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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
STATE AND LOCAL WATER PLANNING 

The purpose of this report is to define a process and recommend actions for 
improving the effectiveness of water and related land resources planning, 
research, and management programs in Minnesota through more coordinated use of 
state, federal, and local resources. 

THE SETTING 

There are a myriad of federal agencies and commissions, state agencies, 
interstate organizations, regional bodies, and local units of government 
involved in water and related land resources management in Minnesota. The state 
strategy for improving effectiveness within this management structure is based 
on (1) coordination of the water management activities of separate "advocate" 
agencies at the state level through the Environmental Quality Board; 
(2) increased focus on resource management at the local level, with general pur­
pose governments as the focal point; and (3) an emphasis on partnerships in 
resource management among all levels of government. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. The fragmentation of programs has led to problems in recogn1z1ng and dealing 
effectively with the interdependence of water and related land resources 
solutions and to problems in public and legislative perception of water 
management in the state. Coordinated planning, research, and management at 
all levels of government is a prerequisite to efficient and effective 
program operation. 

2. While there is need for continuing debate on the most efficient ways to 
organize the state structure for water and related land resources 
management, no reorganization options will eliminate the need for coor­
dination of activities and effective partnerships with local governments, 
universities, and federal agencies. 

3. No one organization at the local level serves as a focus for water manage­
ment decisions. Sound strategy requires that some organization at the local 
level be responsible for assuring action to prevent the emergence of water 
and related land resources problems, as well as to assure action to solve 
existing problems. 

4. Further study, analysis, and research to address the major issues identified 
in the 1979 framework water and related land resources plan is essential. 
Such study, analysis, and research should be promoted as the major activity 
for revision of the framework plan. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
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1. The Environmental Quality Board, as the state water resources coordinating 
body, should adopt an explicit process for the negotiation of priorities and 
resource assignments designed to result in written agreements among par­
ticipating ~ublic agencies which set forth a specific, coordinated strategy 
to guide the investment of time and resources. The process proposed would 
consist of five stages: (a) definition of the issue; {b) organization for 
negotiation; (c) informal exchange of information; (d) the bargaining 
process; and (e) review and monitoring of the implementation of decisions. 

2. The immediate issues to which the process recommended in (a) should be 
applied are: (a) the development of a program for implementing a non-point 
source pollution control program (e.g., 208 planning recommendations) in 
Minnesota, including the definition of critical areas for planning and 
protection; (b) develop a water resources research program to satisfy state 
and university interests; and (c) definition of resources and data necessary 
to implement a local water planning and management initiative and how the 
necessary resources and data might be supplied. The Environmental Quality 
Board should serve as a forum for the discussion of issues to which the 
negotiation process might be applied. 

3. To enhance its coordinating functions, the Environmental Quality Board 
should establish a permanent Water and Related Land Resources Subcommittee. 
This Subcommittee should include the Departments of Natural Resources, 
Health, and Agriculture; the Pollution Control Agency; and three citizen 
members of the Board. This Subcommittee should be responsible for carrying 
out the Board's water and related land resources coordination functions. 

4. The Governor should support enactment by the Legislature of a comprehensive 
local water management act for the 80 counties outside the metropolitan 
region. The act should assign to counties the basic responsibility and 
necessary authorities for developing and assuring implementation of compre­
hensive water and related land resources plans. 

5. To further the refinement and implementation of the 1979 framework water and 
related land resources plan, the Legislature should support the recommen­
dations of the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources to devote at 
least $5.3 million to water resource projects in the F.Y. 86-87 biennium. 
Seventeen projects which will aid in achieving the "Priority Recommendations" 
of the Water Planning Board (February 1983) are identified in the text. 

6. The Water and Related Land Resources Subcommittee of the EQB should specifi­
cally be charged with responsibility for preparing by February 1985 a set of 
11 1985-87 Priority Recommendations II for further implementing the framework 
water and related land resources plan and should biennially prepare a coor­
dinated set of water and related land resources recommendations to the LCMR. 

7. As five years have passed since the Water Planning Board's initial 
assessment of organization options and as the local water planning ini­
tiative recommended in (3) above is likely to raise organizational issues, 
the staff of the State Planning Agency/Environmental Quality Board should 
develop state water management organizational options for review by the EQB, 
the Governor, and the Legislature. 
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BUDGET IMPLICATIONS 

Recommendations 1, 2, 3, and 7 can be accomplished without budgetary change 
level requests. While recommendation 5 has a significant associated cost, funds 
will be drawn from monies dedicated to use by the LCMR. They wi 11 have no net 
effect on state expenditures. 

It is estimated that the cost of implementing recommendation 4 would be 
$1,815,000 in the F.Y. 86-87 biennium. This would consist of $60,000 to fund 
information system development and rule-making in F.Y. 1986 and $250,000 for 
state agency staffing and information transfer, plus $1,505,000 in planning 
grants to counties in F.Y. 1987. F.Y. 88-89 costs would be an estimated 
$3,410,000. Of the F.Y. 88-89 amount, $3,010,000 would be for planning grants 
to counties and $400,000 for state agency staffing and information transfer. 
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I. BACKGROUND 

In 1979, "Toward Efficient Allocation and Management: A Strategy to Preserve and 
Protect Water and Related Land Resources" was completed by the Minnesota Water 
Planning Board. This document, frequently referred to as the state framework 
water and related land resources plan, identified a series of goals, objectives, 
and general policy directions as guidelines for decision-making at the state 
level. Nearly 90 recommendations for action were provided. However, the Board 
did not see its work as an end-product, but as an "effort to describe and 
suggest processes that may be developed and utilized in a water and related land 
resources decision-making system capable of anticipating and responding to the 
possibilities and problems that are ahead. 11 

Consistent with this philosophy, in 1981 the Water Planning Board supplemented 
the state-level focus of the 1979 report with a "Special Study on Local Water 
Management." The "Local Study" recommended the adoption of nine basic positions 
in order to clarify and improve the authorities and relationships in water and 
related land resources management at the local level. The theme which emerged 
from the work of the Board was the creation of a strong state-local partnership 
in water and related land resources management. 

In 1983, acting under its statutory duty to evaluate and update the framework 
water and related land resources plan, the Water Planning Board summarized its 
strategy for meeting water management in a report entitled "Toward Efficient 
Allocation and Management: 1983-85 Priority Recommendations. 11 The Board iden­
tified six major responsibilities of the state and its political subdivisions 
for meeting its obligations with respect to water and related land resources 
management and the major elements of a strategy for meeting these 
responsibilities. Eleven priority actions for furthering this strategy during 
the 1983-85 biennium were recommended. 

Appendix A contains the strategy adopted by the Water Planning Board for meeting 
the responsibilities of state and local government for water management in 
Minnesota. The task which continues is the task of fulfilling the elements of 
this strategy. While some major actions have been taken or are now being 
pursued, much remains to be done. 

1. The Issue Team Charge 

A major responsibility of government identified by the Water Planning Board 
is: 

"To establish a management structure which assures adequate com­
munication and coordination among all levels of government, the private 
sector, and the public, avoiding duplication of effort and 
accomplishing management, development, and protection objectives at the 
1 owes t po s s i b 1 e cos t. 11 
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To further meet this responsibility, the charge to the "State and Local 
Water Planning" Issue Team from the Energy/Environment/Resources Subcabinet 
was: 

"To develop a process for improving the effectiveness of water and 
related land resources planning, research and management programs in 
Minnesota through more coordinated use of state, local, and federal 
resources for implementation by the Environmental Quality Board. 11 

The EQB was defined as the implementing authority because in 1983 the 
Legislature identified the EQB as the water resources coordinating body at 
the state level. (The Water Planning Board was discontinued.) 

