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SUMMARY

STATE PLANNING AGENC

WATER AGENCY MERGER ST
(1984..;.1985) 9 2001

REASONS FOR LOOKING AT REORGANIZAT[fONUl, ~J S5~~§

** GOVERNOR1S 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 RAIdED THE
ISSUE OF WATER ORGANIZATION.

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

OPTIONS CONSIDERED

** 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 1 ABOLISH SOUTHERN MINNESOTA RIVERS BASIN
COUNCIL ..

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

** THE WATER AND LAND RESOURCES BOARD -- MERGE SOIL AND WATER
CONSERVATION BOARD, WRB, SMRBe, MN-WIS BAC, AND SPA/EQB WATER
PLANNING D".-rIES.

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

HQTE. 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 suqqestions
concerning the organization of state water agencles.



** 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 PROGI:.,\M.

CONCLUSIONS

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

** A STRONG PARTNBRSHIP 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
INSEPARP.BLE 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 ~ND

LEGISLATIVE iNITIATIVES•.

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 DISCOSSION OF LOCAL WATER-RE-LATED
ISSUES AND SHOULD REPRESENT A BRO~ RANGE OF LOCAL
INTERESTS.

. "

** IT IS IMPORTANT 1J:!HA'r. THE MAJOR STAT:.' WATER AGENCIES BE
REFRES·ENTED ON- THE COORDINATING BOARD TO ASSURE THAT STATE

. WATER PLANNING &~D PROGRAM COORDINATION FAIRLY AND EFFECTlyELY
ADDRESS THE BROAD RANGE OF STATE PROGRAM ~NEEDS"e

1df'" THE WATER AND SOIL AGENCY SHOULD BE REPRESENTED ON THE BOA.RD
ASSIGNED RESPONSIBILITY FOR STATE WATER PLANNING AND PROGRAM
COORDINATION IN ORDER TO PROVIDE THE LINK BETWEEN STATE AND
LOCAL WATER-RELATED INTERESTSe
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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. IF 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
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 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 ~SSDRE A DISTRIBUTION OF APPOINTEES ACROSS THE
STATE.

THE GOVERNOR SHOULD 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 EQBe

THE MERGED BOARD AND EQB SHOULD BE LINKED STRUCTURALLY IN 1WO
KEY WAYS~ FIRST, EITHER THE CHAIRMAN 0R EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF
THE MERGED BOAP~ (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 ROC
NON-VOTING MEMBERS OF THE MERGED BOARD AND MEMBERS OF THE
MERGED BOARD (IN ADDITION TO EITHER THE CHAIRMAN OR EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR) AS ~ HQC NON-VOTING MEMBERS OF THE EQB SUBCOMMITTEE.
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October 31, 1985

Representative Dennis Ozment, Chair
Government Operations Subcommittee

on Agency Management of Water Resources

577 State Office Building
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Representative Ozment:

Roo m 100 CJ pit 0 i Sq U d reB u i;d : :~ ~

550 Ceda r Street St. PJ U I, \'1'\ 551

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

copnected to, gov-ernment organization. vie do not pr-etend that this

listing is compIete, or that others would not view the same set of

c ire ums tanc e s d ifferen t 1Y ,,- - H-o weve r , wed0 fee 1 t hat the prob1ems

we de~cribe provide a sound basis fcir considering institutional

concerns in Hinnesota's water resources management program"

In addition, we are providing -you with the s~rnmary tables from our

initial framework plan problem's assessment (completed in 1978) and

a 19~9 report to Sena~or Hanson in response to a question similar

to tnat raised by th~ SubcoIT@ittee. These materials are provided

to assist you in underst~nding-the badkground and history of the

cons-fderation of water management organization issues. (To

complete this history cf these efforts, it should be noted that in

1980-81 we concentrated Dn local management issues, in 1982-83 on

estab~ishing the state coordinating boar~, and since 1983 have

fOGus~d o~ implementat~ono)

As- an introduction ~o-the -ideritified p~oble~s, several points are

important. While ~innesota~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 firs~ subco~rnittee meeting, this foundation is the ­

ltadvocacy" approach to water management ... The "advocac:,{" approach

favors a structure providing separate, visible advocates for key

water management functions like pollution control, the_~afeguarding

of pu61ic health, and natural resources management. -

-\'. tOl -\L OPPORTL '-ITl E\WLO'tER
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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 problems 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 coorJination which
are not (or cannot) be effectively handled through a coordinating
process. The extreme alternative is a single aqency combining each
of the responsibilities for water management. As we have
testified, we believe that the problems ~)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 governme~ts 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 duplication as much as inefficiencies, missed
opportunities, and gaps. Each progrdm 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.

While the list of problems that we have included in the attachment
is lengthy, we want to emphasize that the list of positive q

coordinated activities would likewise be long. Examples of such a
list would include:

** The interagency assessment of water organization needs
developed through the state Planning Agency;

** The Ground Water Issue Team report and the report on
nGr0Jnd Water in Minnesota~ prepared jointly by SPA and
MPCAi

** The use of the n1983-85 Priorities Report" to guide
interagency decisions and recommendations to the
Legislative Com~ission on Minnesota Resources on
allocation of LCMR funds;

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

** Various interagency memorandums of agreement (the latest
being one between the state Planning Agency and Water
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.

~ye 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-relating Programs.

** 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 strategy; 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 bp 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 quanitity

information have been missed. A r~cent example with a

positive result demonstrates the inefficiencies of an

~pproach that supports field staff from a variety of

agencies collect ins water samples for narrowly-focused

programse

The Department of Agriculture initially refused to collect

water samples for nitrate analysis in southeastern Minnesota

under its program for testing cairy water supplies. (The

program only samples for bacteriological analyses~) The
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nitrate information is of great significance in

understanding the extent of water well contamination, a

matter of great interest to two inter-county task forces

established :0 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 pzoblems because of their scattered

location in regional field of~ices. Staff 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 lnd even different cities, routine coordinat:on of

efforts is made difficult.

2. Missed Opportunities f~ 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 damage reduction effort. However, flooding is

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 program proposals also provide an

example of an :opportunity to comprehensively address

resource ne~ds. While p~otecting 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 (eag~, sites

upstream of vulnerable lake~ and streams) may be missed

without adequat-e consideration as the legislation and

implementing rules are developed. Again, timing, as well as

t. he 0 rig in 0. f the proposal r ereate 5 the prob 1e rn ~ ( steps to

involve additional agencies in the process, particularly tb~

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, thp EQB

organized and chaired an interagency task force for

developing a stream/watershed information system. The

system was designed to inter-relate information nn 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 years. 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 managem~nt 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 f water quality

monitoring, lake classification, lake restoration, and

non-point source pollution controls.

3. Missed QPP~lL-fQ!-~QLin9Local Involvement.

** Local government lacks an adequate forum for influencing

decisions at the state level. Currently, general purpose

governments and watershed districts have no voice in the

governmental structure with which they must deal.

Counties, in particular, are confronted with a series of

programs relating to water management, but have no

representation on the state boards that govern these

programsQ For example, the Water Resources Board is charged

with adopting rules for approval of county water plans, but

lo~al officials cannot be included on its board by lawQ The

S011 ·~nd 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 soilg

** state law puts one state board (th~ 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.

4. Shortages in Staffing/Funding Qf Certain PrQgra~ This category
Qf problems may be related tQ QrganizatiQn because: (a)
priorities fQr water program support are made within other
contexts (e.g. health, natural resources, etc.); an~ (b) certain
agencies may tend to place less emphasis on their water program
needs, or be less successful in gaining the suppQrt needed
because of their position in the organizatiQnal structure.

**

**

**

**

Data collection efforts were unilaterally cut during ,the
fiscal crises of the early J980'8. 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
·resourc~s or health program needs when decisi6ns on budget
cuts were made. Absence of a strong spokesman for overall
water 'strategy requiremen~s raised the pQssibility that
various facets of the program would be cut
disproportionat~ly.·' .

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
properly sealed to protect ground water.

The Water Resources Board has 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 local governments the assistance and
g~idance they need to get involved in planning for the
man~gement of water resourceso

The Minnesota Geological Survey has been unable to obtain
funding through the University budget process for development
of county geologic atlases o Two atlases have been completed
to .date and work on a third has begun with demonstration '
funds provided by the Legislativ~Co~~issionon Minnesota
Resources. However! long-term future funding of this
critically important task must come through the University
under the present organizational structure o
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The Honorable Harvin B. Hanson
Minnesota Senate
Rural Route 1
Hallock, Minnesota 56728

i~\A)-'
Dear -s-enator Hans-orr:

As we indicated at the October 2, 1979 meeting of the Water
C9romittee of the Legislative Corr~ission on ~rinnesota 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 Der se pose the most
serious threa t to oS ta te '\va ter mana~ement. Ra ther than render ing
existing water management totally lneffective, they tend to make
it inefficient. That is, inaction or delayed action is often
the- outcome of overlapping authorities since too many '1decision­
makers" can inject themselves into the process at many different
times. The fact that the Board selected the "coordinating body"
option over several types ot reorganization options (e.g., a
Department of \vaters or a natural resources llsuper" agency)
reflects the conviction that increased efficiency in water re­
sources management is [he greatest need in Ninnesota.

An excellent exanple of the i~pact of 0verlapping authorities is
provided by an outlet and bank stabilization project on
Artichoke Lake in Big Stone County. l~le project was first pro-
posed as a part of the Resour~e Conservation and Develop~ent

program sponsored by the u~s. Department of Agriculture. The
state became involved through a request by project sponsors for
financial assistance through the State Soil and Water Conservation
Boardls Sediment and Erosion Control Demonstration program. The
SWCB approved the request (about $16,000» contingent upon the
granting of appropriate permits. The Department of Natural Resources
granted necessary state permits, but the project sponsors ran
into problems {,vhen it became apparent U6S. Army Corps of Engine!2r
permits were also required. Federal regulations require site
surveys of projects for determination of archeological significanc20
The State Historical Society became involved at this point,

_____ ,_ ....---41'.I"'1""\. .. r-\4~t I"""\\/r--n
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requesting $5,000 fro~ 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 stabiJization
effort would be affected by the archeological study. Ho\vever,
as the result of the delay, more money was requested £ro~ the
SWCB (about $8,000 more). Work finally began on the outlet seg­
ment of the project in the sprin~ of 1978. (Although the bank
stabilization segment of the project finally received the
ne ce s sa r y Cor ps permits, the SHCB \Va suna b1e to inc rea s e its
contribution for this segment).

Other specific examples of problems created by overlapping
authorities include stormwater drainage into Lake Phalen, causing
a degradation in water guality and the pxpenditure of funds to
restore the lake; the dlversion vf \Vater (permitted by DNR)
from Lake Wagonga to Big Kandiyohi Lake, although the Lake Wagonga
\Vater vlas of 10\1 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 Hithout discussions with other agencies, even
though s~ch a desisnation wou~d.impact on the.DNR, ~~CA, and the
Hetropolltan CouDell (the petltlon has been wlthdra'\m); and the
establishment of separate cost-sharin~ formulas and administrative
agencies for flood control programs wlth 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 institutional 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 tlinnesota toward efficient allocation and
management of its water resources.

I appreciate your interest in water resources management. As
you recognize, 'i,ve are 0J)':1 taking only the initial steps. Huch
remains to be done, The Board staff is committed to \\Torking
with you and other interested legislators to improve the way in
which our water resources are managed. If you have specific
questions on r,va.ter manageI:1ent recommendatio:ns, please feel free
to contact either Jack Ditnlore or John Wells at (612) 296-1424~

Sincerely,

THOl-f1\S KP,LITOHSKI
Chairman

TK: ._TI·J: pm
cc: Bob Hansen, Executive Director

Legislative Commission on
Minnesota Resources



Problens Resulting Fro:-l Cvcrlapping ..:'.uthorities

t. Water uantitv Decisions. The overlap occurs because

chree agencies rna e eCiSions re ating to quality and quantity

aspects of one resource: water. Having one agency protecting

public health, one fighting for pollution control, and one

advocating conservntion has been effective in ~rinnesota, but has

sometimes resultea in bad decisions and inefficient use or­

resources because the agencies do not always think how their

actions affect others.

