1983)
2. M.S.ll6C.81 116C.82 (1983-present)

B. Purpose for Creation
1. Guide the creation of a comprehensive plan for the

Minnesota River basin and the Southeast tributaries
2. Provide local input (in addition to federal/state) in

planning process
3. Coordinate and promote plan implementation

a. Coordinates federal/state/local activities
b. Designate local units to carry out plan components

3. Guide USDA Type IV study underway
a. Study requested by SWCB and other state agencies
b. Flooding caused severe problems in the 1969's
c. Dissatisfaction w.ith Corps' flood control plans
d. Legislature wanted state and local involvement in

plan development and implementation
C. Chronology

1. 1973 M.S.ll4A amended to require state agencies and
departments to cooperate with and assist the SMRBC

2. 1983 M.S.ll4A repealed and SMRBB made council to EQB
a. In 1983 Merger legislation SMRBC directed to make

recommendations to EQB on need for statewide council
b. Advise EQB on plan development and implementation

II. SMRBC Authorities and Responsibilities
A. Organization

1. 11 members (one vacancy)
a. Members are county commissioners, watershed district

manager, soil and water district supervisor,
township officer and others
1) 1971 - 5 members elected by AMC, 5 members plus

Chair appointed by the governor
2) 1983 - 11 members appointed by the governor
3) 1985 - 11 Members appointed by EOB Chair

b. EOB liaison
2. Monthly meetings
3. 1 staff person (SPA assigns and allocates staff)

B. Activities
1. Develop plans and policies

a. Coordinate federal/state/local involvement
b. The Minnesota Riyer Basin Report Feb. 1977
c. The Southeast Minnesota Tributaries Basin Report

April 1989
d. Develop other reports, position papers, and policies

as needed
1) Position paper on Memorial Hardwood Forest
2) Position paper on Local Role in water quality

issues
3) Biennial Reports, etc.

e. Continually hold public meetings to give information
and get input for use in policies and plans

f. Used local policy committees for input



2. Initiated and guides P.L. 639 study recommended for plan
implementation
a. Corps-SCS $11.5 million study
b. Yellow Bank and Lac Qui Parle Subbasins July 1985
c. Worked successfully to secure federal funding when

not in President's budget
d. Organized and Chairs -639- Advisory committee of

federal, state and local representatives
e. Chairs citizen participation committee

3. Help local governments coordinate efforts, e.g. form and
assist two task forces in southeast Minnesota
a. Organized and chaired initial meetings
b. Consists of eight counties
c. Purpose to address ground water issues
d. Coordinate state agency assistance to Counties

4. Initiated and/or supported legislative programs to
implement plan
a. SMRB Area II flood control grants
b. Private forest management cost share program
c. Local water planning Act
d. Other programs e.g. erosion cost share, protected

waters
5. Provide state forum to and from local area

a. Protected waters program
b. Memorial Hardwood Forest Program
c. Local water planning needs

6. Advise EQB on state and local water planning needs
a. Studied water planning history and present needs
b. Sponsored meetings with AMC and MASWCD for local

input
c. Recommended that county be responsible for local

water planning
d~ Recommended merging boards

1) To unify state approach to local government
2) Give better local access to state government

C.Relationship to other Agencies
1. M.S.ll4A Coordinated federal, state, and local

activities
2. Guided USDA Type IV study
3. Chair Advisory Committee for Corps-SCS "639- study
4. Advise EQB

D. Relationship to Public and Private Organizations
1. Initiated and now assist two southeast task forces
2. Assist Minnesota Project in southeast activities (as

ground water ordinances)
3. Established 5 policy committees for planning purposes

(as SMRBC Area II)
4. Sponsor public informational meetings as needed

E. Principal and Secondary clientele
1. Clientele: EQB, local governments, and public
2. Federal/state agencies secondary clientele



III.Needs
A. Continuing need for state entity to coordinate and assist

local resource planning efforts.
B. Continuing need to coordinate federal, state, and local

planning
C. Continuing need to provide information about state programs

to general pUblic and local governments
D. Continuing need to relate local views to state and federal

agencies and legislators
E. Continuing need to assist local and regional areas develop

and implement resource plans
F. Continuing need to coordinate ground water quality data and

activities



SMRBC

FUNCTION

District creation or modification

PRIMARY
CLIENTELE

PERCENT

~

Information and Education
Sponsor public meetings
Circulate reports/slide shows
Circulate position statements,

policies, reports, etc.
Initiate/support legislation for

plan implementation

Plan/Project Approval

Planning and Policy Development
Recommendations to EQB on need

for Water Advisory Council
Guide -639· Study
Develop reports, policies

e.g. Minnesota River Basin
Report, Position on local
responsibilities,
Memorial Hardwood Forest, etc.