The process developed by the Issue Team was to be based on (1) the develop­
ment and implementation by January 1985 of a program of negotiated priori­
ties and resource assignments and (2) immediate action to enhance local 
water and related land resources planning capacities to permit inclusion of 
defined local needs in the process of defining priorities for action. 

The charge to the Issue Team was designed to yield several products. These 
included: 

a. An on-going process for preparing interagency agreements for the coor­
dinated use of resources and for preparing biennial priorities for pre­
sentation to the Legislature. 

b. Tools to assist local units of government in water and related land 
resources planning. 

c. Revisions to the 1979 framework plan. 

While the water planning staff of the State Planning Agency/Environmental 
Quality Board previously has prepared drafts of revisions to the text of the 
1979 document, the Issue Team did not take up this discussion. Rather, 
efforts were focused on the identification of initiatives for funding 
through the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources which would 
further the accomplishment of the priority recommendations for implementa­
tion of the framework plan. (As noted below, this activity was initiated by 
the team leader and involved actions not reviewed by the Issue Team per~.) 

2. The Issue Team 

The Issue Team was composed of the following agencies and agency staff 
persons: 

** 
** 
** 
** 
** 

State Planning Agency--Jack Ditmore, Team Leader 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency--Dave Christopherson 
Minnesota Department of Health--Gary Englund 
Department of Natural Resources--Gene Hollenstein 
Department of Agriculture/Soil & Water Conservation Board--Ron Nargang 

State Planning Agency staff who assisted in the project were John Wells, 
Linda Bruemmer, and Marilyn Lundberg. 
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Activities led by SPA staff which were associated with meeting the Issue 
Team charge but which did not involve all members of the Issue Team are 
included in this report. In these cases, the agencies who were members of 
the Issue Team were involved, but not necessarily the Issue Team members. 
Specifically, these areas include: 

** The establishment of LCMR priorities, where PCA was represented by Mike 
Robertson; DNR, by Steve Thorne; and Health by Ray Throne. Other agen­
cies involved during the process include Agriculture, USGS, the 
University of Minnesota, and the Multi-County Solid Waste Task Force. 
The SPA coordinated this effort. 

** The development of the proposed local water management initiative. The 
views of MPCA, DNR, Agriculture, and Health were obtained through 
several sources. 
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II. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Recommendations section of this report is divided into three parts. These 
parts correspond to the major products the Issue Team was asked to develop. 

1. Negotiated Priorities and Resource Assignments 

The objective of the Issue Team in developing a program of negotiated 
priorities and resource assignments was to integrate the processes of 
planning and implementation. The State of Minnesota has established a basic 
framework to guide future water planning, research and analysis, and manage­
ment decisions. The major need is to implement priority elements to fill in 
this framework (including continuing evaluation of the framework plan). 

The principal task of the issue team was to develop a process which sets 
forth a specific coordinated stragegy to guide and target the investment of 
time and resources, particularly by the State of Minnesota, in water and 
related land resources management. In order to carry out this task, the 
Issue Team focused on the process of negotiation, specifically a strategy 
for negotiation of investments. 

In the "negotiated investment" process, parties with appropriate resources 
and/or a stake in policy outcomes are convened for the purpose of dealing 
with problem areas in a comprehensive manner. Initially, participants are 
asked to agree on priorities for action and policy reform in a problem area. 
In the subsequent formulation of action plans, participants are asked to 
think of the commitment of time and resources as "investments" which are 
expected to pay-off in longer-term benefits to the state. The purpose of 
the process is to establish an agreed upon, comprehensive implementation 
plan for resolving the problem identified. 

Recommendation 1. The Environmental Quality Board, as the state water 
resources coordinating body, should adopt an explicit process for the 
negotiation of priorities and resource assignments desinged to result 
in written agreements among participating public agencies which set for 
a specific, coordinated strategy to guide the investment of time and 
resources. The Board should encourage its member agencies to employ 
this process in appropriate instances. 

The recommended process is outlined in detail in Appendix B. In summary, 
the process outlined is one of negotiation of respective roles and commit­
ments of agencies with respect to defined issues. The process includes five 
stages: (1) definition of the issue (see Recommendation 2 below); (2} orga­
nization for negotiation; (3) informal exchange of information; (4) the 
bargaining process; and (5) review and monitoring of the implementation of 
decisions. 
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The Issue Team anticipates that the Environmental Quality Board, as the 
state's water resources coordinating body, will play a central role in the 
implementation of this process. A representative of the EQB, such as a 
staff member of the State Planning Agency/Environmental Division, may serve 
as the facilitator of the process. However, individual agencies should be 
encouraged to employ this process, with or without assistance from the EQB, 
in appropriate instances. 

Recommendation 2. The Environmental Quality Board should serve as a 
forum for discussion of issues to which the negotiation process might 
be applied. 

As an initial step, the Issue Team has identified three issues to which the 
process outlined in Appendix B should be applied. These issues are: (1) 
the development of a program for implementing a non-point source pollution 
control program and the recommendations of the 208 planning effort in 
Minnesota, including the definition of critical areas for planning and 
protection; (2) development of a water resources research program to satisfy 
state and university interests; and (3) definition of resources and data 
necessary to implement a local water planning and management initiative and 
how the necessary data and resources might be supplied (also see 
Recommendation 4 below). 

In addition, on a biennial basis, the Issue Team recommends that this pro­
cess be applied to the review of water and related land resources proposals 
to the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources. (See Recommendation 6 
below.) In this case, the water resources strategy defined by the Water 
Planning Board should provide basic policy guidance. 

Other potential issues discussed by the Issue Team included development of a 
resource protection plan for wetlands, revision of the state drainage code, 
development of a state water allocation plan, identification of flood damage 
reduction priorities, and definition of a water project financing program. 

Recommendation 3. To facilitate a focus on the tasks recommended for 
the EQB, it is recommended that the Board form a permanent Water and 
Related Land Resources Subcommittee. 

The Environmental Quality Board has the statutory authority to form 
subcommittees. In order to carry out its statutory duties for water and 
related land resources program coordination, a permanent subcommittee is 
needed. 

The recommended Water and Related Land Resources Subcommittee might include 
the following EQB members: the Department of Agriculture, Health, and 
Natural Resources; the Pollution Control Agency; and three EQB citizen 
members. 
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2. Local Water Management 

The strain of a population which has doubled during the last generation of 
Minnesotans and of modern practices which place greater stresses on water 
and related land resources than ever before has caused water management 
problems to emerge in every area of this state. Areawide ground-water 
quality concerns in southeastern Minnesota and problems with toxic chemicals 
in municipal water supplies in several localities, flooding in the Minnesota 
River basin and the Red River Valley, localized water supply deficiencies in 
western Minnesota, and soil erosion throughout the state are prime examples. 
Even excluding newly formed watershed management organizations for surface 
water planning in the metropolitan area, nearly 150 special purpose 
districts have emerged to deal with local problems. Included are 37 
watershed districts and 92 soil and water conservation districts. New spe­
cial purpose districts, such as a watershed district to address the problems 
of Lake Koronis and a lake improvement district around Lake Pulaski, are 
being formed. Their authorities are in addition to those of counties, 
cities, and townships. The frustrations and problems of these local 
authorities in dealing with emerging problems are a major reason for con­
sidering action to strengthen local water management. 