*,', UPCA and DNR r:1onitor quality and quantity of~ surface

and ground waters, respectively, but neiL1er has looked at how

they could gather data for the other at the same time with

little added cost.

** Both DNR and ~IDH 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 developins a public waters inventory,

while NPCA is charged \.;ith classification of waters for auality

management. HPCA "class D" waters correspond in many \Vays 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 curren t 1y regu 1a tes s torrrl\va ter discharges to pub lie

waters for quantity reasons. ~~CA 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 p6l1uted

stormwater directly into Lake Phalen~ Lake quality has been de-­

graded and expensive lake restoration efforts through }~CA and

both federal and local governments are no"\v underHay ~

** The_interplay a~ong authorities at state and local levels

J.S arso illustrated in the case of Big Kandiyohi Lake., This

lake has ~xperienced a chronic low water problem caused by

diversion·of water froo the lake's natur~l drainage area. Exten­

sive mud shorelines as wide as 400 feet) docks well above the

water line, and shoreland homeo\mers in great distress have

been the result of drainage actiyiti2s of public drainage

authorities over the past fifty yearso A $65,000 project given the

go-ahead by DNR in the late 60's attempted to solve the problem

by diverting water fro~ Wagonga Lake by means of an overland

ditch. 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, oper2ting under permit

from the MPCA~ The project had to be stopped when this water

started causing the rapid eutrophication of Big Kandiyohi Lake~

The state is still evaluating potential solutions to the problem

(through DNR and HPCA.) but none appear that do not raise quality

questions. In the m~anti~e, the county (under special legislative

authorization) has b'2gun to take action to address the problem

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

may again be threatened. -



** tPCA policy discourages Qdjustin~ effluent st2ndar~s to
give dischargers credit for conservation pr3c~ic2S ~'/E-,n ',lhe~l

\Vater quality \vould be protected. The conflict bet'l'leen I-f7CA
and DNR on whether to require or prohibit cooling towers for
Sherburne Power Station provides an illustration of a related
problem. ~~CA and federal EPA regulations were interpreted
to require cooling towers to protect stream temperature
standards. The Department of Natural Resources advocated once­
through coolin~ to conserve water and enhance fisheries and
might have denIed its required perT:lits} but \Vas forced to
yield to the dominant federal quality interest. tJas this decision
in the state's best interest?

2. Ground-lvater Hanagement. The fragmentation at the state level
has caused problems related to quality-quantity decisions and has
sometimes resulted in confusio~ and uncoordinated actions by the
state ..

** }WCA and }IDH found the ne~d to form an ad hoc committee
tu deal Hith the creosote problem in St. Louis P'ar~ Initially,
DNR \Vas not asked to participate, even though the solution to
the problem may require DNR appropriation permits.

** MDH petitioned the federal EPA to desi~nate part of the
Metropolitan area a "sale source aquifer." ThlS status would
add significant requirements to all federal money targeted to
the area. HDH failed to ask DKR, MPCA, or the Hetropolitan
Council whether they supported the action. At the urging of
these agencies, ~mH has since asked EPA to return its petition
"pending further study." EPA recently granted their request.

** The Water Well Construction Code administered by }ffiH
does not adequately address availability considerations of
concern to DNR, though this could simplify permit applications
of ne\V Hell o'\mers.

3. Flood Damage Reduction. State involvement with federal
agencies has had 11.t~sensp- of directi.on or i:npact. in getting
solutions on the land. Average time for getting projects constructed
now approaches 20 years. The state has recently made financial
commitments to state grc:nt-i.n--aid programs) but these ne.i;V efforts
are frat>rmen ted.

The State 0 J il and Water Conservation Board administers a pilot
grant-in-aid program for "Area 11" of the southern Minnesota
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 d~si~rning s~r~lctu~es. The enginee~ ha? been.able .to get
on-tne-Job tralnl.ng IrOQ the federal ~cs In deslgn of structures &

DNR also administe~s ~ flood dama~e red~ction grant~in-aid
program for the ReG River Valley lnvolvlng grants at up to 50
percent.. The DNR has also hired an engineer to assist in program
implementationv
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The rollovling questions Dust be 3sl:ed: ~,Touldn I t it Dake S2T1.S:=:

to have one fornula for granting aid in both bClS-LnS and els~'iiheL-C'

in the s ta te? \1h i le tvlO engineer s migh t be needed in any case,

it seeos desirable that they work for the same agency and with

the same standards, both for economic efficiency and technical

aspects.

4. State Oversight of ~13ter ~·fC1nagern.ent Districts. Thr-:>CJ. separate

but parallel systems currently eXlst to prOVlde state guidance

to comprehensive water manager.1ent districts. These incl'lde the

State Soil and Water Conservation B01rd, Water Resources Board, and

Department of Natural Resources (~vith ~uidance responsibilities

over soil and water conservation distrlcts, watershed districts,

and lake improvement districts, respectively).

Several specific problems can be cited \vith the three existing

systems.

** The Department of Natural Resources has final say over

\vhether a lake improvement distrlct should be formed. However,

many districts are likely to be proposed for \Vater quality

restoration purposes, \vhich is the concern of the Pollution

Control Agency.

** 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 o\mers, and considerations in the formation of water­

shed districts (including boundary det(rrninations, determinations

of need, etc.). The result is variation in the operations of

districts throughout the state (e.g., 24 have adopted per~it

requirements; 11 have not), the foroatian of districts for

widely ranging purposes (from P.L. 566 project operation and

maintenance) such as Crooked Creek, to more total watershed

managemen t, such as :Iine ~'li Ie Creek) ~ d i screpenc ies 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.g., the Valley Branch Watershed District).

In addition, the HHB has failed to c2rry out its mandate to

revie',-l district overall plans every t\'lO ye3I's. The failure to

take a strong role in this area has contributed to problems in

the Coon rreek Watershed District (essentially a deveJopment

moratorium in the watershed) and in the Valley Branch Watershed

District (where a plan prepared by the district engineer has

lain dormant. for nearly t\',10 years)" Tn other areas, overall

plans do not provide specific ~uidanc~ for district activities

and generally tend toward paSSive management (detailed in

Appendix A to the framework plan).

*,':; The Soil and Cater Conservation Board> by la"\v Han agency

\"ithin the department of natural resources, n has experienced

difficulties in its relationship with the DNR. The DNR ~nd the

S\'!CB have differed O'veraIl 0 x...r ing the Boar d toor gan i ze its

regional staff according to soil and \'Jater conservation needs;

the hiring of a public ~nformation specialist kno\vledgQable in

soil and water conservation; and the advocacy of SWCB budget

proposals outside of DNR channels.



The S\.]C13 has J. 1s 0 exper i enc e d pro b 1e i.'l S r e 1a t i ': e t Q 1 t sr·.:: 1.:1 ~ i CJ n ­
ship with the federal Soil Conservation Service. It has bee~

reported (but not independently verified) that federal staff
have been resisting efforts of the SHCB to develop an independent
policy analysis capability in the state and local soil and water
conservation boards.

Other prob lems re la ted to the SHCB \'lh ich 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 ""l;vith
other statewide resources plans, such as the s~atewide framework
water resources plan and the statewide Hater 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 ~een 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 ~idance syste~

may be more significant. More efficient utillzation of staff
would be foregone. No effective way to arbitrate disputes
between the three types of district~ could be devised. One
system would ~rovide a stronger voi~e at the state le~~l 'and
a more effectIve means of channeling local input into state
\Va ter policy dec is ions. One board migh t bes t be called upon
to judge whether existing institutions could be utilized or
Hhether formation of a \'latershed district \'lould be warranted .

.Fin'ally,' one board .migh t provide the bes t forum for the
examination of needed chClflges in· i-elati-onships and authorities
at the local level.

5. T,va ter Policv Confl ic t Resa lu t ion. Three s ta te agenc ies
currently ·h~ve ~uthorltles ln contlTct resolution: the
Environmental Quality Board, Water Planning Board (on an
interim basis), and the Water Resources Board. A fourth, the
Office of Hearing Exaniners, is involved in conducting and
repoy ting- on hearings re 1a ti19.g.to rules ai"td COI\te-s ted ~ases·..

Prob'i~ms '{·vith this array ot conflict resolution authorities ~,Jere
. identified in that (1) th'2 EQ£ process fCL .interagency conflict
resolution has been 'used 9n1y once:> despite n~2ed, bee~lls-e of
the preoccupation with ~orevisible and seemin~ly urgent issues

.·(e. g", the E:1s process); (2) ... theHRB interven t~on process has
'fail~d to function optimall~ due to-the reluctance of agencies
to' petition the ~vRB_ to. i'ntervene in co.nflicts, -because \..,,~B

lacks an independent staff-analytical capability, because its
recommendations' are not binding' on the parties involved, and
because it often deals with questions only the Legislature can
eff~ctivelyresolve (e&g., those of apparently conflicting
statutes); q.nd (3) the \,;PB policy development and- c'bordination
:functions have been carried out in separation from other conflict
.resolution authorities, though its process provides the means
for long-term resolution and prevention of conflicts (through
the introduction and critique of draft legislation)~
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6. \~ater Resources Planning. Several state agencj>~s hCl'/12 beerr
charged wlth responslbliltles relatin~ to 'later an~ related land
resources planning. These include the ~:ater Planning 003~d 2nd
Department of Natural Resources (both charged with developing
a state framework plan), the Environnental Quality Board (charged
with developing long-range environmental plans), and the Southern
Minnesota Rivers Basin Board (ch3rged with developing an enVlron­
mental conservation and developnent plan for that basin:

Though the DNR has never developed a frame~lo:k plan as charged,
tr:ere is some question if it did as to hal',' it Hould relate to
the plan developed by the Water Planning Board. The legal
status of the HPB frame"\vork plan is a,lsc unkno~·m as it may
relate to charges in ~finnesota Statutes, Chapter 105, that
various programs and state, regional, and local pia~s be con­
sistent with the approved state frame\vork 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 \Vate~' plans under development
by the SrffiBB are being prepared through the federal Soil
Conservation Service (except certain policy elements). The
S~ffiBB has been given responsibility for developing state policy
in this area in duplicLl~ion 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
Polluti.on Control Agency (the !'208" Area-Hide \·Jater Quality
Managewent Plan), and the federal-state basin cOtlJT;1ission "com­
prehensive, coordinated, joint plans .. "

\«lile it can be argued that these planning efforts are each
being conducted for important purposes, the net effect has
been an u~coordinated approach that is confusing to citizens
and program managers alike.

7. Dred~e and Fill Per~its. Overlaps in this category primarily
occur among levels of ,_·,o·/~?rnme7.1t. The ave-.clapping permit
authorities include the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (dredge and
fill permits under Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act),
the Depar tment of r\fa tura 1 Resources (permi ts for \Jorks-in-the-bed
of public waters), watershed districts, and counties. The state
could take over the Corps program for pennit processing in all
but trulv navigable waters, though this might first necessitate

. statutor~ changes and would be accompanied ~Y complex federal
revie\v procedures ~ The DNR has also been gl.ven authorlty to
delegate processing of certain \yorks-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 or: aPl?licants for pe.rmits largeJy b~cause of the lack
of coordlnatl0n among the regulatory agenc~es. For example:

-- 5 -



\<iater resources perf:','i-tting is ill\..lstr3tL"~ I Dt:tLt:~~ "'-'

stabilization wor~ on Artichoke Lake in Big Sto~e County.

