This document is made available electronically by the Minnesota Legislative Reference Library
as part of an ongoing digital archiving project. http://www.leg.state.mn.us/Irl/Irl.asp

LEGASLATIVE REFERENCE LIBRARY
645 State Office Building
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

SUMMARY

télmw{@

JuL 19 2001

LEHSUATIVE RiFaranoe LIBRARY
STATE OFFICE BUILDING

REASONS FOR LOOKING AT REORGANIZATIOWI. MM 55155

STATE PLANNING AGENCY

WATER AGENCY MERGER ST
(1984-1985)

** GOVERNOR'S GOAL -- A CENTRAL GOAL OF THE PERPICH ADMINISTRATION
IS TO MAKE GOVERNMENT MORE RATIONAL IN STRUCTURE, AND MORE COST
EFFICIENT IN OPERATION,

** EXPRESSIONS OF CONCERN -- LEGISLATORS AND CITIZEN GROUPS (E.G.,
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS AND CITIZENS LEAGUE) HAVE RAISED THE
ISSUE OF WATER ORGANIZATION.

** LOCAL WATER PLANNING INITIATIVE -- REORGANIZATION HAS BEEN
RAISED IN THE CONTEXT OF THE LOCAL WATER PLANNING INITIATIVE.

*% THE STATUS QUO -- MAINTAIN EXISTING AGENCIES AND BOARDS, WITH
THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD AS COORDINATOR.

** RESTRUCTURE THE WATER RESOURCES BOARD -- ADD COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS, HAVE GOVERNOR APPOINT CHAIR, HOUSE IN STATE
PLANNING AGENCY, ABOLISH SOUTHERN MINNESOTA RIVERS BASIN

COUNCIL.

** MODIFY THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD -- MERGE WRB AND
MINNESOTA-WISCONSIN BOUNDARY AREA COMMISSION INTO EQB,
ESTABLISH STATEWIDE WATER ADVISORY COUNCIL TO REPLACE SMRBC.

#%* THE WATER AND LAND RESOURCES BOARD -- MERGE SOIL AND WATER
CONSERVATION BOARD, WRB, SMRBC, MN-WIS BAC, AND SPA/EQB WATER
LANNING D" TIES.

*%* THE DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE PROTECTION =-- COMBINE FUNCTIONS OF
POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY, DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
WATERS DIVISION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH WATER SUPPLY SECTION,
EQB, SWCB, WRB, SMRBC, AND MN-WIS BAC.

NOTE; Study participants included the Departments of Agriculture
(represented by the Soil and Water Conservation Board), Health, and
Natural Resources, the Pollution Control Agency, the Water
Resources Board, the Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council, the
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission, and the State
Planning Agency. Interest groups were also asked to react to the

initial set of options identified and to offer suggestions
concerning the organization of state water agenciles.
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THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY -- TO THOSE PROGRAMS
INCLUDED IN THE DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE PROTECTION, ADD REST OF
THE MDH ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DIVISION, THE AGRICULTURE
PESTICIDE CONTROL AND WATER SUPPLY TESTING PROGRAMS, AND THE
DNR AQUATIC NUISANCE CONTROL PROGRNAM.,

CONCLUSIONS

THE STATUS QUO IS UNACCEPTABLE. COORDINATION OF STATE AGENCIES
SHOULD BE IMPROVED. AN INTEGRATED STATE APPROACH TO LOCAL
GOVERNMENT IS LACKING. 1IN TURN, LOCAL GOVERNMENT LACKS AN
ADEQUATE FORUM FOR INFLUENCING DECISIONS AT THE STATE LEVEL.

A STRONG PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL AND STATE GOVERNMENT IS

- ESSENTIAL TO WISE WATER AND SOIL MANAGEMENT,

STATE‘WATER-RELATED PROGRAMS NEED TO BE BETTER COORDINATED IN
ORDER FOR STATE GOVERNMENT TO BE AN EFFECTIVE PARTNER WITH
LOCAL GOVERNMENT,

TWO ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIONS ARE NECESSARY AT THE STATE LEVEL:

1, STATE WATER PLANNING AND PROGRAM COORDINATION ARE
INSEPARABLE AND SHOULD BE COMBINED DUTIES OF A SINGLE
COORDINATING BOARD, . TO ENABLE IT TO EFFECTIVELY
COORDINATE STATE WATER PROGRAMS AND IMPLEMENT THE STATE
WATER PLAN, THIS BOARD SHOULD BE GRANTED AUTHORITY TO
REVIEW AND APPROVE AGENCY WATER-RELATED BUDGETS AND
LEGISLATIVE INITIATIVES. - i

2. A SINGLE STATE AGENCY WHOSE JOB IS TO COORDINATE STATE
GOVERNMENT'S WATER- AND SOIL-RELATED WORK WITH LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS IS NEEDED, THE WATER AND SOIL AGENCY SHOULD
SERVE AS THE FORUM FOR DISCUSSION OF LOCAL WATER-RELATED
ISSUES AND SHOULD REPRWSENT A BROAD RANGE OF LOCAL

INTERESTS.

IT IS IMPORTAMT THAT THE MAJOR STATI WATER AGENCIES‘BE i
REPRESENTED ON THE COORDINATING BOARD TC ASSURE THAT STATE

'~ WATER PLANNING AND PROGRAM COORDINATION FAIRLY AND EFFECTIVELY

* &

ADDRESS THE BROAD RAVGE OF STATE PROGRAM NEEDS.

THE WATER AND SOLu AGENCY SHOULD BE REPRESENTED OV THE BOARD
ASSIGNED RESPONSIBILITY FOR STATE WATER PLANNING AND PROGRAM
COCRDINATION IN ORDER TQ PROVIDE THE LINK BETWEEN STATE AND

LOCAL WATER-RELATED INTERESTS. .
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RECOMMENDATIONS

THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD SHOULD RETAIN ITS EXISTING
WATER-RELATED RESPONSIBILITIES FOR STATE PROGRAM COORDINATION
AND POLICY DEVELOPMENT. ITS ABILITY TO CARRY OUT THESE DUTIES
SHOULD BE STRENGTHENED BY ADDITION OF THE AUTHORITY TO REVIEW
AND APPROVE AGENCY WATER-RELATED BUDGETS AND LEGISLATIVE

INITIATIVES.

A WATER SUBCOMMITTEE OF EQB SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED TO PROVIDE
THE FOCUS NECESSARY FOR EFFECTIVE INTEGRATION OF WATER PROGRAMS
AND POLICIES. THE SUBCOMMITTEE SHOULD CONSIST OF
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE DNR, PCA, MDH AND MDAG DESIGNATED BY THE
RESPECTIVE AGENCY HEADS, AS WELL AS THE CHAIRMAN OR EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR OF THE MERGED WATER AND SOIL BOARD (ALSO ADDED TO THE
FULL EQB AS SPECIFIED BELOW) AND TWO CITIZENS. 1IF A COUNTY
COMMISSIONER IS INCLUDED IN THE MEMBE..SHIP OF THE FULL BOARD AS
RECOMMENDED BY THE MULLIGAN TASK FORCE, THAT PERSON SHOULD BE
ONE OF THE CITIZEN MEMBERS ON THE SUBCOMMITTEE.

THE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD, WATER RESOURCES BOARD,
AND SOUTHERN MINNESOTA RIVERS BASIN COUNCIL SHOULD BE MERGED
INTO A SINGLE BOARD, THIS BOARD SHOULD BE CHARGED WITH
COORDINATING THE DELIVERY OF STATE TECHNICAL AND FINANCIAL
ASSISTANCE TO LOCAL UNITS OF GOVERNMENT IN THE AREA OF SOIL AND
WATER CONSERVATION, IT SHOULD ALSO BE RESPONSIBLE FOR A
VARIETY OF STATE OVERSIGHT DUTIES, SUCH AS THE APPROVAL OF
LOCAL WATER PLANS REQUIRED BY STATE LAW. THE MERGED BOARD
SHOULD BE INDEPENDENT, CONTRACTING AS NECESSARY WITH THE AGENCY
OF ITS CHOICE FOR ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES.

THE MERGED BOARD SHOULD CONSIST OF NINE MEMBERS WHO WOULD BE
APPOCINTED BY THE GOVERNOR, INCLUDING AT LEAST ONE COUNTY
COMMISSIONER, ONE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
SUPERVISOR, AND ONE WATERSHED DISTRICT MANAGER. APPOINTMENTS
TO THE REMAINING SEATS SHOULD NOT BE RESTRICTED, EXCEPT THAT
REPRESENTATION FROM EACH OF THE STATE'S CONSOLIDATED RIVER
BASIN AREAS, AS WELL AS THE METROPOLITAN REGION, SHOULD BE
REQUIRED TO ASSURE A DISTRIBUTION CF APPOINTEES ACROSS THE
STATE, '

THE GCVERNOR SHOULD BE RESPONSIBLE RITHER FOR THE APPOINTMENT
OF THE CHAIRMAN OF THE MERGED BOARD (WHO WOULD SERVE AT HIS
DISCRETION), OR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR (ALONG THE LINES OF THE
MPCA MODEL}. IF THE FIRST CHOICE IS PREFERRED, CONSIDERATION
MIGHT ALSO BE GIVEN TO MAKING THE CHAIRMANSHIP A FULL-TIME
POSITION. THE POSITION THAT SERVES AT THE DISCRETION OF THE
GOVERNOR SHOULD BE A DESIGNATED REPRESENTATIVE ON THE EQB.

THE MERGED BOARD AND EQB SHOULD BE LINKED STRUCTURALLY IN TWO
KEY WAYS., FIRST, EITHER THE CHAIRMAN NR EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF
THE MERGED BOARD (SEE ITEM ABOVE) SHOULD BE MADE A FULL MEMBER
OF THE EQB AND ITS SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER. SECOND, A
CROSS~FERTILIZATION OF IDEAS SHOULD BE FOSTERED BY DESIGNATING
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE WATER SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE EQB AS AD HOC
NON-VOTING MEMBERS OF THE MERGED BOARD AND MEMBERS OF THE
MERGED BOARD (IN ADDITION TO EITHER THE CHAIRMAN OR EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR) AS AD HOC NON-VOTING MEMBERS OF THE EQB SUBCOMMITTEE.
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Jctober 31, 1985

Representative Dennis Ozment, Chair
Government Operations Subcommittee

on Agency Management of Water Resources
577 State Office Building
St. Paul, Minnesota 55181

Dear Representative Ozment:

As requested by the committee at its September 19, 1985 meeting, we
have prepared a listing of the types of problems faced in water
management at the state level as a result of, or in some way
connected to, government organization. We do not pretend that this
listing is complete, or that others would not view the same set of
circumstances differently. However, we do feel that the problems
we describe provide & sound basis for considering institutional
concerns in Minnesota's water resources management program.

Tn addition, we are providing -you with the summary tables from our
initial framework plan problem's assessment (completed in 1978) -and
a 1979 report to Senator Hanson in response to a question similar
to that raised by the Subcommittee. These materials are provided
to assist you in understanding -the background and history of the
congideration of water management organization issues. (To
complete this history cf these efforts, it should be ncted that in
1984-81 we concentrated on local management issues, in 1982-83 on
establishing the state coordinating board, and since 1983 have
focused on implementation,) o

As- an introduction to. the identified problems, several points are
important., While Minnesota‘®s water management structure currently
involves at least ten agencies employing five boards and one
council, there is a rational basis for this organization. As we
noted at the first subcommittee meeting, this foundation is the -
"zdvocacy" approach to water management. The "advocacy” approach
favors a structure providing separate, visible advocates for key

water management functions like pollution control,‘themsafeguarding

of public health, and natural resources management.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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However, while this approach may develop visible advocates for
certain issues, it is fragmented and, consequently, tends to create
a variety of probiems related to communication, coordination, and
conflicts in priorities. The judgment that has to be made is
whether the advantages of having somewhat narrowly focused
advocates outweigh the problems that can arise from shortcomings in
communication, consistent priority-setting, and coordination which
are not (or cannot) be effectively handled through a coordinating
process. The extreme alternative is a single agency combining each
of the responsibilities for water management. As we have
testified, we believe that the problems L >int out the n=>ed for
improved state coordination (through changes in the powers and
composition of the Environmental Quality Board) and a strong new
forum for local governments at the state level (through a merger of
certain water-related boards that now relate to local governments).

In examining the state organizational structure to determine what
problems exist for water planning and management, we did not find
examples of duplicaticn as much as inefficiencies, missed

opportunities, and gaps. Each program is managed for a particular
purpose. It is often difficult to tie a particular program in one
agency with programs in other agencies that, if coordinated, could
save staff time, provide valuable new data, or improve delivery of

service.
n the attachment

positive,
les of such a

While the list of problems that we have included 1
is lengthy, we want to emphasize that the list of
coordinated activities would likewise be long. Examp
list would include:

Rl The interagency assessment of water organization needs
developed through the 3tate Planning Agency;

**x The Ground Water Issue Team report and the report on
"Ground Water in Minnesota® prepared jointly by SPA and
MECA;

* * The use of the "1983-85 Priorities Report® to guide
interagency decisions and recommendations to the
Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources on
allocation of LCMR funds:

k* Development (in progress) of an interagency-interstate
wetland evaluation methodology;

* & Various interagency memorandums oI agreement (the latest
being one between the State Planning Agency and wWater
Resources Board concerning implementation of the
Comprehensive Local Water Management Act {Laws 1985,
Special Session, Chapter 2)); and
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* % The EQB Work Program (designed to fill the cracks in
water-related management programs, as well as to develop a
comprehensive water strategy for the state).

I hope this information will be of use to you and your committee.
ve applaud your efforts to assure that Minnesota's overall water
program is efficiently and effectively organized,

Sincerely,

Jack Ditmore
Deputy Director
(612) 296-9007







WATER PROBLEMS RELATING TO ORGANIZATICN

1. Missed Opportunities for Inter-relatipg Programs.

* *

* k

L

To effectively manage Minnesota's ground water resources
requires recognition of the fact that quality and quantity
considerations are inter-related. Management has been
hindered because adequate consideration has not been given
to this fact. We have yet to: a) develop an effective
mechanism to coordinate quality and quantity concerns as
they pertain to specific problems; b) operate within a
comprehensive ground water ctrategy; and c) integrate ground

and surface water management.

Coordination between the Depar‘ments of Natural Resources
and Health on water appropriation permit and water supply
system plan approvals is a specific example. Water wells
must presently be constructed before an appropriation permit
is granted. An unnecessary cost would be incurred should a

permit be denied at this point.

Improved coordination between the Pollution Control Agency
and the DNR in the clean-up of ground water contamination
sites is a second example. MPCA frequently recommends
pumping out contaminated waters, while DNR favors
consideration of options that better conserve the water

resource.,

Legislation calls for local participation in preserving
agricultural land, limiting loss of soil, managing solid
waste, planning to protect community health, and planning
for comprehensive local water management. It has been
difficult for the state to integrate these programs because
of their timing and scattered location in state government.
The positive interest that many counties have expressed in
addressing these programs comprehensively is difficult to
take advantage of under the present system.

Opportunities for sharing staff resources to permit
simultaneous collection of water quality and gquanitity
information have been missed. A recent example with a
positive result demonstrates the inefficiencies of an
approach that supports field staff from a variety of
agencies collecting water samples for narrowly-focused
programs.

The Department of Agriculture initially refused to collect
water samples for nitrate analysis in southeastern Minnesota
under its program for testing dairy water supplies. (The
orogram only samples for bacteriological analyses.) The
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nitrate information is of great significance 1in
understanding the extent of water well contamination, a
matter of great interest to two inter-county task forces
established to address ground water problems. However,
nitrate analysis is not required by the federal government
to be included in the Department's testing program.
Subsequently, the Department was convinced of the importance
of this data and agreed to direct its field staff to collect

samples for nitrate analysis.

State agencies may miss opportunities to work cooperatively
on water management pioblems because of their scattered
location in regional field offices. Sstaff of one agency may
collect data, make technical assessments, and, in general,
administer programs that relate closely to interests of
another agency. With regional offices in different
buildings and even different cities, routine coordination of
efforts is made difficult.

2. Missed Opportunities for Comprehensive Approaches.

* %

* %

DNR has a proposal for a flood damage reduction program
which is consistent with framework plan recommendations, but
the opportunity to encourage a comprehensive approach to
watershed management could be missed by pursuing only a
flood damage reduction objective. Flood damage reduction
efforts need to be related to other aspects of watershed
management to assure that solutions to one problem do not

create others.

A major state effort is needed for developing and
implementing comprehensive local water plans. In fact, it
would be logical for such an effort to precede the single
purpose flood damade reduction effort., However, flooding 1is
an urgent problem in many areas of the state, today, and it
is difficult to argue that we should hold off state efforts
until comprehensive local water plans are in place.

The Reinvest in Minnesota progran proposals also provide an
example of an ‘opportunity to comprehensively address
resource needs. While protecting water resources is a key
objective of setting aside marginal farm lands, ‘
opportunities to assure that set-aside monies go to those
sites that-would most benefit water resources (e.g., sites
upstream of vulnerable lakes and streams) may be missed
without adequate consideration as the legislation and
implementing rules are developed. Again, timing, as well as
t¢he origin of the propesal; creates the problem. (Steps to
involve additional agencies in the process, particularly th-
MPCA, are now being taken.)
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The state lacks a stream-oriented information system that
ties together water and related land use data from the
various state and, federal agencies. In 1983, the EQB
organized and chaired an interagency task force for
developing a stream/watershed information system. The
system was designed to inter-relate information on water
appropriation, wastewater discharge, stream water quality,
stream flow, land use, and so forth.

Without a separate source of funds earmarked for a
comprehensive information systems approach, the idea has
been dormant for over two yearsS. Individual agencies have
concentrated on building data bases to support their
programmatic needs. The focus on contributing to the
comprehensive system needed for watershed management has

been lacking.

The management of lakes in Minnesota arguably suffers from a
fragmented organization of water programs. We lack a
comprehensive, coordinated strategy that ties together the
various state programs for shoreland management, public
access, fisheries management, weed management, water quality
monitoring, lake classification, lake restoration, and
non-point source pollution controls.

3. Missed Opportunitie§”jggmﬁgcurinq Local Involvement.

* *

Local government lacks an adequate forum for influencing

decisions at the state level. Currently, general purpose
governments and watershed districts have no yoice in the

governmental structure with which they must deal.