No one organization at the local level serves as a focal point for water 
management decisions which can be made at the local level. While water and 
related land resources problems are addressed, it is often not until they 
have reached crisis levels. The recent controversies surrounding the rising 
level of Lake Pulaski is an example. Sound management strategy requires 
that some organization at the local level be responsible for anticipating 
problems and initiating action to prevent their emergence. Sound management 
strategy further dictates that state government work with local units as a 
partner in addressing water and related land resource problems. 

In addition, there is a practical reason for acting now. In 1982, the 
Legislature adopted the Metropolitan Surface Water Planning Act (Laws 1982, 
Chapter 509). There is general support from a range of organizations--from 
the Sierra Club to the Association of Minnesota Counties--for extending this 
concept statewide. The longer statwide extension is delayed, the more dif­
ficult it will become to coordinate the two closely related initiatives. 

Recommendation 4. The Governor should support enactment by the 
Legislature of a comprehensive local water management act for the 80 
counties outside the seven metropolitan counties covered by the 
Metropolitan Surface Water Management Act. The Act should assign to 
counties the basic responsibility and necessary authorities for deve­
loping and assuring implementation of comprehensive water and related 
land resources plans. 

Appendix C provides an outline for a bill to implement this recommendation. 
In summary, the bill outlined would: 

** Vest in counties the basic responsibility and necessary authori­
ties for developing comprehensive water and related land resources 
plans and for assuring their implementation; 
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Require that planning be based on hydrologic units within counties 
and that intercounty coordination take place where problems or 
their solutions cross county boundaries; 

Provide incentives, inclu<ling matching grants to encourage planning; 

Identify the plan components that must be addressed, but also 
require development of administrative guidance for plan prepara-
tion and approval; · 

Give a great deal of flexibility to counties in determining how 
they will pursue planning; and 

Assign state agencies responsibility for assisting counties in 
complying with planning requirements, establishing planning 
guidelines, approving local plans, and providing a process for 
resolving conflicts which may arise in preparing and implementing 
plans. 

Because state agency assistance and matching grants are recommended, the 
implementation consistent with the proposed legislation outlined in Appendix 
C would have significant fiscal implications. It is estimated that the cost 
of implementing this recommendation would be $1,815,000 in the F.Y. 86-87 
biennium and $3,410,000 in the F.Y. 88-89 biennium. This would consist of 
$60,000 to fund- information system development in F. Y. 1986; $250,000 for 
state agency staffing and information transfers, plus $1,505,000 in planning 
grants in F.Y. 1987; and $200,000 per year for state agency staffing and 
information transfers, plus $1,505,000 per year for planning grants in 
fiscal years 1988 and 1989. After F.Y. 1989, it is assumed that: (1) 
planning grants would be discontinued; (2) state agency staffing and infor­
mation transfer needs would continue at about $200,000 per year (adjusted 
for inflationary factors); and (3) pressure may develop for plan implemen­
tation funds. 

In addition, the Issue Team recommends that the State Planning Agency/ 
Environmental Division continue development of a local planning assistance 
handbook. This handbook should be sufficiently complete by February 1985 to 
assist in responding to legislative questions on the scope of planning to be 
required. The development of SPA/Management Information Center capabilities 
should also be continued, particularly with F.Y. 86 funding. 

3. The Framework Plan 

"Toward Efficient Allocation and Management: A Strategy to Preserve and 
Protect Water and Related Land Resources" was completed by the Water 
Planning Board in 1979. In 1981, the base report was supplemented by a 
"Special Study on Local Water Management". The Water Planning Board drew 
these two documents and its ongoing implementation initiatives together in 
1983. In "Toward Efficient Allocation and Management: 1983-85 Priority 
Recommendations", the Water Planning Board outlined a strategy for meeting 
six government responsibilities in water and related land resources manage­
ment and defined eleven priority actions toward implementation of this 
strategy. 
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In the view of the Issue Team, a major continuing task for water and related 
land resources planning and management agencies is fulfilling the major ele­
ments of the strategy outlined. Recommendations 1-4 are designed to aid in 
meeting this need. Further specific steps are also desirable. 

Recommendation 5. To further the refinement and implementation of the 
1979 framework water and related land resources plan, the Legislature 
should support the recommendations of the Legislative Commission on 
Minnesota Resources for appropriation of approximately $5.3 million for 
water resource projects in the F.Y. 86-87 biennium. 

In July 1984, the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources requested 
that, consistent with the coordinating functions assigned to the 
Environmental Quality Board by the 1983 Legislature, a review of how water 
resource proposals made to the Commission correspond to recommendations for 
action in the framework plan. 

A review of 36 proposals made to the Commission in the water resources issue 
area was conducted in cooperation with the major water management agencies 
of the state (i.e., the Departments of Natural Resources and Health and the 
Pollution Control Agency). These projects were reviewed for their rela­
tionship to the "1983-85 Priority Recommendations" of the Water Planning 
Board. Projects which would do the most to achieve the "Priority 
Recommendations" were assigned the highest priority. Seventeen projects 
with a total cost of about $5.2 million were identified as priority targets 
for funding by the LCMR. ( See Appendix D.) 

In i_ts decisions to fund projects, the LCMR included 17 projects in the 
water resources area. As shown in Appendix D, these are not exactly the 
same projects at the same level of funding as recommended. However, the 
LCMR recommendations are sound and should be supported by the full 
Legislature. 

Recommendation 6. The development of coordinated recommendations of 
priorities for implementation of the framework plan strategy should 
become a regular function of the permanent Water and Related Land 
Resources Subcommittee (Recommendation 3) of the EOB. Specifically, 
the Subcommittee should by February 1985 develop a set of "1985-87 
Priority Recommendations" and should biennially prepare a coordinated 
set of water and related land resources recommendations to the 
Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources. 

The model for the 11 1985-87 Priorities" report should be "Toward Efficient 
Allocation and Management: 1983-85 Priority Recommendations" prepared by 
the Water Planning Board. In completing this report, the Subcommittee 
should also review the basic strategy recommended by the Water Planning 
Board and take appropriate action to revise or enhance this strategy. 

The process for biennial recommendations to the LCMR should consider the 
model provided by the Minerals Coordinating Committee. Importantly, this 
Committee involves the university system in the development of recommen­
dations to the Commission. 
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Recommendation 7. As five years have passed since the Water Planning 
Board's initial assessment of organizational options and as the local 
water management initiative recommended in Recommendation 4 above is 
likely to raise organizational issu~s, the staff of the State Planning 
Agency/Environmental Quality Board should develop state water manage­
ment 6rganizational options for review by agencies, interest groups, 
the EQB, the Governor, and the Legislature. 

The coordinated approach to policy development with implementation of policy 
directions through separate 11 advocate 11 agencies was a central recommendation 
of the 1979 framework plan. Five years later, questions of whether this 
approach is efficient and effective in meeting state policy development and 
management needs continue to emerge from a variety of sources--legislators, 
interest groups (e.g., the League of Women voters and the Citizens League), 
and government agencies (e.g., the Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council). 
The Governor has placed a high priority on reviewing organizational issues 
in order to assure state government functions in an efficient manner. 

Appendix E provides a list of options identified by the State Planning 
Agency/Environmental Quality Board staff. Also included is a strategy for 
consideration of these options. 
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APPENDIX A 

The State of Minnesota has an obligation to maintain and improve 
the health, safety, welfare, and quality of life for_present and 
future generations of Minnesotans. 

To meet its obligations, the state and its political subdivisions 
have six major responsibilities with respect to water and related 
land resources. These are: 

1. To allow for continued growth and development, while 
adequately protecting and preserving the state's water 
resources to assure the maintenance of an adequate 
supply of safe and acceptable quality water from both 
surface and ground-water sources to meet seasonal and 
long-range requirements. 

