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poses of estimating pollutant loadings and the impacts
of urban runoff on Minnesota's lakes and streams which
have been identified as receiving urban runoff.

3) Determine effectiveness and feasibility of urban runoff
controls and Best Management,Practices in meeting
water qualtty goals.

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency should use a
model to estimate the impact of urban runoff pollutant
loads on receiving waters under various management
practices. The practices should be evaluated for ef­
fectiveness in controlling different types of pollu­
tants under various urban land-use conditions. This
program should identify the costs of management prac­
tices and evaluate the costs of different levels of
pollution reduction. The program should also evaluate
ways to achieve these levels of reduction.

Upon completion of the above problem assessment (management
practice evaluation and determination of the extent of the
problem),

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency should recommend the
implementation of a management program to reduce the impact
of urban runoff on receiving waters. This management pro­
gram should identify effective management practices and the
conditions under which they are to be put into effect.
The program should also identify instructional and finan­
cial arrangements and establish an evaluation process to
monitor implementation of management programs. A task
force composed of local~regional~ and state government
representatives should be established. The task force
could provide the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency with
expertise on local issues and concerns. Progress reports
should be made available to the public through the 208
Continuing PlanningProce$s.

It is estimated that it will take three years to carry out
the recommended proposals, assuming adequate funding support
from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The EPA
has initiated a nation-wide urban runoff program. This EPA
program will fill the information gaps regarding pollutant
sources, areal accumulation patterns, washoff and transport
mechanisms, instream behavior of pollutants, and control
effectiveness. The major goal of the program is to provide
the United States Congress and state and local officials with
supplementary information on urban runoff issues. This will
insure informed decisions on urban runoff control programs.
Combining the results of the National Urban Runoff Program
with the MPCA's data collection and planning efforts (ident­
ified above) will make the develdpment of a comprehensive
state urban runoff management plan possible.
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The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency needs to emphasize
continued cooperation between state agencies~ Regional
Development Commissions~ and the Metropolitan Council's
efforts in developing an urban runoff management program.

Those communities that wish to implement management practice
programs are referred to the management practices listed in
Urban Runoff Package I, May 1978, (pp. 54-91) for viable
alternatives to be used in controlling the amount of pollu­
tants entering urban runoff. Certain measures are good gen­
eral planning tools as well as practices which can be used to
improve and protect water quality. The following practices
are recommended to regional and local planning agencies.

Urban Resource Planning- includes a number of traditional com­
munity activities, including land-use planning, recreation
and open-space planning, public facilities planning, trans­
portation planning, and housing and economic development plan­
ning. The concept is to integrate water resource issues
into a comprehensive planning process. This process would
identify water quality problems caused by urban development
patterns and reduce the negative effects.

Urban planning focuses on the location, density, and timing
of development. By applying principles of hydrology to land­
use planning, undeveloped lands where soils are naturally
impervious could be identified for industrial, commercial or
other high density use. Areas where permeable soils exist
could be set aside for open-space and/or low-density resi­
dential use. Using this approach, natural runoff character­
istics would be altered only minimumly by development.
This practice will affect only new development. It will have
little, if any, impact on existing areas where urban runoff
is already a source of pollution.

Protection of Environmentally Sensitive Areas- would identify
natural areas where alteration or disruption could cause non­
point source pollution. Ordinances would be developed to
protect these areas. Environmental features which are parti­
cularly sensitive to development abuses, or contribute to the
natural functioning of the hydrologic cycles, are stream and
creek beds, floodplains, wetlands, steep slopes, and wood­
lands.

Local governmental units could use land-use restriction ord­
inances to supplement their zoning ordinances. These restri­
ctions would identify and minimize interference with the land's
natural capacity to retain, absorb, and purify stormwater
runoff. As an example, to reduce erosion, land-use ordinances
could require that a 'minimum percentage of natural vegetation
be maintained after hillside development. Filling of wetlands
could be prohibited to protect their ability to moderate peak
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stormwater flows, to filter nutrients and sediment, and to
recharge groundwater supplies.

This program does not address existing problems and will only
be effective where new development would have occurred in en­
vironmentally sensitive areas.

On-Site Management of Runoff- proposes the creation of local
ordinances that would require developers to install on-site
stormwater control devices as a condition of development.
Typical on-site methods have been described in Urban Runoff,
Package I.

On~site management is basically preventative and has little
application to existing development. In addition, local
planning or engineering expertise on the concepts of on-site
st6rmwater detention and retention is limited. Technical
assistance will be provided by appropriate state agencies.