The project Has initiall) proposed 3S pClrt of the Ees()urc~

Conservation and Development program sponsored by the CSDA.

The State of Hinnesota first got involved \-lith the request

of project sponsors for financial 2ssistance 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 reguired Corps of Engineers permits. Federal regula­

tions requ~re 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

[ponsors were forced to request additional funds of the SWCB.

The Board r s grant ~"as increased to $24, 000. Hark began on the

outlet in the spring of 1978 and is now completed. Construction

is just now beginning on the remaining portion of the projec~

after compliance \vith all the Corps permit requirements. The

delay to this portion of the project led to requests for addi­

tional funding; however, the SWCB lJaS not able to increase its

contribution further.

In addition) the ~1iddle River-Snake River Watershed District

cited overlapping authorities in \.Jater resources permitting

programs as an important problem. In resgonse to survey

guestion, th~ W~tershed ?istrict stated: '~his cr~ates a prob~em

ln that no slngle 2uthorlty has the author~ty to lssue a perrolt

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 perI:1it process ... Hhat is necessary

is a clear definition of the permit authority of all agencies

presently requiring pernits for work related to waters. and

~l'r'"'l·y-,a("Tp. 'I
" a '-.L D'-"

8. Information and Data Management~ Major problems were identified

In the efflclency of data cOl1ecElOn efforts by state agencies and

~n the ability to share and disseminate available infcrmation for

use in planning and management decision-making. In 1978, nearly

60 programs or projects were identified which deal with primary

water resources data collection.

1..J V • f 1 k 1 ... 1- d
i~f' L' ragmenta t~on 0... ",a.·e management au tnor~t~es t"tas S pawne

several independent data gathering activities. A Water Planning

Board survey of data collection programs evidenced the need of

program managers to access relat~d lake data housed in other

age~c~e~) and to be kept inEonned of proposed data gathering

actJ.Vlt1.es.

-/:,,', vlhiJ.e the >lPCA 2n.d several other agencies (e.g", DNR~

"IDH ~Qrn) - I "\1 • f . . h 1 • - f '1"
L' _, U i regUlarLy COLLect lfL.ormatlon on 'C e qua,Ll.ty 0 l' IDneS~)t3

\laters) there is no coordinated system for collecting it or

disseminating it to potential users. As a result, the state is

obtaining far less benefit from available information than could

be achieved. At the same tilcle, there is insufficient data to .

- -~ ~ - , ~.~ ,~~ ,.., ...-- , T 0. t= t- 1-., n " '""' 0 .~ ~ f' ~" n 1 1 P ~ t- i () n.s r ct i sed by pIanner s) 0 r gan 1 za -



\,Jh i 1e ind i vi du CJ.l age nc i e s ~v' i 11 con tin lJ e toe 0 l 1~ c:= ,:1 nd :=' tor ~:

information under any future sC2n2~io) st2n~~rdiz2~ion o~

this information and compilation of the in£or~~tion in a
Hay t h 3 tit can be 1:1a deread i I y 2. C cess i blet 0 pot f2 n t i Q I
users remain problems. There is no assurance of standarclization
and accessibility under individual agency syste~ development
plans. Further, as data quality needs vary aoong users,
uniform quality may not be achieved. Data privacy nay become
an issue either under individual agency systens development
or standardized, coordinated development.

9. Overlap of Local Pater NanageI7lent Authorities. NUltlerous
local unlts of govern~ent may be lnvolved Jlrectly in mana~e-

ment of water resources, including both general purpose unlts
(counties, municipalities, and to\ffiships) and special purpose
districts (watershed districts, soil and \Vater conservation
districts, lake improvement districts, lake conservation districts,
water and se\Ver 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 over}apping authorities between watershed districts,
soil and water conservation districts, and municipalities can
be seen in erosion control.

** The Rice Creek and Ra:nsey-~'letro-~'lashin'gtonHatershed
Districts have adopted reglilations for erosion controls accompanying
land, disturbing act i 'vi tic s ) such as areinvo 1'led in subdivision
development. The Ramsey Soil and Hater Conservation 'District
has a pri~ary (but non-regulatory) concern with the control of
ero s ion and has revie":'l2d deve lOt)f1}en t plans (p1a t s) for the \'73 te r­
shed districts and municipalities. In F.Y. 1977) the Ramsey
SHCD revie'\ved 77 plats and recoi.1TIlended appropriate erosion control
measures. Of the 17 develop~ent plans being carried out this
suurmer, only t'il0 had adopted erosion control r:1easures even thou~h

most\\/ere in the tHO \'<latershed districts ",ith regulatory author~ty.

of ,the 25 pIa t s r e \} i e '\ ,1 e d in .F. Y. 19 79, six had c on s truc t i on 6n go ing
tbi_s' SUIiTITler; all \vc:r2 iri t'ne't,\,TO \'latershed districts; and none had
aeop,ted e'rosion con"trol' r~~'(3.~.3~Jl-es. Clearly, advantage is not being
taken of the time and resources expended by the Ramsey SWCD,
al t_hough the. advice pro'v ided to \'111 ter shed elis tr ic ts and
muni~ipalities. i.,s clearlY'\,\7ithirt it? area 0-£ exper.tise ..

--:d: Bat tIe Cr e..ek Parkin St ...;Pau 1 has' been clos e d s ineel9 75
because of the inability of the involved authorities to arrive 'at
a solution, to a ~assive'erosion and significant flooding problem.
The proj-ect plan most recently proposed by the ~amsey"""Hetro-
lJ 1..'. •• d'· , ~h ' - . c
~,aSL1lngton \'latershed Dlstrlct \Vas prepare' I.·lit - the, oenetJ.t OL

only one public hearing), and r-hat wa.s t-':'10 years G.go. Differences
are so severe} the forr.1'Jla for assessing project eosts has
already raised the possibility of litigation and the mayor of
StlL Paul has personally inte.rvened \\lith the Hetropolitan Council
to:~~k.for ~ delay (throunh the Council's projpct review authority)
jcn. the' pro j ec t .
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In addition, four general types of problens ~2Y b~ at least
partially attributable to the overlapping of these ollthorities.
These include (1) shortages in qualified staff and resources
to sup por t t his s t a f f, ( 2) prob1ems in pub 1i c a \'1 Cl r en e s sanci
perceptions of the various special purpose districts, (3)
inconsistent statewide coverage of uater l:lanagefilent authorities
(e.g., S~vCD's state\vide, but HD's covering only aJout on2-third
of the state), and (4) lir.1itations C)n the fund-rtiising ClLilities
of the variolts distric ts. Each of these probler:1s \Vas identified
by local authorities in the ~anager:1ent survey of the Water
Planning Board.

Other Problems in Water 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 is necessary
to call attention to problems of accountability and enforcement
in this attachment, even thou~h they fall somewhat outside of
the seneral pu~P?se of ou~linlng problems arising from over­
lapPlng authorltles.

Accountability Bnd enforcement problems are listed on page 78
of the frameHork plan document. Included are problems associated
\<lith:

** The failure of the Denartment of Natural Resources to
develop a water conservation ~rogram (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 prof'1ptly implement laws designed
to protect or enhance the use of lakes, including the development
or rules for lake improvement districts (due July I, 1974» surface­
use zoning, and appropriations from lakes;

** The failure of the Environmental Quality Board to complete
and approve an inventory of power plant sites (required by 1976, and
extended to January I) 1979) although this task has been confounded
by the DNR's tardiness in de~eloping criteria for estar:ishment of
protected streamflo'\v and lake elevation levels;

*-;:: The failure of the Environmental Quality Board to prepa're 2

long range plan and program for the implementation of state environ­
mental policy in each even-numbered year as charged in Minnesota
Statutes, Section 116C.07 (first due November 15, 197~;

** Regulation of water well construction. Since 1975, the rate"
of compliance by well drillers in submitting well records as re­
quired by law has been roughly 50 percent, with complian~e in
submission of water samples somewhat less. The Department of HealtH
has been reluctant to enploy its authority to revoke licenses for
failure to comply with this law;

n



** Perl.1it coverdge r~porting of \lith~~.c2r.·Jals in the T••ra~er

appropriation permit program. Large-volu~e dp?ro?riators in
at least one category, municipal supply, are \lithout permits in
so~e cases. An effective monitoring progrdffi through the
Department of natural Resources is absent;

"',,,', Abandonment of Hells. The h\1ter \·7ell Construction Code
stipulates procedures for the prop r abandon~ent of wells, bllt
there is no redress if proCedtlres are not followed and no viable
means of assuring compliance \vith the Code during abandonment;

** 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 :onsiderably.
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

** The Pollution Control Agency construction grants program.
The Le~islativeAudit 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
fe"\y cases.
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CHAPTER L WATER RESOURCES PLANNiNG MID (~VIROHMEtnAL REVIEW
Problem Area Categortes
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PROM.£H MEl'S

46. f«;S ~n 1(J(j correct'ons not reliably ci04II1WofG'Ited to Health

Oep.rbf~nt - different f11109 ~yst~ identtfi~rs.

47. InllJdEq~tc tKhnical usistance to cont~~ctor-c,). Jr111ers. dnd

~H ~rs.

~. le-ga1 nnet ion~ or enforcement inade<lu6 te to force comp I hnce

.ah tlN:H log $ut.fs~ion requtf'e\T>enh.

49. ~ pen~lt1e$ for ~~r~r ~11 ab~ndo~ntt fill log. and sealing.

50. No fu~ avatl~bf~ to d~Ye~op 9~~nd-~ate< quality 1nform4t1on

~Y$t~.

Problem Area Categories

..
Vl ,Z
0

WORK GR<lJP.....
~5 ~

-z:
~~ STUOY:z: 0 :3 .... ..... .....0 ..... >- ~ Z La... z: '--0 P.£l£VAACYLa... .~~ l ..,J~

~~
..... V'l 00 oz

0t: ~ .- .c( 0::: .c( W

>-~ \HIGH. M£OlUH,o<t::u 0- w~ ~ ..... >- ~u. .... ... z ....... z: ...... z: ......
~~ u ....

~~
u lOW):3~

..... IX ....... :z: wu ..........
o<t:: -0

~~
N ..... ..... z t:g §e B~oc x

~i=
..... ~ VI .....

Wt- t-- Dl:

§~
z: ......

w.c(
E;~

-.( :.) ..... .c( o Dl: O;z:
~t;C'J .c( uu uo... uo... .c( ......

-

X X ..A. )( Kedtl.llm------ -

)( )( ){ low --._------- --_ .

X )( Medium-_.-

)t X Medium----- -.

)I{ X lO'W --_..---------- ----. '-----.

I

I



Prold em /1,1 bl CaleQorl es

,--)

c)
I ..
".I. <...)
-...J.-,.
l.alt ­
u:~

0..
;...:- ......
L.I ~J,......, ....
... - .. -
1- a:::
... oct:
uo..

WAPllH III lolA r t H I,~JAIH 1 f'( H/I.NAClMl Ni

PROblEM J.\!i.fAS

,j

0>-
~ -

f-' ••
-l.. C~

cJ~
W t-

6~

>--....
..c:. ...
--'0.'::

(:)
VJ ::x:.
o t-

0~

_:- 2;
(.J ..... 11.~ ~-

~ - 't:
....( (.J
:.- ......
-~

~~
uU;

--_\_.1 J

" ­0C.,J

I-
L# .(
~ rr
1.1 I­
I· V)
Vl~.. :.-::
"'. ,..~

uCl
U '4.