2. To establish a management structure which assures ade­
quate communication and coordination among all levels 
of government, the private sector, and the public, 
avoiding duplication of effort and accomplishing 
management, development, and protection objectives at 
the lowest possible cost. 

3. To provide an equitable distribution of opportunities 
to enjoy the benefits provided by Minnesota's water 
and related land resources. 

4. To assure adequate public education regarding water and 
related land resources to allow informed public pa.rticipa­
tiori in water and related land resources decisions. 

5. To attempt to develop adequate financing and/or incentives 
to assure the achievement of the management, development, 
and protection objectives of state and local programs. 

6. To seek to improve understanding of water and related land 
resources by encouraging creative and applicable research 
contributions from the state's colleges and universities. 

Progress toward fulfilling these responsibilities can be made 
only if the state and local institutional structure has (1) 
management authority; (2) coordinating capability; (3) financing 
ability1 (4) a means of providing an effective voice for all 
parties1 and (5) planning, analysis, and research capabilities 
so as to anticipate and be responsive to changing desires and 
technologies. 



MEETING OUR RESPONSIBILITIES: THE STRATEGY 

In 1979, the Minnesota Water Planning Board made 88 recommendations 
for action in 11 xrajor areas. More than 75 percent of these recom­
mendations have either been carried out or have had some significant 
action taken on them. Twenty percent have been fully accomplished. 

Action toward implementation of recommendations, continued study, 
and evaluation of progress have aided the Minnesota Water Planning 
Board in sharpening its focus on a strategy to preserve and pro­
tect the state's water and related land resources. This strategy-­
which provides direction for the future--is summarized below. 

'IO MEET THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR ATTAINING DESIRED GROWTH 
AND DEVELOP~..ENT WHILE PROVIDING ADBQUATE RESOURCE PRO­
TECTION, 'IHE WPB BELIEVES THE STATE OF MINNESOTA SHOULD: 

~ .AtJ ·~ 
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Discourage the interstate diversion of surface or ground water.!/"'" i} 
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** 

** 
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of ground ~ater, erosion and sediment control, acid precipita- '-4 
tion abatement, flood damage reduction, preservation of waters 
and wetlands, and xraintenance of commercial navigation channels 
(while preserving their significant environmental values). 

Accelerate data collection and analysis to develop a roore 
accurate picture of present and future water use and changes 
in total supply related to seasonal and climatic variations 
in order to aid in targeting areas for continued growth and 
development in concert with their resources. 

Encourage ,;.1ater conservation through education and technical 
assistance to local governments and individuals. 

TO MEET THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR ESTABLISHING A MANAGEMENT 
STRUCTURE WHICH IS EFFICIENT, EFFECTIVE, AND ASSURES 
COMMUNICATION AUD COORDINATION, THE WPB BELIEVES THE 
STATE OF MINNESOTA SHOULD: 

Continue the distribution of water and related land resources 
planning and management responsibilities among the xrajor 
agencies created for specific purposes, but establish a 
permanent state coordinating body responsible for assuring 
communication and coordination relative to natters of inter­
agency and interstate concern. 

Expand the role of local government in water and related land 
resources planning and xranagement, establishing general purpose 
governments--particularly counties--as the fundamental decision­
makers at the local level. 

Retain state management responsibility where there are threats 
to resources which local governments cannot effectively address, 
and transferring responsibility to the local level for decisions 
on matters on which the benefits and detriments of the solution 
to a problem will be felt within the boundaries of the decision­
making unit and do not have a major impact on matters of state­
wide conce!:'n. 

Continue special purpose districts at the local level in order 
to allow general purpose government decision-makers and citi­
zens to "s:1op" for the best solution to a problem, but with 
increased accountability to general purpose governments. 

Develop a coordinated approach to working with local units of 
government, focusing on improved communication, technical 
assistance, and coordination of requests for information. 

Further develop and utilize automated systems for water informa­
tion management to aid both state and local planning and manage­
ment. 

Assure the opportunity of the public to participate in the 
preparatio~ and implementation of water and related land re­
sources planning and management decisions. 



** 

** 

TO MEET RESPONSIBILITY FOR PROVIDI~G AN EQUITABLE 
DISTRIBUTIOH OF OPPORTUUITIES, THE WPB BELIEVES 
THE STATE OF MINNESOTA SHOULD: 

Develop further a water supply/demand planning process which 
combines water use efficiency, growth management, and 
supply augmentation (where possible) considerations. 

Accelerate acquisition of public access to lakes and streams 
for recreational use, with emphasis on potential sites close 
to urban areas and on high-quality fishing lakes with limited 
or no public access in the prime lake areas of the state. 

Maintain an environment that offers a diversity of cultural 
experiences and preserves important aesthetic values, such 
as through preserving wild and scenic rivers. 

TO MEI::T THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR ASSURING ADEQUATE PUBLIC 
EDUCA'l'ION WITH RESPECT TO WATER AND RELATED IAND RE­
SOURCES, THE WPB BELIEVES THAT THE s·rATE OF MINNESOTA 
SHOULD: 

~ c" 1r;.:>J 
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** Expand_ Pl:1blic education effort~, parti.cular ly with respect t;.;·;,.'.·.· > --"- / 
to eff icien~ use ~nd conservation of water and related. land r.:.: ·7-

resources, including greater use of the general education ·~:<. . 

** 

** 

program of the Minnesota Department of Education in cooper a- ~/T'7 c ·-- · ::/ 
tion with the Minnesota Environmental Education Board and the<"_ ·, __ )> 
Agricultural Extension Service. - .. ·_. • · 

Institute a process of regular and extensive communication 
and interaction between state planners and managers and 
university leaders and researchers. 

Give special emphasis to assisting local decision-makers in 
understanding the importance and benefits of water and related 
land resources planning. 

TO MEET THE RESPONSIBILITY TO DEVELOP ADEQUATE FINANCING 
Arm/OR I:,iCENTIVES TO ACHIEVE PROGRAM OBJECTIVES, THE WPB 
BELIEVBS THAT THE STATE OF MINNESOTA SHOULD: 

** Critically examine the future role of the state in financing 
water and related land resources development, management, re­
search, and planning; oow this involvement should be structured 
and paid for; and the uses to which state funds should be put. 

** Establish added incentives for local water and related land 
resources planning and plan implementation; adoption of flood 
damage reduction measures; and soil erosion and sedimentation 
control. 

TO MEET THE RES~ONSIBILITY FOR ENCOURAGING CREATIVE AND 
APPLICABLE RESEARCH CONTRIBUTIONS FROM THE STATB'S COLLEGES 
AUD UNIVERSITIES, nrn WPB BELIEVES THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 
SHOULD: 

** Continue to place primary reliance for research programs on the 
state's universities and colleges. 

** Address questions of research responsibility, research infor­
mation flow to state agencies, and financing of water and re­
lated land resources research through joint discussions and 
actions of state agencies, universities and colleges. 

** Encourage university and college research in areas of priority 
concern to the state (e.g., acid precipitation and water con­
servation) and in areas which will assist t~e state in meeting 
water and related land resources management challenges, in­
cluding partnerships with local units of government. 

The Water Planning Board strategy does not presr.ribe a future for 
Minnesota. It does suggest a policy direction which will positively 
affect that future. The future the Board wishes to aid in attaining 
is one of continued growth and development within a framework which 
protects and preserves water and related land resources for the 
enjoyment of future generations. 
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PROCESS OUTLINE: 
NEGOTIATION OF PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ASSIGNIIBNTS 

OBJECTIVE: To develop a written agreement among participating public 
agencies which sets forth a specific, coordinn b:1c: strategy to guide 
and tar0et the investment of tine and resources by public sector 
interestr;. 