While the programs and recommendations identified for this topic
are applicable statewide, it should be noted that the Metropolitan
Cou~cil is developing a separate plan for the seven-county metro­
polltan area. The Council may propose programs which are different
from, and more stringent than, those identified here.
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RESIDUAL WASTES

Residual wastes are defined by Section 208 in 40 CFR l3l.ll(K) as
"solid, liquid, or sludge substances from man's activities in the
urban, agricultural, mining, and industrial environment remaining
after collection and necessary treatment." The regulation re­
quires Water Quality Management plans to include: "An identifica­
tion of the necessary controls to be established over the disposi­
tion of residual wastes which could affect water quality and a
description of the proposed actions necessary to acheive such
controls."

Residual wastes are not easily categorized as either point sources
or non-point sources. Because existing controls over the disposal
of residual wastes are aspects of point source programs, the MPCA
largely views residual waste issues as point source-related. The
existing programs are indicated briefly in Part II, Section K of
this document.

Study of residual wastes carried out in the 208 planning program
was limited to a survey of approximately 1,000 individual sources
of residual waste. The purpose of the survey was to learn what
these wastes are, in what quantities they are generated, and how
they are disposed of. The survey emphasized residual wastes pro­
duced by air and water pollution control devices. Details and re­
sults of this survey are presented in the 208 report "Residual
Wastes."

One important issue discovered by the survey was that many residual
wastes are not disposed of in accordance with MPCA rules. A major
reason for this problem was found to be an inadequate exchange of
information between the three divisions of the MPCA--Air, Water,
and Solid Waste. The MPCA introduced this issue to the 208
decisions-making process (i.e., the State Task Force, the Regional
Committies, and the State agencies) for consideration. The follow­
ing recommendations were made:

Each MPCA division~ on initiating a permitting or renewal process~

should be required to solicit comments from the other sections and
d'ivisions.

The MPCA should establish a task force~ comprised of state and
local officials. The task force would establish procedures and
policies to provide better involvement in residual waste management
at the local level.

The procedures and policies should include: l) guidelines
and standards for residual waste management for administration
by the counties~ 2) efforts to seek funding assistance for
establishing county environmental officers to coordinate
pemit functions and residual waste management at the local
level~ 3) establishment of criteria which should be included
in any county residual and solid waste management program~
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4) consideration of state legislation to provide local adminis­
tration af residual waste management based on state guidelines~

standards~ and criteria~ 5) improved technical assistance by
the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency to the counties~ and
6) educational programs for county administrative personnel and
the general public.
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HYDROLOGIC MODIFICATION

Federal 208 regulations, in 40 CFR Part 13~.11(j)(3)(vii), require
that water quality effects caused by hydrologic modifications
(e.g., dams, channel changes) are to be addressed in 208 Plans.

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency's initial 208 planning effort
did not include studies of the effects of hydrologic modification on
water quality. A study of the water quality effects of dredge and
fill activities will begin in fiscal year (FY) 1980 using 208 funds
from the FY 1978 allocation. Management programs will be developed
to abate any water quality problems discovered by this study.

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency will continue to review pro­
jects which require federal permits or licenses under the Section
401 certification process. This review will include a study of
the potential water quality effects of these projects. The Minne­
sota Pollution Control Agency also requires State Disposal System
permits for dredging disposal s~tes.
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GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS AND SPECIAL CONCERNS

Some State Task Force recommendations do nqt apply to specific non­
point sources. They do, however, reflect general concern with in­
suring successful implementation of the Plan. These recommendations
are presented here to emphasize their importance to the entire Water
Quality Management program.

In reviewing the existing rules and regulations pertaining to the
permitting of various polluting activities, the State Task Force de­
veloped concern for the coordination of all pollution permitting ac­
tivities. The Task Force expres$ed concern that permitting activi­
ties be consistent with present laws and regulations.

ThE State Task Force recommends that the MPCA permit requirements
be reviewed by an interagency ta$k force to insure that permitting
regulations ay'e consistent with federal requirements~ state legis­
lative mandates~ and other state agency requirements and activities.

The Clean Water Act requires the MPCA to establish an advisory group
to provide "continued attention of an informed core group of citizens"
in the continuing development of the Minnesota Water Quality Manage­
ment planning program.

The State Task Force recommends that representatives from the
state's regional development commissions be included on this committee
so as to provide for geographical representation.