·v)
Ld

I ••
~ ) I -

.J.oC
llo- c>

b~
uo..

6,10. _':
( .....,; (~)

1-

;i ~~
CTO
l,lLL.,-. :::
~ .....

t"

..
'--J ::

> ..;:
t,
<o.t: ­:-:-l L.....
CJ U
L J ,.(

C 1'-­
~t/.

~lOl~ , 1,f{I,U,'

~ 1111: Y
I:! I r V,'I.:.'
\1111.1:. : \
UM)

1'!!!!lIL...!J~~!_~ J....~~!.!.~~!'.Y;- a,mJ £:!~~~lfic.a_~!.Q!1_~!IE. !.J.iter.~ ...n~J)ro9T~~

.
1.,..,

L

2.

J.

~ .

!'rutJleal~., when 1nventorY'IHia w4ter bon"- ~IU:,t b~lMi(.. e
confl1cUnq 1nterests :- 1ocalv. state,mcJ pr-1'tltte v. puhllc.

Public m~y h~v~ tn&ccur~te perc~ptton, of purpO~t ai~ eff~Lt.

jn~er.'toq' cla~sH!cat1()rtS nOt cOflsi'Stl.inl rnJ>lIl courtly to county.

ld'c~k (d' delenHlnCi.t1ve (I'Her-til fer fh;h~ w{jrla~r~,

------t----_

x

)(
------

)(
-----

)(

)(

)(

)(

t'kd IUIIIII

Nedhn

~t"JjWlll

Mt"IIIUftl

-- ------t- I L

~.

~.

In(()/I~l~l'dllt c1eh:4]dtion of"auUlOrlty tl; wodo,t'!"'> of different
!evels (it It"j{pei·ti~e i,D55H,ly due to .,ldtt dm.! fUl,d shortiH)e.

rM,r reclll'd ~eepin'::l - undrll~d IlId.pS and no' i1L")Ot.1dllOIl records.

I------t----_--r--
X

I I

I
I

I
low

l uw

I. i ael< of operdtioftdl ldlHude, in H3tute Mid rul/.:5. JeldY progrdm.

B. l<!cl( of I'llOre concrete c:.dtedill and othf:r proble>l\$ may jepordlle
Stat~'~ legal posltion.

)(

)(
,

J(

j

II

Ht.-..JI ...

It.



Pl'ohlem Al'l.:.i CatcQodes

(W\PIl~ lli. ~!I\1tH !~IAtnIT,( MMIAr.lMrNl

PlmLLlH tJ{c AS

Wd tt'r l{~~~~!,~ .f~!'~~:L!... !'r~~!'~!!l-=_._WOf!~_In. p!}!J] !.~ !,!~!.~J ~

0·'
I·

"1. (",
.. ~ ( )

,.e. :...
lA'r'
6~

>.
1-

: ...
l)

U) ~
c.. t­
« ::)
19 ~.t:

~z

:.- CJ(' ) >.
> • I .
I ,(
.( ,.>
::...- ..... . :..:
~' ,J
o~
c,o
U LJ

~!

a
t . : ~

.( 0
_J .......
&.AI. ­
o' .(

n..
;..::. ..-­
l>..J L)
r..J ...........
t - u.:.. ' .. (
uo..

LA. .::
(:... 0

> I·

~! ~
1"1-·
I VI
Vt ...-...

VI .....

(J Cl
L) ...(

....... v»
ld

t .,
l) i .

_...At,:
a. (J

~)~
U U.

a." _,:
('. c)
~ I ..
,) :,r;,
:", (~
C, C,
lJll..
c.)~

«.t:~

c~ ::-!
>- l'1, .
:./ \ ...
... L
u~-:...

C> r­
e( V1

II
I:(~HL O:kl.l JI'
\ Il;l, I

n.l i VAJ.r,
tlll(.II. r\[lJ!1

l ml)

~. ONR p~rm1l authority overld~~ th~l ot ~evcr~l other duthur1t1e~;

eXlenlton of ~ct10n deadlines nec~556ry tu reLe1ve all 1nformat1ofl
1nput~.

10.

ll.

St~te assumption of federal penn.a r~spot1sibnH)' ma)' requ1 re
1eg 1s h t ~"e and procedura 1 c.h(boge§ to StZi te progr allis.

lnledm p,utJl1c w~ten. classification ,jects~on~ "lay not 1rwolve
d~pth of invest1gDtion desirab1e.

);

A

l

x~_+_~ ..
x

H1yh

H!lJ"

1'10,1 I Ulil

I

~

) 2.

11.

Publh. oral.n4lge projects hove parU,a1 1nmunHy frC1411 pennH
,"equ1re!llents and Stille has no other 3dequ&tte- control mectlMllsOiS.

~erui~t decision ~3ker5 are not required to wdtl for opInions of
ut·h~r hlt~rgHe~ MtlhQfJ t1 ~~,

)(

)( )(
J 1I1~t.

Mulll.1fll

!'~l~.! ~~ lh'~ i!\~~t~

l~

\~

lb.

17.

ClIISI'r''V,ltltHi vdlr,H~S and dl'a1nolJe vdlues llr(' Int.'\lHdldy III (onflict
'S/) e,1l h IIH/)l 1,(' c;~npn)lrds~d.

Hw Statt·'" n~~trh:tt'd IH.I .... 1<>ory .'ule in drd\llu~e prOfl'('flhll/S 11M)'

~1'.IiIC statewide puhlic lnte(f~st hldJequatl·ly pr·olt:'dt~d.

lll<ipl,', j(){, (1(,(hiolls dn~ Hlade Ily local {lIJltwnlH''> Wtlllllldl

tl'!\li to bl' I.\-i~l:d tOlfldrd dra!n<.iljc.

ioe,1i d,·( hilJlIllldker'~ tl!d)i Idc~ eXI){·~·the.

)(

)(

x

)(

x

)(

--_.- - - .,,+- ,--- --- )( )(

I 11\'

!11~h

Hed Il>l"

ll'W



Prot. 1I'!11 An"", ea teQorlcs.

j'll!! ~ II ~~!':Ji!l_<.l_~~ ((mil lnu('d)

U1APlIl{ [I!.

--.- __ 4_ !.

~j

19

..)
i\.!.

I
(}

"'

')'J
L<. •

n.

~JAllk qUAtH! 1y M,I\NAf,~ 11£ tI T

PROLLlt'! A:·UAS

l'uhllc dr·d.lndge !l('ojcch ffiQy l)t: pd:U.t:tny !::Xt:ffipt from M.S. lO~.42

1'1'i1"it requirenJcnts.

.lwll(16l pr{'ceu.:nt 1~. hostHe to uHl~el'Vatlnn illter·c-,ts.

!·ro(t.~dlJtl~~ per'wi t gerq/lHdm1t:ri1l9 ao c In :l/llvent p,. t it 10il
n'qll il {'\iII'IILs.

fiqhtllllj d drillnMI€' pro.i~·ct i<; procedura11y dHttcu!1 dnd
!.')qwilslVt' (01- (}!J.lcc~111'J i,~nuowners.

HEU'II{ t-IIVlnHlIli!!lild1 sdfeq,~rd<, ll!rly lo" ci,'tlllliventcd I,y enl<lI'IJ111q

or rel'dlr1ng e.ll.ts,Un~~ ,;ys.teilt'i_

I ~'~-h(\ i ~ <l_1l.Y. I! j f f ~..l_'(LL _~_t~ _i:!·~'.: ~!I~)rJl~OI~~ JH~)_! i!: ~I~~:' !~'~·(~0-.:.. . _

I
I

I
!
i
I
I

"c);

I

4(1 (J.."

_ 1 C.l
(I.' :1.
~ d ~ -

E>i

~

... - (,I.'

()

\.)) :.r:
u l"

~ :1

)(

x

... ~-:

~: (..)
() I •·. ~•-L.
• ( e)
:..": ~ ~

to .. :.."':"'J --j
(,' ~"

~;b
U(,.J

Vl

~j

I ._
-.J l'
--J ,.~.

ul t
u" o(

U
..!::. .....
uJ (,)
e- J ~ ..
•• I
t L<
• -cot
LJ 0

l& "'_
C J (")

, I

•.• ..... 1_ (I'

l". ­
I Vl
I' ....... :....::::
!/I ........

'-~ ~
LJ -..l..

1.)
t •
() I

.J(f""
11 ()
:..': .....
elf.:
() 0.

x

)(

u _

C·O

- .
• Jot.
:~ ~
\. J C,
I" u
C) :.::.....

l­
e

)

L..
( J..,
:) l ...

C' ,.
LI.":
...-. t-

v,

'!\II):I1, ~l"
'.JIIJ[11

I:ll I ': I ,:.,

~ I I I' .. 1. r \,
L f.~-! )

!l

IL~

~I !~h

!'led IlJ£;)

~11~h

I •....,

~1..Il !'I" "1'1' i't II" I,ll 1(lrl J':;!'!1~1 t. r..r~~rdl!1

24.

;>5.

it> .

Adlillld~tl'dt1V0 niles and r~9ulat1o!ls hd',JC het'll deldyed.

("nIl ici.~ Illdy develop in ~LiIlJdrtlL!inlj (lflH qUflntlty .HIl1 PCA
ljl."dlty pellllH cdteda - Ole ~<lJll~ ~"riterl,j Illoy not fit
,11 f fe~""IIi. purposes.

Pt'Hldt reql!1n11!ellts ilr-e not 1111po~l'd un ';,IJlil!: doH"{le vo 1Unit' ll:.er·~.

llillflltllli!l/j and enfm'cClIlc:nt ~:u:J(,<!1Il Llc~tnq_

x

.__ __" X

---!-

X
-- - __ a_

---~-

J(

Ish:t.lltJlli'

!Il~h

I 11, .. 1 lUll'

I ~

I



UIAP!! \{ i} L wA1 i fJ. (}IJAN1
1
1TV HAUAGl HI NI

Proh Ielll An:a C" tegor Ies

vi

c>

PROLUM ,AJ{[l\S

1l.11 ; '/ r'lil'! l, j'! i d ll'o'U t~~ ~~~!! p!·0:.l! :1111

U

0/.-..~ ....
~ CL
_J(j
o::::x:
L.~ t:-
6~

~.

t
..t."': • ..
...... !.L

Cl
v, :r
u. t--

~; ~

.. z
:..:0
c) .. 1.. ~ ­
I - &.(
.( (.l

z·.
.......... :-:

~~
00
uu

I- ..:::
at: 0
-J "1
L.l/-­
0: ,(

c...
:..: .........
L.J U
r--..t .1

~~
~c::(

Uo..

1 •. ,.

UO
:--'1·
l ) ••- ...,,,,-
I· V)
V) .....
.-. :,.­
v •• -1

~h
LJ G..

.... V.
UJ

I ••
l). -

.JIX
l,O

2S~
L) A.,

l.... ...:
Gt-J

~ 1­
(.) 'J;.

~~ ~
rrO
lJ u..'-j :=
.( ~

l"

......
Cl ;:

- k.
(.)

on:
: ) L ~

C'"
L.) • (
Cl t .
....:: V)

~'IIO: I;f{I!U;'

~rUOY

!:Ll f'fAJIl ,
till t.1 i, r I I, i,

liD)

1.9. !tlcpd Cjj'>l: jll-iodtles.liklY Cd-use hct,'dsl:lp,> !o (oll.lIuldtles wHh
diffen'llt Ilt·t;,d~. '

27. U;.e cld'>Sltict.lt1011 SChL1HC IIlJdt:tiuc.te t" ded.I with U~lIplt')I U',t'

l'att(,tn~,.

.
(J.

?H.

JO.

31.