Counties, in particular, are confronted with a series of
programs celating to water management, but have no
representaticn on rhe state boards that govern these
programs. For exanple, the Water Resources Board is charged
with adopting rules for approval of county water plans, but
1o~al officials cannot be ‘ncluded on its board by law. The
5o11 and Water Conservation Board includes seven SWCD
supervisors, but no county commissioners dispite the major
role counties play in funding districts and in regulating
loss of soil.

State law puts one state noard (the Water Resources Board)
in the position of approving local plans that may counter
local plan approvals of a second state board (the Soil and
water Conservation Board). This situation may occur because
there is significant overlap in the water-related duties of
counties, watershed districts, and soil and water
conservation districts.
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Control of non-point sources of pollution is an area where
this is particularly evident. All three units of government
have duties relating to erosion control and planning. The
Comprehensive Local Water Management Act provides the
vehicle to tie these efforts together through the county.
However, the act puts the Water Resources Board in the
position of approving county plans that might in effect
counter elements of SWCD plans approved by the Soil and
Water Conservation Board.

Shortages in Staffing/Funding of Certain Programs. This category
of problems may be related to organization because: (a)
priorities for water program support are made within other
contexts (e.g. health, natural resources, etc.); and (b) certain
agencies may tend to place less emphasis on their water program
needs, or be less successful in gaining the support needed
because of their position in the organizational structure,

** Data collection efforts were unilaterally cut during the
fiscal crises of the early 1988's. There was no mechanism
to bring to bear a comprehensive perspective on overall water
program needs. Instead, water program needs in the
Department of Natural Resources and Department of Health, for
example, were of necessity juggled with other natural
.resources or health program needs when decisions on budget
cuts were made. Absence of a strong spokesman for overall
watnr'SLrategy requirements raised the possibility that
various facets of the program would be cut
disproportionately.’

*%* The Minnesota Department of Health has support to provide
only four hydrologists statewide to administer the water well
construction code. The code has operated at roughly the 50
percent compliance level level for years, not counting the
thousands of abandoned wells that need to be located and
preperly sealed to protect ground water.

% The Water Resources Board haa been unable to secure the staff
needed to administer major new programs assigned to it in ‘the
area of local water management, As a consequence, it has
been unable to give lﬂmal governments the a081stance and
guidance they need to get involved in planning for the
management of water resources.

*% The Minnesota Geological Survey has been unable to obtain
funding through the University budget process for development
of county geologic atlases. Two atlases have been completed
to date and work on a third has begun with demonstration ’
funds provided by the Legislatives Commission on Minnesota
Resources., However, long-term future funding of this
critically important task must come through the University
under the present organizational structure.
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STATE OF MINNESOTA
WATER PLANNING BOARD

600 AMERICAN CENTER BUILDING
150 EAST KELLOGG BOULEVARD

October 23, 1979

The Honorable Marvin B. Hanson
Minnesota Senate

Rural Route 1

Hallockﬁ Minnesota 56728

\
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Dear Sematoer—Hamsormr:

As we indicated at the October 2, 1979 meeting of the Water
Committee of the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources,
more concrete examples of actual problems resulting from over-
lapping authorities can be cited than those which were noted
during our presentation. Examples of problems in nine separate

areas are noted in the attachment to this letter.

Perhaps most important, however, is the fact that the Board

does not find that overlapping authorities per se pose the most
serious threat to state water management. Rather than rendering
existing water management totally ineffective, they tend to make
it inefficient. That is, inaction or delaved action is often
rhe outcome of overlapping authorities since too many ""decision~-
makers" can inject themselves into the process at many different
cimes. The fact that the Board selected the "coordinating body"
option over several types of reorganization options (e.g., a
Department of Waters or a natural resources “super' agency)
coflects the conviction that increased efficiency in water re-
sources management is che greatest need in Minnesota.

An excellent example of the impact of overlapping authorities is
provided by an outlet and bank stabilization project on

Artichoke Lake in Big Stone County. 71ne project was first pro-
posed as a part of the Resource Conservation and Development
program sponsored by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. The
state became involved through a request by prcject sponsors for
financial assistance through the State Soil and Water Conservation
Roard's Sediment and Erosion Control Demonstration program. The
SWCB approved the request (about $16,000), contingent upon the

6121 295

granting of appropriate permits. The Department of Natural Resources

zranted necessary state permlts, but the project sponsors ran

into problems when it became apparent U.S. Army Corps of Engineer
permits were also required. Federal regulations require site
surveys of projects for determination of archeological significance.

The State Historical Society became involved at this point,

—— s e AT AT AN
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requesting $5,000 from project sponsors to conduct the necessary
study. As a result of these events, the project sponsors
decided to split the project, since only the bank stabilization
effort would be affected by the archeological study. However,
as the result of the delay, more money was requested from the
SWCB (about $8,000 more). Work finally began on the outlet seg-
ment of the project in the spring of 1978. (Although the bank
stabilization segment of the project finally received the
necessary Corps permits, the SWCB was unable to increase 1its

contribution for this segment).

Other specific examples of problems created by overlapping
authorities include stormwater drainage into Lake Phalen, causing
a degradation in water quality and the expenditure of funds to
restore the lake; the diversion of water (permitted by DNR)

from Lake Wagonga to Big Kandiyohi Lake, although the Lake Wagonga
water was of low quality due to the receipt of treated sewage
(permitted by the MPCA) from the City of Willmar; a ''sole source
aquifer' petition to the Environmental Protection Agency by the
Department of Health without discussions with other agencies, even
though such a designation would impact on the DNR, MPCA, and the
Metropolitan Council (the petition has been withdrawn); and the
establishment of separate cost-sharing formulas and administrative
agencies for flood control programs with similar goals. These and
a number of other examples are included in the attachment to this

letter.

I hope the examples provided adequately respond to your question.
Again, we do not argue that the problems noted have resulted
from 1nstitutional arrangements that do not work; but, rather,
from inefficiencies in the existing system. The Board suggests
the establishment of a state level coordinating body with duties
designed to assist Minnesota toward efficient allocation and

management of 1ts water resources.

1 appreciate your interest in water regsources management. As
you recognize, we are now taking only the initial steps. Much
remains to be done., The Board staff is committed to working
with you and other interested legislators to improve the way in
which our water resources are managed. If you have specific
questions on water management recommendations, please feel free
to contact either Jack Ditmore or John Wells at (612) 296~1424.

Sincerely,

S,

| O~
THOMAS KALITOWSKI
Chairman
CTK:JW:pm
cc: Bob Hansen, Executive Director

Legislative Commission on
Minnesota Resources

Qoemnatrnv Wil1liam Kivehner . Chalrman




Problens Resulting Fronm Overlapping Authorities

L. Water Quality-Quantity Decisions. The overlap occurs because
chree agencies make declslons relafing to quality and quantity
aspects of one resource: water., Having one agency protecting
public health, one fighting for pollution control, and one
advocating conservation has been effective in Minnesota, but has
sometimes resultea in bad decisions and inefficlent use o

resources because the agencies do not always think how their
actions affect others.

%% MPCA and DNR monitor quality and quantity of surface
and ground waters, respectively, but neitaer has looked at how
they could gather data for the other at the same time with

little added cost.

%% Both DNR and MDH are charged with protection of the
availability of domestic supplies during critical periods, from
the quantity and health-quality perspectives, respectively.
Neither has taken steps to define critical periods or to prepare
for them; and neither has spoken to the other on the subject

%% DNR is charged with developing a public waters inventory,
while MPCA is charged with classification of waters for quality
management. MPCA "class D" waters correspond in many ways to
DNR non-public waters, but little coordination between the two
agencies has been possible because of delays in the public waters
inventory. (See Exhibit 1, page 76 of plan.)

%% DNR currently regulates stormwater discharges to public
waters for quantity reasons. !NPCA may get involved for quality
reasons sometime in the-future. An example of a costly mistake
in this area concerns a decision by St. Paul to route polluted
stormwater directly into Lake Phalen. Lake quality has been de-

raded and expensive lake restoration efforts through MPCA and
both federal and local governments are now underway.

- %% The interplay among authorities at state and local levels
is also illustrated in the case of Big Kandiyohi Lake. This
lake has experienced a chronlc low water problem caused by

diversion.of water from the lake's mnatural drainage area. Exten-
docks well above the

sive mud shorelines as wide as 400 feet,
water line, and shoreland homeowners in great distress nave

been the result of drainage activitizs of public drainage _
authorities over the past fifty years. A $65,000 project given the
go~ahead by DNR in the late 60's attempted to solve the problem

by diverting water from Wagonga Lake by means 0of an overland

diteh. However, the quality of this water was poor since that

lake was and is the recipient of over 2 million gallons a day of
treated sewage from the City of Willmar, operating under permit
from the MPCA. The project had to be stopped when this water
started causing the rapid eutrophication of Big Kan iyohi Lake.

The state is still evaluating potential solutions to the problem
(through DNR and MPCA) but none appeal that do not raise quality
questions. In the meantime, the county (under special legislative
suthorization) has begun to take action to address the problem

with a second water diversion project, though quality of the lake

may again be threatened.




%  MPCA policy discourages adjustinz effluent standards to
give dischargers credit for conservation practices =zven when
wvater quality would be protected. The conflict between MPCA
and DNR on whether to require or prohibit cooling towers for
Sherburne Power Station provides an 1illustration of a related
problem. MPCA and federal EPA regulations were interpreted
to require cooling towers to protect stream temperature
standards. The Department of Natural Resources advocated once-
through cooling to conserve water and enhance fisheries and
might have denied its required permits, but was forced to
vield to the dominant federal quality interest. Was this decision
in the state's best interest?

2. Ground-Water Management. The fragmentation at the state level
has caused problems related to quality-quantity decisions and has
sometimes resulted in confusioa and uncoordinated actions by the

state.

*% MPCA and MDH found the ne=d to form an ad hoc committee
to deal with the creosote problem in St. Louis Park. Initially,
DNR was not asked to participate, even though the solution to
the problem may require DNR appropriation permits.

**% MDH petitioned the federal EPA to designate part of the
Metropolitan area a ''sole source aquifer.'" This status would
add significant requirements to all federal money targeted to
the area. MDH failed to ask DNR, MPCA, or the Metropolitan
Council whether they supported the action. At the urging of
these agencies, MDH has since asked EPA to return 1ts petition
"pending further study.'" TEPA recently granted their request.,

w¥% The Water Well Construction Code administered by }MDH
does not adequately address availability considerations of
concern to DNR, though this could simplify permit applications
of new well owners. .

3. Flood Damage Reduction. State involvement with federal

agencles has had little sense of direction or impact in getting
solutions on the land. Average time for getting projects constructed
now appreaches 20 years. The state has recently made financial
commitments to state grant—in—aid programs, but these new efforts
are fragmented.

The State “2il and Water Conservation Board administers a pilot
grant—in—-aid program for "Area II" of the southern Minnescta
rivers basin. This program offers grants of up to 75 percent

of construction costs. The SWCB has hired a professional engineer
to assist local governments in qualifying for the program and

in designing structures. The engineer has been able to get
on-the~job training from the federal SCS in design of structures.

DNMR also administers a flood damage reduction grant-in-aid
program for the Red River Valley involving grants of up to 50
percent. The DNR has also hired an engineer to assist in program
implementation.



The following questions must be asked: “ouldn't 1t make csense
fo have one formula for sranting aid in hoth basins and elsewhers
in the state? While two engineers might be needed 1in any case,
it seems desirable that they work for the same agency and with

the same standards, both for economic efficiency and technical
aspects.

. State Oversight of Water Management Districts. Thre= separate
but parallel systems currently exist to provide state guidance

to comprehensive water management districts. These include the
State Soil and Water Conservation Roard, Water Resources Board, and
Department of Natural Resources (vith euidance responsibilities
over soil and water conservation districts, watershed districts,
and lake improvement districts, respectively).

Several specific problems can be cited with the three existing
systems.

w% The Department of Natural Resources has final say over
whether a lake improvement district should be formed. However,
many districts are likely to be proposed for water quality
restoration purposes, which is the concern of the Pollution

Control Agency.

s% The Water Resources Board has chosen tO maintain a
low profile concerning watershed districts. It has not provided
guidance in the form of rules on such topics as project benefit-
cost analysis, a methodology for assessment of benefitted
property owners, and considerations in the formation of water-
ched districts (including boundary determinations, determinations
of need, etc.). The result is variation in the operations of
districts throughout the state (e.g., 74 have adopted permit
requirements; 11 have not), the formation of districts for
widely ranging purposes (from P.L. 566 project operation and
maintenance, such as Crooked Creek, to more total watershed
management, such as line s{ile Creek), discrepencies in the
assessment of project costs (noted more fully in the Battle Creek
example below), and districts perhaps too small to allow for
financing of projects (e.z., the Valley Branch Watershed District).

In addition, the WRB has failed to carry out its mandate to
review district overall plans every two y&ars. The failure to
fake a strong vole in this area has contributed to problems in
the Coon Creek Watershed District (essentially a development
moratorium in the watershed) and in the Valley Branch Watershed
District {where a plan prepared by the district engineer has
lain dormant for nearly two years%. Tn other areas, overall
plans do not provide specific guidancz for district activities
and generally tend toward passive management (detailed in

Appendix A to the framework plan}.

%% The Soil and Water Conservation Board, by law "an agency
within the department of natural resources,’ has experienced
difficulties in its relationship with the DNR. The DNR and the
SUCD have differed over allowing the Board Lo organize 1its
regional staff according to s0il and water conservation needs;
the hiring of a public Tnformation specialist knowledgeable in
soil and water conservation; and the advocacy of SWCB budget
proposals outside of DNR channels.



The SUCB has also experienced problems relative to 1t3 r=zlation-
ship with the federal Soil Conservation Service. It has been
reported (but not indcpendently verified) that federal stafr

have been resisting efforts of the SWCB to develop an independent
policy analysis capability in the state and local soil and water

conservation boards.

Other problems related to the SWCR which have consequences in
overlaps with other programs are the failure to complete (although
the Resource Conservation Act intervened) a state sediment ana
erosion control program plan (which must be coordinated 'with
other statewide resources plans, such as the statewide framework
water resources plan and the statewide water quality management
plan') and the failure to develop a priority system (including
economic efficiency) in administration of the Pilot Grant-in-Aid
Flood Damage Reduction program (which might have been inter-

faced with the new Red River Valley program).

The above problems vary in significance and could be addressed
within the three current parallel systems. However, the
opportunities missed by absence of a unified guidance system
may be more significant. More efficient utilization of staff
would be foregone. No effective way to arbitrate disputes
between the three types of districts could be devised. One
system would provide a stronger voice at the state level ‘and

a more effective means of channeling local input into state
water policy decisions. One board might best be called upon
to judge whether existing institutions could be utilized or
vhether formation of a watershed district would be warranted.
‘Finally, one board might provide the best forum for the
examination of needed changes in relationships and authorities

at the local level.

5. Water Policy Conflict Resolution. Three state agencies
currently have authorities in contlict resolution: the
Environmental Quality Board, Water Planning Board (on an
interim basis), and the Water Resources Board. A fourth, the
Office of Hearing Examiners, is involved in conducting -and
reporting on hearings relating to rules and contested cases.

Problems with this array of conflict resolution authorities were
“identified in that (1) the EQB process fcr interagency conflict
resolution has been used only once, despite need, because of

the preoccupation with more visible and seemingly urgent issues
(é.g., the EIS process); (2) the WRB intervention process has
‘failed to function optimally due to-the reluctance of agencies
to petition the WRB. to.intervene in conflicts, -because WRB
lacks an independent staff analytical capability, because 1its
recommendations are not binding on the parties involved, and
because it often deals with questions only the Legislature can
effectively resolve (e.g., those of apparently conflicting
statutes); and (3) the WPB policy development and- coordination
functions have been carried out in separation from cther conflict
resolution authorities, though its process provides the means
for lomg-term resolution and prevention of conflicts (through
the introduction and critique of draft legislation).

-4 -



6. Water Resources Planning. Sevcral state azencies have been
charged with responsibllities relating to water and related land
resources planning. These include the "ater Planning Board and
Department of Matural Resources (both charged with developing

2 state framework plan), the Environmental Quality Board (charged
with developing long-range environmental plans), and the Southern
Minnesota Rivers Basin Board (charged with developing an environ-—
mental conservation and development plan for that basin®

Though the DNR has never developed a framewo:k plan as charged,

there is some question if it did as to how it would relate to

the plan developed by the Water Planning Board. The legal

status of the WPB framework plan is alsc unknown as it may

relate to charges in Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 105, that
various programs and state, regional, and local plaas be con-
sistent with the approved state framework plan. The relationship
of these plans to state environmental policy plans to be developed
by EQB every two years would likewise need definition should this
charge be carried out by EQB. The wate> plans under development
by the SMRBB are being prepared through the federal Soil
Conservation Service (except certain policy elements). The

SMRBB has been given responsibility for developing state policy
in this area in duplication of the authorities also given the

interim WPB.

Other water and related land resources planning efforts are
being carried out by the State Soil and Water Conservation Board
(the Sediment and Erosion Control Plan and federally-

instigated Resource Conservation Act planning), the Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency (the '"208" Area-Wide Water Quality
Management Plan), and the federal-state basin commission '‘com-
prehensive, coordinated, joint plans."

While it can be argued that these planning efforts are each
being conducted for important purposes, the net effect has
been an uncoordinated approach that 1s confusing to citizens

and program managers alike.

7. Dredge and Fill Permits. Overlaps in this category primarily
occcur among levels ol jovernment. The overlapping permit
authorities include the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (dredge and
fi1l permits under Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act),
the Department of Natural Resources (permits for works~in-the-bed

of public waters), watershed districts, and counties. The state

could take over the Corps program for permit processing in all
but truly navigable waters, though this might first necessitate
"statutory changes and would be accompanied by complex federal
review procedures. The DNR has also been given authority to
delegate processing of certain works—in~the-bed permits to local
units of government, though they have not done so to date.

This overlapping of authorities has at time placed an undue
burden on applicants for permits iargely because of the lack
of coordination among the regulatory agencies. For example:



Lla e e =~
- R PR

water resources permitting is illustrates by ooutleb ind wany
stabilization worx on Artichoke Lake in Big Stone County.
The project was initially proposed as part of the Resource
Conservation and Development program sponsored by the USDa.
The State of iMinnesota first got involved with the request

of project sponsors for financial assistance under the State

Soil and Water Conservation Board's Sediment and Erosion
Control Demonstration program. The SWCB approved the request
for half the local share of project costs, or $16,000, con-—
tingent upon sponsors getting appropriate permits. The DNR
granted all needed state permits but sponsors ran into trouble
getting required Corps of Engineers permits. Federal regula-
tions require site surveys of such projects for archeological
significance. The State Historical Society became involved

at this point, requesting $5,000 at the expense of project
sponsors to conduct the study as required by Corps regulations.
It was decided to split the project at this point since only
the bank stabilization portion would be affected by the
archeological study. Because of the delay, however, project
cponsors were forced to request additional funds of the SWCB.
The Board's grant was increased o $24,000. Work began on the
outlet in the spring of 1978 and 1s now completed. Construction
is just now beginning on the remaining portion of the project
after compliance with all the Corps permit requirements. The
delay to this portion of the project led to requests for addi-
tional funding; however, the SWCB was not able tc increase its

contribution further.