To provide a way for the public to communicate its views on the
implementation of the programs recommended in this document and on
cont~nuing planning activities, it i~ necessary for the MPCA to con­
tinue its 208 public information and participation program.

As part of the public information and Participation program~ the
State Task Force recommends that this 208 Plan and all subsequent re­
visions include as supplementary information a "summary of annual
planning strategies" (work programs) for each of the management agen­
cies identified in the State Water Quality Management Plan.

This strategy should serve as a report from the management agencies
regarding their program objectives for implementing recommendations
from the 208 WQM plan.

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agenc~ should be the responsible
agency for producing this annual "summary report".

In developing the proposals and reco~endations in this Plan, the
State Task Force members made several recommendations which were
related to specific non-point source topics but were not appropriate
to include in the recommendations on that topic. These statements of
concern should receive particular attention from the agencies imple­
menting the 208 Plan.

Agriculture: Once the programs are fund~d, a time limit should
be set for compliance. If compliance does not occur in that
time, mandatory controls should be implemented by the local
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Soil and Water Conservation District Boards.

There should be a mechanism to determine priority areas on two
levels; statewide and local. There should also be adequate fund­
ing and technical assistance.

One Best Management Practice for controlling wind erosion in the
prairie areas of the State is single row windbreaks. The depart­
ment of Natural Resources, Forestry, should supply the appropriate
species and size of nursery stock for single row wind breaks.

Agriculture and Feedlots: Reference to the Karst region of the State
should be included in discussions of "targeted areas" to empha­
size the potential for serious problems in that area.

Construction: It should be recognized that the program for construc­
tion is regulatory because there are proven, cost-effective, and
acceptable Best Management Practices for controlling erosion from
construction activities. The system is already in place and can
be easily expanded.

Site designs for road construction should be comprehensively re­
viewed during plot reviews to minimized road area.

Pesticides: The use of insecticides should be limited near fishable
streams and lakes and in flood plains.

The container disposal section of the pesticides recommendation
should receive continued support.

General: A better, more comprehensive monitoring effort should be
developed.

Regional differences should be recognized in developing manage­
ment programs.

General emphasis should be placed on the need for county environ­
mental officers.

Off-the-road vehicles cause problems that apply to several topics
and should be addressed.

Selection of target areas should be connected to waters of high
resource value.

Point sources should not be allowed to undo what will be accomp­
lished by cleaning up non-point sources of pollution.

The State Task Force should be continued.
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Introduction: This part of the Plan document is not really a
"plan II in the sense of laying out a blueprint for future
action. The programs described and the outputs incorporated
result from ongoing state actions in water pollution control.
These programs are independent of, and generally pre-date,
the planning program which developed the non-point source­
related part of this document.

These programs and their outputs are incorporated in the
following pages of this document in order to formally ful­
fill the areawide point-source-related water quality manage­
ment (WQM) planning requirements of the Clean Water Act
as enumerated in 40 CFR, part 131.11. This incorporation is
also fulfilling commitments made in the Continuing Planning
Process (CPP), the Work Program, and the State/EPA Agreement
to update Phase I basin plans and to incorporate relevant
outputs of ongoing programs in the Water Quality Manage­
ment Plan.

The incorporated outputs are presented here in the order
in which topics are listed in 40 CFR, part 131.11. The same
lettering and numbering system is also followed.
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a. Planning Boundaries:

1) Approved state planning areas: these boundaries are as
presented in Appendix A of the CPP document.

2) Facilities planning areas: such areas are identified by
the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) in 'consul­
tation with local officials prior to a municipality's
preparation of a study plan for a 201 Facilities Plan.
Areas for essentially all communities with treatment
needs have been completed. Planning area delineation for
all communities of 3,000 or more was documented in the
August 5, 1977, Interim Output Report to the EPA. That
report was prepared to fulfill a special condition in
the initial 208 grant offer. All such planning areas are
hereby incorporated in this Plan in satisfaction of this
requirement.

3) Segment boundaries: present segment boundaries are pre­
sented in Appendix B of the Continuing Planning Process
(CPP) document. Because of new requirements under sec­
tion 304 (a) (2) (d) of the Clean Water Act, it is anti­
cipated that these boundaries will change. Changes will
be incorporated in the CPP document. All wastewater
treatment facilities are inventoried in the Wastewater Dis­
posal Facilities Inventory, prepared and regularly up­
dated by the MPCA; that report and its revisions are hereby
incorporated in this Plan.

4) Significant discharges: locations of discharges are shown
in Phase I basin plans.