Evaluate legislation

Grant Administration

local governments 25%
citizens,
EOB
Federal/state agencies

local governments 25%
EQB
Federal/state agencies
citizens

General Assistance and Coordination
Initiated SMRB Area II flood control

program
Organized and Chair "639- Advisory

Committee
Organized and assist task forces

in Southeast Minnesota
Chair "639" citizen partication Corom.
Develop Private Forest Management

program
Coordinate information about water

planning Legislation
Provide state forum to and from local

area
Advise EQB

Conflict Resolution

Local governments
Federal/State Agencies
Citizens
EOB

50%
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APPENDIX B

Options for Merging

Functions of the

WRB, SWCB, and the SMRBC



THE STATUS QUO

This option would keep the existing structure of existing boards.

MAJOR COMPONENTS

** Maintains Separate Advocates for Pollution Control, Health, Agriculture
and Resource Management

** Maintains Separate Boards Overseeing Watershed Districts and Soil and
Water Conservation Districts

**

**

Utilizes Environmental Quality Board to Coordinate State Water Programs
and to Develop Water Plan

Assigns State Duties for Local Water Planning Initiative to Either EQB or
WRB

The following is a brief listing of each board's responsibilities;

a. Existing WRB Responsibilities:

**
**

**
**
**
**

Establish, Modify, or Terminate Watershed Districts;
Review Boundaries of Metropolitan Watershed Management
Organizations;
Approve Plans of Watershed Districts and Metropolitan WMOs;
Intervene in Water Policy Disputes;
Hear Appeals of Watershed District Decisions;
Oversee Implementation of the Local Water Management Act.

b. Existing SWCB Responsibilities:

**
**
**

**
**

Approve Plans of Soil and Water Conservation Districts;
Administer Cost-Share Programs for Erosion and Water Quality;
Provide Financial and Technical Assistance to Soil and Water
Conservation Districts;
Administer Flood Control Grants;
Develop and Implement a Public Information Program Regarding
Soil and Water Issues.

c. Existing EQB/SMRBC Responsibilities:

**
**

**

State Water Plan Development and Program Coordination;
Representation of the Governor on Interstate and State-Federal
Water Comittees;
Integration of Local Water Plans into State Strategies.
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THE STA rus quo

Pros

· Provides strong, visible advocates for separate and distinct water re13~e~

programs/constituencies

· Is non-controversial

· Close relationship between the state SWCB and local SWCD's

Established communication and administrative network between the SWeB,
district offices, the local SWCD's, and the public

· WRB's distance from the local watershed districts helps its credibility In

adjudicating disputes

SWCB structure similar to other states and compatible with federal soi;
conservation agencies

· WRB provides an intermediate confl ict resolution step before the courts anc:
presumably saves both sides legal costs

· SMRBC has also served as an intermediary between citizens and local government,
and state and federal government

Cons
· Appearance of fragmentation

· Requires strong individual coordinating efforts

· Provides no state-level voice for local general purpose governments (i .e. ROC's
counties, municipalities, townshi~s)

No direct link between WRB and state agencies for oversight of the Metro Surfac
Water and Local Water Management laws

Critical staff shortages for imolementation of new 'yl/ater initiatives sucn 3

the Metro and Local Water Management laws

· Lack of 'jnderstanding by many, both the general publ ic as well as some '
government of what each board's function is

· Because ofthe 1ack 0 fun ders tan din g 0 f the f Ij nct ion 0 f each boa rd, the 1

credibility in some areas is questionable

The WRB's ability to inform and educate is limited, both due to a lackir
statutory charge and lack of staff and bUdget

The quasi-judicial function of the WRB is being mixed with the new orogra
administration duties required by the new Metro and Local Water Management laws

Other Characteristics/Questions

· Under current law, the SMNRBC ceases to exist on June 30, 1987

How wou.ld general purpose local government (ROCls, counties, cities, townsh;o:
be represented?
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**

This Jpt~:~ ~ou1d <eep the existing structure ~ith some ~evised or rea ~oca~e1

responsibi :ities.

WRB retains its quas-judicial function.
The Local Water Management law oversight would be transferred ~o a 1 ;~e

state agency.
SPA/EOB would be given a stronger state agency coordinative and policy
development role.
All SPA/EOB administrative or program'management responsibilities ~ould be
transferred to line agencies.
The SWCB would be given additional responsibilities and resources to deal
with agriculturally-related water issues.
Regional development commissions would be directed to assume the
intermediary/public forum function currently carried out by the SMNR8C
(inter-county joint powers agreements where no ROC present).