Tn addition, the Middle River-Snake River Watershed District
cited overlapping authorities 1in water resources permitting
programs as an important problem. In response to survey
uestion, the Watershed District stated: ''This creates a problem
in that no single authority has the authority to issue a permit
but several agencies have the authority to deny one. This
division of authorities creates confusion for the applicant

in making application for a permit and makes most applicants
reluctant to enter the state permit process... What 1is necessary
is a clear definition of the permit authority of all agencies
presently requiring permits for work related to waters and

drainage."

8. Information and Data Management. Major problems were identified
in the cfficilency of data collection efforts by state agencles and

in the ability to share and disseminate available information for
use in planning and management decision-making. In 1978, nearly

&0 programs Or projects were identified which deal with primary

water resources data collection.

%% Fragmentation of lake management authorities has spawned
several independent data gathering activities. A Water Planning
Roard survey of data collection programs evidenced the need of
program managers fo access related lake data housed in other
agencies, and to be kept informed of proposed data gathering
activities.,

#% While the MPCA and several other agencies (e.g., DNR,
MDH, DOT) regularly collect {aformation on the quality of Minnesota
vaters, there is no coordinated system for collecting 1t or
disseminating it to potential users. As a result, the state is
obtaining far less benefit from available information tham could

be achieved. At the same time, there is insufficient data to |
e mmsr AF thA emontfia Aanections raised by planners, organtza-




Jhile individual agenciles will continue to coll
information under any future scenario, standard
this information and compilation of the information in a

way that it can be made readily accessible to potential

users remain problems. There 1s no assurance of standardization
and accessibility under individual agency system development
plans. Further, as data quality needs vary among users,

uniform quality may not be achieved. Data privacy nay become

an issue either under individual agency systems development

or standardized, coordinated development.

9. Overlap of Local Water Management Authcrities. Numerous

"locaT units of government may be involved directly in manage-

ment of water resources, including both general purpose unilts
(counties, municipalities, and townships) and special purpose
districts (watershed districts, soil and water conservation
districts, lake improvement districts, lake conservation districts,
water and sewer authorities, sanitary districts, drainage and
conservancy districts, public drainage authorities, and county
committees of the U.S. Farmers Home Administration and Agricultural

Stabilization and Conservation Service).

Problems with overlapping authorities between watershed districts,
soil and water conservation districts, and municipalities can
be seen in erosion control.

%% The Rice Creek and Ramsey-lletro-Washington Watershed
Districts have adopted reculations for erosion controls accompanving
land disturbing activities, such as are ‘involved in subdivision
development. The Ramsey Soil and Water Conservation District
has a primary (but non-regulatory) concern with the control of
erosion and has reviewed development plans (plats) for the water-
shed districts and municipalities. In F.Y. 1877, the Ramsey
SWCD reviewed 77 plats and recommended appropriate erosion control
measures. Of the 17 development plans being carried out this
surmer, only two had adopted erosion control measures even though
most were in the two watershed districts with regulatory authority.
0f the 25 plats revieved in F.Y. 1979, six had construction ongolng
this surmer; all werz in the two watershed districts; and none had
adopted erosion centrol measures. Clearly, advantage 1s not being
taken of the time and resources expeanded by the Ramsey SWCD,
although the advice provided to watershed districts and
municipalities is clearly within its area of expertise.

. %% Battle Creek Park in St.-Paul has been closed since 1975
because of the inability of the involved authorities to arrive at

a solution to a massive erosion and significant flooding problem.

The project plan most recently proposed by the Ramsey-Metro- o

Washington Watershed District was prepared with the benefit of

only one public hearing, and that was two years 2go. Differences

are so severe, the formula for assessing project costs has

already raised the possibility of litigation and the mayor of

St. Paul has persomallv intervened with the Hetropolitan Council

to ask for a delay (through the Council's project review authority)

in the project.




In addition, four general types of problems may b2 at least
partially attributable to the overlapping of these authorities.
These include (1) shortages in qualified staff and resources

to support this staff, (2) problems in public awareness and
perceptions of the various special purpose districts, (3)
inconsistent statewide coverage of water management authorities
(e.g., SWCD's statewide, but WD's covering only about one-third

of the state), and (4) limitations on the fund-raising alilities
of the various districts., Each of these problems was identified
by local authorities in the management survey of the Water

Planning Board.

Other Problems in Vater Management

Problems of agency accountability and enforcement of rules are
not necessarily related to overlapping authorities. However, in
our opinion, these are among the most significant problems
facing the state in managing its water resources. They bear
directly on the organization of water management and on the
priorities set by agencies. Therefore, we feel it 1s necessary
to call attention to problems of accountability and enforcement
in this attachment, even though they fall somewhat outside of
the general purpose of outlining problems arising from over-

lapping authorities.,

Accountability and enforcement problems are listed on page 78
of the framework plan document. Included are problems associated

with:

%% The failure of the Department of Natural Resources to
develop a water conservation program (mandated in 1947), prepare
a framework water and related land resources assessment (due in
1975), and to develop rules governing the water appropriation
permit program (due first in 1975, but postponed to January 30, 1978);

%% The failure of the DNR to promptly implement laws designed

to protect or enhance the use of lakes, including the development
or rules for lake improvement districts {(due July 1, 1974), surface-

use zoning, and appropriations from lakes;

failure of the Envirommental Quality Beard to complete
and approve an inventory of power plant sites (required by 1976, and
extended to January 1, 1979) although this task has been confounded
by the DNR's tardiness in developing criteria for establishment of
protected streamflow and lake elevation levels;

1

% The

long range plan and program for the implementation of state environ-
mental policy in each even-numbered year as charged 1n Minnesota
Statutes, Section 116C.07 (first due November 15, 1975}

%% The failure of the Environmental Quality Board to prepare 2

%% Regulation of water well coastruction. Since 1975, the rate
of compliance by well drillers in submitting well records as re-
quired by law has been rcoughly 50 percent, with compliance in ,
submission of water camples somewhat less. The Department of Health
has been reluctant to employ its authority to revoke licenses for

¥ o

failure to comply with this law
P 5
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%% Permit coverage reporting of vithdrawals in the wa
appropriation permit program. Large-volume appropriators
at least one category, municipal supply, are without permi
some cases. An effective monitoring program through the

Department of lNatural Resources 1s absent;

%%  Abandonment of wells. The Water lWell Construction Code

stipulates procedures for the prop r abandonment of wells, but
there is no redress if procedures are not followed and no viable
means of assuring compliance with the Code during abandonment;

L

ts 1n

%% Administration and enforcement of shoreland zoning
ordinances. Local units of government (counties and municipalities)
are required to enforce minimum standards for the subdivision, use,
and development of shorelands of public waters. Local administra-
tion and enforcement of shoreland ordinances vary zonsiderably.

The Department of Natural Resources appears to have no direct
enforcement power, with its only recourse when violations are

encountered being action in district court; and

LAY

The LegislativeAudit Commission found that a significant number
of projects funded under this program have had serious design or
construction problems, but legal action has been pursued in only a

few cases.

%% The Pollution Control Agency construction grants program.
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Department - different filing system jdentifiers. S X X
R n Med fum
47. lnsdeguate technical assistance (o contractors. drillers, and
well owners. X X
T - X
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§8. fiegsl sanctions orF enforcement inadequate to force compliance = -
with well log submission requiresents. M
X Medi
49. Ko penaltfes for fmproper well abandorment, filling, and sealing. I X X e
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50. Ho funds avellabie to develop ground-waler qualtty fnformation
3y5tem. N .
X Low
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Pubiie Waters Inventory and Classification and Hater Bank Program
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1. Preblems when inventory. and water benk must balance
conflicting interests - local.v, state and private v. public. o ] X X
: : . e Sl e Y M S, PR SN GENN N Med lum
2. Public may have imaccurate perception of purpose and effect. I X Rt b Sl
o ' I e R ‘ Med {un
3. iaventory classifications noe cons f4tent from county Lo county. o ) X . . T T
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i 4. lack of determinative criteria for field workers. : o X X ) T
o » o ' 1 SN il Eebh S ‘ Med 1um
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5. laconsistant dejegation af ‘author ity Lo warkers of different |
levels of expertise possinly due to statf and fuidd shortage. ) X ‘
. ) ‘ . " L ’ T T - -- B, X ] bow
6. Poor recurd keeping - undated maps and no negotiation records. _ X
' I il SRR ) Low
!. tack of operational latitude in slatute arel rules delay program. o ¥
. ) o ’ YT et - Med 1
g, lack of more concrete criteria and olher probleas may jeperdize - -
State's legal position. % X
' I IR e ST Med 1w




CHAPIER LTV, HATER fRIANTITY MAHAGLMENT

PROLLEM AREAS

Water Kesource Permit Program: Works in Public Waters

9. DNR permit authoriiy overiaps that of several other authorities;

sxtention of action deadlines necessary to recefve all information X

fapuis.

State assumption of federa) peralt responsibility may require
legislative and procedural changes to State programs.

10.

11, Interim public waters classification dectsions may not involve

depth of investigation desiratle.

12. Public drainsge projects have partial inmunity from permit
requirements and State has no other adequate contrel mechanisms.
11, bermit decision makers are not required to weit for opinions ot

other interested authorities, . .. . - -

Public Urainags

1. Conservatlon values and drainage values are lohevitably tn conflict
oo eath must be compramised.

1% The State's cestricted advisory vole in dralnage procecdings may
Teave statewlde public inlerest inadequately protected.

16, thapler 106 decisions are made hy lecal autherities who gy
tend Lo be biased toward drainage.

17, Focal dedision makers way lack expertise.

USRS  —

Prohlem Avea Cateqories

v oty

TR
Afal

(SN

pent
IR
oMU ICATION

cn
o

|
I
i

one,

s =
v C:ELP\; .
P
ATICH

creiiet
PARTICIP

OF
v
'
"

cremrrny
IWISTRATIO

~r
Livs
ALY
-

o
A

|
!

il

s
lal}
-

PIRTORNATT

[ X da RN IR

1
\

mooer taes
P ET

)

N
v

A

I angrossy of

LORY, CRuad
STGG

EELEVALC
(o, nEoh
LOu)

High

tigh

Mod L

Hluh

Med 1o

| ow

High

Mo T

| uw




CHAPTER [11. WATER QUANTETY MANAGEHEHT

PROLLEM AREAS

Pub e Brainage {Continued)

B . Public dreinage projects Mey be partially exempil from M.S. 105.42
primil requirements.,

19. Judiciel precedent s hostile lu conservation fnterests.

£ . Procedures permit gerrpmendering o clriomvent petitton
vegqu i enen s,

e A . Cigutimg a dratuage project is procedurally difficoit and
o expens tve for cbjecting landowners.
}

27 . Hecent covirvmmestal safegards may be Circumvented by enfarging
or repalring existing systems.

3. Jechnically difficail to preve anorphous public delsiments.

Water Appropr falion Fermit Program
24, Adnindstrative rules and ragulations have been delayed.

6. Confilcis may develop in stendardiziag DHR quantity and PCA
quatily peruitl criterta - the same sriteris may not fit
different purposes.

2o, Pomit requirements are not tmposed on s targe volumie users,
monitoring ant enforcement progrem Yacking.
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Mater Appropytation Penail Program
27 . Use lassitication scheme tnadequate to deal with camplex use
patterss. ‘
28 , : . B I e TR JESERRY S S S Med fum
28, fiw Flow use allocation hampered by Tack of protected streanm N T
tlow crites fo. , ) X
] o e A A S Rl EEEECRTH I D Med fum
. 29, Rigid uce priorfties.say ceuse hardshiips to communities with T
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30, lack of State contingency planning tor allucation when proted ted i
shream fhow wiainus ave threatened. ' X
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31, periods of "oritical weter detivieny” not def ined, draft Hater - cd i
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Water Quantity Research dnd Support
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55 - Intermediate ievel data s presently Vacking on ground water
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CHAPTER T1H.  WATER QUANTETY MANAGIMERNT

PROELEM AREAS

Water fuantity Research and Support

36.

37.

38.

tack of vomprehensive writien lake management policy may result
i inconsisteat administration.

Labe level dats deficient fo coverage and techniyue; this dats is
necdoa for many programs.

fake menagenent requires fntegration of water quality and
quantity menagement which s difficult vader present structure,

Industrial aud Agricultural Water Wse

39.

40.

4}

-
"o

Separation bf power plant need certification and siting process
precludes site - specific benefit analysis.

Site selectlon prucess contingent on completion of protected
stiresm flow cviteria.

Vack of deta on higher pricvity uses mahes water avatlahility
projection difficuit.

Hissed site designation deadilne resulted in judicial
invalidation of EOB site selection.
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Problem Area Categories

CHAPTER 1. RELATED LAKD RESOURCES MANAGEMENRT
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State Flood Piain ‘Management and Natlonal Flood lInsurence Program
Toordlrathon | T - :
1. Federal and State phiiosophy and technical opinton confliict. X X
= phitosophy and technical BREEIEE 2R mmm ) e _ X
L
2. Unreaiistic FIA mapping deadiine conflicts with State's needs. X il —_—
D Lt Med lum
. 3. Complexity of Tleod platn management task reguires more funds
< __and staff than has been provided. . e ~
[} ' X )
W Flood Control Ceordination
4. DWR has iitile fntluence on COE pianning. X
- o Hi
5. Complerity and jesd time peviod for COf projects discoursges  [High -~ .
DR participation in planning. A X
‘ , : I L | |Hedium
6. Ten yesr plus lead ¢t ime unressonable when projects are badly . —-
needed. X
i .= H
7. Absence of local suthority with sufficient jurisdiction makes [High —
sclutions to large scale problems difficuit. X
8. State expertise fnsufficient to handle large scsle program |High e -
. as developer :
T ' _ X High o




Problem Area Cptecories
CHAPTER IV. RELATED LAND RESCURCES MAMAGEMENT
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State Flood Control Development (SMKB Aree 1}
9. SSWCB has tnsufficient funding to hire wmardated engineer. .
- X Low
10, Insufficient information to assure sconmmically efficient project -
selection. X X
i X Hed fum _
— t1. Joint powers agreement may be fnsufficient to coordinate —
-l
{nter-county watershed projects. X
! T B igh
Critical Areas Management
12. Lack of coordination among wit r-retated land use programs. o X X
- Hed fum
13. Locel govermenis and citizens are hostile to State —_—
partictipation i what i3 considered local affalrs. i . 1
High
14. Regional pevelopment Commissions tack of knowledge sboul program - ro—-
hostility may stem from aistaken perceptions. X X
Med fum
15. Crittcal ares criteria appear to restrict program use by requiring =
that other progrems mot be avaflsbie. X
: Low
16, Local suthorities percelve Critical Aress Program &s duplicating -
gther DHR proarams. » X X
: frem
17. Adecuate funding not svailap’e to local govermments to finance A T
plan development. I -
— X Low )
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CHAPTLR 1V.  HEVATED LAND RESGURCES MANAGIMERI

FROBLEM AREAS

tuastal fone Mansgement
id. Cttizens perceive progvam as usurping locel govermment authority.
19, Citizen participation not begun early enouyh.

0. Only 3 of 43 nominated aveas have survived initial screening
Process. :

21, Recommended reduction in federal funding would require gredter
“State contribution or reductions in program. .
Witd and Scenic Rivers Management
22, Progrvam pesceived localiy as infringenent on local control.
23, Pending Vittgation of zontug requirement o Plne County
Uirvatens program operatiosn,
Shoveland Management

24, muatcipal program 1s rusping several yeers behind schedule
due to inadequate staff funding.

25 Local yovernments way lack fumds to administer programs.

26 Conflicitng rule requiresents aust be amended.
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Problem Area Cateaories

CHAPTLR B . REGATEG LAND RESGURCES MABAGEMEN]
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2/ Leck of resources hampers mandated task of eliminating
non-conforming sanitary systens. r X N
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4. Loca)l enforcement has been lax in certain counties. Required A I
notifications of incomsistent plats, etc. are often nol made
to the DNR. B X
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79 Umiertain whether proposed fee scheduies will defray proygram
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CUAPTER Y.  WILDLIFE AND RECREATION RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

PROLL LA AREAS

Scientific and Hatural Areas

1. Date avaidability 4s limited and inventory is incomplete.

Wildlife Manayement
Lack of reference file hampers WA lopg-range planning.

Absence of wetland inventory hampers operations.

= 3.
v
4. Absence of authority over privately owned iand prevents
effective wetland habitat protection.
5. Poor record keeping results in insufficlient information for
nanegement decistons.
6. HNced for more stream surveys and creel census data.
/. Harm water streams need move management atiention.
8. County commissioners less receptive to approval of State
wildlife acquisition proposal:.
9.

Hetlands purchased by State subject to dratnage according
to Minnesota Drainage Code.

Problem Area Categories

Ecologteal Services Managesent

10. Lok of data base of fish and wildlife inventories on surface
waters creales problems in project planning and evaluation.
11, Hetter gccess to PCA date is needed.
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Problem Arca Categortes

CHAPILR V. WILDLITE AND RECREAYION R&ﬁkaFS MANAGIMIENT
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Minnesota Room 100 Capitol Square Building
STATE PLANNING AGENCY 550 Cedar Street St. Paul, MN 55101

May 4, 1985

The Honorable Carl Kroening, Chairman

State Departments Subcommittee/Senate Finance Committee
Room G-24, State Capitol

St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

Dear Carl:

The State Departments Subcommittee has requested that the Statec
Planning Agency provide to you draft language reguiring the Agency to
carry out a study of how certain water resource agencies might be
consolidated. Draft langauge to do this is attached.

The draft langauge requires the State Planning Agency to carry out a
study in coordination with the affected parties and to make
recommendations in legislative form to the Governor and the
Legislature by January 15, 1986. The State Planning Agency will
staff this effort within current staff and appropriations levels.