I.,w !low lJ':>t> i'lllocaUoll hdi:lIpered !ly Idlk of protedt~d stn.'dln
t 1ow \. r 1 t t' I L.

Idl~ ot )tdte ullitill0t>Ill', p!dIHdll1J to! dllu(Gt~Ull whell prott'lted
"','\':111I Ill'''' ud!i\n'uoll'> d~'''' thn'"d£",!·J.

Pt~"HlJ:.ot'·ClHlc... 1 w.,ldl'r tkth !l,n. y" !lut !let wed, drdft W..ltar

.&.~!'.~l~r1~ U~!- Hu l~i_i~_j 1..1Q~~~es ':,__~~U~!-L J(

)(----

)(

x

-.!

x

)(

)( M"dllllDU

MeJj~

111~h

M~:d I~l

~111 UDIQ

W•• t, "" q'll~'! t 1 ty ~(,:'~~E~(:~~ ~'!~l ,~upl!~r!

]2. 1,111 of' ,-(·11,11 II Slil-! /Ii;)I~.llll't- d<ll,l 1It.1\,(i~ Wil lI ,!/·, 1'\(I\"lur'l

,llId ( '1'1' f\.>n'CL''., t ...
LI'\1

J,$ .

34.

Jb.

Intermed1&te !~vel data i~ presently la(~1n9 on ground Wdler
n~ce~5it&t1ng costly Class 5 pro~edures-

Irl\ckd." 1 iiles of authority sl'j)araUllq Id<,b of fin' iHWilr\e~

~!od, 111'/ 1n IjrounJ-w.i tel" IlklOdljl'IH.:n t.

1lI'>j\'jlliitlOf! of (IdS'S A c:lfld (1 penlll~ (ill'oS. h3seJ Oil 1j:..aestiorldIJle

4!'" l d,

!-j~

I
I

)(

)(

)(

I \;\1

1I1'J11

I tltl



PI"olJlelll ArE-d Cate~Or1e~

---- t---- J _

(ItAP1Ut Ill. ~11\1 El{ I/WlJil ElY MAHACfMUH

PROU.r.M Mf.AS

Wdll'r It~~0-.! 111 .R.!..~~!r(~1 ~~ .?~{)~r.!

L,

C-' ~
~ -

t ........
oe.!' ,.to..:
·40
0::: X.
~.A..J ~-

1~6~

~
-.:: .....
~ cL

o
V) :::

Q.t­
oc.( ::J
e')«(

;';8
o ~~.

~t ..
~ . ....:(
c.t:uz .......
.. '4 :.=
~ ~ ~
U~
c>o
UU

v)

o....
1- ~
'" 0.-l ~
uJ 1­
0: .~

n..
;;.::~

uJ (,)
N ~~

• ~ t--
t-o:... ~ ~
uo...

u.. :-::
c) 0

>. 1­
I..J c.t:
:. - CL
u'l­
I - v)
l!l ...
r" :..!:
v.~

;;-:: :£

2~

;r
....... v'\

L.J

t -­L) 0-

_J u.:
U·O

g~
Uo...

a.. -=
Go

- t­
l) ,{

.( :::L
JC-C
00
L..... l~
LJ Z'" .....

L. ,.
C> ;::-,
;... 1.4­
1..,

- .....
~Jl.L

a..J '"
I:) 1-­
..;( VI

'Hl;(i~ LI{, II:

<..1Ud'l'
I:£L [V!.l.( Y
llllf.ll. III [Ill

10'.I}

36. lock of t"omprehens1ve written ld~e ffirt/lM)t"'1icnt poltc.y I1kly n~su1t

in incow,islent tll~nillistrdUOll. J(
Med lUlU

;
-....

]7. {d~ ~(''Iei d~td def1c1ent in Ctwcr"lye 30<l techo1'lt.:e~ tillS data i~

Ilet'(\.~(, for lildlly p!"'(}CJr3m~.

JB !a.l<e IU.:lOd 1j('fl1eilt requires inte~I!"'!1UOn of water qualHy and
I\U~~~~ i ty !11~!I'1~t"~~~,-t_ ~~~~~I_ ~~. I~~! f !~.~~ ~ ~nd.~'~_lJ'~~~!' ~ ~ ~~_~~~:

Ip~d~'".t!' ~~l. d~i~1 ~.:l!:i~~11 ~~~L Wd tc!"_ ~~~~

x

._~-!--- ~ --

x- - - - ---4- _

Ht'd'tlll

!11~h

39. ')CpM'attor: of power p'lant nt.'ed cerUflcdt10n .HId siting proce~s

I'led~.511es sHe .. :spedf1c t-efl~fH analysi').

~O. (,itc' seli"ctlon proces.s conU"gent :D!\ (l)luplctlon of protect~d

'o.trt"dlll flo\'# cdter13.

41. ! d~k of ddla on h19her raiodty use:; mdfq~~ willer availahility
l,,'ojellion difficuH.

x x

)( );

)(

·d I UIlI

''\,'.1 IllIie

10'"
42. HiS~l'd ::.lIe ,Je$i~lnat1(\!1 deaJ1!rh:: n:",ult~d t:e judiL1al

illvollddUOIl of EqU sHe ~elecUon_ x )(

) I

low



Problem Area Categories

WORK GROJP
STUDY
P.ElfYAtICY
~H IGH. KfD WI'.
lOW)

~

t.....w
C> 2:

=:>
>-~
U
c:l( •

B~
w<
~t:;

..
,~
o......
~5:5 ......w....­
0.:::<

0.­
z ......
LLI U
N .....
....... 1­
t-o::
..... <
uo.-

' .. z
:z: 0
0 .......
~I-

1-<« u
:z: ......

~i
uu

>­
I­z .......

...... 0.:::
o

'v) :::r:
0... I-

~~

Le­
0>-

t­o.. ......

~~
WI-

6~

I.A..Z
00.....
>-1- Z 1..&...2;

g~ ..... ~ o~
WI- ....-..... >-1-
I-VI UI- u~
V)...... ........... .q:
-2: -Joe ::::>
V)..... lL..0 era
:z: ~ z..... L.J lL..
o 00:: oz
U uo.- <0<;( .....

I It! -t ~

PP06lfM AREAS

CHAPTER !V. RELATED LAND RESOURCES ~~NAG(M£HT

l( I hnw

-----r---1)( t t f X ~ ~ L1r---f1red 1_t8-

;~~_~l-~_f.~'"'._ M;'1n~.9~nt and f'4at1om~i flood Ii/surance Pr~!::~~

\.-cora 1nt'! t 1'00----_._-_._..

1. federbi e:nd Stat~ ph1'losophy and technlcal opinion conflict.

Z. Unreai1st1c rIA ~pp1n9 deadifne conflicts with State's n~eds.

J. Comp l:txHy of flood ph in man&<jem-ent tas~ n~Qu1 r-es more funds

~ ~~d·$t~ff than has be~n prov}de~d_.~__

~~--~-- )( )( )( Low

HI5Lh ----

1 ~ -L-j.IMMt~. _

--- I I t L!-H_19..........h__

x

x

I
-----~~L-X I t I t----!-~

Ten yelSr plus lead time I.soreasonable when projects (\re badly

needed.

~. OOR h&~ Utile infhJelice on COf piaraning.

5. C~le1.Hy and leli6 time pedod for em: projects discourages

OMR p&rt1c1pat'~n in planning.

7. Ab5enc~ of local luthortty with sufficient jur1sdlct1on Makes

s.luttons to large scale probl ..,s difficult. f-----t~
8. ;~'~:y:~~;~;I~e tnsufflclen~o handl~~~. scale proor... - ---t--t---I I t tj X I~:-- ~~ ~ ~

6.

nand Co~.!rol.Soo~d1natiof'!w



ProbleM Area Ceteaortes

CHAPTER IV. R[LATE:U l.A~O RfSClIRCES HAHAGEMHH -
Vl ..;;z::

WORK GROOP0...... LL;Z;

~ STtJOV-z ...... z: 00;;z::o :58 ...... .....0 ...... >- ..- :z:: LL Z k. 0 r.El£VAUCYu... .........
~~ ~~ -Vl 00 o :z:

\H IGH. M[O 1U110>- &: .... « lAJ
>-~....... «0 CA. ~t; ............ ;;.- ....

lOW)0..- :z: >-< :z: ..... :z: - 0"-
~~

u.q:cL -0::: .... :z: wu Vl ...... -- « .....JO 0 §! N ...... -z -10:::
8~DC. :c Vl :r -.... Vl ...... LLO 00Wr- CA.I- ...... 0:::

S~
:z: ...... WLL w«

b~ 0~ -« OQC OZ
~t;luu uo.. UQ.. « -..

----

X low-

Ject
)( )(

Kedh_____
X---- :--.

I

)( )( X H!9.h
-~----

X X .,..-He~H .. ~-.-----_.- ----r-.

J(
J!.!~__ --

X )(

---

)( low ____-

)( X ~,~.
- ------_.--

JI( low ----

PROOl£M AREAS

9. SSWCB has 1nll>ufficient funding to hi~ iMl'rdatlt-d en91ne~r.

16. locil 3uthor1t1~~ perceiye Cr~tf.(ll Ar~&s Proqrsm as dupl1cat

other OHR proqrams.

14. R~1onsl Oevelopment Commiss1un$ lQck bf knowledge ~hQut prog

hO$tl1Hy Ny stem fr!)M lnhtllken pet·cepUr/Os.

15. Crit1cal are6 ctiter1a appear to re§trict program use hy requ

ih&t other progvcms not be ev~tl!ble.

12. llld of cool'd !nl>it lofl 5l.t1lOng Wlt t !r··,el ated hod use prnqrams.

13. tocal goverml<:nts and cHizens in:: ho~Ule to State

plrt1c1p~t1on in ~at 1$ considered local affatrs.

10. In~v'ffic1~nt 1nfo~tlo~ to ~~sure ~con(~ical1y eff1c1e~t pro

:!;elec.tion.

St.llte flood Control ~'t'elo[Jfi~nt (SMRR Ar~.

Cr1ti(!1 Areas. Management

11. ArleqlJate funding not &Yli~hh;£' to local gO'lernments to finane

___.-P. le,n deve1cpmen._t_" _

.po

<: H. ,'o1nt P~Y"$ eiq~ement M6lf be 11l$uff1c1ent to coov'd Inate

____inter-county wa.t~rshed .£!Qj~cts:'. . _

---_.------------------------------_.....---_...



CiIAI'TlH IV, FEIAH!) LJ\UIl Hf~OUHU:, ~1}\Nf,(.u-Hrd

PRObLEM AREAS

I d~ ~ «! 1 f orlt: !'1iH'-~9~iI~-..!-

ill (niH-os. perceive prQ{Jram ib u:surpll1~1 lotdl qO'/ernmt'lli <Juthur'lty,

1:'1. Citizen part1dpdUon 1I0t begull edt-ly el\(Ju~11.

/0. Ol\ly) of 4) ~omin<iled i:lXca:. halJe :'llr"ht~J 1II1t1a1 scn~elljnlJ

process.

l ...
C,l,.r

t-
U ••
<.i,. {L:

cJ ?~
l'\';}-

6~

I'roblchl An."(\ CdteQorles.

vi

0
~1 l' _~

r.:&:: ~ . :..: 00
.' 0 ..:t-e
Cl r'1 ...J~ :, I
~ 1 ~ _ b.lt, '- > .r

'"- VI:> t - -..( D~ .t: ;.- u: ldt- -1:" U 0.
~.~ ll) t..c. , ::': ........ ....:- _..

l • I..- l..~ ....... z uJ \-) lJ) .... .....c:>
(1 ~ N.- ~. :...: _.J(Iv) :.r. CI- t-- 1 ~ __ 4.1, .... '-' ()c. t-. c- ~-, c.: :--: :--.' ;-:: .......e.t: :, (, ' .... -t l) L, () l':CJ ,,:( L.>, ) ... ) 0. (J ..... '-) CI

- -------

)(

x

__X_I )(

,. -
l. -~ C.,

-- t-
~ ) ... ~
"l :--

I CX"
erO
L. j L.
l1-::

'l - ..

l. • I
C, _:

• ~ Lt..-....
A'
: i L ...
C I,
ul ,(
( .. ­
"1'

~:l 11(( ';1<, J;.

