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Mankato.

• Bemidji

iliItl!ttIM .1988 Environmental Congress Locations

• Alex/;mdria

lo.cal Co-Sponsors of the
1988 EnvironmentaJCongress,were:

Alexandria Technical Institute
Bemidji State Uniivelrsilty
Mankato
University of Mirme:sota, IJUIUIUI



CharaC1eristiically Minnesotans spoke their
Board heard about ground

pollution, surface water pollution, solid
concerns, the needfot more recycling,the

better public education on the
An\J,irolnmRnf the need for betterwildlife habitat,

ideas for financing environmental protection.

ImportantEnvironmental Issues for
Minnesota (Chapter2) ,

issues identified at the different sessions
surprisingly similar for suqh a large and

rliIIArC::::A state.

need to protect the quality of Minnesota~s
nrr\llnrl water was an important issue at each
r.nlnnr,A<::C::: location., Specific concerns and needs
,."v"UU'vU., ,

Finding andproperly sealing abandoned wells;
Testing ofwell water; and
Better controls ot toxins. and pesticides to
reduce the possibility of contamination.

An/"\tn,:> .. need identified at each CO(lgress
loc:aticln was to protect Minnesota's surface
VVale. ,0. Congress participants noted that surtace

serve a numb~r of important needs in

sourCe ofdrihking water;



• Awildlife andIish habitat;
• Arecreational resource; and
• An importantpart of the touristindustry.

A third concern was disposal of. solid waste in
,Minnesota. The need forbett.er education of the,
pUblic and increased recycling were stressed by
pqrticipants in each session. Most small groups
also urged that the cost of dispos'al be included
in the purchase price of products

One opportunitydiscussed at all the sessions
was that environmental education for children
and adults can help address all environmental
problems including: '
• Household hazardous waste;
• Recycling;
• Pesticide use and management;
• .Proper abandonment ofold water wells;
• Protection of wildlife habitat; and
• .Soil conservation.

Environmental education efforts should be aimed
at children. (including presyhoolers) and adults
according to many of the participants.

Protection of wildllfehabilat was addreSSed at
each location, .According to Congress .
participants, wildlife is an important part of
Minnesota and it can not survive if its habitat is
destroyed. Of special concern. was provision of
Cldequate permanent .fuhding for the He~lnvest in
Minnesota program (RIM). . .

Better management of the t:>m/irnrim.t:>nf

environmental protection nrrlnr~lmc:: 'enee<:1ed
in a number of ,areas .ac(Jor<1inQ
Congress:
• Coordination of state eff(Jrts,~

• New approaches to aV(J/G IOVtmj~)e'C>T our
recreation resources;

• Data for local olanni'nn.



Management ofthe quantity of water
Minnesotans use and protection of the needs of
Norther Minnesota in allocation of Mississippi
River basin water to uses in the Twin Cities
area.

Financing Environmental
Protection.(Chapter 3)

participants noted a numberof
problems:

Manyenvironmentalprograms require long
term funding that is difficult to guarantee.
Federal funC/ing for environmental protection
will continue to decline as it has since 1980.
The cheap and easy solutions to environmental
problems havealready oCcurred--what is left is
expensive anddifficult.

Ac(xmjing to the participants, increased funding
however, possiple:

have shown that Minnesotans are willing
to pay more taxes to protect the environment.
Support for the Environmental Trust Fund .
seems to be substantial. (This was latter
.confirmed bythe overwhell71iQg approval of the
constitutional amendment bythe voters.)
Minnesotans contribute voluntarily to a number
of environmentalprotectiona.ctivities inoluding
the DNR's Non-game Wildlife Fund, Ducks
Unlimited, and the Na,ture Conservancy.

principal that emerged frot:Jl all the
IrffumHng discussions was: The peoplewho use

pollute the resource should pay the Costs
mciintainling or cleaning the resource.

Pairtic:ioants noted that this would not only raise
I t1Vt1IIlJt1 to addressthe problems but could also

activities that harm the environment by
incl'ea~)inq the cost of those activities.



_Ground Water Protection (Chapter 4)

The open discussions on Minnesota's water
protection plans stressed a number of. concerns:
• How shouldgroundwater be protected from

contamination by pesticides?
• How can abandoned wells and poorly

constructed wells be found and sealed or
co"ec~d?· .

• .·Howwill counties pay the costs of implementing
the water protection plans now being
devewped? .

• How can the useofproductsthat pollute
Minnesota's waters be reduced?

• How can the state weigh the nee(is of the
metropolitan area against the needs ofgreater
Minnesota? .

Participants at all five Congress locations agreed
that protection of Minnesota's ground water
resources was of primary importance now and
for future generations.
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October, 1988, the Minnesota
Envirclnmlental Quality Board hostedthesecond
~Rir\n<''''i'\'I", Environmental Congress. The goal of

board members was:
hear whaUhe citizenSof Minnesota believe

are the major environmental issues in
Minnesota;
To hearideas for financing environmental
protection in Minnesota; and
To hear citizens' comments on The, Minnesota
Ground WaterProtection Strategy.