I call your attention to the fact that studies of the same issue are
called for in two other pieces of legislation this session. The
House Transportation, Agriculture, and Semi~-State Agency
appropriations bill (H.P. 1639) requires the Commissioner of
Agriculture to establish an interim study group and coordinate a
study of the consolidation issue. S.P. 916, a bill authored by
Senator DeCramer dealing with the establishment of a flood damage
raduction program, calls for the State Planning Agency to develop a
report “on consolidation of state agencies controlling water
resources.” The appropriate sections of these two bills are attached

for your information.

We are willing to and believe it is appropriate that the State
Planning Agency carrcy out the study suggested. The Agency staffs the
Environmental Quality Board. It is a duty of the EQB to coordinate
the study of water resource management activities among agencies
having jurisdiction in the area (Hinnesota Statutes, Section ,
116C.41). We have staff experienced in this type of analysis and in

the issues involved,

‘“'faﬁ %riplett, Director
(612) 257-2325
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WATER RESOURCES AGENCY REORGANIZATION

RIDER

The director of the state planning agency shall coordinate a
study of the options available for consolidating the functions
and responsibilities of the soil and water conservation board,
water resources board, »nd southern Minnesota rivers basin
council. The study shall be coordinated with the affected
agencies; the associations of soil and water conservation
districts and watershed districts; and the senate agriculture and
natural resources committee, the house agriculture committee, and
the house environment and natural resources committee. The
director shall provide the staff and resources necessary to carry
out the required study. The director shall report to the
governor and the legislature by January 15, 1986 on the options
examined., The report shall contain suggested legislation to

implement the recommended course of action in congolidating the

boards and .hs council.




ATTACHMENT

H.P. 1639 (Forsythe, for the Committee on Appropriations)

Article I, Section 5

Subdivision 5
(Page 21 of 4/30/85 version)

10 The commissioner of agriculture shall
11 establish and coordinate an interim

12 study group to examine the options

13 available for consolidating the

14 functions and responsibilities of the
soil and water conservation board,

16 water resources board, and southern

17 Minnesota rivers basin council under a
18 single entity. The study group shall
19 include: representatives of the

20 affected agencies; staff assigned by
21 the senate agriculture and natural

22 resources committee, house environment
23 and natural resources committee, and
24 house agriculture committee; and such
25 other representatives as the

26 commissioner considers necessary. The
27 commissioner shall report to the

28 legislature on January 15, 1986, on the
29 optiocns examined and the recommended

30 course of actien.

S.¥, 910 {(DeCramer)

Section 4
(Page 4 of 4/19/85 amendment - SCS 910A-3)

27 Sec. 4. [REPORT.]

28 The state planning agency sha)ll make 2 report on

29 canscizg;ZE;QSZEE;ZZZ;”:;;;;Z;;-Z;;QQ;EZEn; wa;;;u;;ﬁaurcas.

30 éggm;;;;;Zu;;;zog;;z;;;;;caulead agency and grevidg for &
S least two-thirds of ARE members of The

31 QQVQ23$D$Q&ﬁ§§f%.
o R 5 = _: ,’ > WQOQMOGWGWQD.‘@?ﬁ@@‘ﬂﬂ&ﬂ‘ﬂ&@‘@ab“@ﬂ@ﬁ‘ﬂ‘ﬂ y ’ y
gééf%gﬂ\i{&étég Sual. s $€52 14 is;?-mm Fhoeushact Fhe 37802,
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Minnesota Room 100 Capitol Square Building

7 ! STATE PLANNING AGENCY 550 Cedar Street St. Paul, MN 55101

April 1@, 1985

The Honorable Gaylin Den Ouden, Chairman
State Departments Division

House Appropriations Committee

Room 381, State Office Building

St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

Dear Gaylin:

During the Division's discussion of the Water Rescurces Board budget on
april 3, it was requested that my staff prepare an estimate of the cost o:
implementing a reorganization of water agencies. The reorganization
option which we have been discussing with the affected agencies involves
combining the Scil and Water Conservation Board, Water Resources Board,
and Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council into a single, independent
state boarcd.

This letter transmits our initial estimates of the cost to the State of
Minnesota of implementing the reocrganization opticn. These estimates are
contained in the attached table. We estimate rhat the direct savings to
the state as the result of a consclidating the SWCB, the WRB, and the
SMRBC will be 514,768 in F.¥Y. 1986 and $16,28@ in F.Y. 1987. A greater
result of t' 2 reorganization proposal will be improved services to lccal

units of government in water management activities.

In developing the attached estimates, the Governor's budget
recommendations were used as the base. The staffing assumptions were not
changed from those in the Governor's budget proposal. We have assumed
that the major savings will accrue from reducing three boards with 23
total members down to one board with only nine members. Per diem and
travel savings are estimated from the average costs for the three beards
in the Governor's budget. (The exception to the latter is that actual
costs for the SWCB in F.Y. 1984 and F.Y. 1985 were averaged to derive SWC
costs.) We have added additicnal funds to the reorganized board cost
estimates to reflesct rental space for the WRB {as the WRB currently Lavs
nothing to the Department of Natural Resources for space rental) and foc

contract for fiscal and personnel services between the new board and zn
agency which it selects.



The Honorable Gaylin Den Quden

Page 2

My staff has developed the attached estimates with the cooperation of,
affected boards. If you have further questions on this issue, please

contact Jack Ditmore of my staff at 297-2374.

Sincerely,

Tom Triplett, Director
(612) 297-2325

cc : Ron Nargang, Executive Director
Soil and Water Conservation Board

Mel Sinn, Executive Director
Water Resources Board

. Marilyn Lundberg
Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council



WATER BOARD REORGANIZATION:

COST ESTIMATES

Three Separate Boards

Reorganization of

Boards
F.Y. 86 F.Y. 87 Total F.Y. 86 F.Y. 87 Total

Personal

Services $ 694.8 $ 695.0 $1,389.8 $ 683.7 $ 685.9 "$§1,367.6
Expenses/Contiact

~Services 232.8 243.3 476.1 229.2 238.2 467.4
Supplies and

Materials 30.6 31.9 62.5 36.6 31.9 62.5
Equipment 7.4 6.5 13.7 7.2 6.5 13.7
Other -g=- -@- -@- -@- -g- -

TOTALS S 965.4 $ 976.7 $1,942.1% S 950.7 $ 964.5 $1,911.2
STAFFING TOTALS
Current Requested in
Governor's Budget
water Resources Board 3 4
Soil and Water Conserva-
tion Board 17 17
southern Minnesota Rivers
asin Cocuncil 1 1
21 22

TCTAL






Minnesota Room 100 Capitol Square Building

STATE PLANNING AGENCY 550 Cedar Street St. Paul, MN 551071

March 8, 1985

T0: Tom Triplett, Director
A

Jack Ditmore, Director
1 DiWsi
Envirernmenta sion

FROM: Jo(n Wells fﬂ’
) Environment fvision

SUBJECT: Revised Water Reorganization Consensus

THR

—

Representatives of the key state water agencies met on February 28 to reconsider
earlier water reorganization proposals in 1ight of the ground rules laid out at
_the February 21 meeting of the Environmental Quality Board. The revised recom-
mendation of the group calls for state water programs and policies to be coor-
dinated by the Environmental Quality Board. A merger of existing water and soil
boards is also recommended in order to create a single board whose job is to

- coordinate state government's efforts in working with local governments. The
EQB and the merged board would be closely linked. The details of the recommen-
dation are described in the following paragraphs.

The Recommended Course of Action

1. The Environmental Quality Board should retain its existing water-
related responsibilities for-state program coordination and policy
development. Its ability to carry out these duties should be

_strengthened by addition of the authority to review and approve agency

water-related budgets and legislative initiatives.

A water subcommittee of EQB should be established to provide the focus
necessary for effective integration of water programs and policies.
The subcommittee would consist of representatives of the DNR, PCA, MDH
and MDAg designated by the respective agency heads, as well as the
chairman or executive director of the merged water and soil board (also
added to the full £QB as specified below) and two citizens. 1If a
county commissioner is included in the membership of the full beard as
recommended by the Mulligan Task Force, that person would replace one
of the citizen members on the subcommittee.

[ A%

3. The Soil and Water Conservation Board, Water Resources Board, and
Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council should be merged into a single
board. This board would be charged with coordinating the delivery of

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
i)
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technical and financial assistance to local units of overnment
f soil and water conservation. It would alsu be respon-
sible for a variety of state oversight duties, such as the upproval of
local water plans required by state law. Except as specified in items
one and six, the merged board should be {ndependent, contracting as
necessary with the agency of its choice for administrative services.

4. The merged board should consist of nine members who would be appointed
by the Governor, including at least one county commissioner, one soil
and water conservation district supervisor, and one watershed district
manager. Appointments to the remaining seats would not be restricted,
except that representation from each of the state's consolidated river
basin areas, as well as the metropolican region, should be required to
assure a distribution of appointees across the state.

state
in the area 0

5. The Governor shouid be responsible either for the appointment of the
chairman of the merged board (who would serve at his discretion), or
the executive director (along the lines of the MPCA model). If the
first choice is preferred, consideration might also be given to making
the chairmanship a full-time position. The position that serves at the
discretion of the Governor should be a designated representative on the

EQB.

6. The merged board and EQB should be 1inked otructurally in two key ways.
First, either the chairman or executive director of the merged board
(see item No. 5) would be made a full voting member of the EQB and its
subcommittee on water. Second, a cross-fertilization of ideas should
be fostered by designating representatives of the water subcommittee of
the EQB as ad hoc non-voting members of the merged board and members of
the merged board (in addition to either the chairman or executive
director) as gg_ﬁgg_ﬁon-vcting members of the EQB subcommittee.

We believe that the recommendation represents a sound approach to strengthening
state and local water- planning programs, consistent with the ground rules laid
out by the EQB. We would like to discuss this recommendation and your views on

how to proceed with you.

/w3



Minnesota Room 100 Capitol Square Building

- STATE PLANNING AGENCY 550 Cedar Street St. Paul, MN 55101

February 15, 1985

TO: Tom Trir ett
THROUGH: Jack Ditmore %f&/ é24412%21/

SUBJECT: Update on Water Reorganization Discussions

FROM: John Wells

R

Representatives of the key state water agencies met on February 7 to discuss the
three water reorganizational options that we laid out, -as well as a proposal
outlined by Senator DeCramer. We met again on February 12 to discuss the same
issues in a meeting called by Senator DeCramer. We appear to be quite close to
forging a concensus on the actions that should be taken.

Agency Meeting

The sense of the group at the February 7 meeting was that a merged state board
combining state and local water coordination and planning duties, as well as
soil and water programs, should be advocated. The board structure envisioned
would include six citizens from the state's five major river basins and the
metropolitan region, and five state agencies (DNR, PCA, MDH, SHCB or perhaps MDA
if SWCB is merged, and SPA). A chairperson would serve at the -discretion of the
" Governor. A detailed description of the recommendation is attached.

The group left open the possibility that EQB might continue to exist, although

the water coordination and planning duties would be transferred to the modified
water board. This position was taken in recognition of the fact that the

" Administration has not yet decided its response to the Mulligan Task Force's

recommendations. The possibility that the Pollution Control Agency might serve

in EQB's place as the "court of last resort" on environmental issues was aiso

raised.

While there was widespread support for the option recommended at the February 7
meeting, 1 want to point out that each of the original options was favored by at
Jeast one agency representative. In addition, all three options were considered
acceptable by most of those present. The Water Resources Board representative
was the only participant not in support of any of the options put forth. {Jack
Ditmore, Ray Thron, Larry Seymour and myself attended the WRB meeting the
following day to convey the group's position. We were greeted with mixed
reaction.) ;

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



Meeting with Senator DeCramer

On February 12, Senator DeCramer outlined a proposal for a water policy board
composed of six citizens and five agencies, substantially along the lines of the
proposal endorsed by the agencies at the February 7 meeting. While he envisions
that this board may ultimately "eliminate the need for all other water agencies
and boards", he clearly is not advocating major reorganization at this time
While we may have certain concerns about Senator DeCramer's ideas “or regional
water planning (he has not fleshed these out yet), 1 believe that his proposal
for a water board and that of the agencies are in substantial accord.

Senator DeCramer expressed his intention to amend the Governor's flood damage
reduction bill (which he expects to author) to include the reorganization of
water boards outlined above. I was asked to meet with him and Senate Counsel
some time next week to assisi them in drafting a reorganization amendment.

Decision on EQB

We are now approaching the point where several key issues must be resolved. The
future of the EQB is a key component of any decision that might be reached on
water board reorganization. If EQB is to continue to exist in any capacity, its
relationship to a reorganized water board will obviously need to be defined.
Further, if a decision to make EQB a focused coordinating body is reached, the
proposal tentatively made by the agencies may need to be reconsidered.

The three major options for EQB's future that have been raised are:

1. Abolish the EQR. Under this option, the Environmental Review program
would Pe fransferred to the MPCA, the Power Plant Siting program to the PUC,
and the Critical Areas program to the DNR. State water planning and coor-
dination duties would be transferred to the new water board. Environmental
policy development duties would become an SPA responsibility. This option
is the most compatible with the water board reorganization endorsed by the

~agencies at the February 7 meeting.

2. Strengthen the EQB's Focus on Coordination. The Board would be given
new powers to review and approve agency budgets and legislative initiatives
relating to the environment (including water). It would further serve in
the capacity of the Governcr's Subcabinet on Energy, Environment and
Resources. Programs currentiy administered by the Board might be trans-
ferred to facilitate the focus on coordination. This option would be con-
sistent with the water beard reorganization alternative focusing on local

water and soil planning oversight.

3.  Continue the EQB with Minor Changes. inder this option, the Board
would, For the most part, keep its current focus and authorities, Certain
changes might be made to address recommendations of the Mulligan Task Force.
Alternatively, state water planning and coordination duties might be trans-
ferred to a reorganized water board {as recommended by the Southern
Minnesota Rivers Basin Council).




=3-

s for resolving the question of EQB's future.

There appear to be three avenue
ing on February 21 to discuss the

The Environmental Quality Board will be meet
Mulligan Report. While water reorganization is currently only an informational

item, the Board could be asked to make a decision on both the Mulligan Report
and that subject as well (a logical approach if a decision by the Board on
either is sought). A second vehicle is the Energy, Environment and Resources
Subcabinet which is scheduled to meet on February 24. Finally, one might argue
that the interagency meetings that we have already had have brought us to the
point where a decision by you and the Governor is now appropriate.

ation options fully within the

We have not discussed the EQB reorganiz
We will do this concurrently with your

Environmental Division at this point.
consideration of the above options.

Jack and I plan to contact Senator DeCramer on Wednesday of next week as he has
requested. If a decision on £QB is not possible by that time, we will make that

point and its implications clear.
/ms

Attachment




OPTION RECOMMENDFD IN AGENCY DISCUSSIONS: MERGE WATER-RELATED BOARDS;
CONSIDER ABOLISHING THE ENYIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD

The recommended option would consolidate water-related policy and coordination
functions of the Water Resources Board, Soil and Water Conservation Board,
Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council and Environmental Quality Board. The
remaining functions of the EQB might be distributed to the Pollution Control
Agency (Environmental Review), Public Utilities Commission (Power Plant Siting),
Department of Natural Resources (Critical Areas), and State Planning Agency
(Environmental Policy Development and Program Coordination). The erosion control
cost-sharing programs of the SWCB might remain in the Department of Agriculture

as a direct responsibility of the Commissioner.

The merged board would be assigned new authorities for reviewing and approving
the water-related budgets and legislative initfatives of state agencies, and for
developing a coordinated work plan eac* biennium for integrating the state's
water-related programs. The intent ot these authorities would be to assure that
the state's water programs are well-coordina“ed at the state level and effec-
tively delivered to the local level of government.

The board would be composed of five agencies (DNR, PCA, MDH, MDA, and SPA) and
six citizens (from the state's five consolidated river basins and the metropoli-
tan region). A chairperson would serve at the discretion of the Governor. The

board would be independent.

The board would be responsible for the following programs and functions:
a. Existing WRB Responsibilities: |
%% Fstablish, Modify, or Terminate Watershed Districts;

** Review Boundaries of Metropolitan Watershed Management

Organizations (WMOs);
*%* Approve Plans of Watershed Districts and Metropolitan KMOs;

** Intervene in Water Policy Disputes;
**  Hear Appeals of Watershed District Decisions.

b. Existing SWCB Responsibilities:

** Approve Plans of Soil and Water Conservation Districts;
** provide Financial and Technical Assistance to Soil and Water

Conservation Districts;
** Develop and Implement a Public Information Program Regarding Soil

and Water Issues.
c. Existing EQB Responsibilities:

*% State Water Plan Development and Program Coordination;
*%« Representation of the Governor on Interstate and State-Federal

Water Committees;
** ntegration of Local Water Plans into State Strategies.

d. Hew Board Functions Reguired:

#% Develop Unified State Approach to Local Government for Water and
S0i1 Programs;

*%  State Oversight/Outreach Functions Associated With the Proposed
Comprehensive Local Water Management Act;

*#* Review and Approval of Water-Related Legislative Initiatives

Submitted by State Agencies; and _
** Review and Approval of Water-Related Budget Requests of State Agencies.



| Minnesota Room 100 Capitoi Square Building

STATE PLANNING AGENCY 550 Cedar Street St. Paul, MN 55101

January 30, 1985

TO: Tom Triplett
~

THROUGH: Jack D1 tmore /YL
FROM: John we11sé;;%7€«w éi/éIZQl;—f"

SUBJECT::State Water Management Organizational Options

Over the past six months, the State Planning Agency has undertaken an extensive
review of the existing organization of state water programs and a range of
options to this organization. While the driving force behind this review has
been the Administration's goal to make government more rational in structure and
more cost-efficient in operation, we have found a wide range of concerns that
dictate the importance of re-examining state-level water organization. These
concerns have been expressed in various contexts by the League of Women Voters,
the Association of Minnesota Counties, the Citizens League, the Center for New
Democratic Processes, the Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council, represen-
tatives of environmental groups, legislators, the media, and the Governor's Task
Force to Review the Role and Functions of the Environmental Quality Board. In
our review, we have sought out the views of potentially affected state agencies
and other interested parties, as well as those associated with the above

organizations.

We have reached the conclusion that the present organization can be improved.

We believe that Minnesota's water programs need to be more closely tied together
through an authoritative coordinating body. MWe further believe that the Tocai-
state partnevship we seek demands a more effective outreach to local government.
A single agency whose job is to coordinate state government's efforts in working
" with local governments involved in water planning appears warranted.