5) Monitoring stations: the location of monitoring stations
is shown in the annual Program Plan.

b. Wate+ Quality Assessment:
1) Assessment of existing and potential water quality pro­

blems, POINT SOURCE-RELATED ONLY: such assessment is
made through the State's 305(b) water quality reports to
Congress; they are hereby incorporated in the Plan in ful­
fillment of this requirement.

2) Segment classifications: present segment classifications
established in Appendix B of the CPP document. Because
of new requirements (published December 28, 1978) under
section 304(a) (2) (D) of the Clean Water Act, these clas­
sifications will be reviewed and likely changed. These
changes will be established through revision of the CPP.

c. Inventories and Projections:

1) Inventory of municipal and industrial discharges, and a
ranking of municipal sources: the MPCA maintains and peri­
odically revises an inventory called "Wastewater Disposal
Facilities Inventory." In addition, the MPCA is develop­
ing a computerized discharger inventory; referred to as
MEDVTS, it is described on page 11 of the fiscal year (FY)
1979 Program Plan. These inventories are hereby incorp-
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orated in this Plan. The MPCA maintains a priority list
of inadequate municipal facilities. Prepared pursuant to
rule WPC 34, this list provides the basis for award-
ing construction grants. This Municipal Needs List and sub­
sequent revisions are hereby incorporated in this Plan in
satisfaction of this requirement.

2) Summary of existing land use patterns: such information
is cont8ined in A Notebook of Land Use Projections (June,
1978), prepared by the State Planning Agency. This inform­
ation is hereby incorporated in this Plan in satisfaction
of this requirement.

3) Demographic and economic projections: population projec­
tions for each municipality with a treatment need are
developed by the municipality as part of the 201 facilities
planning process. These projections are reviewed and appro­
ved by the MPCA pursuant to federal construction grant
regulations 40 CFR, part 35, Appendix A. All such projec­
tions contained in approved facilities plans are hereby
incorporated in this Plan in satisfaction of this require­
ment.

Economic projections contained in "Minnesota Employment
Projections to 1990" (November, 1977), by the State Plan­
ning Agency, are hereby incorporated in this Plan.

4) Municipal and industrial waste load projections: these
projections are determined, as necessary, in the develop­
ment of 201 facilities plans and National Pollutant Dis­
charge Elimination System (NPDES) permit conditions, and
they are contained in these plans and permits. The pro­
jections are hereby incorporated in this Plan in satis­
faction of this requirement.

d. Non-Point Source Assessment: this element is contained in
Part I of this Plan.

e. Water Quality Standards: rules WPC 14,15,22,24, and 25 are
hereby incorporated in this Plan as the state Water Quality
Standards. Revised standards are now being developed. They
will be incorporated in this Plan through future revisions.

f. Total Maximum Daily Loads(TMDLs): for purposes of this initial
plan, no TMDLs are presented, as the CPP under which this Plan
was prepared had certified their inapplicability to the state
planning area.

In view of new requirements concerning TMDLs published by EPA
on December 28, 1978, it is no longer possible for Minnesota
to certify out of TMDLs. Activities to rectify this situation
will be addressed in the State/EPA Agreement, and results will
be incorporated in this Plan through future revisions.

g. Point Source Load Allocations: load allocations for all point
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sources are developed through the NPDES permitting process with
assistance for municipalities from the 201 facilities planning
process. All such permit conditions are hereby incorporated
in this Plan in satisfaction of this requirement.

h. Municipal Waste Treatment System Needs: all such Plan elements
are developed through the 201 facilities planning process.
The applicable contents of all approved facilities plans are
hereby incorporated in this Plan in satisfaction of tbese
requirements.

i. Industrial Waste Treatment Systems Needs: all necessary State
involvement in such planning is conducted through NPDES and
State Disposal System (SDS) permits preparation, and through
review and approval of disposal system plans by the MPCA pur­
suant to Minnesota Statute (MS) 115.07. Applicable outputs
contained in the permits are hereby incorporated in this Plan
in satisfaction of these requirements.

j. Non-Point Source Control Needs: this element is contained in
Part I of this Plan.

k. Residual Waste Control Needs; Land Disposal Needs: conditions
for the control of residuals generated by wastewater treatment
and water treatment facilities (including industries) are con­
tained as provisions in NPDES permits, SDS permits, and in 201
Construction Grant applications. Land-spreading activities
and lagoons are controlled by the SDS permit system. All
the above programs are administered by the MPCA, Division of
Water Quality.