PROCESS: Negotiation of respective roles and commitments with 
respect to defined issues. (The issues definition process is 
a separate step. It may or may not include the same actors as 
the negotiation process.) 

OUTLINE; The process proposed includes four stages: (1) orqanizing 
the negotiations, (2) informal exchange of information, (3) the 
bargaining process, and (4) review and monitoring. These stages 
are outlini:H1 1"elow. It is assumed that the issue (s) to be ad­
dressed has (have) been defined. 

1. Organizing for negotiations 

A. An impartii1:. facilitator is selected. A representative 
of the State Planning Agency/Environmental Division will 
fill this role. 

B. Appropriate participants from state aqencies, federal 
agencies, and the university/coJJ.er:'-=·'." are identified. 
The Work Team will do the initial worl( in identifying 
participants, although the list of participants may be 
expanded as work progresses. 

C. The negotiating team is organized. The leaders of 
participating agencies and university groups appoint 
members. The State Planning Agency will request these 
appointments based on Work Team recornMent1a·:-_:· 0ns. 

D. Each negotiating team member serves as an independent 
interest. He or she participates on the negotiating 
team as a representative of his or her agency or discipline. 

E • Each participant (or group) particir.)2_~ (:>:.:. j n establishinq 
the agenda for the negotiating team. This will be the 
sub~e7t of the first negotiating team meeting. The 
facilitator (SPA representative) will chair this meeting 
(and subsequent meetings). The agenda decided upon must 
fo7us on the issues to be decided as a prelude to a 
written agreement (the objective of the effort). 



II. Informal Exchange of Information 

A. 

,. 
,t , 

Given the agenda, the second meeting of the negotiating 
team will have as its purpose the exchange of information 
about the issues at stake. Prior to the meeting, the 
SPA will suggest the types of information which might 

B. 

c. 

be useful. 

Between the second and third meetings, participnnts (or 
groups) prepare preliminary position statements with 
respect to their interests. These st~tements deal with 
such things as how available staff and dollar resources 
might be used to address the priority issue, addition2.J. 
staff and dollar needs, and research needs. 

During the third meeting, the participants (groups) 
present and discuss their preliminary positions. 

III. Bargaining Process 

A. From the third meeting on, the participants (or groups) 
begin to negotiate commitments to be included in the written 
agreement. 

B. Between the third and fourth meetings, the team members 
work toward finalization of positions. This may be done 
through participant-to-participant contacts or through 
negotiations among groups. (For example, the university 
group might prepare a draft proposal and submit it to the 
state and federal groups. They, in turn, might respond 
in writing.) The process may involve written statements 
and responses, or be accomplished more informally through 
conversa-t~: ens. The objective is to reach consensus. 

c. The fourth meeting will focus on reaching consensus. As 
consensus emerges, an outline of the memorandum of agree­
ment can be develope0. 

D. Throughout this process, the £acilitator (SPA reprPsentative) 
will serve as an active "go-between," helping participants 
(or groups) interact to discover mutually agreeable positions. 
As consensus is achieved, the facilitator will draft a 
memorandum of agreement for consideration. The drafting 
of the MDA will occur between the fourth and fifth meetings. 

E. At the fifth meeting, participants (or groups) will resolve 
any remaining differences and approve a final written­
agreement. 

IV. Review and Monitoring 

A. The final agreement will be submitted to the Energy/Environ­
mental/Resources Subcommittee for review. The Subcommittee 
will be asked to approve the report as guidance to state 
agency activities. Federal and university officials will 
be asked to employ the agreement as guidance to their 
activities. 

- 2 -



B. The final agreernen·': will become a part of the report of 
the State and Local Water Planning Work Team report to 
the Governor. 

c. The implementation of the agreements will be monitored by 
the SPA and negotiating team members. It may be necessary 
from time-to-time for the facilitator to step in to see 
that implementation occurs. 

REQUIREMENTS: 

1. The right people must be involved. Participants must have the 
authority to make commitments regarding the allocation of re­
sources. 

2. Participants must be willing to work toward an agreement in 
good faith. There will be no guarantee that all recommended 
actions can be carried out, but all parties must actively 
seek and attempt to implement a solution. 

3. Positions must be clearly stated; their outcomes must be 
measurable. 
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DRAFT OUTLINE 

LOCAL WATER MANAGEMENT BILL 

Section 1. Title. Comprehensive Local Water Management Act of 1985. 

Section 2. Purposes. In order to safegiJard the public heal th and sen­

sitive environmental systems, to reduce the pub'iic capital expenditures 

necessary for wise water and related land resource~ managem~nt, and to ,~ 
foster a local 0 ·state partnership, it is the purpose of sections 1-J,t to: 

(a) encourage communication and coordination among local units of 

governmi~nt and between loca 1 and state governments in managing water 

resources; {b) provide an ongoing focus for water-related planning and 

management in each county; and (c) identify local water-related problems 

and opportunities, set local directions for addressing them, and mini­

mize future problems. 

Section 3. Definitions~ To be added as necessary. 

Sec ti on 4. County Water P1 anni ng anrt Mcrnagement. 

(1) County Duties. Each county shall develop and coordir.ate the 

implementation of a comprehensive water plan. Each county has the duty 

and authority to: 

(a) Prepare and adopt a comprehensive water plan that meets 

the requirements of this chaoter; 

(b) Review and approve water plans, capital improvement 

programs, and controls submitted by local units of government to assure 

consistency with the comprehensive water plan; and 

1 



(c) Exercise the powers necessary to assure implementation of 

comprehensive water plans. 

(2) Water Plan Requirements. The comprehensive water plan must 

cover the entire area within a county; must address identified water 

problems in the context of watershed units and ground water systems; and 

must be based upon the principles of sound hydrologic management of 

water, effective environmental protection, and efficient management. 

Comprehensive water plans of counties within a single watershed or 

ground water system must be consistent. Existing plans and available 

data shall be fully utilized and no duplication of existing studies 

shall be required. The comprehensive water plan shall extend through 

the year 1995 or any later year that is evenly divisible by five. 

(3) Delegation. The county is responsible for preparing, adopting 

and assuring implementation of the comprehensive water plan but may 

delegate all or part of the preparation of the plan to a local unit of 

government, a regional development commission, or a resource conser­

vation and development committee. 

(4) Coordination. To assure coordinated efforts during the pre­

paration and implementation of a comprehensive water plan: 

(a) Each county shall conduct meetings and may execute 

agreements with local governments establishing the responsibilities of 

each unit during the preparation of the comprehensive water plan; 

(b) Each county shall coordinate its planning program with 

contiguous counties. 

(5) Scope of Plans. Comprehensive water plans must include: 

(a) A description of the existing physical environment, land 

use, and development in the county and expected changes to them; 
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(b) Available information about the surface water, 

groundwater, and related land resources in the county, including 

existing and potential distribution, availability, quality, and use; 

( c} Objectives for future development,· use, and conservation 

of water and related land resources, including water quality, quantity 

and related land use conditions, and a description of actions that will 

be taken in affected watershed units or ground water systems to achieve 

the objectives; 

(d} A description of potential changes in state programs, 

policies, and requirements considered important to management of water 

resources in the county; 

(e} A description of conflicts between the comprehensive water 

plan and existing plans of other local units of government; 

(f) A description of possible conflicts between the comprehen­

sive water plan and existing or proposed plans of other counties in the 

affected watersheds or ground water systems; 

(g} An implementation program, including a capital improvement 

plan where projects are proposed, that is consistent with the management 

objectives and includes schedules for amending official controls and 

plans of local units of government to conform with the comprehensive 

water plan; 

(h) A procedure for amending the comprehensive water plctn. 