In our discussions with interested and affected parties, a consensus seemed to
emerge in support of a consolidation of water-related boards to accomplish these
objectives. However, many key questions remain to be addressed. These include
the relationships of: (a) state-level water coordination functions to the
broader arena of environmental program cocrdination; (b) state water plan
development, state program coordination, and Jocal water planning outreach; and
{c) water resources management and soil conservation programs. Once these rela-
tionships are defined, the relatively technical questions of the mix of authori-
ties and responsibilities necessary, the appropriate location of a board or
boards, and the membership of any boards can be addressed.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



Three options for consolidating water-related boards are described in the
attachment to this memorandum. They are:

d by adding to the Board agencies and

citizens representing the state's major river basins and expanding the

Board's powers for coordination; abolishing the Environmental Quality

Board and distributing its programs to selected state agencies. (This

option seems to be favored by Senator DeCramer. )

1. Modifying the Water Resources Boar

2. Creating a state Board of Water and Soil Policy by merging the present
SWCB, WRB and state water functions of the EQB/SMRBC.

3. Merging the SWCB, WRB and SMRBC into a single state Board focusing on
local resource management; modifying the EQB by expanding and focusing
the Board's powers relating to the coordination function.

Senator DeCramer has scheduled a meeting on February 12 to discuss organiza-
tional options. To prepare for this, we believe that a prior meeting of
selected state agencies should be organized to discuss these options. We will
try to arrange such a meeting for February 7, if you concur. We also intend to
distribute the options (or a modified set if you prefer) to a range of special
interests for review and comment. Our goal is to formulate a specific recommen-
dation to you and, ultimately, Governor Perpich by February 15.

y 5 session of the House

- This issue may also come up during the Februar
We recommend that you discuss our

fnvironment and Natural Resources Commi ttee.
general conclusions at that time, if asked.

/ms




OPTIONS FOR CONSOLIDATION OF WATER-RELATED BOARDS

Modifying the Water Resources Board; Abolishing the Environmental Quality
~Board. This option would change the membership and expand the respon-
sTbilities of the Water Resources Board to include state water planning and
coordination duties, as well as local planning oversight and outreach
functions. The water planning and coordination duties of the Environmental
Quality Board would be transferred to the WRB. The remaining functions of
the EGB would be distributed to the MPCA Board (Environmental Review),
public Utilities Commission (Power Plant Siting), the Department of Natural
Resources (Critical Areas), and State Planning Agency (Environmental Policy
Development and Program Coordination). The Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin
Council would be abolished along with the Environmental Quality Board. The
state soil and water conservation program would continue to be independent

of the water program.

The Water Resources Board would be composed of five agencies (DNR, PCA, MDH,
SWCB and SPA) and seven citizens. The citizens would be appointed by the
Governor to represent six river basin systems and the metropolitan region.
The Governor would appoint the chairman who would serve at his pleasure.

The Board might remain independent and be housed in DNR, or be housed and

staffed by the State Planning Agency.

The modified Water Resources Board would be responsible for the following
programs and functions:

a. Existing WRB Responsibilities:

*%  Establish, Modify or Terminate Watershed Districts;
**  Review Boundaries of Metropolitan Watershed Management

Organizations (WMOs);
**  Approve Plans of Watershed Districts and Metropolitan WMOs;

**  [ntervene in Water Policy Disputes;
*%  Hear Appeals of Watershed District Decisions.

b. Existing EQB Responsibilities:

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

Water Committees;
%%  Integration of Local Water Plans into State Strategies.

c. New Board Functions Required:

#*  Review and Approval of Water-Related Legislative Initiatives

Submitted by State Agencies; :
**  Review and Approval of Water-Related Budget Requests of State

Agencies; and
**  State Oversight/Outreach Functions Associated with the Proposed

Comprehensive Local Water Management ACt.
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Creating a State Board of Water and Soil Policy by Merging the Present SWCB,
WRB, and Water Functions of EQB/SMRBC. This optfon would consolidate the
SWCB, WRB and SMRBC Tnto a new board responsible for state water planning
and coordination functions, local water planning oversight/outreach
functions, and soil and water conservation program functions. The state
water planning and coordination duties of the EQB would be transferred to
the new board. EQB would retain its broad environmental policy development
and coordination responsibilities, as well as the specific programs it

currently administers., ‘

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

The Board of Water and Soil Polfcy would be responsible for the following
programs and functions:

a. Existing WRB Responsibilities:

**  Establish, Modify, or Terminate Watershed Districts;
**  Review Boundaries of Metropolitan Watershed Management

Organizations;
**  Approve Plans of Watershed Districts and Metropolitan WMOs;

**  Intervene in Water Policy Disputes;
**  Hear Appeals of Watershed District Decisions.

b. Existing SWCB Responsibilities:

**  Approve Plans of Soil and Water Conservation Districts;
**  Administer Cost-Share Programs for Erosion and Water Quality;
**  Provide Financial and Technical Assistance to Soil and Water.

Conservation Districts;
**  Administer Flood Control Grants;
**  Develop and Impiement a Public Information Program Regarding Soil

and Water Issues.
c. Existing EQB Responsibilities;

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

Water Committees;
*¥k Integration of Local Water Plans into State Strategies.

d. New Board Functions Required:

**  Develop Unified State Approach to Local Government for Water and

Soil Programs; and
**  State Oversight/Outreach Functions Associated With the Proposed

Comprehensive Local Water Management Act.
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Merging the Soil and Water Conservation Board, Water Resources Board, and
Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council, Modifying the Environmental Quality
Board. This option would consolidate the SWCB, WRB and SMRBC into a single
board responsible for local water and soil slanning oversight/outreach
functions. The Environmental Quality Board would continue to be responsible
for interagency coordination of state water [rograms, and would take on
expanded authorities (budget and legislative initiative review) to increase
its effectiveness in this area. State water planning duties would reside in
the State Planning Agency and line agencies, as appropriate, subject to the

coordination function of the EQB.

The membership of the merged board would consist of a mix of Tocal officials
and citizens. The chairman would be desiagnated as a member of a mudified
Environmental Quality Board. The EQB membership would consist of agencies
and citizens in roughly equal proportion, with the chairman serving at the
discretion of the Governor. The EQB would continue to be housed in 57A and
staffed by it. The merged board would be independent.

The merged board would be responsible for the following programs and
functions:

a. Existing'SWCB Responsibilities:

*%  Approve Plans of Soil and Water Conservation Districts;
**  Administer Cost-Share Programs for Erosion and Water Quality;
x*  provide Financial and Technical Assistance to Soil and Water

Conservation Districts;
*%  Administer Flood Control Grants;
*%  Develop and Implement a Public Information Program Regarding Soil

and Water Issues;

b. Existing WRB Responsibilities:

**x  EstabTlish, Modify, or Terminate Watershed Districts;
%  Review Boundaries of Metropolitan Watershed Management

Organizations; A
**  Approve Plans of Watershed Districts and Metropolitan WMOs;

*x Intervene in Water Policy Disputes;
*%x  Year Appeals of Watershed District Decisions.

c. New Board Functions Required:

**  Develop a Unified State Approach to Local Government for Water and

Soil Programs; and
**  State Oversight/Qutreach Functions Associated With the Proposed

Comprehensive Local Water Management Act.



The modified Environmental Quality Board would be responsible for the following
programs and functions:
a. Existing EQB Responsibilities*:

**  Epvironmental Policy Development and Program Coordination;

**  State Water Program .oordination;

**  Representation of the Governor on Interstate and State-Federal Water
Commi ttees;

¥*  [ntegration of Local Water Plans into State Strategies.

b. New Board Functions Required:

Review and Approval of Water-Related Legislative Initiatives Submitted
by State Agencies; and

**  Reyiew and Approval of Water-Related Budget Requests of State Agencies,

* &

The Environmental Review, Critical Areas, and Power Plant Siting
Programs of EQB could be retained by EQB under this option or trans-
ferred to other agencies as suggested by Option No. 1.

*Note:



Minnesota Room 100 Capitol Square Building

| STATE PLANNING AGENCY 550 Cedar Street St. Paul, MN 55101

DATE: NOVEMBER 27, 1984

T0: INTERESTED ORGANIZATIONS
FROM:  JACK DITMORE, DIRECTOR <Chhss wokFrec.—
ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION

SUBJECT: WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

As you know, water management in Minnesota involves at least a dozen state
agencies, departments, and boards. This structure is suppiemented by the
research functions in eight "centers" within the University of Minnesota.

In 1979, the Minnesota Water Planning Board recommended that a permanent "state
coordinating body" be established to improve coordination and communication
among water management agencies. The creation of the coordinating body was an
alternative to a major consolidation of water management agencies.

The Environmental Quality Board was selected by the Legislature in 1983 to
become the state coordinating body. The Water Planning Board was discontinued.
In 1984, the Legislature approved the Jocation of water planning staff (along
with other EQB staff) in the State Planning Agency.

Despite the limited time which has passed to develop effective coordination
through the EQB, concern continues to be expressed with the organization at the
state Jevel to manage our water resources. This concern has arisen in the con-
text of (1) discussions of citizen organizations {e.g., the League of Women
Voters), (2) legislative debate (e.g., during LCMR hearings), (3) debate over
Jocal water planning initiatives, and (4) the work of the Southern Minnesota
Rivers Basin Council. In addition, Governor Perpich has made it a goal of his
Administration to make government more rational in its structure and more cost-
efficient in jts operation.

As a result of these concerns and the Governor's more general organizational and
structural goals, we have undertaken a review of water resources management
organization opticns. We would like your views on the options which are open to
us. To obtain these views, we invite you to participate in a meeting/discussion
of water resources management on December 4, 1984, The meeting will be held in
Conference Rooms A and B on the first floor of the Capitol Square Building, 550
Cedar Street in St. Paul. The meeting will begin at 9:00 a.m. and should

conciude by 11:00 a.m.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER




A tentative agenda for the meeting is en:losed. Also enclosed is a summary of
six options identified by our staff. These options are presented for purposes
of discussion; they do not represent the totality of possible organizational
structures. We hope to devote the bulk of the meeting to discussion of your
views. Your input will be used as part of a later discussion of water resources

issues with Governor Perpich.

We recognize that the notice of this meeting is shurt. If you are unable to
attend, we would appreciate receiving your views in writing or by telephone by
December 7.

Thank you for your continuing interest in this issue. We look forward to seeing

you on December 4.
/ms
Enclosures

cc: Tom Triplett, Director
State Planning Agency




TOPIC:

IT.

IV.

TENTATIVE AGENDA

WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT
CONFERENCE ROOM A & B
CAPITOL SQUARE BUILDING
DECEMBER 4, 1984

9:00 A.M. TO 11:00 A.M.

INTRODUCTION -- Tom Triplett, Director
State Planning Agency

A. Reasons for Looking at Reorganization

B. Major Issues

OPTIONS -- John Wells, Senior Hydrologist
State Planning Agency/Environmental Division

A. Status Quo

B. Modified Water Resources Board

C. Modified Environmental Quality Board

D. Department of Resources Protection

£. Environmental Protection Agency

F.  Mater and Land Resources Board (Option Developed for

Cansideration by Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council)

OPEN DISCUSSION

Organization Views

SUMMARY -- Tom Triplett, Director
State Planning Agency




REASONS FOR LOOKING AT REORGANIZATION OPTIONS

! -—- A CENTRAL GOAL OF THE PERPICH
ADMINISTRATION IS TO MAKE GOVERNMENT MORE RATIONAL
IN STRUCTURE, AND MORE COST EFFICIENT IN ITS OPERATION.

EXPRESSIONS OF CONCERN =-- LEGISLATORS AND CITIZEN
GROUPS (E.G., THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS AND THE
CITIZENS LEAGUE) HAVE RAISED THTS ISSUE.

GEMENT INITIATIVE -- THE LOCAL
WATER PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT INITIATIVE WHICHE HAS
BEEN PURSUED IN RESPONSE TO THE FRAMEWORK WATER PLAN
IS A CONTEXT IN WHICH THIS ISSUE IS LIKELY TO BE RAISED.

MAJOR ISSUES

EFFECTIVENESS =-- IS THE CURRENT WATER MANAGEMENT
SYSTEM PRODUCING THE RESULTS DESIREDR? WILL ALTER-
NATE APPRAOCHES LIKELY INCREASE PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS?

EFFICIENCY -~ DOES THE CURRENT SYSTEM ATTAIN ITS
OBJECTIVES AT A MINIMUM COST AND IN A STRAIGHTFORWARD
MANNER? WILL ALTERNATE APPROACHES INCREASE EFFICIENCY?

PERCEPTION -- IS THE APPARENT LACK OF PUBLIC
UNDERSTANDING OF THE CURRENT SYSTEM A SUFFICIENT

REASON TO CONSIDER ALTERNATE APPROACHES? ARE THERE
METHODS SHORT OF REORGANIZATION WHICH WILL EFFECTIVELY
INCREASE PUBLIC UNDERSTANDING AND SUPPCRT OF THE CURRENT

MANAGEMENT APPROACH?
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OPTION NO. 1. THE STATUS CUO

MAJOR COMPONFNTS

Maintains Separate Advocates for Pollution Control, Health,
Agriculture and Resource Managz=ment

Maintains Separate Boards Overseeing Watershed Districts and
Soil and Water Conservaticn Districts

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

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

ASSESSMENT

Pros

~Provides Strong, Visibkle Advocates for Individual Water-Related

Proorams

Non-controversial.

Cons

Fraamented (10 Agencies; 4 Boards; 1 Commission: 1 Council)
Requires Strong Coordinating Effort

Provides No State-level Voice for Local General Purpose  --
Governments :

_If WRB Selected to CQuersee Local Water Planning Initiative:

-~ No Link to State Rgencies
_- State Water Planning Separated from Local Water Plannina

~-- Staff Shortaces Crucial
If FQB Selected to Oversee Local Water Planning Initiative:

 -- Establishes Two Separate Systems for Local Water

- Planning
' == Must Confront Negative rerceptions of Local Officials

'tQ'Build Local-State Partnership




Existing Water and Related Management Organization

STATE PLANNING AGENWCY
ENY {RONMENTAL QUALSTY BOARD
SOUTHERX MINNESOTA RIVERS ZASIN COUNCIL

Statewide Fremework Water end
Related Land Resaurces Planning

Environmentsl Impact Assesiment

Program Review and Foltcy Conflict
Resolution

Environmental Policy Plannirg

Systems for Water Infermation
HManagement

Land Management information System

Coordinztien of Fubltc wWater
Resources Management

Integration of Local Plans
into State Sirategles

Critica) Aress Management

Pipeline Fouting and Power
Plart Sttina

Land Use Plenning Assistance

WATER RESOURCES BOARD

Water Policy Conflict Resolution

Metro Surface Water Plannfng Act

Matershed District Formation

and Overall Plan Prescription

Comprehensive Local Water

Mangagment Act

WASTE MARAGENENT BOARD

Hazardsus Haste Management Plan

Solid Waste Management

Stting of Hazardous Waste Facility

OEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Planning Division

Agroncmy Services Oivisionm
Weather Modification

Pesticides and Fertilizer
Licensing

Oatry Divisione Food. Meat & Poultry Oiviston®

SOIL AND WATER (OMSERYAT[ON BOARD

Oversight of Soil and Water
Conservation Districts

Erosfon and Water Oualtty Grants
Administration

Rural Rainfal) Monitoring

Flood Control Grants Adminis-
tration (Ares I1)

Erosion Control Plan Develop-
ment

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTRH
Divisfon of fnvironmental Health

Water Wel! Constructyon
Safe Drinking Water Program
Occupational Heslth* Annlyticel Services
Environmental Flela Sorvices* Health Risk Assessment
Hotels, Resorts and festaurants® Radiation

Ground-Water Nuellty Informa-
tion System

Dtvtgton of Health Facilfties*

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATICM

Small Streem Flood Investigsticn
Undisturbed Sott Horing

Ambfent Water Jualiity Program
Havigaticn Planning

POLLUTION CORTROL AGEMCY

Otvisfon of Water Nuality

Water Quality Monitoring

water Juality Mansgement Planning(2n8)
Lake Studies and Restoration

Standards Development

Certifécation Program{40} P8}
Emergency Response (Spills)

NPDES Perwmits Program

State Nisposal System Peomits
Ltautd Storage Sfte Permits
Land Application Proaram
Munfcioa! Sludge Disposal
Agricultural Waste

Ofvision of Solfd Waste

underground Iafection Control

Mazardous Weste Menagement

Residus) Waste Menagement

Stte Response Section

NEOARYMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
Division of Emerqency Services

fmergency Hater Supcly Services Flaod Diszaster Assistance

UNIVERSITY OF KINNESOTA
MINNESOTR GEOLOGICAL SURYEY

Rydrogeologic Mapping Statewtde
Bedrock Hydrogeochemistry Mapping

Muter ¥ell Orillers Logs Nate
Bage
High Capacity Wells Data Rase

“Includes surveillance of waler supplies

DEPARTMERT OF MATURAL RESOURCES

Division of Waters

Protected Waters Inventory and
Permits

Hater Appropriation Permits

Hydrology (1nclucding Lake
Improvement)

Climatology

Hydrographic Services

Information Systess Developeeng

Dam Safety

Shoreland Management

Flood Plain Managesent

Public Drainage Review

Hater Rank Program

Underground Gas and Lfouid
Storage Permits

Diviston of Fish and Wildlife

Hiditat Improvement
Lake Rehab{litation
Rough Fish Control
Wetlands Acquisition

Water Quality Monitoring
Lake Rapping

Aguatic Nuisance Conmtrol
Habftat Evaluation

Otvision of Psrks and Recreztion

Scientiffc and Watural Areas Canoe & Boat Route Sansgement

Public Access

0ffice of Plas Ing and Research

Wild and Scenic Rivers Planning Statewide Comprehensive Qutdoon

Recrestion Planning

Oiviston of Enforcement
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OPTION NO. 2. MODIFIEFD WATER RESOURCES BOARD

MAJOR COMPONENTS

Restructures Water Resources Board (Adds 5 County Commissioners;:
Chairman Appointed by Governor: Meraes Staff Into State Planning

Agency)

Assigns State Water plan D2velopment and State Duties for Local
wWater Planning Ini.iative to WRB

Abolishes Southern Minnesota Rivers Rasin Council

Other Components Same as Status Quo
ASSESSMENT

PROS

provides Single Focus 7or State and Local Water Planning
Provides State-Level Voice £6or Local GCereral Purpose Governmenté
Retains Strong, Visible Advocates for Individual Water-Related

Programs

CONS

places 2 Water-Relate? 2oards in State Planning

Fragmented (10 Agencies: 4 Roards: 1 Commission)

Requires Strong Coordinating Effort

Agencies Not Directly Tied to State wWwater Plan Development

Some Oppositiocn Expecrted
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OPTION NO. 3. MODIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD

MAJOR COMPONENTS

Combines Functions of Water Resource Board, Minnesota-Wisconsin
Boundary Area Commission, and Environmental Quality Board

Replaces Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council with Statewide
Water Advisory Council to EQB

Assigns State Duties for Local Water Planning Inijitiative to EQB

Other Components Same as Status Quo

ASSESSMENT

PROS

Provides Single Focus for Interstate, State and Local Water
Planning

Combines Water Policy and Environmental 2olicy Development
Functiong

Provides State-Level Voice for Local General Purpose Governments

Retains Strong, Visible Advocates for Individual Water-Related
Programs

CONS

Removes Special Interstate Focus with Wisconsin
Fragmented (10 Agencies; 3 Boards; 1 Council)
Requires Strong Coordinating Effort

Must Confront Negative Perceptions of Local Officials to Build
Local-State Partnership

Some Opposition Expected
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OPTION NO. 4. DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE PROTECTION

MAJOR COMPCNENTE"

Merges Staff/Programs of:

Pollution Control Agency

MDH Water Supply and General Engineering
Minnesota-Wisconsin BAC

DNR Division of Waters

Fnvironmental Quality Board

Water Resources BRoard

Soil and Water Conservation Board

Agency Leadership:

Citizens Board with Executive Director
Subcommittees for Pollution Control: Land & Water Managcement

Remaining Interagency Coordination Needs Met by Subcabinet

Assigns State Duties for Local Water Plannina Initiative to New
Board

n
9]

ASSESSMENT

PROS

Brings Together Key Interrelated Issues:
-- Water Quality, Quantity and Supply
-- Frosion Control and Non Pcint Scurce Pollution Control
-- Local, State and Interstate Water Planning

Greatly Reduces Fragmentation of Water Programs

Facilitates Unified Approach at Regional Offices

CONS

Removes External Checks and Balances

Breaks Close Ties Retween Water Use and Wildlife

Removes Special Interstate Focus with Wisconsin

Built-in Sensitivity to Local Issues Difficult to Attain

Highly Controversial
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DIVISION
OF
POLLUTION CONTROL

Air Quality

Water Quality

selid and Hazardous Yaste
Safe Drinking Water
Water Well Construction
Non-Point Source (Erosion
Control, etc.)