Characteristicalllv Minnesotans spoke their
members heard about ground

pollution, surface water pollution, solid
conCerns, the need for more recycling, the

for better public education .on the
t:>n\,iYnnm,t:>nt the need for better wi,ldlife habitat,

ideas for financing environmental protection.

held in December, .1986 in Saint Paul, the
J=m,irnnm,Pnt:~1 r.,nnrIYt:><:·<:has provided a valuable

,..iti7t:>YI<: and state environmental
officials to discuss'mutual concerns.. The 1986

fOCUSEld on six issues (water,
hazardous ma1teri':lls/loxiC.sl~bstanIGes health

citi.zer)s to attend
Dec;aU~ie it in Saint Paul over two
working days.
Theformat did notallovvdiscussions of other
important environmentalissues.
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response to these complaints, the 1988
nvironmental,Congress consisted of afternoon

hrough evening sessions in five Minnesota.
ities--Alexandria, Bemidji, Duluth, Mankato, and
aint PauL Local co-sponsors of the Congress
ere also sought to helpwit~ publicizing the

Congress and providing meeting facilities anq
equipment. .

Congress Agenda
1988 Environmental Congress was

organi:zed to C;lllow ample time for discussions
bet'weEm Board members and citizens, At Elach

five locations, the three sessions allowed

Ide'}ntifying the important environmental
issues .in Minnesota;
HQw to fioance environmental protection in
Minnesota; and,
How to protect Minnesota's groundwater.

. ,

What aret~elmportant Environmental
Issues for Minnesota?

Congress started with a short presentation
Jack Ditmore, chair of the EQB, titled ''Where

. are wegoing? Trends
MilnnE~solta's Environment." Trends.in

I\lIir1nA,~()i'::l'~ water qualitYiair quality and land
Next,~mall group ..' .

each led by an EQB member,
allclweid CitizElnSto raise and discUss a number of

These discussions are
surnmari:;~ed in Chapter2 of this report,
"Imln"rl~",nt Environmental Issues for Minnesota;~1
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Iii!MB Minnesota Environmental Budget
Actual and constant dollars in millions
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.Financing Environmental Protection
reservation, and Improvement

Gerald Willet,Gommissioner of the Pollution
Control Agency and former chair of the
Minnesota Senate Finance Committee, started
this session with a presentation on the history of
Minnesota's environmental budget, the
environmental budget related to the total state
budget, and current and potential sourc;es of the
funds. After.this presentation, hour long small

discussions with EQBmembers resulted in
of interesting and useful ideas. These

are summarized in Chapter 3,
"Filnarlcirlg Environmental Protection and

Pollutant Indicators
Fecal Coliform
Dissolved Oxygen
Unionized Ammonia
pH .
Nutrients
BOD
Physical Parameters

(TTSrrurbidity)

Sources

M~nicipal

eso's (Combined Sewer Overflows)
NonpointSources or Unknown

River Miles
2,196
1,032

287
354

1,567
967

1,870

River Miles
755
28

2,107



~ Occurrence of Pesticides in Public Wells

• Pesticide detected
o Pesticide not detected



3. Protecting Minnesota's Ground Water
The evening session started with pres~ntations

on the protection of Minnesota's ground water.
First, Martha Brand, chair of the EOB Water
ResourcesCommittee, or Robert Dunn, chair of
the EOB Planning Committee, summarized the
recently developed water protection plans for
Minnes6ta~-the."MinnesotaGround Water
Protection Strategy," the "Strategy for the. Wise
Use of Pesticides and Nutrients," and the "EOB
Water Priorities·for the 1990-91 biennium:'

Ne4 members ofthe EOS Ground Water
Advisory Committee and local officials involved
in local water planning efforts provided different
perspectives on ground water pratectionplans.

Instead of small groups, the evening discussion
format was similar to an audience participation
,-v·talk show.. A moderator sought comments
and questions from the audience to which Board
responded..In three .of the locations,a local
reporter or editor served as the moderator, .. .
These discussions are summarized in Chapter 4',
"Water Protection Plans."



1tlJi'1nt1t1. Major Land Resource Areas of Minnesota w~h
Average Erosion Exceeding Five Tons Per Year



Priority Issues Ballots/Congress Evaluations

To provide another chance for citizens to
express their views; a "Priority Issues Ballot" was
provided to all the Congress participants. The~e

ballots listed the current priority issues of the
Environrnental Quality Boa.rd.and·asked the
participants to list their top priority environmental
issues. Participants were urged to fill out the
ballots by many of the speakers. The results of

,this balloting are includeo in Chapter 20rthis
report.

Also, each participant was given a form to
evaluate the usefulness and organization of the
1988 EnVironmental Congress. The results of
these evaluatiolls is included are Appendix B 01
this report.
_'1~9-;::88::-;E""'Q:::-;:B::-;P::-r'-ior7~y-I'ss-lJ-;es------'---'--

Environmental

• Ground Wa.terProtectJon
• Pesticides Management
• .Solid Waste Management
•. Surface Water Management
• Soil Cor1Servation
'. Nuclear Waste Management
'. Indoor Airpollution
• Air Toxies
• Hazardous Materials
• BiologicalDiversity
Process

• Funding
• EnvironmentalEducation
• Coordination/Planning·
• RiskAssessmentlMaf}agement
• ResearchlMonitoring
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'Itt.M Small Group Discussions with EQB Members
What are the important environmental isslles for Minnesota?