The following is a brief listing of each board's revised responsibilities:

a. WRB Responsibilities:

Establish, Modify, or Terminate Watershed Districts;
Review Boundaries of Metropolitan Watershed Management
Organizations;
Appro ve P1anS 0 f Wa t er shed ,D i s t ric t sand Met r0 pol ita n 'f~ MCs ;
Intervene in Water Policy Disputes;
Hear Appeals of Wa~ershed District Decisions.

b. SWCB Responsibilities:

** Approve Plans of So; 1 and Water Conservation Districts;
** Administer Cost-Share ~rograms for Erosion and Water Quality;
** Provide Financial and TeChnical Assistance to Soil and Water

Conservation Districts (Exoanded);
** Administer Flood Control Grants (Exoanded);
** Develop and Implement a Public Information Program Regard~ng

Soil and Water Issues (exoanded).
** Water planning and management responsibilities as tney relate to

erosion or other agriculturally re~ated ~ater issues.

c. EQB Responsibilities:

** State Policy Development and State Agercy Coordination (Stronger
Ro 1e) ;

** Represenatation of the Governor on InterS:3te and State-Federal
Water Committees;

** Integration of State and Water Plan Programs into State
Strategies or Policies (Stronger Role).

d. Other New Efforts/Functions Required:

** ROC Role Expanded (PUblic Forum/lnter-go~errmentJl

spokesmen/local planning coordination);
** State Line Agencies Responsible For More

implementation/Administration Funct~ons;

** Stronger coordinative/pol icy de\/elopment authority for EQB/SP~,
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~OIFIED STATUS QijO

Pro

. Provides strong, visible advocates for separate and distinct water ~e~a~e:

programs/constituencies

. Close relationship between the state S~~B and local SWCD's

Established com~unicat;on and administrative network between t~e SwCB, ; ts
district offices, the local SWCD's, and the public

WRB'S distance from the local watershed districts helps its credibilit/
adjudicating disputes

• SWCB structure similar to other states and compatible with federal
conservation agencies

-,.... .; .,
~I.J \ ,

· WRB provides an intermediate conflict resolution step before the :our":s anc
presumably saves both sides legal costs

• Permi ts EQB to focus on pol icy matters for water and a11 other envi ronmenta 1
issues without being dragged down by administrative and conflict resolutic'"
matters

Transfer of some administrative functions to some state 1ine agenc es cot...; ~

improve the technical assistance, Dubl ic information act1vit es, ~~c

communication between those agencies and local government

· Staff shortage issue might not be quite as acute

· ROC's capabilities exploited

Cons

· Appearance of fragmentation

· Requires strong individual coordinating efforts

· Provides no state-level voice for local general pur::lose governments (ROC's
counties, cities, townships)

· Lack of understanding by many, both in the general public as wel1 as some 1

government, of what each board's function is

· Because of the lack of understanding of the boards, their credibility in sor
areas is questionable

Other Characteristics/Questions

Quasi-judicial functions are separate from policy, financial and tecnnic
assistance functions

· SMNRBC ceases to exist on June 30, 1987



[NDEPENOENT STATE 80ARD OF WATER AND SOIL POLICY

This option would consolidate the SWe8, WRB, and SMR8C into a new board
responsible for state water planning and coordination functions, local ~ater

planning oversight/outreach functions, and soi 1 and water conservation program
functions. The state water planning and coordination duties of the EOB '~ould

be transferred to the new board. EQB would retain its broad environmental
policy development and coordination responsibi lities, as well as the specific
programs it currently administers.

The membership of the new Board of Water and Soil Policy would consist of a
mix of local officials, citizens and state agencies. The chairman would serve
at the pleasure of the Governor. (Note: The SMRBC has recommended only that
the merged Board be composed of "implementing groups," knowledgeable citizens,
and a chairperson serving at the pleasure of the Governor.) The Board would
be independent.

MAJOR COMPONENTS

**

**

**

Merges

Water Resources Board
Soil and Water Conservation Board
Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council
SPA/EQB Water Planning Staff/Duti·es

Maintains Separate Advocates for Pollution Control, Health, AGriculture,
and Resource Management

Assigns State Duties for Local Water Planning Initiative to New Board

The Board of Water and Soi 1 Policy would be responsible for the Following
programs and functions:

a. Existing WRB Responsibilities:

**
**

**
**
**

Establish, Modify, or Terminate ~atershed Oistricts;
Review Boundaries of Metropolitan Watershed Management
Organizations;
Approve Plans of Watershed Districts and Metropolitan WMOs;
Intervene in Water Policy Disputes~

Hear Appeals of Watershed District Decisions.

b. Existing 5WCB Responsibilities:

**
**
**

**
**

Approve Plans of Soil and Water Conservation Districts;
Administer Cost-Share Programs for Erosion and Water Oual ity;
Provide Financial and Technical Assistance to Soil and Water
Conservation Districts;
Administer Flood Control Grants;
Develop and Implement a Public Information Program Regarding
Soil and Water Issues.