Figure

RESOURCE PROTECTION BOARD

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Interstate Affairs and
Environmental Review
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DIVISION
OF
LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT

Protected Waters
Appropriations

lam Safety

Floodplain Management
Shoreland Management
Critical Areas Managemen?
power Plant Siting
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DIVISION
OF
LOCAL AFFAIRS

SHWCD/Watershed District/County/
Lake Improvement District Liaison

Grants Administration
Ru.es/Guidelines Adoption

Technical Assistance Coordination/

Outreach
Plan Approval Processing

Office of Policy Analysis,
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OPTICN NO. 5. ENVIRONMESTA&_PROTECTIOS ACENCY

MAJOR COMPCYENTS

Builds on Staff/Programs Merged in Option Yo. 4

Pollution Control Agency

MDH Water Supply and Ceneral Engineering
Minnesota Wisconsin BAC'

DNR Division of Waters

Environmental Quality Board

water Resources Board

Soil and Water Ccnservation Becard

Adds Staff/Proarams of:
Rest of MDH Division of Environmental Health
MDAg Pesticides Control Program
MDAg Water Supply Testing Programs
DNR Aquatic Nuisance Control Program

Other Components Sare as Option No. 4

Brings Together Key Interrelated Issues:
-—— Water Oualitv, Quantity, Supply anrd Health
-- Frosion Control and Non Fcint Source Pollution
-- local, State and Interstate Water Planning

Further Reduces Fraarentation cf Water Progoranms

Facilitates Unified Apprcach at Regional Offices

CONS

Removes External Checvs and Balances
Breaks Close Ties Between Water Use and Wildlife

Removes Special Interstate Focus with Wisconsin

Control

Built-in Sensitivity to Local Issues Difficult to Attain

Highly Controversial



Figure

ENVIRONMENTAL'PROTECTION BOARD

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Office of Policy Analys?
Interstate Affairs and
Environmental Review

l
DIVISION R DIVISTON DIVISION

oF oF | oF DIVISION
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH POLLUTION CONTROL LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT LOCALO;FFAIRS
Hotels, Resorts & Restaurants Air Quality : Protected Waters ) A
Occupational Health ‘ MWater Quality Appropriations Swfgizafsrihed District/County/
Water Supply and General Solid and Hazardous Waste Dam Safety Grants Adp.OYeme"t,D‘Str‘Ct L1a
Engineering . Safe Drinking Water Floodplain Management Ru]es/Guig1?!Strat1°” )
Environmental Field Services Water Well Construction Shoreland Management Technical i ines Adoption
Radiation - Non-Point Source (Erosion Critical Areas Management Outreach ssistance Coordinat
Health Risk Assessment , Control, etc.) Power Plant Siting Plan Aeac 1 i
Analytic Services Pesticides Control pproval Processing

Aquatic Nuisance Control
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OPTION NO. 6. WATER AND LAND RESOURCES BOARD

MAJOR COMPONENTS

Merges

Water Resources Board

Soil and Water Conservation Board
Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council
Minnesota-Wisconsin BAC

SPA/EQB Water Planning Staff/Duties

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

Assigns State Duties for Local Water Planning Initiative to New
Board

ASSESSMENT

PROS

Reduces Number of State Boards

Provides Single Focus for Interstate, State and Local Water
Planning

Provides State-Level Voice for Local General Purpose Governments
Ties Soil and Water with Water Planning Programs
Retains Strong, Visible Advocates for Individual Water-Related

Programs

CONS

Keeps Water Policy and Environmental Policy Development
Functions Separate

Removes Special Interstate Focus with Wisconsin
Fragmented (9 Agencies; 3 Boards)

Some Opposition Expected
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| STATE PLANNING AGENCY 550 Cedar Street  St. Paul, MN 55101

- WATER MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATION MEETING
November 8, 1984 )
Summary of Key Points

Key Underlying Conclusions

There is no central place ior effective water planning, policy development,
and management.

Minnesota should preserve {ts basic advocacy approach to organization of
1ine water programs.

Minnesota needs a permanent interagency group to deal with water planning,
policy development, and coordination functions.

The state water crganization recommendations should be packaged with the
proposed legislation for local water planning.

Significant problems developed in the 1984 legislative session with the
jdentification of EQB as the state authority for approval of county water
plans (in S.F. 1316).

State Water Coordinmating Body Characteristics

Mature of the Coordinating Function .

h]
doa

(@8]
°

Necessitates sufficient focus and priority on/for water {{.e., requires 3
substantial commitment of time and resources focused on water {ssues). (1f
EQR were %o be selected, for example, removal of 1ts environmental review
and, perhaps, power plant siting functions would be a prerequisite for suc-
cessful functioning as the state coordinating body.)

Agencies must sacrifice scme of their autonomy to the state coordinating
body {{.e., the SCB must have a Yot of "clout", has to be something the

" agencies cannot ignore, and must have a stronger rele than the Water

planning Board had}.

The SCB needs a "forced agenda“ with specific statutory charges or mandates,
and deadiines for producing reports, report updates, recommendations tw the

Governor and the Legislature, etc..




4.

g 1ink between planning and management within the coor-
dinating body approach, but "Iine" programs must not be administered by the
scB if for no other reason than their tendency to dominate a board's agenda.
(The role of the line agencies must be defined. While they must be given
latitude to administer the programs assigned to them by law, 1ine agencies
should also be subject to the coordinating function. The SCB must have the
authority to say "This is the plan, the strategy state government will

pursue.")

There must be a stron

The local-state partnership concept embodied in the Water Planning Board's
local water planning recommendations necessitates the coordination of state
programs and development of a comprehensive approach to local units of
government. The SCB also requires a more direct link to local governmets
and a good rapport with tiem if local water planning oversight duties are to
be included and successfully administered. (Coordination of the regional
office approaches of state agencies needs to be part of this.)

The state water plan should be given of fictal status to serve as the basis
for the SCB to tie together the programs of state agencies and the plans of
local units of government.

Functions and Duties

1.

(&5
°

Further develop and update the state water plan, utilizing the plan as the
basis for developing an overall strategy and coordinated budgetary approach,
and for assessing the compatibility of Jocal plans with state strategies.

Determination of budgetary priorities and of the funding requests that agen-
cies should be authorized to pursue before the Legisiature based upon the

sverall strategy and budgetary approach.

nirect a coordinated approach of state technical and financial assistance to
Tocal units of goverament and & coordinated response by state government to
local wacer planning inftiatives, inciuding incorporation of local plans
into state strategies. (Whether this explicitly necessitates $C8 approval
5f local water plans was not resgived by consensus.)

Direct a coordinated state approach W education and communication relating
to water-related {issues and opportunt ties, inciuding a process for securing
publi¢ involvement and interaction.

Utilize a statewide water advisory council to assist it in carrying out
these responsibiiities, Regional councils might alse be utilized. (Whether
the statewide or regional councils were advocated by the group as a whole is
unclear, as is precisely what their role would be.)



SCB Structure

1. The primary stat
minimum, the SCB Board shoul
participants preferred
argued that citizens'

e water agencies must be directly represented. #t a
d include the DNR, PCA and MDH. (Although some
a citizen's board to minimize turf protection, others

boards cannot coordinate agencfes or get into the

"nuts and bolts" of agency programs.)

* %

* %

%

* ¥

The SCB Board should fnclud

sidered as should interest group representation.
this fdea was offered with respect to board or advisory ¢

e representatives of local government
if local water planning oversight duties are included). State
ight be utilized in representing local units or in selecting

ntation of citizens and local officials should be con-
(It was unclear whether

ouncil membership.)

2.
(particularly
associations m
local representatives.
3. Geographic represe
4,

Several explicit options for the SCB were {dentified:

A remodeled EQB (new membership, environmental review and power
plant siting duties removed).

A "subcommi ttee” of EQB (perhaps with separate statutory duties
and powers, and with membership not 1imited to EQB members).
(Designation by executive order is also an option, although there
would be less of a guarantee of permanency. )

A board modeled after the Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council,
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission, or Waste Management

Board (with specfal ad hoc local representation). (Again, this
{dea may have been applied to the advisory council concept, not

the board concept.)

Opticns 2, 3 and 6 of Hovember 38 handout.

5. O0Nther characteristics and comments related to structura:

k&

L.44

'k

The SCB Board should be a relatively small group. (The current
£08 {s toc clumsy and awkward to take on the SCB duties

effectively.)
The board should have a direct link to local units of government.

to assume a primary water coordinating focus,

If £EQB 15 remadeled
1 Coordinating Board, Water Poticy

a name change (Environmenta
Board) might be desirable.
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Room 100 Capitol Square Building

TO:

FROM:

TOM TRIPLETT, DIRECTOR DATE: OCTOBER 24, 1984
STATE PLANNING AGENCY

EN 74
JACK DITMORE/JOHN WELLS A OQéV/
ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION é?

SUBJECT: STRATEGY FOR DISCUSSION OF WATER MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATION

You requested that we prepare a strategy for discussion of water management
reorganization options. Attached is an outline of a suggested strategy, leading
to a decision by the Governor by mid-December. The outline suggests participants,
dates for suggested actions, and the proposed foci for recommended meetings.

In summary, the suggested strategy has seven steps leading to a decision by the
Governor by December 15. These steps include:

1.

/ms

Initial contact with key legislators, agency neads, and the Governor.
(This was accomplished with your October 18 memo. )

A meeting with potentially affected agencies during the week of
November 5 to 9.

A meeting with potentially interested groups (ranging from local
government representatives to environmental groups to MACI) during the
week of November 12 to 16. (This might be split into two sessions.)

Discussion by the EQB on November 20, including an attempt to reach
agreement on a position to be recommended to the Governor.
(AMternatively, the decision step might be left for the November 21
Subcabinet meeting.)

© Two meetings with legislators, one following the meeting with agencies

in early November; the second following the EQB (alternatively, the
Subcabinet meeting) in late November. The first meeting would be
Timited to legislators with past interest; the second expanded to key
committee and minority party leaders.

A briefing for the Fnergy/Environment/Resources Subcabinet.
In early December, options should be brought to the Governor for review

and decision. This meeting should include major agencies, key
legislators, and the Governor's principal advisors.

Attachment

AN EQUAL OPPORTLNITY EMPLOYER
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SUGGESTED STRATEGY FOR DISCUSSION OF
WATER MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATION

Legisiators, agency heads who may be affected, and the Governor should be
informed of the status of the State Planning Agency effort and introduced to

the options under consideration.

A.

By October 23, memorandum from Tom Triplett to:

(1) Senators Willet (Finance), Merriam (Ag and Natural Resources), and
Purfeerst (LCMR);

(2) Representative Munger (Environment and Natural Resources);
(3) Environmental Quality Board members;
(4) Governor Perpich,

The same or a similar memo should go to other potentially affected or
interested persons, including:

(1) Pat Mulligan, Chairman of the EQB Review Task Force;

(2) Mel Sinn, Executive Secretary of the Water Resources Board
(affected agency);

(3) Senator De Cramer, interested legislator; and

(4) Bob Hansen, LCMR.

During the week of November 5 to 9, the potentially affected agencies should
be brought together in a meeting chaired by Tom Triplett to discuss options

and alternate recommendations for water management organization. SPA staff

should provide support services.

A.

Representatives of each of the following agencies should be included:
PCA, DNR, Health, DOAg, EQB, WRB, SMRBC, SWCB, and Mn/Ws Boundary Area

Commission,

The objective of the meeting should be a discussion of options based on
the Governor's goal of achieving more efficient operation.

The meeting should begin with the rationale for examining water manage-
ment reorganization, followed by an overview of potential options,
discussion, and a summary of comments by the chairman. An attempt
should be made to get a structured response (e.g., to several key
questions) to aid in our understanding of what might be supported and

why,




wy
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During the week of November 12 to 16, Tom Triplett should chair a meeting of
potentially interested groups to discuss the need for organizational reform
and to gauge receptivity to various options. SPA staff should provide sup-

port services.

A. Representatives of the following groups should be included:
Association of Minnesota Counties, League of Cities, Association of
Townships, Association of Soil and Water Conservation Districts,
Association of Watershed Districts, Sierra Club, Nature Conservancy,
Audubon Council, League of Women Voters, Citizens League, Minnesota
Irrigators Association, Farmers Union, Farm Bureau, and Minnesota
Association cf Commerce and Industry. (If this group is too large,
dividing it into two units along the lines of Tocal governments/
interest groups might be considered.)

B. The objective of the meeting(s) should be to elicit views on the need

for reorganization and receptivity to various options.

C. The meeting(s) should begin with the rationale for examining water

management reorganization, followed by an overview of potential options,
discussion, and a summary of comments by the chairman. An attempt
should be made to get a structured response (e.g., to several key
questions) to aid in our understanding of what might be supported and

why.
On November 20, discussion of the reorganization issue by the Environmental
Quality Board. (An alternative is to make this discussion a briefing, with
the Subcabinet assigned the task of developing a recommendation to the
Governor. ) _ .

A.  The Board should:

(1) Receive an overview of the issue and discussion to date from its
staff; ) o A

(2) Discuss options and alternate recommendations; and -~

(3) Attempt to reach agreement on a recommendation to the Governor.

. Once foliowing the meeting with agencies (November 5 to 9) and again

following EQB meeting (November 20), Tom Triplett and SPA staff should meet

with legistators to discuss organizational issues. :

A. The first meeting should involve Senators Willet, Merriam, and
Purfeerst and Representative Munger. In addition, Bob Hansen’
(Executive Director, LCMR) might participate in this session. [Its pur-
pose should be to solicit their perceptions of what is needed and

“feasible. v o e )




B.

The second meeting should be broadened to include key committee chair-
men (e.g., Senators Merriam, Willet and Don Moe; Representatives
Munger, Kahn, Wenzel, and Norton), minority party members (perhaps
Representatives Doug Carlson, Levy, or Jennings and/or Senators Laidig,
Renneke, Frederickson, Isackson, or Ulland), and other interested mem-
bers (e.g., Senators De Cramer, Purfeerst, and R. Peterson, and
Representatives Knuth and Otis). Its purpose should be to review
options seriously under consideration for legislative reaction.

On November 21, the Energy/Environment/Resources Subcabinet should be
briefed by SPA staff on activities and decicions (if any) to date.
(Alternatively, this meeting might be used to attempt to reach a decision on
a recommendation to the Governor. See step 4.)

In early December, optious should be brought to the Governor for review and
decision.

A.

Al to 1-1/2 hour meeting should be arranged for the purpose of
reviewing the issue, presentation of the options available to the
Governor, and discussion. Involved should be representatives of the
major potentially affected agencies (i.e., DNR, MPCA, Health, and
Agriculture), key legislators (i.e., Willet, Merriam, Munger, lenzel,
Kahn, D. Moe, and Norton), and the Governor's chief advisors (i.e.,
Triplett, Montgomery, Ford, and Nelson).

Tom Triplett should review the issue, the options which appear reaso-
nably open, and recommend a course of action.

The options and recommended course of action should be discussed so as
to provide the Governor with the information necessary to reach a

policy decision,

Governor's decision by December 15.
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October 11, 1984

TO : Tom Triplett, Director
State Planning Agency
FROM . Jack Ditmore oy ClFane
Environmental Division
SUBJECT : State Water Management Organizational Optiohs

The issue of state-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. Mzintaining the status quo. This option would continue the
agencies with water management responsibilities, including five
boards and one council, While this system is called confusing by
many, it is also recognized as providing effective resource -
protection, under this option, the Environmental Quality Boazd
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 A
agencies reporting to the Governor, but is workable for the local
planning initiative and has a track record of some success.

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

opdifving the Water RESOUICES yyd. This option would

bring the WRB into the State pianning Agency. It would edd

five county commissioners to the current composition of the
WRB (five citizen members) and provide for a chalrperson
appointed by the Governor. The Board's staff would become
members of the SPA Environmental pivision. The WRB
chairperson would be added to the membership of the EQB.




Tom Triplett, Director

Page 2

State Water Management Organization Options

3.

Bzior reegg
approach might

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 tc 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 opoosed by supporters of the
WRB.

Modifying the Ep y . This option
would merge the WRB into the EQB. 1In addition, the
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission would become
1inked 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.)

anjzation QL YWaLEL NMalleS&lls
algo take two forms.