Mankato

• Environmental Elhics.
• Solid and Hazardolls Waste Management
• Usable Data
• Water Qllality - Well Testing and Abandoned
• Wildlife Habitat
Alexandria

• Overuse ofRecrealional Resollrces
EnvironmentalEqucation

• Water Resollfce Management and Protection
• GrollndWaterContaminalion
• Fertilizalion
• Loss ofHabitat
Duluth

• Edllcation
• Well Testing - Water Ollality
• Noise Pol/~tion .
• Stewardship
.' Forest Management

Waste Disposal
• Protection ofSensitive Areas
Bemidji

• Environmentalethic/edlll;ation
• Recycling and Waste RedllctionMarkets
• Water RightslLake Levels
• Grollnd Water Protecb'on/Abandoned Wells

Loss of Wetlands
Improved Wildliff! Habitat
Hazardolls Was te Management

Paul

, Protection of small Wetlands
• Loss ofHabitat
• ToxiCin Water
• Pesticide Use
• Coordinate /Cooperate
• EnvironmentalEdllcation
• Recycling

Global Warming

Note: Issues are not in order of importance



.... Important Environmental Issues for

.Minnesota

One goal of the Enviro.nmental Quality Board
.was to hear.what the citizens of MinnesOta
bE;llieve are the major/environmental issues.

" Minnesota's citizens are the experts regarding
thE:lirownc.ommunities. They live with the

.. problems daily. They can·seethe problems
evolve over time. They can suggest soluti.ons
which are most likely to be supported and
implemented locally, .

, Citizens had two ways of presenting their advice
and·comments:
e Through the smallgroup sessionslead by the

EQB members,'and
.' e ThrotJghthe "PriorityIssues Ballor'providedto

allparticipants.

The issues identified at .the different sessions
were surprisingly similar.forsucha large and

, diverse state. The need to protect ground and
surface water quality, continuing concerns with
hazardous andsoHd waste management,. better
and increasedenvir.onmentaleducation,

.protectionofwilqlife habitat, and better overall
managementwere mentioned at all five
locatioQs, Table4 lists the major issues

. discussed at each Congress locations. Table 5
summarizes the results from the priority is.sues
ballots at each location and includes a composite
listing for all sessions.



IIi!mDI Results of .1988 Priority Issues Balloting

Environmental Issues

51. Paul

Ground Water Ground Water Ground Water
Protection & Protection & Protection &
Abandoned Wells Abandoned Wells Abandoned Wells

Solid Waste Manage- Surface Water Mgmt Surface Water Mgmt
ment & Recycling

Solid Waste Mgmt Soil Conservation &
Soil Conservation & & Recycling Land Stewardship
Land Stewardship.

Pesticide Mgmt SolidWaste Mgmt
Pesticide Management &Recycling

Hazardous Materials
Hazardous Materials Pesticide Mgrnt

Soil Conservation &
Wetland Protection Land Stewardship Hazardous Materials

Nuclear Waste Indoor Air Air Toxies

Biological Diversity Air Toxies Indoor Air

Surface Water Biological Diversity Biological Diversity
ManagemeQt

Forest Land Nuclear Waste
Global Warming

Process Issues

SI. Paul

Coordination &Planning Funding

Note: .Issues are listed in priority order

Coordination &Planning Research &Monitor

Risk Assessment

Coordination &Planninq

Research &Monitor

Risk Assessment

EnVironmental
Education

Funding

Environmental
Education

Research &Monitor

Environmental
Education

FundiQg
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Ground Water Gro~nd Water Ground Water
Protection 8. Protection & Protection 8.
Abandoned Wells Abandoned Wells Abandoned Wells

Solid Waste Mgmt Solid Waste Mgmt Solid Waste Mgmi
&Recycling 8. Recycling 8< Recycling

Surface Water Mgmt Noise Pollution Surface Water Mgmt

Soil Conservation 8. Biological Diversity SOil Conservlllion 8<
Land SlBwardship Land Stewardship

Hazardous Materials
Pesticide Mgmt Pesticide Mgmi

Indoor Air
Hazardous Maten8Js HazardOUs Materials

Soil Conservation &
Air Taxies Land Stewardship AlrToxl~

Wetland Proteetion Pesticide Mgmt Biological Diverslty

Biological Diversity Surface Water Mgmt Nuclear Waste

Nuclear Waste Nuclear Waste IndllOl' Air

Mankato Duluth 88 Congress

Funding Environmental Environmental
Education Educaiion

Environmental
Education Funding Funding

Research &Monitor Coordination &Planning Researc;h8< Monitor

Coordination &Planning Research & Monitor Coordination &Plng

Risk Assessment Risk Assessment

19



D&I1 Occurrence of pesticides in Private Wel.ls

• Pesticide detected
o Pesticide not detected



.Not surprisingly, protecting the quality of
Minnesota's water was an important issue in
each small group session. The priority issues
balloting also ranked ground water protection
first at each Congress location. Specific
concerns and needs included:

Better and more available testing for well water; .
e Bettermethods of locating abandoned wells;
aBetter ways of encouraging proper

abandonment of vyater wells to reduce potential
ground water pollution;and

" ' Bettercontrolsof pesticides and toxins to
reduce the possibility ofground water
contamination..

Protecting ground water quality was the primary
topic of the evening sessions and is discussed
furthe,r in Chapter 4,

Protecting Ground Water Quality

Protecting Surface Water
Protecting Minnesota's surface water was also
high on the lists developed inthe small group

'. sessions and ranked thirdinthe overall priority
issues balloting.. Cqngress .participantsstressed

. the importance of. Minnesota's surface waters to
the state:
e Asa source ofdrinking water;
e As wildlife and fish habitat;
e Asa recreational resource,' and
a As an important pwtofour touristJndustry.