(6) Completion. The comprehensive water plan must be submitted for 

review by the state within three years after the effective date of rules 

adopted by the Board. Existing plans and -Official controls shall remain 

in effect until amended or superseded by the comprehensive water plan. 
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Section 5. Comprehensive Water Plan Review and Adoption. 

(1) Local Review. Upon completion but before final adoption by the 

county board~ the board must submit the plan for review and comment to 

all local units of government wholly or partly within the county and to 

the applicable RDC, if any. The county must submit the plan to any con­

tiguous county or watershed management organization. In comments to the 

county boa rd: 

(a) A local unit that would have to amend its plans or 

controls to bring these into conformance shall describe necessary 

amendments; 

(b) A county or WMO within the same watershed unit or ground 

water system shall describe possible conflicts with its existing or pro­

posed comprehensive water plan and suggest measures to resolve the 

conflicts. 

(2) Local Review Period. If a local unit has comments, they must 

be submitted within 60 days unless the county board extends this period. 

(3) Public Hearing. The county board shall conduct a public 

hearing on the comprehensive water plan after the 60 day period for 

local review is completed but prior to submission of the plan to the 

state for review. 

( 4) State Rev i ew . 

(a) After completion of review by local units but before final 

adoption by the county board, the county must submit its plan, all writ­

ten comments it has received, a record of the public hearing, and a sum­

mary of changes incorporated as a result of the review process to the 

State Board for review. The Board shall determine whether the compre­

hensive plan is consistent with state law and rules; 
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(b) The Board may disapprove all or part of a comprehensive 

water plan that it determines is not consistent with state laws or 

rules. A disapproved comprehensive water plan must be revised by the 

county board and resubmitted for approval by the Board within 120 days. 

(5) Adoption; Implementation. The county board shall adopt and 

initiate implementation of its comprehensive water plan within 120 days. 

(6) Amendments. Amendments to a comprehensive water plan must be 

submitted to local units of government and to the Board in the same 

manner as a comprehensive water plan. 

Section 6. Planning Grants to Counties. 

(1) The Board shall w.ake grants to counties. Grants may be used to 

employ staff or to contract with other local units of goverment to 

develop, evaluate, and update comprehensive water plans or to assist 

local units in revising existing plans or controls. 

(2) Funds to Local Units. Counties that receive grants shall make 

funds directly available to local units that are required to make 

substantial amendments to local plans and controls, or that are employed 

to assist the county in preparation of the comprehensive water plan. 

(3) Local Match. Grants may not exceed 50 percent of the cost of 

the comprehensive water planning program. A county may provide its por­

tion of the cost through in-kind services and may include in-kind ser­

vices of other local units of government if the local units receive 

direct financial assistance. 

Section 7. Authority Under Approved Comprehensive Water Plans. Upon 

adoption of an approved plan: 

(1) The county may regulate the use and development of water 
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resources within incorporated areas and use the authority of a watershed 

district under Chapter 112 to regulate the use and development of land 
one ot ffi()'(E of 

in a municipality in the specific case where the foll.owing con-
I\ 

di tions exist: 

(a) The municipality does not have a local water plan or offi­

cial controls consistent with the comprehensive water plan; 

(b) A municipal action on a permit would require a variance 

from the comprehensive water plan; 

(c) The municipality has authorized the county to require per­

mits for the use and development of water and related land resources; 

(d) A state agency has delegated the administration of a state 

permit program to the county. 

(2) A county may: 

{a) Exercise the right of eminent domain as necessary to 

implement an approved comprehensive water plan; 

(b) Assess benefitted properties under the definition of 

112.501; 

(c) Petition the Water Resources Board to tenn"inate or con­

solidate watershed districts when the petition is signed by all affected 

counties and each has an approved comprehensive water plan; 

(d) Charge users for services provided by the county in con­

nection with the plan. 

(e) Adopt permit programs and other regulatory procedures 

necessary to properly manage water and related land resources in the 

county. 

{f) Utilize the bond and tax provisions of section 473.882 for 

financing capital improvements under this chapter. 
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Sec ti on 8. Consistency of Local Plans and Controls with 

Comprehensive Water Plan. 

(1) Requirement. Local units must amend existing water and related 

land resources plans, capital improvement programs, official controls, 

and other water management measures as necessary to make local water 

management conform with the comprehensive water plan. 

(2) Procedure. Within 90 days after notification of the adoption 

of a comprehensive water plan, or an amendment to one, local units exer­

cising water and related land resources planning and regulatory respon­

sibility shall submit existing plans, capital improvement programs, 

official controls, or other water management measures to the county 

board for review. The county board must identify inconsistencies with 

the comprehensive water plan and describe the amendments necessary. 

(3) Revision; Implementation. Local units shall make the revisions 

necessary to conform with recommendations of the county board and shall 

initiate implementation of revisions within 90 days after receiving the 

recommendations of the county board. 

(4) Appeals. A local unit may, within 45 days after receiving the 

recommendation of the county board, appeal for a 

hearing on a disputed matter as provided in section 12. 

(5) New Plans and Measures or Amendments to Existing Ones. New 

water-related plans, capital improvement programs, official controls, 

and other water management measures proposed by local units of 

government, or amendments of existing ones, must be submitted to the 

county board for review and recommendation under this section. 

Section 9. Watershed District and Intercounty Joint Powers Board Plans 

and Rules. A county must incorporate into its comprehensive water plan 
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any existing plans and rules adopted by a watershed district or inter-

county joint powers board within, or partly within, the county. A 

county may change the plans and rul~s it incorporates if it demonstrates 

in its comprehensive water plan why the changes are necessary. 

Section 10. Exemption From Levy Limit. A levy to pay the costs of 

implementing this chapter shall be exempt from levy limits. 

Section 11. Public Drainage. Projects that are intended substantially 

for the purpose of improving drainage of wet lands shall be established, 

maintained and improved under chapter 106 and not sections 1-14. 

Section 12. Duties of the State Board. 

(1) Duties. The Board shall: 

(a) Adopt comprehensive water plan guidelines; 

(b) Establish a program of coordinated state agency assistance 

to counties and other local units involved in preparation of comprehen­

sive water plans; 

(c) Establish a process for review of comprehensive water 

plans that assures the plans are consistent with state law and rules; 

(d) Establish a procedure· for resolving conflicts about 

comprehensive water plans or their implementation, including provisions 

for the use of mediation and binding arbitration; 

(e) Prepare draft model agreements for use by counties and 

local units of government under section 4. 

(2) Rulemaking Authority. The Board shall adopt rules necessary to 

implement this chapter. 

(3) Contested Cases. The decision of the Board to disapprove a 
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comprehensive water plan may be contested by the affected county through 

a hearing conducted by the state office of administrative hearings. 

(4) Conflict Resolution. The Board shall hear and resolve a 

conflict upon petition according to the procedures and authorities of 

sections 105.75-105.79 where: 

(a) The interpretation and implementation of a comprehensive 

water plan within the county is challenged; 

(b) Two or more counties disagree about the apportionment of 

the cost of an improvement; or 

(c) A county and a local unit of government disagree about a 

change in a local plan. 

(5) Mediation. The Board shall facilitate the use of an indepen­

dent mediation service to resolve conflicts where: 

(a) The proposed comprehensive water plans of two or roore 

counties in a watershed or ground water system are not consistent; or 

(b) A condition identified in section 12(4) exists. 