Residuals generated by air pollution control equipment are
controlled by conditions in Air Pollutant Emission Facility
permits by the MPCA's Division of Air Quality according to
rule APC 3. The deposition of residuals in landfills is con­
trolled by the conditions in Solid Waste Disposal Facility
permits issued by the MPCA's Division of Solid Waste (DSW)
according to rules SW 4, 5, 6, and 9. Permitting or closure of
existing nonpermitted facilities will continue in the future
based on the results of an open-dump inventory conducted by
the DSW. Additional permit requirements are contained in rule
HW 6 of the Hazardous Waste Regulations.

The disposal of residuals and other materials on land is recog­
nized as a current major concern in Minnesota. The following
planning is underway: the State Solid Waste Management Plan,
prepared under Public Law 94-580; a state Hazardous Waste
Management Plan, prepared under MS 116; and activities of the
Joint Legislative Committee on Solid and Hazardous Waste.

Septic tank systems are currently regulated by MPCA rule WPC 40.
This rule is enforced through county and municipal ordinances
containing the provisions of WPC 40. Local units are required
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to adopt and enforce such ordinances under State Shoreland,
Floodplain, and Wild and Scenic Rivers legislation. Large
individual septic systems (those with discharges greater than
15,000 gallons per day, systems serving 15 dwellings, or
systems with a discharge greater than 5,000 gallons per day)
are required to obtain SDS permits. The MPCA administers
several additional programs related to WPC 40: programs for
contractors, inspectors, and site evaluators (expected to begin
in FY 1980). The MPCA has issued guidelines for s~ptage dis­
posal entitled, "Land Application and Utilization of Septage:
Recommended Guidelines. II

All programs, permit conditions, reports, and plans described
above are hereby incorporated in this Plan in fulfillment of
the requirements of this element.

1. Urban Stormwater System Needs: this is included in Part I of
this Plan.

Note: Non-point source-related aspects of elements n.-p. are
covered in Part I of this Plan.

m. Target Abatement Dates, POINT SOURCE-RELATED ONLY: all sched­
ules of compliance established in MPCA permits are hereby in­
corporated in this Plan in satisfaction of this requirement.

n. Regulatory Programs, POINT SOURCE-RELATED ONLY:

1) Wastewater discharges are controlled through the NPDESj
SDS permitting programs and Construction Grants program.
Descriptions of these programs and various supporting
programs (such as compliance and enforcement activities,
monitoring, standards development, and operator training)
are presented in the annual Minnesota Water Pollution Con­
trol Program Plan. The programs thus described are here­
by designated as critical ongoing programs for the reg­
ulation of municipal and industrial wastewater dis-
posal.

2) Residual waste and land disposal: the relevant prog­
rams are described and have been incorporated as part
of element k. above.

3) Pre-treatment of industrial wastes sent to municipal
facilities (pursuant to regulation 40 CFR, part 403):
program responsibility for this task has been dele­
gated to the MPCA by the EPA. The Minnesota program is
described in the documentation supporting the delegation
of request.

o. Managp.mp.nt Agencies, POINT SOURCE-RELATED ONLY: the MPCA
~~PA-are the management agencies which carry out the
wastewater disposal programs described and designated in n.2
above; the MPCA and the EPA are hereby designated as the man­
agement agencies for their respective roles. The various
municipalities are hereby designated as management agencies
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for their respective roles. The various municipalities are
hereby designated as management agencies responsible for con­
struction, operation, and maintenance of publicly owned treat­
ment works, except where another entity has assumed these
responsibilities under an appropriate law of the State.

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, municipalities, the
Minnesota Department of Health, and the Department of Natural
Resources are hereby designated as management agencies for
their respective roles (described in element k.) in regula­
ting individual sewage disposal systems.

p. Economic/Social/Environmental Inpact, POINT SOURCE-RELATED
ONLY: Impacts of municipal facilities construction are ident­
ified through the environmental assessment (EA) component of
each 201 facilities plan. Impacts of many major industrial or
commercial facilities, including wastewater treatment and dis­
posal, are prepared through a state EA process pursuant to
MS 116(d) and Environmental Review Program rules promulgated
by the Environmental Quality Board. The applicable outputs
of these are hereby incorporated in this Plan.
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FUTURE 208 WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLANNING

The significance of the nonpoint source section of this document
lies in the management programs and policies recommended for
nonpoint sources of water pollution. After the Governor has
certified the Plan the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA)
will be responsible for seeing that the provision of the Plan
are implemented and that identified management agencies fulfill
their roles. In some cases, these roles are well defined in
the Plan, and they can be assumed i~nediately. In other cases,
specific program elements must be worked out through legislation
or inter-agency agreements. The MPCA will be responsible for
ensuring that these actions are taken.