Two COncerns were simila.r to those for ground
water: .

,a Non·source pollution/rom pesticides and
fertilizers; and
Toxic wastes from land fills and other sources
polluting oursurface water.

Twoother concerns were specific to Minnesota,'s
surface water: .

Conflicts between waterneeds in the Twin



~ Rivers Supporting Fishable and Swimmable Uses
1982 to 1987River Assessment Data

Non supporting ­
52.4% (2326)

f777l..part.iaIIYs.upported­
lLLLJ 12.7% (564)

r--l rully suooorted­
L-J34.9% (1b53 )

Ii'iBl':II Fish Consumption Analysis of Large Lakes
1,185,364 acres assessed

[Z22l Fully supporting - 7%

c==J Not supporting - 1%



Cities and the needs of Northern Minnesota;
and

o The potential for overuse of some water bodies
for recreation.

Participants in Bemidji were concerned about the
loss of Minnesota's wetlands since they are a
filter for both Minnesota's surface and ground
waterand an important wildlife habitat.

23

Solid Waste Management
Based onthe response from Congress
participants,solid .waste managementis an
important issue throughout Minnesota. It was a
high priority in most of the $mall groups and was
the second highest priority in the priority issues
balloting. Closely related to sol.id waste
management is the need to for increasing
recycling in Minnesota.

At four of the locations, specific Concerns about
local solid waste proposals or problems were
discussed:
~. In St. Paul and Mankato, proposals to burn

solid waste raised a numberof environmental
questions.

o In Bemidji, there was concern about a local
land fill and a number of questions about the
proposals for a hazardous waste disposal site.

o In Duluthparticipants suggested betterpublic
education regardingl70usehold wastes
(eSpecially hazardoUs wastes) and recycling.

.The benefits of separating .materials prior to
incinerationafld the be~efitsof source
separation (separating glass,plastic, paper, etc.
at home)were stresseq in Bemidji, Duluth,
Mankato, andSt, Paul.

At all the locatiOns, theneedfor Minnesota state
government tota.ke the lead in recycling, using
recycled materials, and reducing the use of
problem materials· such as styrofoam coffee cups
was stressed.



IIDlI Minnesota's Solid Waste Costs



According to many participants,one possible
sollution would be to include the cost of, disposal
in the purchase price of products. T.his was
discussed more fully ,in the financing small group
sessions and is included in more detail in '
Chapter 2.

Environmental Education
Increased and better environmental education for
children and adults was suggested as one
strategy to address all of the environmental
problems. The recurring theme was that if
people know thecqnsequencesof their actions,
they are likely to change their behaviorto reduce
their burden on the environment Every small
group at',every session discussed the nee,d for
better and more, environmental education.
Specific issues that could be, addressed through
environmental education included:
• HousehOld h;;lzardous waste;
• Recycling;
• Pesticide use and management;
• Proper abandonment of old. water wells;
• Protection of wildlife habitat;
• Soilconservation; and '
• Smalliorest plot management.

According to the participants, environmental
, education is not just imponantin sQhool. It is
important for adults and preschool children as
well. Environmentaieducation efforts can
include publicitycampaigns;iriformation
programs at parks, nature centers, and schools;
.programs spon'sored by non-government
organizations; programs targeted atday care
centers; and formal cl.asses.

Protection ofWildlife Habitat. '

the need to protectwildlife.habitatwas
discussed at each location. According to
Congress pMicipants, w.ildlifeis an important
part of Minn/3sotaandit can not::;urvive if its



Iim!flJ!!I Minnesota Wetland Loss by Region
. . 1850·1984



habitat is destroyed. Specific concerns and
suggestions of Congress participants included: .
o Long term funds are needed for the Re-invest

in Minnesota programto insure that wildlife
habitat is protected. .

.. Wetland protection is important for wildlife
habitatahd in managing our water resources.

o Ownersbfsmall wood lots and small plots of
forests need to. learn how to manage their land
to improve wildlife habitat.

Better Overall Management
At each location,participants were concerned
about the management of Minnesota
environmental protection programs. This issue
came upin a number of different ways.
o In Mankato,there was a concern that the data

needed for usefulloOal waterplanning was
either not easily available or incomplete.

o In Alexandria,people were concerned that we
maybe overusing our recreational resources.
InBemidji;there was concern about how we
f7!anagethe quantity of waterthat we use and
the potential effect of releasing water from the
headwatersreservoirs.

o In Sf. Paul, people thought the state could
betterooordinateits efforts, both internally and
with othergroups .that work to protect and
improve our environment. .

Basically, participants believed that bybetter
managing Minnesota's environmental resources
andprograms, protection of the environment
could be improved.
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Financing Environmental Protection

After hearing what Minnesotans believe are the
major environmental. problems, the EQB turned
the tables and asked, "OK, where will the
money to address these problems corne from?1 1

Again, Board members conpucted small group
discussions to provide everyone a chance to
participate. .

'Is More Money Needed?
All of th(3 small groups came to the.immediate
conclusion that additional funds for
environmental protection are needed:
• Longterm funding for long term environmental

programs is difficult to maintain.
• FederarsLJpport for environmentalprotection

will/ikely continue to decrease.
W~'ve already done the cheap and easy things,
aqtions ne,eded now will be,more expensive.