(6) Binding Arbitration. The parties to a dispute of the kind 

identified in section 12(5) may elect to participate in binding arbitra­

tion to obtain resolution of the conflict. 

(a) This option shall not be available to parties to a dispute 

in which the Board has held a formal conflict resolution hearing under 

section 12(4). 

(b) Binding arbitration shall be initiated by a request to the 

Board signed by the parties to a dispute. Where resolution of a 

conflict identified in section 12(4) is involved, the request for 

binding arbitration shall follow or accompany the petition required in 

section 105.75 and the proceeding over which the conflict exists shall 
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be suspended in the same manner as with conflicts heard by the Board. 

(c) The Board shall provide a listing of individuals qualified 

·to arbitrate conflicts under this section as an aid to the parties 

involved. The Board shall select the arbitrator upon request of the 

parties or where the parties are unable to reach agreement on an 

arbitrator within 30 days of the receipt of the request for binding 

a rbi tra tion. 

Section 13. Application. 

(1) In the counties of Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, 

Scott, and Washington, this chapter applies only in the portions of the 

counties not subject to the requirements of sections 473.875 to 473.883; 

and 

(2) If a local governmental unit in a portion of Anoka, Carver, 

Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott or Washington county not subject to the 

requirements of sections 473.875 to 473.883 has formed a joint powers 

watershed management organization with local units of government subject 

to the requirements of sections 473.875 to 473.883 before December 31, 

1985, this chapter does not apply to that local governmental unit. 

Section 14. Appropriations. 
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LCMR Proposals and the 1983-85 Priority Recommendations 

of the water Planning Board 

In February 1983, the Minnesota Water Planning Board recommended an 
11-point program to the Governor and the Legislature to continue 
implementati~n of the strategy developed in the state framework water 
and related land plan (a~d supporting documents) for preserving and 
protecting the water and related land resources of Minnesotaa While 
these recommendations were focused on the F.Y. 84-85 biennium, the 
basic directions remain appropriate for the coming biennium. 

Each of the 11 major points are listed below. For each, associated 
LCMR proposals are identified. High priority proposals are 
identified first, followed by other projects addressing the 
recommendation. Where no priority projects are identified, 
activities to implement the recommendation are noted. Projects not 
focused on a priority recommendation are noted at the end. 
(Assignments to categories involve subjective decisions in some 
cases.) 

Re£2IDID~n~Atj2n_l. Study of questions relating to further financing 
of water and related land resources development, management, 
1esearch, and planning activities. 

ll.is.b_f.r.,iQ~jty_LtME_f~Q~QR~l~: None 

.1.m?.lo~tlQn_A~tjy.itllR: 

l. State Planning Agency Infrastructure Study 

2. Wastewater Treatment Program and Financing Study (Governor's 
Issue Team) 

~~mm~ng~tion ~- Establish a permanent •water resources 
cQordinating body• at the state level. 

High F~.i.o~iU-~~HB_f.IQj~~1R: None 

l.IDI?.l~m~DtgtJ:.Qn_A~1.iY.il..i~~= 

l. 1983 legislation assigned the coordinating body duties to the 
Environmental Quality Board. · 

Do d t • "l ~~.QIDJ!l~D--2_.l.Qil_.z! : Enact statewide •comprehensive Local Water 
Management Act." 

filgb_.f.ri2~it~-L~MB_FIQj~~t~: None (although information system 
proposals will assist this effort). 

l. Legislation introduced, but not adopted, in 1983. 
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~£211\ID~DQ~tjQn-J~ Develop educatio~ and technical assistance 
programs addressing water conservation. 

B.isb iI1QiltY-~ME_iIQj~~t~: None (although water allocation and 

managell'ent proposals will assist this effort).~:,_ ....... ~.·.~._ .. ·. t ..• · .. ··fi9~~-:fi• 
llll~~~.ll)tlllQD-A~tjyjtj~~= ' ..• ~ A 
1. ongoing within DNR Divi~ion of Waters. ~ ;.......:~~ ~~ 

~~QlNt'~Il~~_tjQD_.S: Continued development of Systems.for Water 
Information Management (SWIM). 

ll.igb_Ul2IltY-lLCME_fIQj~~t~: 

w-35. Accelerated Water Data Automation (DNR, $483,000). 

w-36. stream Information Development (SPA, $100,000). 

Qtb~I-~CME-FI.2l~~: 

W-32. 

W-33. 

W-34. 

computer Modeling of Contaminant Spreading (CME, 
$345,000). 

computerization of Wetlands Inventory (SPA, $525,200). 

Groundwater Quality Data Coordination (SPA, $90,000). 

~QmID~n~t12D-~= Further development of ground-water strategy 
proposed to the LCMR. 

High iU2llU~ME_iIQjli~R: 

w-14/W-20 (combine). Groundwater Education (SPA, $100,000). 

w-15/w-17/W-18 (coordinated). Karst Watershed Projects in 
Lanesboro Watershed (Agri, Forestry & Ag. Exp., and MGS, total 
of $538,152). 

w-16. Garvin Brook Monitoring (MPCA, $60,000). 

w-19. Age, Residence Times, and Recharge Rates of Groundwater 
(Geology ~nd Geophysics, $113,596). 

w-23/w-24/W-25 (combine). Volat_ile and Synthetic Organics 
surveys {including ag chemicals in groundwater). {Health and 
Agriculture, $650,000). 

w-26. study of Septic Tank/Drainfield Systems. (MPCA and 
Health, $297,730). 

, w-30. Leaking Underground Storage Tank Study. {MPCA, $703,210) • 

w-31. New Approaches to Groundwater Investigation. (DNR, 
$580,181). 
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w-21. Training and Information on Drinking water Supplies. 
(Health, $109,515). 

w-220 Water Well Code Local Progam. (Health, $208,700). 

W-27. County Atlas Project (MGS, $330,000.) niR-PIQ.j~£t_ab2ylg_ 
b~_RtLQDgll-~YPPQIUQ_in_g~nfIJl_fyng_byQg~t. 

W-28. Development of Analytic Methods. (Health, $78,825). Il)j_s_ 
~i2j~£t_~b2Yl~-b~-~t12ngl~-~Y~PQitfQ_1n_g~n~I~l-fYDQ_~yQg~t. 

w-29. Groundwater Monitoring Techniques. (PCA, $290,710). 

~~IDIDfDQ~ti2n_1. Surface water data analysis acceleration to 
develop an accurate picture of present and future water use and 
changes in total available supplies. 

W-2. Water Allocation and Management Program. (DNR, 
$1,400,000). (Also relates to ground water.) 

W-1. Water Resources Management System. (WRRC, $830,000). 

W-8. Determination of Groundwater Components in Lake Budgets. 
(Geology and Geophysics, $102,100). 

~QlN[lnQgti.Qn_~. Statewide program of cost-sharing assistance for 
structural and non-structural components of flood plain management. 

B.isb-iti2tit~-~ME_i..r2j~£ll: None. 

~llfnt~ti2n_A£i.iYjtjf~: 

1. DNR proposed Departmental legislation in 1983 but not 
introduced in 1984 session. (Bill drafted for discussion 
earlier.) May be proposed for consideration in 1985. 

W-12. Computer Models for Flood and Aquifer Problems. (SAFHL, 
$115,000). (Also groundwater relationship.) 

Ef£QIDIDfil~~tj2n_j: Expansion of soil and water conservation 
cost-sharing program to stimulate more adequate protective measures 
on lands. 
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lil.gb_f.LJ2Ilt~-L~M£_iIQj~~U: 
land issue area.) 