208 Water Quality Management is intended to continue until all
significant nonpoint sources of pollution are being addressed
by effective management programs and all provisions of federal
regulations 40CFR Parts 35, 130, and 131 are met. At present,
some nonpoint sources are being adequately managed; some require
new or modified management programs; and so little is known about
others, or certain aspects of them, that it is impossible to
tell whether they cause water quality problems. Thus, contin­
uation of the 208 program will involve three functions: actual
implementation of management programs, pre-implementation act­
ivities which will lead to putting these recommended programs
into operation, and continued study of nonpoint source issues.
Implementation of an identified management program is the respon­
sibility of the management agencies designated by the Water Qual­
ity Management Plan. The MPCA is responsible for monitoring
the effectiveness of the management programs, performing nec­
essary pre-implementation work, and carrying out necessary fur­
ther studies.

Annual Work Programs which are prepared by the MPCA when making
application to the EPA for supporting funds, will describe the
208 planning work to be done during that year. A Five-Year
Strategy document will also be updated annually and submitted
to the EPA with the Work Program. The Five-Year Strategy estab­
lishes a framework and sets priorities for implementing the pro­
grams and carrying out pre-implementation and study activities
established by the 208 WQM Plan or required by federal regula­
tion. It provides a longer range outline of future work upon
which the yearly activities in the Work Programs 'are based.

The Continuing Planning Process document (CPP) which establishes
the overall decision-making procedure for developing the WQM
Plan, the Five-Year Strategy, and the Annual Work Program is
updated annually as needed. It assigns planning responsibil­
ities, defines how decisions will be made, and sets the overall
framework for the planning process. These documents are pre­
pared to assist the MPCA in efficient management of water quality
planning activities and to report on those activities to the EPA.
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All of these documents will be made available for public review
and comment through the public participation process.

Because resources available for studies and pre-implementation
work will be limited, the MPCA must select which of the recom­
mended activities will be carried out each year. The nonpoint
sources identified in this Plan have been assigned overall pri­
ority based on State Task Force action. The MPCA will use these
priorities as a guide in developing the yearly work program.
However, other factors must also be considered. The most import­
ant of these is guidance from the EPA. The EPA directs the
nationwide 208 program through control of funding. The EPA
prepares and updates guidelines for priority uses of available
208 funds. Because the MPCA is largely dependent on EPA funds
to carry out nonpoint source planning and pre-implementation
activities, the MPCA Continuing Planning Process, Five-Year
Strategy, and annual work programs must comply with EPA guide­
lines. Though the EPA allows considerable latitude to the
states, it is likely that national priorities and EPA decisions
will influence the rate at which studies and programs recommended
by the Water Quality Management Plan will be carried out. In
addition, as the results of 208 studies across the nation are
analyzed and coordinated, the EPA may modify the regulations
under which states are conducting 208 planning.· These modifi­
cations may require changes in the programs and studies rec­
ommended in Minnesota's 208 Plan. Such changes will be made
through annual revisions to the Plan, the Five-Year Strategy,
and the Continuing Planning Process.

During the intial planning phase, questions arose which require
further study before recommendations for management programs
can be made. These further study needs are identified in the
sections pertaining to each topic. They will be scheduled for
future 208 study based on the priority of the topic, EPA guide­
ance, the cost of the study, and other factors.
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in MinnesO~March 78.

Reports generated by SWCD or SWC districts.

Bibliography, Literature Search and Narrative Review of

Roadside and Roadway Erosion in Minnesota

Preliminary Feedlot Inventory

Detailed Feedlot Inventories of approximately 38 Soil and

Water Conservation Districts

Short Report on Management Practices

USDA-SEA-AR and Univ. of Minn. Dept. of Ag. Eng.

vi Preliminary Identification of Literature, Models and Data
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93.

for Evaluating Rural Nutrient, Sediment and Pathogen Sources

May 77

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

General Report on Stream and River Development

Report on Streambank Erosion in Minnesota

Effectiveness of Non-Structural Feedlot Discharge Control

Practice

The Analysis of Water Quality Data As Related to NPSs,

Cliff Angstman, MPCA Sept. 78

"Sediment-Associated Phosphorus and Eutrophication", MPCA

Staff Sept. 78; (this is unpublished appendix to Ag 1)