Many environmental problems can not be
addressed by short term programs. Some
problems, according to the participants, require
long term research, mUlti-stage programs, or
longtermactivities. With the payoff for some of
these activities in the "distant" future, immediate
political action is sometimes difficu.lt. For
example,money spent onpreschool arId
elementary, environmental education wiH not
hcl\/e its full effect until today's four to eleven
year olds are adults.

AcCording to the participants, Minnesota should
plCln ~:)n continued reductions in federal support
of environmental preservation programs. For
example,in the 1980's the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agel)cy (EPA) has been
simutanequsly delegating new responsibilities to



1 'Water' incluck,. waterqualily programs; some drinking water programs may not be included,
2 'H~ardous W"s~' includos 00111 hazardous aodsdid walse programs.

Total State Budgets (In millions of 1987 dollars)

Air1

_ State Budgets and EPA Grants to States for Air,
Water, and Hazardous Waste Programs

76

66

47

41

40

49

38

35

34
33

49

45

46

48

46

1982 210 236 64

1983 213 274 76

1.984 206 296 110

1985 202 326 146

1986 213 336 169

EPA Grants as a Percentage of State Budgets
Air Hazardous Waste

the states and cutting grant funds for existing
programs. (Between 1981 and 1984, more than
two thirds of the U.S. EPA's enforcement
activities were delegated to the states while EPA
grants to states havedecreased;llmost 50
percent during the 1980s.) The inaction ofthe
federal government on acid rain is another
example. As these examples indicate, in a
nl,lmber of important environmental issues, if
anything is going to be, done it will have to be
done at the state or local leveL

In many of th~ small groups it was pointed out
that additional environmental protection and
preserVation will require more costly programs.
Qneexampleused ,is finding,and sealing
abandonedwater wells to protect Minnesota's
groundwater from pollution.W,ith an projected



cost of $200 to $3000 per well and an estimated
600,000 to 2 million abandoned wells in

. Minnesota, capping abandonedwells will cost at
least $120 million,

Another example cited by the participants is the
need to safelyqeal with solid waste. Ithas

•become clear that the cheapest approach, and
onetha,t was considered safe a few years

. ago~-putting itin a Ia,ndfjll--is neither safe nor
cheap. All of the options for solid. .
waste--elimination at the source, treatment,
incineration, and safe disposal--are ~xpensive.

A number of the participants also noted that local
"'management of programs would both provide a
sense 6f ownership in the programsby the local
citizel1sand prove more efficient. Howeyer, local
units of. government usually do not have the
resources or the taxes to support these
programs. They will need financial assistance
from the state or state permission to increase
local taxes.

While the possibility of shifting some state funds
frorl1other programs to .environmental protection
prograrps .wasdiscussed in the small groups,
most of the participants considered this
possiQility very unlikely. It was generally agreed
that new funds would have to be found to
impr()ve environmental preservation'and
protection.

The positive side of these discussions was the
belief.of most participants that Minnesotans are
v.tiUingto pay more in taxes, fees, and prices to
insure a clean environment. At each of t,he
locations, participants. noted studies that
ipd.icated that, if the money would go toward
~nvironmental protection or cleanup, citizens'
\Nere'willing to pay moreforgoods and services
C1ndpay.moretaxes ..



Wtua Minnesota Environmental and Natural Resources
Trust Fund Ballot Results
Percent of vote. in favor of Trust Fund
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Where Will the Money Come From?
ManymethoQs of raising funds were discussed
during the, Congress--user fees, fines, general
taxes, prOduct specific taxes,lotteries, and

. voluntary contributions. One guiding Principal
did emerge from. all the discussions: The
people who use or pollute the resource
should pay thetost ofcleaning or
maintaining the resource.

Participants noted that this wOlJld not only raise
revenue to address the problems but would also
r~duce activities that harmtheenvironment by
increasing the cost of those activities. "

'Two applications of this principal were discussed
in a number of the small groups--solid wast~ and
water.quality,

SolidWaste
With solid waste identified asa majorproblem.
durin~, the first small group sessions, much of the
funding discussion also involved this issue, The
b'asic principal of user fees or taxes was evident
in the ,number of ways that the real costs of
disposal,could be built into thedirectc:ost of a
productto theconsumer. Some suggestions by
the participants included:, "
o Tax.ing packaging thatis notrecyclable;
o .A special tax on plastics; ,,', , .
.. A sqlestax on toxic substances; ancJ
o A disposal fee charge on new batteries and

motor oil at (he time of the sale.

This approach WetS summed up by a.MankClto
p~rticipant as taxing the producer as well as the
consumer. While the taxes generated could help
pay for waste pisposal,the hope of the
participants was,thatthistax would reduce the
amount ofwaste generated by making the !

prodljcts trat produc~ the waste more expensive.
and changing people's behavior..



IImZIliI NatureGonservancylands in Minnesota

.0 Minnesota Preserves

• Registry SHes
¢Cooperative Projects



Water Quality
The participants suggested some ways of
financing water protection programs:
·A~quirea fee for each water well like Iowa does

andvse the funds to seal abandoned wells;
" .'. Remove the cur(ent exemption from sales tax

that now applies to pesticides, using the
money for ground Water protection; and

" Increase sewage treatment fees to pay the real
costs of sewage treatment (both the operating
and the capitol costs).

Again, besides raising revenue to address
speqific problems, participants thought these
options may reduce water pollution.by increasing
the cost of polluting. activities to the consumer.