Creation of a Department of wWater RESC rce Protectd
option would merge the Pollution Contrel Agency, De
of Matural Resources/Division of Waters, Departuent of
Bealth/Division of Environmental Health Water Supply and
General Engineering section, EQB, WRB, SMRBC, and Soil and
Water Congervation Board. The MN/WI Boundary Area .
Commission would report to the Department. The new
Department might function either under a commissioner or a
citizen board and executive director, although the latter
approach is preferable to replace the PCA Board, This
option is a major initialtive in response to the Governor's
goals., It may be seen &8 a positive step in increasing
understanding the state's management system. it could
accomodate the local planning initiative. However, this
approach would raise concerns over the loss of “advocates”
for special concerns and of the checks and balances of the
current system. ‘The spector of a “water czar® would be
raised. 1t could be difficult to achieve consensus within
the Administration on this initiative.




Tom Triplett, Director
Page 3
State Water Management Organizational Options

. This
option would be structured similar to the above approach,
but with the addition of the remaining functions of the
Department of Health pivision 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 have 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.

The shifts which are proposed under the major reorganization options
may provide the Governor with the opportunity to consider other major
changes in the Department of Natural Resources. As you remember, in
an article in the Pioneer Press in June, Dennis Anderson called for
the Governor to consider the formation of a Department of Ecological -
Services out of the current DNR., With the Division of Waters’
functions removed, this might make such a move more reasonable., The
Division of Minerals, and perhaps some elements of the Division of
Forestry, might not fit well within a Department of Ecological
Services (which would focus on fish and wildlife management,
protection of ecolegically sensitive areas, etc.). They might be
shifted to a development agency, such a the Department of Energy and
Economic Development.

Further, such a major concentration of environmental management
responsibilities under major reorganizations may reshape the way wve
think about an Environmental Division within the State Planning
Agency. Coordination needs may be reduced and analytic tasks better
handled within the resource agencies. If this leavesg primarily
legislative and budget analysis as Divislon activities, it may make
gense to combine these functions with the Department of Finance €0
deveiop an approach similar to that of the federal Office of
Management and Budget.
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October 18, 1984

Po: Senator Jerry Willet, Chairman, Senate Pinance
Senator Gene Merriam, Chai:man, Senate Ag/Natural Resources
Senator Clarence Purfeerst, Chairman, LCHR
Rep. Willard Munger, Chairman, House /Eavironment/Nat Res.

Pr: Tom Triplett, Director and EQB Cha
Jack Ditmore, Assistant Director/Environmental Divisionég;db

Re: Water planning issues

All of you have had a long-standing interest in the improvement of
water planning and coordination programs within state government. We
thought it would be appropriate to give you a status report on
efforts now underway in the Ezecutive Branch.

As you recall, the 1584 Legislature approved the location of the
water planning function within the EQB/State Planning staff. This
followed the dimsolution of the Water Planning Board in the 1983
session of the Legislature.

Over the past year our staff has been working to formulate a
comprehensive water planning strateqy for the state. We have been
reviewing a number ©of optlomns, and have participated in peveral
pieces of proposed legislation., Ourg staff will issue & report
shortly which summarizes major planning and coordination neads.

In the meantime, the attached memorandum cutlines a series of options
that appear to ug to be available for improving water planning and
coordination activities. We are now doing more extensive analysis of
these optione, &nd intend to make specific recommendations to the
1985 session of the Legiglature. Although we list the status gquc 28
an option, we want you to know that we regard the current situation
as inadequate, &nd that some form of strengthened water PYrograms is
jmperative for Minnesota.

The Environmental Quality Board has begun a process of ldentifying
the most important environmental and resource issues faclng the
gstate. A preliminary pell of EQB members has indicated that water
planning issues will probably be given a high priority when the EQB
completes its process in Bovember. We hope that the strong support
of EQB will provide further impetus for strengthened water programs.
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Thank you for your continued interest in water issues. We share your
pelief that vwe sust do a better job in Minnesota of protecting this
We will keep you advised as matters proceed

most important resource.
on this matter. in the meantime, jet us know if you have suggestions

for additional steps we should be taking.

ec: Governolr perpich
Members of the Environmental Quality Board



Minnesota Room 100 Capitol Square Building

STATE PLANNING AGENCY 550 Cedar Street St. Paul, MN 55101

DATE: OCTOBER 9, 1984

TO: JACK DITMOR% W

FROM: JOHN WELLS
SUBJECT: STATE WATER MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATIONAL OPTIONS

The organization of state water-related functions is increasingly becoming an
jssue that warrants close scrutiny. -As you know, the Governor has identified a
central goal of the Administration "to make government more rational in its
structure and more cost-efficient in its operation". Concern about the organi-
sation of state-level water functions has surfaced in studies by a variety of’
public interest groups, including the lLeague of Women Voters and the Citizens
League. The Governor's committee to review the activities and structure of the
Environmental Quality Board has raised questions on the coordination of water
programs and plans. The Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council, in considering
its charge to evaluate the need for a statewide water advisory council to the
EQB, has decided to assess the full range of water organizational options.
Finally, the local water planning initiative that is strongly advocated by this
Division and by key legislators has raised, and continues to raise, organiza-
tional questions at the state level. State Jegislators from both parties have
expressed interest in this issue, both because of the local water planning ini-
tiative and because of broader concerns about state water management.

The following discussion is intended to introduce you to the major options that
warrant consideration by the Administration and by the Legislature. Five
options for the organization of state water functions are described, ranging
from the status quo to major reorganization. These options are evaluated in
terms of their contribution to meeting the Administration's goal of making
government more rational in its structure and more efficient in its operation,
both with respect to state-level operation and provision of service at the Tocal
tevel. An assessment of the likely response to each proposal is presented.

The discussion under each option assumes the adoption of the local water
planning legislation advocated by this Division. This is a necessary assumption
because organizational issues will be raised in the debate over this proposal
and should be planned for at this time.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



OPTION NO. 1. THE STATUS QUO

Description. Figure 1 represents the existing water-related organizational
structure at the state level. An underlying premise of this structure js the
importance of an advocacy approach to organization of water programs (i.e., a
pollution control advocate for pollution control programs, a health advocate for
health-related programs, and a resource management advocate for natural resour-
ces programs). Under this option, a coordinating body (e.g., the Environmental
Quality Board) will continue to be responsible for assuring interagency
cnordination. In 1979, the Water Planning Board selected this approach as an
alternative to major reorganization.

State duties under the local water planning initiative could be assigned to
either the Environmental Qualicy Board or Water Resources Board under this
option. Because selection of the WRB would be consistent with that Board's
duties under the 1982 metropolitan surface water planning law, this option assu-
mes that the WRB would be assigned this role.

Assessment

A. The status quo involves a structure with ten or more agencies employing five
boards and one council. While there is a rational basis underlying this
organization (the advocacy approach), this approach contributes greatly to
the fragmentation of water programs. In particular, water quality is
divorced from water quantity decision-making, and soil programs from water
and related land programs. Flocd plain management is fragmented with the
central effort administered by the DNR and a pilot grant program housed in
the SWCB. Water supply testing is done by two agencies--the Departments of
Health and Agriculture. Finally, an overlap in functions of the WRB and
SWCB, both of which approve local water-related plans of special districts,
exists with the EQB (which is charged with integrating local plans into
state strategies). This option would not reduce the number of agencies
directly involved in water management.

On the other hand, there is no certainty that the problems of fragmentation
would be well addressed by combining agency functions. Further, the poten-
tial loss of advocate views in a centralized system may make resource mana-

gement less effective.

B. With respect to local management, the Water Resources Board has experience
in approving the cverall plans of watershed districts. Tt has also recently
(Laws 1982, Chapter 509) been assigned responsibility for approving the
watershed-based surface water management plans now required in the seven-
county metropolitan area. Both sets of plans would need to be interfaced
with the plans that would be required by the Tocal water planning
initiative. Selecticn of this option would presumably assure that this

interfacing takes place.




on the "con" side, the Water Resources Board has a questionable record at
either providing or coordinating service delivery. They have previously
gone on record as stating service delivery is not an appropriate role of the
Board and that local governments (particularly watershed districts) do not
need "hand holding". Despite this rhetoric, thn Board does occasionally
hold informational meetings and has recently published a guidebook for

metropolitan surface water planning.

The WRB track record relating to the ability to coordinate state response to
Jocal needs is also quite weak, at best. The Board has never seen coor-
dination of state input as one of its duties (although it has permitted
state agencies to testify before it). State agencies have a long history of
either distrust or ignorance of the Board, particularly relating to its
water policy intervention process. (They have not brought policy conf'icts
to the Board for resolution since the early sixties.) The Board may also
have reduced capability to carry out the function because of its citizen
composition, its small staff, and its location outside of the mainstream of
state government. (It is not ‘part of the Governor's cabinet system and is

not directly accountable to the Governor.)

C. This option is likely to be quite politically feasible in the sense that few
"toes" would be stepped on at the state level. At the local level, many
officials do not appear to be threatened by the prospect of WRB approval of
county plans. There might be opposition from soil and water district
interests who would favor the SWCB and from some county people who see the
Board as pro-watershed district. There might also be opposition from
legistators who see a need to pull together water and soil functicns at the
state level and who would view this option as 2 "do nothing" approach to a

ma jor concern.

OPTION NO. 2. MODIFIED WATER RESOURCES "BOARD

Description. This option involves restructuring the membership of the Water
Resources Hoard and merger of the small Board staff into State Planning as a
condition of the assignment of state-level planning and coordination duties
associated with the local water planning initiative. The restructuring would

- include the addition of five county commissioners to the Board (it now has five
citizens) and an eleventh member, the chairperson, who would serve at the
discretion of the Governor. The Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council might
be abolished. A statewide courcil (as is now being studied by the SMRBC) would
not be established under this option. The water planning duties assigned to the
Environmental Quality Board would be reassigned to the modified WRB. (The chair
of the WRB could be made a member of EQB to foster communication and coor-
dination between the Boards. The Environmental Division of the SPA would pro-

vide staff to both Boards.




Assessment

A. This option would consolidate water functions by the merger of Board staff
into State Planning. If the SMRBC were to be abolished and no statewide
advisory council deemed necessary, an additional reduction in the number of
agencies would result. This option would result in the location of two
water-related boards (WRB and EQB) in SPA, with overlapping functions
remaining, despite the possible transfer of some water planning duties to
the WRB. The Tocation of two water-reiated boards within the Agency may beg

the question, why do we need both?

B. The "pros" and "cons" of the Water Resources Board noted under Option 1 also
relate to Option 2. However, access to State Planning Agency staff and
expertise would create a greater pool of resources from which a modified
Water Resources Board could draw for service delivery to local governments.
The presence of five county commissioners on the Board would give the local
units most directly affected by the local water planning initiative repre-
sentation on the state oversight body. This would create the necessary ele-
ments of trust, state-level identity, and communication required in a
local-state partnership. The abjlity to coordinate state response to local
initiatives and needs would be augmented by staff location in State Planning
and the existence of a chairperson with close ties to the Governor (serving
at his discretion). It would be impeded by absence of agency membership on
the Board {or some other compelling means of securing and assuring full

agency participation).

C. The Water Resources Board and its consituency would likely oppose this
option. They have historically argued that there is no efficiency to be
gained by merger or relocation (since they are totally efficient as is),
that their quasi-judicial duties necessitate an independent Board, and that
only citizens without public sector vested interests-{i.e., no county
commissioners) should be allowed to serve on the Board. Legislators may
find it confusing to have two water-related boards within the State Planning

Agency.

OPTION NO. 3. MODIFIED ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY BOARD

Description. This option includes merger of the Water Resources Board and
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission functions into the Environmental
Quality Board. The WRB and MN-WI BAC would be abolished. If a stronger link to
local government is deemed necessary, the establishment of a statewide water
advisory council might also be considered as a component of this option and the
SMRBC could be abolished. The modified EQB would be assigned state planning and
coordination duties relating to the local water planning initiative. (It should
be noted that this option is similar to the approach proposed in 1983, The WRB
was removed by the Legislature from the 1983 proposal which merged the Water
Planning Beard and the SMRBC into the EQB.)



Assessment

A. This option would consolidate state water functions by abolishing the WRB
and MN-WI BAC, eliminating the overlap that currently exists between these
boards and the EQB. In addition, the SMRBC might be eliminated, with the
option of a statewide advisory panel remaining open. The modified EOB would
be the focus for local-state, intra-state, and inter-state water planning
and coordination duties. Line agencies would continue to administer water-
related programs, although subject to the coordinating efforts of a single
state coordinating body. The separation of water quality and quantity, as
well as soil and related land resources programs, would continue to the
detriment of a fully integrated approach to water management.

B. This option would rate favorably in the areas of coordinating state service
delivery and state response to local initiatives and needs. The ties to
State Planning staff, the full participation of key state agencies on the
Board, and the technical support staff housed within the agencies are key
factors. A liability would be the Board's inability (perceived or otherwise)
to relate closely to local government needs. A statewide water advisory
council could reduce this problem by acting as a facilitator of the local-
state partnership and an advocate of local needs and views at the Board.

C. The Water Resources Board and its constituency would likely oppose this
option as they did a similar proposal in 1983. (See discussion of the pre-
vious assessments.) Other advocates of local government would also likely
oppose the option because of the perception of EQB as an agency-dominated,
"heavy-handed" board., The fate of the proposed EQB role in S.F. 1316 demon-
strates the extent of the problem. Opposition from the MN-WI BAC staff and
its constituency would also be expected. Some legislators have- already indi-
cated their opposition to merging the WRB with other water-related functions.

OPTION NO. 4. DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE PROTECTION

Description. This option would merge the Poliution Control Agency, DNR Division
oF Waters, MDH Water Supply and General Engineering Section, Environmental
Quality Board, Water Resources Board, Soil and Water Conservation Board,
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission, and Southern Minnesota Rivers
Basin Council into a single agency. (See attached Figures 2 and 3.) Two models
for leadership of the new agency might be pursued: 1) a commissioner with advi-
sory councils on pollution contrcl, and land and water management (Figure 2);
and 2) a board (probably excluding state agency membership) staffed by an execu-
tive director, patterned according to the current PCA model (Figure 3). A third
approach might utilize two boards in response to perceptions that the PCA Board
and other boards already have too much to do.) This analysis assumes the model
in Figure 3 is selected. (It would likely be perceived as more feasible by
those fearing the "water czar" approach to management, as well as by those
linked to existing boards that would be merged.) An assumption underlying this
option is that interagency coordination would occur as necessary through the
Governor's sub-cabinet.




Assessment

A. This option rates highly in addressing Administration organizational goals.
It would greatly decrease the number of appointments made by the Governor,
as well as the number of agencies reporting to him. The consolidation of
state water and related land resources functions would bring together the
interrelated issues of water quantity and quality, as well as soil, land and
water use. These ties are more significant than those that would be severed
between water and wildlife. A potential liability of this option would be
the removal of certain "checks and balances" inherent in the existing advo-
cacy approach to organization (i.e., the advocacy approach tends to force
many decisions which could be more effectively submerged in a single-agency
structure to be made in public because of their inter-agency dimensions.)

B. The option would also rate quite highly in the areas of coordinating state
service delivery and state response to local initiatives and needs. The new
agency would include the major water-related functions of state government,
thus enabling the state to address water issues in a comprehensive fashion.
Care would need to be taken to assure that the new agency was given a built-
in sensitivity to local issues while at the same time reflecting state
needs. The composition of the board, the legislated mission of the agency,
and the agency's internal organization (including a Division of Local
Affairs in the Director's office) offer oppcrtunities to address this poten-
tial concern. )

C. As with any major reorganization, this option has the potential for signifi-
cant political controversy. The Water Resources Board, Soil and Water
Conservation Board, Department of Agriculture and Department of Natural
Resources, and the constituencies of these agencies, are likely to provide
substantial opposition. The proposal may get labeled as an expansion of the

. Pollution Control Agency, something those who dislike- PCA would strongly
- oppose. The option will also-likely be attacked on the grounds that
Minnesota needs neither a water czar nor a super-agency. (While-a large
bureaucracy may be feared, in fact the new agency would have a staff of less

-than 600. )

On the positive side, the time. for this option may well be right. There is
- -a growing sentiment among key 1eqxslators that Minnesota's water management
_structure is fragmented and unresponsive. The substitution of the Soil and
Water Conservation Roard for the EQB in S.F. 1316 was made with the comment
_that it made sehse to bring soil and water duties together., Many staff in
the Division of Waters clearly feel like their functions are-a low priority
within the Department. Professionals nationwide have long recognized the
prob1ems of separating water quality and quantity functions. Finally,
ongoing studies by the Citizens League and the League of Women Voters have
alsc identified major- concerns with the existing fragmentation of state
'water functﬁons




OPTION NO. 5. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

This option would add the remainder of the Environmental Health

Description.
the water supply testing and pesticides regulation functions of the

Division,
Department of Agriculture, and the aquatic nuisance control program of the DNR
Division of Wildlife to the agency described in Option No. 4. (See Figure 4.)

This consolidation would also open up other opportunities for organizational
change. The Department of Ecological Services' proposal suggested in the
attached editorial by Dennis Anderson is an example.

Assessment

The discussion under Option No. 4 is also applicable here. Additionally, this
option would likely encounter increased opposition from the Departments of
Agriculture and Health, and from their constituencies.

/ms

Attachments
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-Department of Natural Re-
sompees Comrnissioner Joe 4lexan-
dez is expected to retire within a

ear. it's time the Perpick admin-

tion assesses what the depart-
ment needs in the pext decade and
selects a new leader who can fulfil!
those needs.

And the DNE needs a lot.

The botiom lire is that, notwith-
gtanding significant headway
recorded by the DNR under Ales-
ander — particularly in public re-
lations — the department remains
understaffed, underpaid, poor}i'

uipped, somewhat out of sync

th Micnesota sportsmen and of
generally poor morale,

Worse, the department is struc-
turally incapable of solving these

yeblems, not to mention the mani-
?N rescurce problems that will
gurely arise in years (o come.

. These are mybopinwm and the'

for cl

Outdoors = June 23, 1924
: b); Dennis Anderson
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opinions of people both ipside and
outside the DNR.

As one former high-ranking
DNR official put it, “I don't even
know if the DNR's problems can be
selved. They are 80 pervasive and
long-standing.”

Consider this:

@ A majority of DNR equipment
is sub-stand.«vd. Many of the agen-
cy’s pickup . acks have been driv-
en in =2xcess of 100,000 miles and
some break down frequently. So,
too, with much of the agency’s
other equipment.