~IUll\

I:U rV':.
\ Ill''' ; •
l t,l! J

?!. "k~,-(lil~l1eoltl·tl reduction 1n fedeL~"l fundlill) woulJ requlr-e greater
, ~t~y~ .f~!1!!'1!~! !(~n__~!" !,etll~t io!~~J!-~ E!"~!~!"31n.: _. .

\.j II d d~,-J \( en j ( nI ,,~~~ !1_a~~~~l~~l t

2'), .

L'J,

PnJ'Jf.31l1 IWn_el\lj:o locdll\/ dS. infrilllJl>int-lll on 10<':31 control.

1'(:11<1101/ 1 it 1qation of lonlll1j rcq1l1n~11I(:nt ill I'ioe County
liln~illi'lI~ P!~1!,~~ ~!.P~~·~~!~!I_~ .___ __ __ _ _~ , . __ . _. ... _ x

)(

--_!. --

~ ~ I ~!~

~kd I~!!~

\1l~H_(~ ~~l.~ ~!If\.\~~~~!1 ~

i'1J. ~fdclpa'i ~rt)qrarn b n.lfin1n9 sevt:ral years behind schedule
due to 111adequate staff fund. h~g.

iI", l'll~'ll ljovernllcnb !tidY lack fundS to dd1ll1llisler' i'roqriilll~.

It.. el,On il l1!1~ rule requln:'l!Il'lIts illUsl be .1lfl.CnJeJ. x

I t.\-/

H.·u I tUft

low



D<l1II ~:::t!:!:t

~J~:; ~1<l!~ !'1.:t~~?lL~.!1~!I!. {Continued}

lot-"- of ,'CSOllfces hclIllP~I'~ ftktOO,1led t.b~ of eltm111.6llng
fH..IIl-cortforndng ~MI1 t4l"')1 systems.

toe"l eldol"(~~tent 'IdS been l.:\lI 111 cendln (ount1es.. Requln'l1
noUflcdtiolls of inconsistent plalS, etc. ~I(e often not Jlldde

to the ONR,

~:(lHY f.KIIUI

~ lUll I

Ilil ",'
till' :"
l 0\/)

M..:J'~

l~"t~x

---~--
)(

)(----_.

Proulem Arcd C,Heaor1es

.
v)

0
.... -- , ,"rj ~; (~ <..... 0 I(J •• 1.- > I ,..

I
.. ~ - l..J 1- ll-( .... '/J

(I <..)C'r' ~ ~ c.: o( :.' I l~ 1...1 . ,
,

I .. ( U C\ ld .- I . .
1 ,..L.l ..... r .... :.:: ...... ;c ~ ..... I'Vl l,n

\" "-\. ... '
...:( ,;..'

I
...... {-~

~z Lo.IU Vl~
~ L :.:...

"'"
.J c; (.:J

g~
hl.- ~. :.: _ " C4 ~ ) cr :J l~

DL:.L VI X
>-0 I . v) .-.

l' C, ,"lO
(-] '''"

..... 1-- Q ,-- 1- 0.:
<.sf> :,- ... '.J l4.. t.J.J "".(6~ &.t: :J 0 .... -.c C.) u: l) :....- (-, t-

(9 e.t: LJ U Uo.. I.J ~ l..Jo..
'l. - ....

P1WLL U1 AAf A"::

!{U AHD lANU l([SOtIK(f~ HAHJlJ1U1lNflI!APHI< IV

:'.I.

lB

.
<:t\

-~

i':J llnier\d1n whether ~ropo:,ed fl'e ~.:.hetluk~ io/ll1 dt:-frdy pruq,'dlll
Lu~l~ s.ufflctcntly.

30. lllddeqlJd t<: cuns true Uon ,'econh for {) I der' pr-l Vd t e (idOl", Nu

i!.!~'1[1?!{:!.!~ .f~!::.~.~?l.!!I.!i .e~-...1~~£ mme~'~ Ill. ~~~!!I9.~~I~~.!!'~:. __ f!
I

------.... ----

)(

)(

)(

)( l U'ooI

~J I Ul41



Problem Area Categories

(1IIW,l:f{ V. WiLDlifE AND RECREATION RESOURCES MArMGlME~l

l:__ ~~.!_~~Ui'lb1Ht.Y is limited ,md ~~torL~ ~r~s04nplete. ~ . _

--.----. -----i

PHOL! U~ AfH AS

-_.~---_._--... ------- -------- ------------------

SCleIIUf_!£ and .!!~tur~l_A~~~

u..
0>-

~-
0.. ......
-e( ex:
_JO
LLX
uJ t­
>:':J0«

>­
I-z ......

..... ex:
o

V) ::;:::

o. &­
--l: ::>
C)~

.z:
z: a
0 ......
..... 1­
1-04.:
-e( U
z: .­
1>-4 ;:

~~
0-
00
(..)U

Vl

U......
.. - z:
:5~
uJ t­
oe -e(

Q
z: ......
u..t \..)
N ......
a- .. t-­
.. - 0::... ~
L.) 0...

u.. z.
00

>- 1·­
u q::
~ 0::

~ti
Vl ...~
-:;..::
V) .....

~~c..) C1.

z.
...... V}

w.- ......
U t-
-..-
-10:::
h.O

~~
(Jo...