Environmental Trust Fund
The need for the Environmental Trust Fund was
91sO mentioned in all small group sessions.
Having a fund specifically to address long term
isslJes was viewed as a good start to addressing
the longer term programs.

One major concern was how to assure
substantiaUunding for the Environmental Trust
fund. Three major options were suggested:
'. Annva/appropriations from the General Fund;
"Dedicate an increase in the "sin taxes" on liquor

and tobacco to the fund;and
• A state (ottery with apotion of its proceeds
. dedicated to the Environmental Trust Fund.

Other Funding Sources
All the small groups recognized the importance
of v()lu ntary support through organizations such
as Ducks Unlimited and the Nature Conservancy
and through mechanisms such as the Non Game

i1dlife Fund. Whilesome increase in voluntary
ontributions was believed possible, the
articipantsthought this source would never be

argeenough to address all the needs..
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WaterProtection Needs

The entire evening session at each Congress
location was devoted to plans to protect.
Minnesota'swater resources. At each of the
meetings,members of the EQB Advisory
Committee on Ground Water Protection and
local water planning representatives provided
otherperspectives to Minnesota's protection
plans.

After the presentations, the .Board members
solicited comments from Environmental
Congress·participants and answered questions.

Mankato
LesterAnderson, chair of the South. Central
Minnesota Counties Water Planning Project,and
County Commissioner from Blue Earth County,
described the joint comprehensive·water
planning occurring in thirteen counties. in south
central Minnesota. He noted the. public,concern
sho\Nn in· regional surveys about ground water
quality. He stressed the irnportance ofa
continued local-state partnership. Howlo· pay for
the. implementation of the plans was a major
concernof his because of the levy.limits placed
on Qounties by the Legislature.

William Bryson, Member EQBAdvisory
Committee· on Ground Water PrQtection, .
Freeborn Soil and Water Conservation
Supervisor, and farmer,.described the efforts of
the Advisory Committee .to address. such issues
asnondegradation andpollution limits, and to
wrestle with how to protect water from .pollution
round water quality has prompted consideration
f.a regional.laboratory. Heindicated.thatthe
rought hasrnac;le water rights a growing



~ LCMR Pilot ComprehensiveWater Planning Regions

~ Zumbro-Root River Joint Powers Board

I~(?A South Central Minnesota qounties Water Planning Project

Redwood-GoUonwood Rivers Comrol Area
(incluOOs Yellow Medicine River Watershed District)

Stearns County (incluOOs North Fork Crow River WatelShed District)

Mississippi HeadwatelS Board

Northwest Minnesota Joint Powers Board
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concern. He stressed within the goal of
nondegradation the state would still have to
accommodate agriculture.

During the open discussion in Mankato,.a
number of important issues about water
protection were raised:
• The need for reliable information about home

drinking water treatment systems,their
effectiveness in removing pOllutants, and
proper disposal of water purification filters;

• The needfor cost-sharing for private water well
testing for pesticides;

• Theneedto stop the dumping ofpesticides and
pesticide containers containers in such places
as ravines and ditches;

• The need for pesticide us.e education and
training;

• .The need for a central data base at the state for
groundwater data;

• The need to stop the pollution resulting from
septageand sludge disposal; and

• The need toresolve local funding difficulties.

Alexandria
Dick Eischens, a farmer and a member of the
EOB Advisory Committee on Ground Water
Protection and of the Farm Bureau, discussed
the recommendations of the Advisory
Committee. He explained that as afarmer he
was concerned about how farming could be
reconciled with the goal of nondegradation .and
noted that the Committee spent a great de.al of
time discussing this issue. He supports the goal
of nondegradatic)n and will monitor subsequent
legislation to ensure it does not jeopardize
farming.

1m Van Alstine, Project Planner for the
Northwest Minnesota Joint Powers Board,

iscussed the fifteen county joint effort to
evelop comprehensive water plans in
orthwestern Minnesota. He stressed that local



leaders are trusted and that they understand
local concerns. The interest in ground water
quality has prompted consideration of a regional
laboratory. He indicated that the drought has ..
made water rights.a growing concern. He .
stressed within the goal of nondegradation the
state would still have to accommodate
agriculture.

The issues raised in Alexadria during the open
discussion tended to relate to implementation of
the water protection policies:
• The importance of education about water well

issues and cost sharing for sealing abandoned
wells;

• The importance of inrer,agency cooperation for
env.ironmentalprotection;

• The need to curb agriculture and urban
chemical use;

• Support/or a fee on agricL/lture chemicals;
• The need for prornotionof returning to

mechanical weed control; and
•. The need for funds to implement county water

plans.

Duluth
Molly MacGregor, Executive Director of the
Mississippi Headwaters Board and Project
Manager for eight counties developing
comprehensive wate.r plans, discussed the
comprehensive water planning underway by
eight counties in northern Minnesota. Through
this effort, the couhtiesare forging a role in
resource management, especially in education,
advocacy, and enforcement. Issues ofconcern
include the interaction of ground andsurface
water and related land uses. Counties are
frlJstratedthat the strategies are de\Ielc)pirIQ
middle of their planning efforts. It
betterifthe strategies to a<;ldress these
came at the end of the process.

Linda Lehman, Member of EQB Achlisolrv



Bemidji
Molly. MacGregoragain summarized the
comprehensive water planning underway by
eight counties in northernMinnesota.