- 2 -



c. Existing EQB Responsibi lities:

~~ State Water Plan Development and Program Coordination;
•• Representation of the Governor on Interstate and State-Federal

Water Comittees;
*~ Integration of Local Water Plans into State Strategies.

d. New Board Functions Required:

**

Develop Unified State Approach to Local Government for Water and
Soil Programs; and
State Oversight/Outreach Functions Associated With The
Comprehensive Local Water Management Act.

- 3 -



MERGED STATE BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL POLICY
(Merged WRB, SWCB and SMNRBC)

Pros
· Reduces the number of state boards

Provides single, visible focus for state/local water olanning, :Jcr~'~a:~:~

and commun~ca:ion 8rograms currently handled by WRB, SWCB, &SMNRBC

• Ties soil and water with water planning programs

· Provides an intermediate conflict resolution step before the courts, presumaD:/
saving both sides legal costs

· Could continue to serve as an intermediary between citizens and loca;
governments, and state and federal government (SMNRBC function)

· Potentially better coordination between water planning/administrative programs
at a11 1eve 1s

• Potentially better capacity to provide a comprehensive information a'1d

education program

Cons
· Potential for opposition

· Question of adequate and equal advocacy for individual water-re~ated arograms
and clientele

· Does not necessarily deal with the issue of the staff shortages ~or ~ew

water initiatives

· The credibility of the conflict resolution/quasi-judicial function with 'Hatershed
districts could be jeopardized by the :'I1ore visible role of the Board in tne
areas of water program advocacy and financial and tec;,nical assistance (no
longer separate and imparti a1)

Potential for perception of inaccessibility by the general public due to sL:e
and breadth of issues covered by the Board (inaccessible Dureaucracy)

· Does not n.ecessarily address the problems of state ~olicy develooment and
coordination with other state agencies

Other Characteristics/Questions
Would general purpose local governments (ROC's, counties, cities, townshios)
be represented?

· Would the close relationship with the local SWCO's be ~aintained?

· Where would it be located, and would it be independent or part of another agency?

· How would the Board
planning activities?

coordinate with SPA/EQB state level water

· Would staffing levels be adequate to deal with new water initiatives?

· Would there be a cost savings?

· Potential for unwieldy Board meetings due to possibly larger Board and breadtl-
r'tf i <:<:IIQC: i'(Wt=lrt=lrl?



MOOIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD

This ODt~on would consolidate the SWCB, WRB, .and SMNRBC into a,single advisorj
council to the EQ8. The EQB would also contlnue to be responslble for
interagency coordination of state ~ater programs. ~tat~ water p:anning dJt:es
would remain in line agencies, subject to the coordlnatl0n functlon of tne EOB.

MAJOR COMPONENTS

** Combines Functions of Water Resource Board, Soil and Water Conservation
Board, and Environmental Quality Board

** Replaces Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council with Statewide Water
Advisory Council to -EQa

** Assigns State Duties for Local Water Planning Initiative to EQB

** Other Components Same as Status Quo

The EQa would be responsible for the following programs and functions:

a. Existing WRa Responsibilities:

**
**

**
**
**
**

Establish, Modify, or Terminate Watershed Districts;
Review Boundaries of Metropolitan Watershed Management
Organizations;
Approve Plans of Watershed Districts and Metropolitan WMO's;
Intervene in Water Policy Disputes;
Hear Appeals of Watershed District Decisions;
State Oversight/Outreach Functions Associated With The
Comprehensive Local Water Management Act.

b. Existing SWCB Responsibilities:

**
**
**

**
**

Approve Plans of Soil and Water Conservation Districts;
Administer Cost-Share Programs for Erosion and Water Quality;
Provide Financial and Technical Assistance to Soil and Water
Conservation Oistricts;
Administer Flood Control Grants;
Develop and Implement a PUblic Information Program Regarding
Soil and Water Issues.

c. Existing EQB Responsibilities:

**

**

State Wat.r Plan Development and Program Coordination;
Representation of the Governor on Interstate and State-Federal
Water Committees;
Integration of Local Water Plans into State Strategies.

d. New Board Functions Required:

** Develop Unified State Approach to Local Government for Water and
Soil Programs.
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