None. (However, see projects under 
...--... ·- --'. 

' l 

, , ·. I ....-'llll 
:._.;....I _..;_.,j--' 

1. ~ Legislative initiatives adopted in 1983 and 1984. 

W-4. Non-Point Source Control Program. (MfCA, $775,000). 

~Jl'ID~DQ~tjQn_Jj: Continued study of critical management questions 
related to threats from acid precipitation. 

W-3. Soil and Watershed Acidification. (MPCA, $200,000). 

~ll'ID~D~ti.Q.IL.l.l: Adoption of state •superfund bill.• 

B.is.b_fiiQiit~-L~M£_iIQj~~t~: None. 

lID~l~IDllt~ti2n_i~tjyjtj~~: 

l. Adopted. 

~~~n_HQ.t_fQ~Y.§~g_Qn_FilQilt~-E~~QIDID~ng~tlQDR 

W-5. Lake Improvement Grant Program. (MPCA, $1,298,897). 

W-6. Development of Biological Approaches to Lake Restoration. 
(Limno. Res. Center, $190,840). 

W-7. Effects of Copper Sulfate Treatment on Lakes. {Freshwater 
Inst., $176,799). 

W-9. Lake Carrying Capacity. (DNR, $409,7J0). 

W-10. Comprehensive Mississippi River System Management. (DNR, 
$180,000). 

W-11. Research on River and Lake Management. (SAFHL, $290,000). 

W-13. Biological Monitoring of Water Quality in Streams·. 
(Forestry and Ag. Exp., $110,391). 

- 4 -
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LEGISLATIVE COMMISION ON MINNESOTA RESOURCES RECOMMENDATIONS: 
F,Y, 1986-87 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

Water Allocation and Management 
Lake Carrying Capacity 
Ground-Water Investigations and Data Automation 
Glacial Drift Geochemistry 

Subtotal 

POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY 

1. Soil and Watershed Acidification 
2. Lake Improvement Grant Program 
3. Study of Septic Tank/Drainfield Systems 
4. Ground-Water Monitoring Techniques 
5. Leaking Underground Storage Tank Study 

Subtotal 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

1. Biological Approaches to Lake Restoration 
2. Effects of Copper Sulfate Treatment on Lakes 
3. Research on River and Lake Management 
4. Laneboro Watershed Management Techniques 
5. Age, Residence Times and Recharge Rates_of 

Ground-Water 
6. Computer Modeling of Contaminant Spreading 
7. Landfill Abatement Technology 

Subtotal 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

1. Organic Chemicals Surveys 
Subtotal 

TOTAL 

$1,600,000 
100,000 
800,000 
200,000 

$ 2,700,000 

$ 

$ 

160,000 
70,000 

190,000 
150,000 
200,000 
770,000 

$ 140,000 
75,000 

190,000 
255,000 

100,000 
200,000 
200,000 

$1,160,000 

$ 
$ 

700,000 
700,000 

$ 5,330,000 



APPENDIX E 



SUBJECT State Water Management Organizational Options 

The issue of st&te-level water organization has arisen in the context 
of the Governor's goals for the structure and operation of 
government. It has also arisen in the context of (1) the local water 
planning initiative which this Division strongly advocates, (2) 
discussions of citizen organizations (e.g., the League of Women 
Voters), and (3) the work of the Southern Minnesota River Basin 
council (attached). The attached memorandum prepared by John Wells 
describes five options for addressing the organization of state 
government to manage its water resources. 

The options which we believe are viable are: 

1. Maintaining the status guo. This option would continue the 
agencies with water management responsibili~ies, including five 
boards and one council. While t~is system is called confusing by 
many, it is also recognized as providing effective resource 
protection. Under this option, the Environmental Quality Board 
would retain and strengthen its efforts to assure the management 
efforts of the multiple agencies are coordinated. The Water 
Resources Board would be assigned state plan approval duties 
under the local water planning initiative. The option does not 
address the Administration goal of reducing the number of 
agencies reporting to the Governor, but is workable for the local 
planning initiative and has a tr~ck record of some success. 

2. Incremental change. Two specific approaches might be 
considered. 

Modifying the water Resources Board. This option would 
bring the WRB into the State Planning Agency. It would add 
five county commissioners to the current composition of the 
WRB (five citizen members) and provide for a chairperson 
appointed by the Governor. The Board's staff would become 
members of the SPA Environmental Division. The WRB 
chairperson would be added to the membership of the EQB. 

The Southern Minnesota River Basin Council would be 
sunsetted and no statewide advisory committee (an option 
currently being studied by the SMRBC) would be apointed. 
This option would be a modest effort to begin addressing 
Administration goals. It would be a significant improvement 
over the first option for dealing with the local water 
management initiative. However, it would create two boards 
within the SPA with somewhat overlapping responsibilities 
and would almost certainly be opposed by supporters of the 
WRB. 

Modifying the Environmental ouality Board. This option 
would merge the WRB into the EQB. In addition, the 
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission would become 
linked to the Board. While the SMRBC would be sunsetted, a 
statewide water advisory council would be formed to advise 
the EQB on water resources issues. This option would 
provide a more significant step toward achieving 
Administration goals and results in only one board under'the 



SPA. It would have about the same effect on the local water 
planning initiative as modifying the WRB, although it may 
bring along some of the negative feelings toward the EQB in 
the local plan approval role which surfaced last session. 
This opposition would likely be strongly opposed by the 
supporters of the WRB and the MN/WI Boundary Area 
Commission. (This option could also be influenced by the 
work of the Mulligan Task Force~) 

3. Mljor reorganization of water management agencies. ·This 
approach might also take two forms. 

creation of a Department of water Resource Protection. This 
option would merge the Pollution Control Agency, Department 
of Natural Resources/Division of Waters, Department of 
Health/Division of Environmental Health Water Supply and 
General Engineering section, EQB, WRB, SMRBC, and Soil and 
Water Conservation Board. The MN/WI Boundary Area. 

_..-... Commission uould report to the Department. · The new 
/- ~ Department might function either under a commissioner or a t:f./ ~~-itizen board and executive director, although the latter 

/''°?-: .. ') ~pproach is preferable to replace the PCA Board. This 
#-.~--.. -~.... option is a major initiaitive in response to the Governor's < .· .,? goals. It may be seen as a positive step in increasing 

£..'--· ·· / understanding the state's management system. It could 
~~- - .:- -, ~" accomodate the local planning initiative. However, this 

g'·:. · .)· approach would raise concerns over the loss of •advocates" 
, -:/ for special concerns and of,, the checks and balances of the 
1 current system •. The spector of -a "water czar• would be 

raised. It could be difficult to achieve consensus within 
the Administration on this· initiative. 

creation of a state Environmental Protection Agency. This 
option would be structured similar to the above approach, 
but with the addition of the remaining functions of the 
Department of Health Division of Environmental Health, the 
water supply testing and pesticides regulation functions of 
the Department of Agriculture, and the aquatic nuisance 
control program of the Department of Natural Resources. The 
supportive and opposition arguments would also be similar. 

While we hav-e not studied the fiscal impacts of these options, it is 
our view that none will provide either large-scale savings or impose 
great additional costs. Savings may occur in the reduction of some 
duplicative administrative positions. If in no other way, costs will 
arise from the expense of physical moves. While non-quantifiable, 
the potential effects on employee morale and performance should be 
considered. 

In summary, each option has some merit. Each can be expected to meet 
some opposition. Each warrants consideration as we seek to improve 
the manner in which water is managed in Minnesota. 