InBemidji,the open d.iscussion rangedfromthe
management of state water protection programs
to methods for dealing with abandoned or poorly.
constructed water wells:

Committee on Ground Water Protection,
President of Minnesota Ground Water
Association, and President of Lehman and
Associates,discussed the recomm'endations
made by the Advisory Committee. She .
emphasized that'coordinationmust be an
integral part ofthe strategies. Coordination is

..needed atevery, level, including the agencies'
fiEHdstaff .. The focus must be ont/:1e "big
picture" and not a piecemeal approach. People
must understand hOw the strategiesfit with
existing efforts, and how they. fit together~

The publid comments in Duluth suggested some
additional ideas for the water protection plans:
• Resolving farmers iiabilityresultlng from

pesticide Use;
.. Requiringfhat at property transferthedeed

indicate that the well andseptic system meet
the state code;

• Prolliding1nformation and education on proper
well sealing;
Establishing new programs, especially
emp!Jasizingenvironmental education;

• Providing consumers options,such as organic
products; and

• '., Applying taxes/fees to polluting products for
eduqationalpurposes and placing a surcharge
onnonrecyplabe ite.ms.

The value ofpreserving small wetlands, when
.compared to other .needs, wasq4estioned by
one participant



Ground Water Pollution at Permitted Mixed
Municipal Landfills

A Known ground water pollution (violates standards)

L::,.Known groundwater impacts (elevatedstandards)

ED Suspected ground water impacts

Other Landliils
Active

Closed



• Concern about state data bases and the quality
control for the data;

• NfJed to automate old well records (L CMR has
funded some);

• Problems with poorly constructed wells in use
as well asproblems with wells abandonedand
notsealed; .

• Need cost-sharing to seal abandoned wells;
Concerned thatthe Metropolitan area gets all
the "Clean Water Partnership" funds; and

.. Suggested a study ofpesticide residue in foods.

St. Paul
WiUiam Bryson, a member of the EQB AdvisOry
CornfTlittee on Ground Water Protection,
Freeborn Soil and Water Conservation District
Supervisor and farmer, related the
recornmendations ofthe Advisory Committee
ano stressedtM importance of the conservation.
ethic, He related his concern as a farmer about
pesticide use and misuse both in agriculture and
urban areas.

Calvin Alexander,a memberof the EQB
Advisory Committee on Ground Water Protection
andoftheDepartrneht Of Geology and
Geophysics at the University of Minnesota,
discussed the strategies from the viewpoint of a
researcher and educator. He emphasizeq that
education is essential to any ground water
protection effort. People need to understand
IIIIhatpracticeswili protect water resources or
elsethey'\ivill not support the measures that need
to betaken.

Th~open discussion in Saint Paul concentrated
on the effects of various chemicals on
Minnesota's waters:
• Solutions should be flexible so that pract/c(Js

can adapt as more is known;
DifferentIate between chemicals when
regulating, for example, DDT was banned



when problems were understood butalJ
chemicals not banned;

• Address the problems causedby the use and
disposal of household chemicals and urban
lawn chemicalS;

• Provide more certified laboratories are needed
to test water quality;

• Oev(Jlop capability in regional labs for common
parameters (e.g. nitrate or even atrazine)
freeing state labs/orless common parameters;
and .

• Address the need for an educational emphasis
for agriculture that reflects concern about the
envirol7ment and not just yields.

Other Environtnental Issues Raised During
Open Discussions:
A number of issues not directly related to the
w~ter pr6tectioh plans were raised by th.e public
in the open discussions:
• Concernabout saf(Jty otstray voltage from

power lines andproposedthe state set
$tandards for strengthofelectric and magnetic·
fields; .

~ •. Concern abouUhe potential for increased air
and water pollution from incinerating solid
wastes;

• Concern that all ofMinnesota's hazardous
wastes could be disposed of on Northern
Minnesota; and

• Need to get/abor and industry together to
address recycling.



GurrenfMinnesota Initiatives

A numberofthe concerns expressed by the
pl)blic in the 1988 Environmer:ttal Congress are

. now being addressed by the Minnesota.state

. government. .Some actiVities were started in the
recent past while others are to be debated by the
Legislature this session.

Protecti<mof Minnesota's Ground and Surface
Water Quality
The proposed "Comprehensive Water Resources
Protection. Actof 1989" )/ViII address a number of
the concerns expressed during the 1988
Congress:
• Assessment qfgroundwater quality, improved

data rnanagement,andincreased research;
• Increased educational activities aimed

specificallyat waterquality protection;.. .
•• Improved enforcement of well construction and

sealing;
,.,aentificationofsensitive areas;

• •. Development and promotion of improved
pesticide andpollution management practices;

• Improved s(ate contrql ofpesticides and .
fertiliz~rs;and

• PwtnershipSwith local government.

The proposed$8.5.million for the Minnesota
Superfundwill help address the cqntamination of
groundwater from existing landfills leaking toxic
chemicals. .

Solid Waste Management
In November, 1988, the Governor'sSelect
Committeeon.Recycling and the Environment
(SCORE) developed over70 recommendations
for a comprehensive approach to waste



reduction,litter reduction and statewide

recycling. Their primary recommendations

included: .

o A goal of 25 percent recycling statewide by
. 1993; and

"A broad loan and grant programtotalling $20
millionperyear to encourage andJacllitate
recycling, litter reduction, market development,
and education.

In September, 1988, Governor Perpich signed an

executive order requiring recycling of materials at

state agencies, purchasing recycled materials by

state agencies; and assisting local governments

in establishing recycling.