& The DNR is considerably un-

derstaffed. Its wildl.fe division em-

ploys 112 people full time. Com-
are this to Michigan’s 183,

isconsif’s 145 and South Dakota's -

180.

@ The average salary of the; '

siate’s 45 area wildlife managers,
half of whom hold masters de-
ﬁees, is $23,000. A recent Wildlife
anagement Institute survey
showed that of the nation's top 10
states ranked by game and £ } |i-
cease saleg, ranks 10th
in galaries paid to wildlife manag-
ers. It r in the bottom half
when all 50 states are considered.

v doeaawﬂdluemanm,

1ange within DNR is now

do?

He helps oversee the state's

oD acres of wildlife areas
and another half million acres un-
der lease from the federal govern-
ment. He also oversees the Wildlife _
Habitat Improvement Program in
his region, manages the recently
expanded Deer Habitat Improve-
ment and participates in
at least 28 ongoing game census
-and survey programs.

Fisheries managers are similar-
ly burdened. "

Example: The fisheries manager
who oversees the Fergus Falls
area is a competent professional,
but ke’s responsible for the man.
agement of some 500 fishing lakes.
He bareﬁr has time to see if the
lakes sti exist, much leas manage
them properly.

“Consequently, the state’s lakes

.?Iease %6 Anderson/3D
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{8 Continued from Page 1D

gtill are managed the way they
have been in the past, rather than
bymodernmanagementmet.bods,"
said one DNR employee who asked
pot to be named.

© “That’s one consequence of the

problems listed above. Here's an-
other:

" Because DNR wildlife managers
‘are overburdened, they were ub-
able to spend $90,060 of the
$500,000 in pheasant stamp money
allotted the agency in fiscal 198/
Consequently, the $90,000 will re-
vert to the game and fish fund July
1 — and won't be used for pheasant
projects for at least another year.

Wildlife section chief Roger
Holmes says this isn’t all bad, that
because of the recent severe win-
ter the pheasant population is
down and consequently the number
of stamps sold this fall will likely
aiso be down.

“So we may want to use that
$90,000 pext year,” Holmes says.

Maybe so. But I think it stinks
that all the pheasant stamp rnoney
wasn't spent this year. This, after
all was the year that the DNR
called a nt emergency and
asked for the public’s belp tosave
what birds the state still harbors.

But the pheasant stamp money
incident is only the tip of the roost-
er's tail. Everywhere in the DNR

_there are feathers askew.

So what's the big deal? Aren't
there problems in ail state depart-
ments?

Yes, but unlike the Transporta-
tiop or Welfare ageacies, the DNR
controls and manages resources
_that ip many instances are irre-
placeable. And threats to these re-
sourses have never been greater. f
we are to successfully carry the
pation’s outdoor heritage into the
21st century — and we would be a
different people without it — natu-
ral resource managers must be of
= sufficient numbc ¢ and wherewitha'

“Anderson
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to complete the mission.

In Minnesota, the following
ghould be dose:

® Perpich ghould appoint a com-
mission now to determine the sta-
tus and conditions within the DNR.
The commission should make rec-
ommendations to Perpich about
how to solve the problems.

@ Perpich and concerned legisla-
tors should develop a legislative
package to submit to the Legisla- '
ture when it convepes Dext year.
DNR issues addressed should in-
clude staffing, salaries and equip-
ment.

@ A major effort should be made
to include pon-consumptive users
of the outdoors in the “new” DNR.
This includes birdwatchers, back-
packers, hikers and canoeists. This
has been done within the DNR in
the last decade, but more work re-
mains.

@ The Legislature should consid-
er changing the agency's name,
possibly to the Department of Eco-
logical Services. This will further
broaden the department’s constitu-
ency and, at least symbolically,
signify a change in its direction.

® When Alexander retires, a
commissioner shoald be appointed
with visien enough to understand
what needs to be done apd with
guts enoagh to do it. This is not to
imply that Alexander lacks either;
ke did the best with what be had.

@ When appointed, the new com-
Inissionper should, ameag other
things, undertake a mnajor reshui-
fling of DNR professionals.

Someope once said, “T have nev-
er met @ DNR employee | didn't

like or who wasn't competent. But

the DR on a whole — that’s an-
other mafter.”

The time is now for Minnescians
to recognize that the state may
well survive without its Twins, Vi-
kings, Strikers and Guthrie The-
ater, but it will surely die without
the continued well-being of its nat-
ural blrgsings.
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DATE: OCTOBER 9, 1984

TO: JACK DITMORE M&/

FROM: JOHN WELLS
SUBJECT: STATE WATER MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATIONAL OPTIONS

The organization of state water-related functions is increasingly becoming an
jssue that warrants close scrutiny. As you know, the Governor has identified a
central goal of the Administration "to make government more rational in fts
structure and more cost-efficient in its operation”. Concern about the organi-
zation of state-level water functions has surfaced in studies by a variety of
public interest groups, including the League of Women Voters and the Citizens
League. The Governor's committee to review the activities and structure of the
Fnvironmental Quality Board has raised questions on the coordination of water
programs and plans. The Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council, in considering
its charge to evaluate the need for a statewide water advisory council to the
EQB, has decided to assess the full range of water organizational options.
Finally, the local water planning initiative that is strongly advocated by this
Division and by key legislaters has raised, and continues to raise, organiza-
tional questions at the state level. State legistators from both parties have
expressed interest in this issue, both because of the local water planning ini-
tiative and because of broader concerns about state water management.

The following discussien is intended to introduce you to the major options that
warrant cons.deration by the Administration and by the Legislature. Five
options for the organization of state water functions are described, ranging
from the status quo to major reorganization. These options are evaluated in
terms of their contribution to meeting the Administration's goal of making
government more rational in its structure and more efficient in its operation,
 both with respect to state-level operation and provision of service at the Tocal
Tevel. An assessment of the likely response to each propcsal js presented.

The discussion under each option assumes the adoption of the local water
planning legislation advocated by this Division. This is a necessary assumption
because organizational issues will be raised in the debate over this proposal
and should be planned for at this time.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

———



OPTION NO. 1. T1.4E STATUS QUO

Description. Figure 1 represents the existing water-related organizational
structure at the state level. An underlying premise of this structure is the
importance of an advocacy approach to organization of water programs (i.e., a
pollution control advocate for pollution control programs, a health advocate for
health-related programs, and a resource management advocate for natural resour-
ces programs). Under this option, a coordinating body (e.g., the Environmental
Quality Board) will continue to be responsible for assuring interagency
coordination. In 1979, the Water Planning Board selected this approach as an
alternative to major reorganization.

State duties under the local water planning initiative could be assigned to
either the Environmental Quality Board or Water Resources Board under this
option. Because selection of the WRB would be consistent with that Board's
duties under the 1982 metropolitan surface water planning law, this option assu-
mes that the WRB would be assigned this role.

Assessment

"A. The status quo involves a structure with ten or more agencies employing five
boards and one council. While there is a rational basis underlying this
organization (the advocacy approach), this approach contributes greatly to
the fragmentation of water programs. In particular, water quality is
divorced from water quantity decision-making, and soil programs from water
and related Tand programs. Flood plain management is fragmented with the
central effort administered by the DNR and a pilot grant program housed in
the SWCB. Water supply testing is done by two agencies--the Departments of
Health and Agriculture. Finally, an overlap in functions of the WRB and ‘
SWCB, both of which approve local water-related pltans of special districts,
exists with the EQB {(which is charged with integrating local plans into
state strategies). This option would not reduce the number of agencies
directly involved in water management.

On the other hand, there is no certainty that the problems of fragmentation
would be well addressed by combining agency functions. Further, the poten-
tial loss of advocate views in a centralized system may make resource mana-~
gement less effective. -~ :

B. With respect to local management, the Water Resources Board has experience
in approving the overall plans of watershed districts. It has also recently
(Laws 1982, Chapter 509) been assigned responsibility for approving the
watershed-based surface water management plans now required in the seven-
county metropolitan area. Both sets of plans would need to be interfaced
with the plans that would be required by the local water planning
initiative. Selection of this option would presumably assure that this

- interfacing takes place. ‘ : : »



the Water Resources Board has a questionab]e record at
either providing or coordinating service delivery. They have previously
gone on record as stating service delivery is not an appropriate role of the
Board and that local governments (particularly watershed districts) do not
need "hand holding". Despite this rhetoric, the Roard does occasionally
hold informational meetings and has recently published a guidebook for

metropolitan surface water planning.

on the "con" side,

The WRB track record relating to the ability to coordinate state response to
Jocal needs is also quite weak, at best. The Board has never seen coor-
dination of state input as one of its duties (although it has permitted
state agencies to testify before it). State agencies have a long history of
ejther distrust or jgnorance of the Board, particularly relating to its
water policy intervention process. (They have not brought policy conflicts
to the Board for resolution since the early sixties.) The Board may also
have reduced capability to carry out the function because of its citizen
composition, its small staff, and its location outside of the mainstream of
state government. (1t is not part of the governor's cabinet system and is

not directly accountable to the Governor.)

¢. This option is likely to be quite politically feasible in the sense that few
"toes" would be stepped on at the state level. At the local level, many
officials do not appear to be threatened by the prospect of WRB approval of
county plans. There might be opposition from soil and water district
interests who would favor the SWCB and from somé county people who see the
Board as pro-watershed-district. There might also be opposition from
legistators who see a need 1o pull together water and soil functions at the

state level and who would view this option as a “do nothing" approach to a
ma jor concern.

OPTION NO. 2. MODIFIED WATER RESOURCES BOARD

Description. This option involves restructuring the membership of the Water
Tesources poard and merger of the small Board staff into State Planning as a
condition of the assignment of state-level planning and coordination duties
associated with the local water planning initiative. The restructuring would
jnclude the addition of five county commissioners tn the Board (it now has five
citizens) and an eleventh member, the chairperson, who would serve at the
discretion of the Governor. he Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council might
be abolished. A statewide council (as is now being studied by the SMrBC) would
not be established under this option. The water planning dutjes assigned to the
Epvironmental Quality Board would be reassigned to the modified WRB. (The chair
of the WRB could be made a member of EQ8 to foster communication and coor-
dination between the Boards. The Environmental Division of the SPA would pro-

vide staff to both Boards.



Assessment

A. This option would consolidate water functions by the merger of Board staff
into State Planning. If the SMRBC were to be abolished and no statewide
advisory council deemed necessary, an additional reduction in the number of

agencies would result. This option would result in the location of two
water-related boards (WRB and EQB) in SPA, with overlapping functions
remaining, despite the possible transfer of some water planning duties to
the WRB. The location of two water-related boards within the Agency may beg
the question, why do we need both?

B. The "pros" and "cons" of the Water Resources Board noted under Option 1 also
relate to Option 2. However, access to State Planning Agency staff and
expertise would create a greater pool of resources from which a modified

Water Resources Board could draw for service delivery to Jocal governments.
The presence of five county commissioners on the Board would give the local
units most directly affected by the local water planning jnitiative repre-
sentation on the state oversight body. This would create the necessary ele-
ments of trust, state-level identity, and communication required in a
local-state partnership. The ability to coordinate state responseé to local
initiatives and needs would be augmented by staff Jocation in State Planning
and the existence of chairperson with close ties to the Governor (serving
at his discretion). It would be impeded by absence of agency membership on
the Board (or some other compelling means of securing and assuring full

agency participation).

C. The Water Resources Board and its consituency would 1ikely oppose this
option. They have historically argued that there is no efficiency to be
gained by merger or relocation (since they are totally efficient as is),

that their quasi-judﬁcial duties necessitate an independent Board, and that
only citizens without public sector vested interests (i.e., na county
commissioners) should be allowed to serve on the Board. Legislators may
find it confusing to have two water-related boards within the State Planning

Agency.

OPTION NO. 3. MODIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD

Description. This option includes merger of the Water Resources Board and
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area commission functicns into the Environmental
Quality Board. The WRB and MN-WI BAC would be abolished. 1f a stronger link 0
loca) government is deemed necessary, the establishment of & statewide water
advisory council might also be considered as a component of this option and the
SMRBC could be abolished. The modified EQB would be assigned state planning and
coordination duties relating to the local water planning initiative. (It sheuld
be noted that this option is similar to the approach proposed in 1983, The WRB
was removed by the Legistature from the 1983 proposal which merged the Water

Planning Board and the SMRBC into the EQB.)




Assessment

~A. This option would consolidate state water functions by abolishing the WRB
and MN-NI BAC, eliminating the overlap that currently exists between these
boards and the EQB. In addition, the SMRBC might be eliminated, with the
option of a statewide advisory panel remaining open. The modified EOB would
be the focus for local-state, intra-state, and inter-state water planning
and coordination duties. Line agencies would continue to administer water-
related programs, although subject to the coordinating efforts of a single
state coordinating body. The separation of water quality and quantity, as
well as soil and related 1and resources programs, would continue to the
detriment of a fully integrated approach to water management.

B. This option would rate favorably in the areas of coordinating state service
delivery and state response to local initiatives and needs. The ties to
State Planning staff, the full participation of key state agencies on the
Board, and the technical support staff housed within the agencies are key
factors. A liability would be the Board's inability (perceived or otherwise)
to relate closely to local government needs. A statewide water advisory
council could reduce this problem by acting as 2 facilitator of the local-
state partnership and an advocate of local needs and views at the Board.

C. The Water Resources Board and its constituency would likely oppose this
option as they did a similar proposal in 1983, (See discussion of the pre-
vious assessments.) Other advocates of local government would also likely
oppose the option because of the perception of EQB as an agency-dominated,
"heavy-handed" board. The fate of the proposed EQB role in S.F. 1316 demon-
strates the extent of the problem. Opposition from the MN-WI BAC staff and

. 5ts constituency would also be expected. Some legislatoers have- already indi-
cated their opposition to merging the WRB with other water-related functions.

OPTION NO. 4. DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE PROTECTION

Descriptiaon. This option would merge the Pollution Control Agency, DNR Division
_ of Waters, MOH Water Supply and General Engineering section, Environmental
Quality Board, Water Resources Board, Soil and Water Conservation Board,
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission, and Southern Minnesota Rivers

Basin Council into a single agency. (See attached Figures 2 and 3.} Two models
for leadership of the new agency might be pursued: 1) a commissioner with advi-
sory councilis on po11ution.contro1, and land and water management (Figure 2);
and 2) a board (probably excluding state agency membership) staffed by an execu-
tive director, patterned according to the current PCA model (Figure 3). A third
approach might utilize o boards in response %o perceptions that the PCA Board
and other boards already have too much to do.} This analysis assumes the model
in Figure 3 is selected. {1t would likely be perceived as more feasible by
those fearing the "water czar" approach to manpagement, as well as by those
linked to existing boards that would be merged.) An assumption underlying this
option is that interagency coordination would occur as necessary through the

Governor's sub-cabinet.




A.

Assessment

This option rates highly in addressing Administration organizational goals.
It would greatly decrease the number of appointments made by the Governor,
as well as the number of agencies reporting to him. The consolidation of
state water and related land resources functions would bring together the
interrelated issues of water quantity and quality, as well as soil, land and
water use. These ties are more significant than those that would be severed
between water and wildlife. A potential liability of this option would be
the removal of certain "checks and balances" inherent in the existing advo-
cacy approach to organization (i.e., the advocacy approach tends to force
many decisions which could be more effectively submerged in a single-agency
structure to be made in public because of their inter-agency dimensions.)

The option would also rate quite highly in the areas of coordinating state
service delivery and state response to local initiatives and needs. The new
agency would include the major water-related functions of state government,
thus enabling the state to address water issues in a comprehensive fashion.
Care would need to be taken to assure that the new agency was given a built-
in sensitivity to local issues while at the same time reflecting state
needs. The composition of the board, the legislated mission of the agency,
and the agency's internal organization (including a Division of Local
Affairs in the Director's office) offer opportunities to address this poten-

tial concern.

As with any major reorganization, this option has the potential for signifi-
cant political controversy. The Water Resources Board, Soil and Water
Conservation Board, Department of Agriculture and Department of Natural
Resources, and the constituencies of these agencies, are 1ikely to provide
substantial opposition. The proposal may get labeled as an expansion of the
Pollution Control Agency, something those whc dislike PCA would strongly
oppose. The option will aiso likely be attacked on the grounds that
Minnesota needs neither a water czar nor a super-agency. (While a large
bureaucracy may be feared, in fact the new agency would have a staff of less

than 600.)

Cn the positive side, the time for this option may well be right., There is
a growing sentiment among key legislators that Minnesota's water management
structure is fragmented and unresponsive. The substitution of the Soil and
Water Comservation Board for the £EQB in S.F. 1316 was made with the comment
that it made sense to bring s0i1 and water duties together. Many staff in
the Division of Waters clearly feel like their functions are a Jow priority
within the Department. Professionals nationwide have Jong recognized the
problems of separating water quality and quantity functions. Finally,
ongoing studies by the Citizens League and the League of Women Voters have
also identified major concerns with the existing fragmentation of state

water functions.



OPTION NO. 5. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

add the remainder of the Environmental Health

Description. This option would

Division, the water supply testing and pesticides regulation functions of the

Department of Agriculture, and the aquatic nuisance control program of the DNR
(See Figure 4.)

Division of Wildlife to the agency described in Option No. 4.
This consolidation would also open up other opportunities for organizational

change. The Department of Ecological Services' proposal suggested in the
attached editorial by Dennis Anderson is an example.

Assessment

The discussion under Option No. 4 is also applicable here. Additionally, this
option would 1ikely encounter increased opposition from the Departments of
Agriculture and Health, and from their constituencies.

/ms

Attachments
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Figure 4

ENYIRONMENTAL PROTECTION BOARD

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Office of Policy Analysis,
Interstate Affairs and
Environmental Review
DIVISION DIVISION DIVISION
Is o o DIVé?ION

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

Hotels, Resorts & Restaurants

Occupational Health
Water Suppiy and General
Engineering

Environmental Fieid $ervices

Radiation
Health Risk Assessment
Analytic Services

POLLUTION CONTROL

Alr Quality

Water Quality

Solid and Hazardous Kaste

safe Drinking HWater

Water Well Construction

Non-Point Source (Erosion
Control, etc.)

Pesticides Control

Aquatic Nuisance Control

LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT .

Protected Waters

‘Appropriations

Dam Safety

Floodplain Management
Shoreland Management
Critical Areas Management
Power Plant Siting

LOCAL AFFAIRS

SWCD/Watershed District/County/
Lake Improvement District Liais:

Grants Administration
Rules/Guidelines Adoption

Technical Assistance Coordination,

Outreach
Plan Approval Processing