u..z
00

>- .­
c..-,~

~~~
00
UJ u..
c.\ :.!:
e.t:: ..-

)(

~
..... ('J
C> :;..::

::J
>- Lo...

U I<t:: -
-) ...c ......
~.J .:.::
C) t--
~ Vl I-,

~'O;{K GROJP
STUfn

I~[lf"A::CY
llllr.U. !Ull\UH.
tm:)

low------

~ !l(~.l !!~ ~~~~~!~

~---_. -- -------·------t---l

11. il~~~~.!:. ~c~~.'~s_ ~ i'fA data 1s_~_~ded=--.... . _

Eco.!~fJ.~~~l ~~~~.!ces Ma~~nel~

10. leI' ~ of uata base of fish and wlldlife inventories 011 surface
WHt::fS creates prohleflls in project Dhnnlng and eV31u3Uol).

I-_=_t~t-_:-t=-=_t~=-=_l-~_
---t-!-----L.-X--J----l--L_i _

tow--_._-

low

Low--------

Me-JIUllfl

.!!~~ - - -- --

~':!!~

lo~

!'Wd I~

tI\~h

j\n:MI _.

x

)(

-- - -I

)(

)(

x

x

x

x

- - _._-_-!-

--I-~

----- ._.-1--1-- -1---- ---I---..-
__K ------1---- t------- . ---

x

------+--

~-----t I

t- -

1------

WIB'!! wdter' strc6111S need more Illlul,\q~illent :dUenUon.

Ponr r·ecun.l keeping results tn 111sufflc1~nt in(ormdt1on for
e",tnd~etllent oe{ 1s 1ons.

J'\.bsencc of authority over privatelY ownet! land prevents
effective wetland hab1tat protection.

Neeu for IIlore stream surveys and creel census data.

Absence of wet1dnd irilfenl(H'Y hdill~ers overa ti01l5.

lack of I"eference file hdOllJerS ~.l\ long-range pIMHlint].

County c~lmlss1on~rs less receptive to approvAl of State
wildlife acquisition proposal:.

Wetl~od~ purchased by Stlte subject to drainage ~(cording
Lo Minnesota O,alnagc Code.

~ ..--------_.~--

2.

-..:: .,
J.

4.

~.

6.

J.

8.

9.



~.~::j,~ ...~~~. !i~d~!~~~~~!t~. ~~~!..!~ ~~~cq~~~.l!~~

CHAI' HI{ V. \.I!tl}! IrE AND RfCREAHON RLS~J-{CfS MANAGOHtll

f'HOU m !\nrp,s

Problem Area CiHegodes

-V")

z
, WO;{I( GK()JP0.... lA..Z

~ STUD,;Z;l5 ~- ;c 00

:5~ ....
0 .....

>-- .- z:. L;. L ...... c .. I I'HfVI\iIC>
11_ ..~ .- w ~ .. t.)~ ...... "l 00 o z:

. PH!',!!. 1111l1lJM.
0>- ..... ~.- c.( 0.: ... ( z: ex: w ::l~- t- "!.u 0..

~tl ~- .... >- ~- >- l .....

l ()~)

n ..... Z ~ .. z-.. :...:: ........ u ~- u ... ( L_.q n:: ....... 0:: ... ~ Z wu V) ...... - ...... c.( ~ . «;( D.....lO (")

~~ ~
t-,,J J.-' ... '" :...= ...JC:::: :::) 0.- :::) ...cr:x:: VI :x:: .. . ~ .- VI ...... uo 00 c- ....."'J t·- n. t- o:; t- uL =:::~ Z" ""'_ Wl... U) ...:(

6~
c;( :, 00 ......'{" on 00::: 0:.=

~2 t~
~ ...( \)U J L..'eL uc.( un. ~~--- ----- ----- - ----- --~ .. ------

12. Luck ur crHedd fur dver designatioll fOl' CdnOe allli bOJ.tllIy
roult's.

IJ. CUHldetiun of pr'ojects. 1I11pd1n.'<.l by dl>sence of cooruil1ator dlld other
needed stdff. .----_. -- .. -- _.- ~_. ---- - -- - -- -----. -- -- ---- - - - -- - ~ --- --- --- ... -----

--------- -"'- - ----------- - )(

J(

~Jl~_ ..__

I(JlIoi

Publ11 AI\ e5~

1:>. fl>llipelitiuo wHh pr1vate Sed.Dr" (01" Lwd Illln'd5es cu'.d ot aI4111g-1n~J
pllbllc access sHes.

l- 14. Overly h~dVY USe ano 111suff1dclIl flwntlen. ot dCr€55 sites 111 tile
~l'\ll'n (uwlty luetro area.

16. Nt'eJ betlel" uJoperaUol1 with loc<sl offIcials to allevIate problems
.~L cO'!!~!..!!!2~~!!!..!suse~f ~~ite~:__ ._. _ x )(

I

I

X
--- - ----- - it- -- __

----- --- - - - -- -'II' - - _

~

)(

LO~

MeJiUIIII:

~'JI~------- - -

!:(J~~~~~~'::~~s.i ~~. .Ht'c t~~!.. Lo.!~ !'..!!!!~.'.!.9

._ L~ ~~~,12 l! '!.': ~!'ed 5_ .!~~~ fJ eli t _
-----. - ... _-_.- ...... -- -----



Minnesota
STATE PLANNING AGENCY

May 4, 1985

Room 100 Capitol Square Building
550 Cedar Street St Paul, MN 55101

The Honorable Carl Kroening, Chairman
State Departments Subcommittee/Senate Finance Committe~

Room G-24, State Capitol
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

Dear Carl:

The State Departments Subcommittee haa requested that the Stat0
Planning Agency provide to you draft languAge reqciring 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 langAuqe 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.

r 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.Fo 1639) requires the Commissioner of
AgricUlture to establish an interim study group and coordin~te a
study of the consolidation isaueG S.p$ 91S, a bill authored by
senator DeCramer dealing wit.h. the establishment of a ,flood damage
reduction program j calls for the State Planning Agency to develop a
report Ila on consolidation' of state agencies controlling water
resources$~ The appropriate sections of these two bills are attached
for your informa,tion~

We are willing to and believe it is appropriate that the state
Planning Agency carry out the study aU9gested~ 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 (Minnesot~ Statutes, Section
116Ce41). We have staff ~xpe[ienced in this type of analysis and in
the issues involved~

erely,

om Triplett, Director
(612) 297 ....2325



WATER RESOORCES AGENCY REORGANIZATION

RIDER

1 The director of the state planning agency shall coordinate a

2 study of the options available for consolidating the functions

3 and responsibilities of the soil and water conservation board,

4 water resources board, ~nd southern Minnesota rivers basin

5 councile The study shall be coordinated with the affected

6 agencies; the associations of Boil and water conservation

7 districts and watershed districts; and the senate agriculture and

8 natural resources committee, the house agriculture committee, and

9 the house environment and natural resources committee. The

IS director shall provide the staff and resources necessary to carry

11 out the required study~ The director shall report to the

12 governor ~nd the legislature by January 15, 1986 on the options

13 examined~ The report 8hall contain suggested legislation to

14 implement th~ recommended course of action in consolidating the

15 boards and '"h-a council"



ATTACH.MEN1'

H.P. 1639 (Forsythe, for the Committee on Appropristions)
AIticle I, Section 5
Subdiv1.;ton 5
(Paq8 21 of 4/30/85 version)

10 The co~.s1oner ot aqriculture shall
11 e.tab11lh and coordinate an inter
12 study 9~OUP to examine the options
13 available lor consolidatinq the
14 function. and responsibilities the
15 soil and water conservation board,
16 water resources board, and southern
17 M1nrie.ota rivers basin council under a
18 sinqle entity. The study qroup shall
19 includes representativ•• of the
20 aflected aqenci •• ; staff l ••iqned by
21 the .enate aqriculture and natural
22 re.ource. committee, hou.e environment
23 and natural resources eommitt.e, and
24 hou•• aqriculture committee; and such
2S other repre.entative••s the
26 comm1.sioner considers necessary. The
21 commi ••ioner ShAll report to the
28 leqislature on January 15, 1986, on the

29 options examined and the recommended
30 cours. of action.

S.F. 910 (DeCramer)
S·ection 4
(Page 4 of 4/19/85 ~~endment - SCS 910A-3)

21 Sec '. 4, • [ REPORT ~ ]





Minnesota

STATE PLANNING AGENCY

April 10, 1985

The Honorable Gaylin Den Ouden, Chairman
State Departments Division
House Appropriations Committee
Room 381, State Office Building
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

Dear Gaylin:

Room 100 Capitol Square Building
550 Cedar Street St. Paul, ,'V1N 55101

During the Division;s discussion of the Water Resources Board budget on

April 3, it was requested that my staff prepare an estimate of the cost 0:

implementing a reorganization of water agencies. The reorganization

option which we have been discussing with the affected agencies involves

combining the Soil and Water Conservation Board, Water Resources Board,

and Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council into a single, independent

state board ..

This letter transmits our initial esti~ates of the cost to the State of

Minnesota of implementing the reorganization option. These estimates are

contained in the attached table~ We estimate that the direct savings to

the state as the result nf a consolidating the SWeB, the WRB, and the

SMRBC will be $14,700 in F~Ye 1986 and S16,2a0 in F~Y~ 1987& A greater

result of t' ~ reorganization proposal will be improved ~~rvices to lccal

units of government in water management activitiesQ

In developing the attached estimates, the Governor's budget

recommendations were used as the base6 The staffing assumptions were not

changed from those in the Governor's budget pr.oposal. 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. boards

in the Governor's budget. (The exception to the latter is that actual

costs for the SWCB in FoY. 1984 and F.Y@ 1985 were averaged to derive SWC

costs.) We have added additional funds to the reorganized board cost

estimates to reflect rental space for the WRB (as the WRB currently ~a:lS

nothing to the Department of Natural Resources for space rental) and foe

contract for fiscal and personnel services between the new board and ~n

agency which it selects.



The Honorable Gaylin Den Ouden
Page 2

My staff has developed the attached estimates with the cooperation of

affected boards. If you have further questions on this issue, flease

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 Reorganizatlon of
Boards

F .. Y.. 86 F .. ¥. 87 Total FeY .. 86 F .. Y.. 87 Total

Personal
Services $ 694.8 $ 695.0 $1,389.8 $ 683. 7 $ 685 .. 9 -$1,367 .. 6

Expenses/Contract
Services 232 .. 8 243.3 476 .. 1 229 .. 2 238 .. 2 467 .. 4

Supplies and
Materials 30 .. 6 31 .. 9 62.5 3&3.6 31.9 62 .. 5

Equipment 7 .. i. 6 .. 5 13 .. 7 7 .. 2 6 .. 5 13 .. 7

Other -0- -e- -0- -0- -0- -0-

TOTALS $ 965.4 $ 976 .. 7 $1,942.1 $ 950 .. 7 $ 960 .. 5 $1,911.2

STAFFING TOTALS

Water Resources Board

Soil and Water Conserva­
tion Board

Southern Minnesota Rivers
Basin Council

TOTAL

Current

3

17

1

21

Requested in
Governor's BUdget

4

17

1

22





Room 100 Capitol Square Building
55Q Cedar Street St. Paul, MN 55101

March 8, 1985

TO:

THR

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Tom Triplett,

Revised Water Reorganization Consensus

Representatives of the key state water agencies met on February 28 to reconsider

_earlier water reorganization proposals in light of the ground rules laid oot at

,the February 21 meeting of the Environmental Qu~'ity Board. The revised recom­

mendation of the group calls for state wa-ter' programs and policies to 00 coor­

dinated by thE! Environmental Quality Boa.rd~-- A merger ofexistin~water and soil

boards-is'also rec-omrended 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 woul d be closely 1i nked.. The detail s of the recommen­

dation are ~scribed in the following paragraphs.

The Recommended Course of Action

1. The £nvironmental QualitY,B9ard should retain its existing water­

related r--e"sponsibilities- for-state program coordination and policy

development~ Its ability to carry out these duties should be

- strengthened by add; ~ i on of the alJ~hori ty to "re.v i ew and approve agency'

water-related -budgets and legfslative initiatives.

2. A water subc~~ittee of EQB should be established to provide the focus

necessary for effective integ-ration of water programs and policies.

The sUb_committee_ would -consist of representatives -of the DNR," PCA ll MDH

and MDAg designate,d by the respective agency heads t as_well -as the

c~airman or.executive director of the_fJ'erged water and soil board (also

added to the full EQB as specified below) and two citilens~ If a

county commissioner is included in the membership of the full board as

recotmlended by the Mulligan Task Force,. that person would replace one

of the citizen members on the subcommittee.

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

~
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state technical and financial assistance to local units of ~vernment

in the area of 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 independent, 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.

5. The Governor shoUld 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 EQS should be linked structurally 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 EOS as ad hoc non-voting members of the merged board and members of

the merged ooara(in addition to either the chairman or executive

director) as ~ hoc non-voting members of the EQB subc~~ittee~

We believe that the recommendation represents a sound approach to strengthening

state and local water- pla.nning programs, consistent with the ground rules laid

out by the EQS. We would like to discuss this recommendation and your views on

how to proceed with you.

/ms



Minnesota
STATE PLANNING AGENCY

Room 100 Capitol Square Building
550 Cedar Street St. Paul, MN 55101

February 15, 1985

TO:

THROUGH:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Tom TrirPett

Jack Di tmort. U Ilil

John We" S)If "" ~
Update on Water Reorganization Discussions

Representatives of the key state water agencies met on February 7 to discuss the

three ~ater reorganizational options that,we ~aid out, ·as well as a pr.oposaJ

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, SWCB 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 ;s attached.

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

the water coordination and p1anning duties would be- transferred to the modified

water board. This position was taken in recognition oJ the fact that the

Admi ni s tra t'i on has not yet dec; ded its response to the Mull; gan Task Force' s

recommendations. The possibility that the Pollution Control Agency might serve

in EQBls place as the "court of last resort" on environmental issues was aiso

raised.

Whi 1e .there was wi despread support for the opt; on recommended at the February 7

meeting, I want to point out that each of the original optioni was favored by at

least one agency representative. In addition t 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 rneeting the

following day to convey the group's position. We were greeted with mixed

reaction.)

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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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 A or regional
water planning (he has not fleshed these out yet), I believe that his proposal
for a water board and that of the agencies are in substantial accord.

Senator DeCramer expressed his intention to amenu the Governor's flood damage
reduction bill (which he expects to author) to include the reorganization of
wa ter boards outl i ned above. I was asked to meet wi th him and Sena te Counse 1
some time next week to assist them in drafting a reorganization amendment.

Decision on EQB

We are now approaching the point 'Where ,several key issues mu·st be resolved. The
future of the' EOS is a key component of any decision that might be reached on
water board reorganization. If EOS 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 EQS a focused coordinating body ;s reached, the
proposal tentatively made by the agencies may need to be reconsidered.

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

1. Abolish the E08. Under this option~ the Environmental Review program
would be transferred 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 [OB's Focus on Coordination. The Board would be given
new powers to revlew and approve agency'tiudgets and legislativE: initiatives
relating to the environment (including water). It would further serve in
the capacity of the Governor's Subcabinet on Energy, Environment and
Resources. Programs currently administered by the Board might be trans­
ferred to facilitate the focus on coordination. This option would be con­
sistent with the water board reorganization alternative focusing on local
water and soil planning oversight.

3. Continue the [QS with Minor Changes. U~der this option j the Board
would j 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 migt)t be trans­