The Governor's proposed 199.0-91 budget

includes:
• $1.4miUion to assist counties in addressing

existing contamination problems and to help
ensure. that solid waste management facilities

areproperly construCted and operated,' and
o$1AmiHionfor a comprehensive regulatory
. programfor municipal solid wasteand .
municipal and industrial waste incineration
.activities.

Environmenta.l Education
Two of the major legislative initiatives for the

1989 session include major environmental

educati()n components:
° The proposed Comprehensive Water

Resources Protection Act of 1989 includes
proposals to increase the education on
preventing groljndwater pOllution, controlling
sources ofpollution, and farm management
practices designed to reduce environmental
effects; and

9 The recommendations of the Select Committee
on Recycling and the Environmentinc/udes
major efforts to. better educate the public on
recycling andsolid waste management issues.



In addition,the Environmental Trust Fund,
approved in the November, 1988 election, would
helpfund long-term environmental education.

Protection of Wildlife Habitat
The Rf}-Invest in Minnesota (RIM) program is the

. nation'.s first state-sponsored reserve/set-aside
program protecting wildlife habitat and restoring
fish habitat. The Governor's proposed budget
for 1990-91 includes $27.3 million to continue
this program until the lottery generates dollars for
long-term maintenance of the programthrough
the Environmental Trust Fund.

Better Overall Management
Administrative and legislative proposals for the
1989 session include a number of improvements
in managing Minnesota's environment and
environmental protection programs:
• Increased research and data collection for

water protection programs;
• Increased cooperation between local

governments and state governmentIor water
protection planning;

• Technicaland monetary assistance from the
state lor local solid waste management
programs; and

• The Governor's proposal for a nation-wide
Environmental Compact to address challenges
td. the enVironmental beyond thecontrolofany

.single state.

Financing Environmental Protection
The OVerwhelming approval of the Environmental
TrustFl.Jnd by 77 percent of Minnesota's voters
in November establish~d the first constitutionally

rotectedcomprehensive environmental.arid
aturalresources trust fund in the nation. The
overnor'sproposed bUdget for 1990-91

ncludes, $10.8 million for expenditures consistent



with the Environmental Trust Fund until the Trust
Fund begins receiving lottery.g~nerated revenue.

The. passage of the lottery by the voters provides
the opportunity for the Trust Fund to receive
significant funding from a state-wide lottery after
passage of enabling legislation.



Evaluation

" Gongressparticipants wereaske<;l to evaluate
the usefulness and formatof the 1988
Environmental Congress through an evaluation
form included In eachinforrnation packet.
Eighty-five percent of the, 250 participants
returned, evaluation forr:ns.

The, format used for the 1988 Congress appears
to, have been liked by tHe participants. Over90
percent ratecfit as good or excellent. Only 10
~ercent rateditas average or poor. "

One question Specifically asked,how often the
'.' En\(ironlllental Congress should be,held: An
overwhelming number of participants (80

.percent) said future environmental congresses
should be held annually instead of every two
years,

'The,1988Congress·had three distinct parts
identifying il'nportant environmental issues,
financing environmental protection; and
prqtectionof Minnesota'sGro~ndwater.,Eighty
percent of the participants in this year's
Congress wOlJ1dpreferthat the Congress format
alternate between a single topic one Year and
general, environmental'issLles the next·year.

The'evaluation form allowed participants, to. make
specific. comments. These included:

The Congress should be the end result of tQwn
meetings a09citi:;>:enstudy groups .on
environmental issues. "The impetusrnust corne
from the grass roots up, not from the
EnvirQnmental Quality Board, to effect social
",hange."

arrow the scope for eaCh meeting 'so singl~



topics can be explored more fully. "The group
discussions tried to cover too many topics.
Perhaps eaCh group should havediscussed.one
or a narrower group of SUbjects, this would
enable people to seleda group to attend."

To mOre effectively address the many
environmental issues, perhaps a 20r3 day
Congress would be very beneficial. "The small
group sessions were excellent but not long
enough to fully discuss the. issues and concerns,"

Keep small groups small-Thirty people are too
many for. a good discussion. The moderator
could be more directive - tell the group
specifically their taskand.evaluate responses as
they are given. Don't deviate from the task
under consideration.

Being able to talk directly to the members of the
Environmental Quality Board is one of the best

. parts of the Congress. Citizens rarely have a
chance to brainstorm with the State's decision.
makers.

Besides providing a chance forcitizens to talk
with Board members, the Congress also fulfills
another role -providing an opportunity fora
variety of people concerned about Minnesota's
environment to talk to each other. Besides
citizens, Congress participants came from city .
and county governments, soil conservation ..
districts, nine state agencies, regional
development commissions, school districts,the
University of Minnesota and the State University
System.. Government empolyeesfrom different
agenci~s, and from different levels of
nl'llJAfinmAnt avr·h<l,nrl".rl information; citizens had

state and local program
admir,istrat()rs; and citizens interested in one
Anlvirl",nrnArlt~1 issue eXyhanged information with
citizens interested in other issues. .



publicity. Except for one direct mail notice that
wenttoC\ mailing list of 4QOO, free pllblicity
through the media and word of mouth through
the various interest groups was relied on to
inform Minnesota's citizens about the Congress.
Increased direct mail efforts, as well as radio
public service announcements and paid
advertising in local newspapers would insure
better notice to' the public.