ferred to a reorganized water board (as recommended by the Southern
Minnesota Rivers Basin Council).
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There appear to be three avenues for resolving the question of EQB's future.

The Environmental Quality Board will be meeting on February 21 to discuss the

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.

We have not discussed the EQS reorganization options fully within the

Environmental Division at this point. We will do this concurrently with your

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.

Ims

Attachment



OPTION RECOMMEND~D IN AGENCY DISCUSSIONS: MERGE WATER-RELATED BOARDS;
CONSIDER ABOLISHING THE ENVIRONMENTAL 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 initiatives of state agencies, and for
developing a coordinated work plan ear~ biennium for integrating the state's
water-related programs. The intent of these authorities would be to assure that
the state's water programs are well-coordina:~d at the state level and effec­
tively delivered to the local level of government.

The board would be composed of five agencies (ONR, PCA, MDH, MOA, 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:

WMOs;
**

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

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

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;
** 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;

** 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.
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Minnesota
STATE PLANNING AGENCY

Room 100 Capitol Square Building
550 Cedar Street St. Paul, V1N 55101

January 30, 1985

TO:

THROUGH:

FROM:·

SUBJECT:

Tom Triplett
IIf4f'

Jack Ditmore jr
John wellS~ U~
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 be 1i eve tha t Mi nnesota I S via ter programs need to be more close1y ti ed toge ther
through an authoritative coordinating body. We further believe that the local-

. state partne~ship 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 inyo'}ved 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. Ttlese include
the relationships of: (a) state-level water coordination functions to the
broader arena of environmental program coordination; (b) state water plan
development, state program coordination, and local 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 EQCAl OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Three options for consolidating water-related boards are described in the
attachment to this memorandum. They are:

1. Modifying the Water Resources Board by ddding 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
opti on seems to be fa vored by Sena tor DeCramer.)

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 aoard'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.

- This issue may also come up during the February 5 session of the House
Environment and Natural Resources Committee. We recommend that you discuss our
gene rale0 nc1usionsat t hat time, i f as-k ed.

Ims



OPTIONS FOR CONSOLIDATION OF WATER-RELATED BOARDS

1. Modifying the Water Resources Board; Abolishing the Environmental Ouality
Board. This option would change the membership and expand the respon-

, sibilities of the Water Resources Board to in:lude 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 \-IRB. The remaining functions of
the E~B 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;
Intervene in Water Policy Disputes;
Hear Appeals of Watershed District Decisions.

b. Existing E08 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
Cpmprehensive Local Water Managen~nt Act.
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creatin
a

a State Board of Water and Soil Policy by Merging the Present SWeB,
WRB an Water Functions of EQB/SMRBC. This option would consolidate the
SWea, WRB and SMRBC into 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 ~Iooership 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 Policy 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 So;l and Water Conservation Districts;
** Administer Cost-Share Programs for Erosion and Water Quality;
** Provide Financial and Technical Assistance'to Soil and Water.

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

and Water Issues.

c. Existing EQB 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.

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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3. 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 Ilanning 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 effectivene~s in this area. State water planning duties would reside in
the State Planntng 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 local officials
and citizens. The chairman would be designated as a member of a modified
Environmental Quality Board. The EQB membership would consist of agencies
and. citizens in roughly equal proportion, with the chairman serving dt the
discretion of the Governor. The EQB would continue to be housed in j~A and
s ta ffed by it. The merged board woul d be independent.

The merged board would be responsible for the following programs and
fun~tions:

a. Existing SWCB Responsibilities:

**
**
**

**
**

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

b. Existing WRB Responsibilities:

**
x*

**
**
**

Establfsh, Modify, or TerminateJ..Jatershed D'istricts;
Review Boundaries of Metropolitari Watershed Management
Organizations;
Approve Plans of Watershed Districts and Metropolitan WMOs;'
Intervene in Water Policy Disputes;
Hear 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/Outreach Functions Associated With the Proposed
Comprehensive Local Water Management Act.
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The modified Environmental Quality Board would be responsible for the following
programs and functions:

a. Existing EQB Responsibilities*:

**

**

**

**

Environmental Policy Development and Program Coordination;

State Water Program woordination;

Representation of the Governor on Interstate and State-Federal Water
Committees;

Integration of Local Water Plans into State Strategies.

b. New Board Functions Required:

**

**

*Note:

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

Review and Approval of Water-Related Budget Requests of State Agencies.

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



Minnesota
STATE PLANNING AGENCY

Room 100 Capitol Square Building
550 Cedar Street St. Paul, MN 55101

DATE:

TO:

FROM:

NOVEMBER 27, 1984

INTERESTED ORGANIZATIONS

JACK DITMORE, DIRECTOR y.er.~
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 supplemented by the
research functions in eight Ilcenters" within the University of ~1innesota.

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 ;n 1983 to
become the state coordinating body. The Water Planning Board was discontinued.
In 1984, the Legislature approved the location of water planning staff (along
with other EQS staff) ;n 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 level to manage our water resources. This concern has arisen in the con­
text of (1) 1iscussions of citizen organizations (e.g., the Leagup of Women
Voters)9 (2) legislative d.ebate (e.g., during LCMR hearings), (3) debate over
local 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 its operation.

As a result of these concerns and the Governor's wore general organizational and
structural goals, we have undertaken a review of water resources management
organization options. 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
conclude by 11:00 a.m.

"'I EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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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 tv discussion of your
views. Your input will be used as part of a later discussion of water resources
issues with Governor Perpich.

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

Tha nk you for you r con tinui ngin te re s tin t his issue . We 100k f0 rwa rd to see i n9
you on December 4.

/ms

Enclosures

cc: Tom Triplett, Director
Sta te P1ann i n9 Agency



TENTATIVE AGENDA

TOPIC: WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT
CONFERENCE ROOM A &B
CAPITOL SQUARE BUILDING
DECEMBER 4, 1984
9:00 A.M. TO 11:00 A.M.

I. INTRODUCTION -- Tom Triplett, Director
State Planning Agency

A. Reasons for Looking at Reorganization

B. Major Issues

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

A• Sta tu s Quo

B. Modified Water Resources Board

C. Modified Environmental Quality Board

D. Department of Resources Protection

r. Env;ronw~ntal Protection Agency

F. Water and Land Resources Board (Option Developed for
Consideration by Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council)

III. OPEN DISCUSSION

Organization Views

IV. SUMMARY -- Tom Triplett, Director
State P1ann i ngAgency



REASONS FOR LOOKING AT REORGANIZATION QPTIO~S

1. GOVERNOR'S GOAL A CENTRAL GOAL OF THE PERPICH
ADMINIS~RATION IS TO MAKE GOVERNMENT MORE RATIONAL
IN STRUCTURE, AND MORE COST EFFICIENT IN ITS OPERATION.

2. EXPRESSIO~S OF CONCERN LEGISLATORS AND CITIZEN
GROUPS (E.G., THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS AND THE
CITIZENS LEAGUE) HAVE RAISED THTS ISSOE.

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

MAJOR ISSUES

1. ~FFEC11Y£~ IS THE CURRENT WATER MANAGEMENT
SYSTEM PRODUCING THE RESULTS DESIRED? WILL ALTER­
NATE APPRAOCHES LIKELY INCREASE PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS?

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

3. PERCEPTIO~ -- IS THE APP~~ENT LACK OF PUBLIC
UNDERSTANDING OF THE CUP~NT· SYSTEM A SUFFICIENT
REASON TO CONSIDER ALTERNATE APPROACHES? ARE- THERE
METHODS SHORT OF REORGANIZATION WHICH WILL EFFECTIVELY
INCREASE PUBLIC UNDERSTANDING AND SUPPORT OF THE CURRENT
l1ANAGEMENT APPROACH?



OPTION NO.1. THE STATUS OVO

MAJOR COMPONfNTS

** Maintains Separate Advocates for Pollution Control, Health,

Agriculture and Resource Manag~ment

** Maintains Separate BoarQs Overseeing \vatcrshed Districts and

Soil and Water Conservation Districts

** Utilizes Environmental 0uality Board to Coordinate State Water

Programs and to Develop Water Plan

** Assigns State Duties for Local Water Planning Initiative to

Either EQB or WRB

ASSESSMr:NT

Pros

-

-Provioes Strong, Visible Advocates

Programs

** Non-controversial.

Cons

For Individual Water-Relaten

** Fraamented (10 Aqencies; 4 Boards; 1 Coro~ission~ 1 CQun~il)

**

.. **

Requires Strong Coordinating Effort

.ProviC'es No Sta.te~Jevel Voice for Local'·Genetdl Purpose

Governments

I f WEB Se lee t'ed to (I v'e r'see L0 C a .1 Wa t. e r P1ann ingIn i t i at i v e ~

No Link to State Agencies
State Water Planning Separated from Local Water Plannina

~ Staff Shortaces Crucial

** If EQB Selected to Oversee Local Water Plannina Initiative:

Establishes Two Separate Systems for Loqal Water

Planning
Must Confront Negative Perceptions of Local Officials

to Build Local-State Partnership
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OPTION NO.2. MODIFIED WATFF RFSOURCES BOARD

MAJOR COMPONENTS

**

**

**

**

**

**

**

Restructures Water Resources Boaro (Adds 5 County Commissioners;

Chairman Appointed by Governor; Merqes Staff Ir.to State Planning

Agency)

Assigns State Water Plan D~velopment and State Duties for Local

Water Planning Ini_iative to WRB

Abolishes Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council

Other Components Same as Status Quo

ASSESSMENT

PROS

Provides Single Focus ~cr State and Local Water Planning

Provides State-Level \'oice :or Local Ger.eral Purpose Governments

Retains Strong, Visible Advocates for Individual Water-Related

Programs

CONS

** Places 2 Water-Relatp~ Boards' in State Planning

** Fraamented (10 Age~ci0s: 4 Board~; 1 Cowrnission)

**

**

Requires Strong Coord~r.ating Effort

Agencies Not Directly ~iect to State Water Plan Development

SOIDe Opposition Expcc':e.'



OPTION NO.3. MODIFIED E~NIRONMENTAL 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 In;,tiative 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 90licy Development
Functions

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 {IO Agencies; 3 Boards; 1 Council}

**

**

**

Requires Strong Cooroinating Effort

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

Some Opposition Expected



OPTION ~O. 4. DEPART~F~T OF RESOCRCE PROTEC~IO~

** Merges Staff/Programs of:

Pollution Control Agency
~DH Water Supply and General Engineerin9
Minnesota-Wisconsin BAC
DNR Division of Waters
Environmental Quality Board
Water Resources Board
Soil and Water Conservation Soard

** Agency Leadership:

Citizens Board with Executive Director
Subcommittees for Pollution Control; Lana & Water Manaae~ent

**

**

**

**

**

**

**

**

**

**

Remaining Interagency Coordination Needs ~et by Subcahinet

Assiqns State Duties for Local Water Plannina Initiative to New
Board

A.SSESSMENT

PROS

Brings T0gether Key Interrelated Issues:

Water Quality, Quantity and Supply
Erosion _Control and. Non Point Source Pollution Contro'1
Local, Stat e - <3. ndInt e r s tat. e Wa t e r P1ann i n g

Greatly Reduces Fraamentation of Water Programs

Facilitates Unified Approach at Re?ional Offices

CONS

Removes External Chp-cys and Balances

Breaks Close Ties Between Water Use and Wildlife

Removes Special Interstate Focus with Wjsconsin

Buil~-in Sensitivity to Local Issues ri~ficult to Attain

Highly Controversial



I
DIVISION

OF
POLLUTION CONTROL

** Air Quality
** Water Quality
** Solid and Hazardous Waste
** Safe Drinking Water
** Water Well Construction
*'k Non-Poi nt Source' (Erosion

Control, etc.)

Figure

RESOURCE PROTECTION BOARD
!

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
I

DIVISION
OF

LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT

** Protected Waters
** Appropriations
** Oam Safety
** Floodplain Management
** Shoreland Management
** Critical Areas Managemen~

** Power Plant Siting

Office of Policy Analysis,
Interstate Affairs and
Environmental Review

DIVISION
OF

LOCAL AFFAIRS

** SWCO/Watershed District/County!
Lake Improvement District Liaison

** Gr~nts Administration
** Ru.es/Guidelines Adoptlon
** Technical Assistance Coordina on/

Outreach
** Plan Approval Processing



OPTION :;0. 5.

MAJOR COMP'='~~[~!TS

** Builds on Staff/Programs Merged in Option No. 4

Pollution Control Agency
MDH Water Supply and General Enqineerinq

Minnesota Wisconsin SAC'

DNR Division of Waters
Environmental 0uality Board

Water Resources Board
Soil and Water Consp.rv?tion Board

** Adds Staff/Proarams o~'

Rest of MDH Division of Environmental Health

MDAg Pesticides Control Proqram

MDAg Water Supply ~esting Proqrams

DNR Aquatic Nuisance Control Program

** Other Components Sarre as Option ~o. 4

PROS

** Brings Together Key I~terrelated Issues:

Water Quality, Quantity, Supply and Health

Erosion Control and Kon Feint Source Pollution Control

Loca l, St.a t e and I nte rs ta t e Wa te r Planning

** Further Reduces Fraorentation of Water Proara~~

**

**

**

**

Facilitates Unifie~ Arproach at Regional Offices

co~s

Removes External Chpc~s an~ Balances

Breaks Close Ties Betwppn Water Use and Wildli~e

Removes Special Interstate Focus with Wisconsin

Built-in Sensitivity to Local Issues Difficult to Attain

Highly Controversial
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Figure

IRONMENTAl PROTECTION BOARD
I

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
•

I Office of Policy Analys
Interstate Affairs and
Environmental Review

I I
DIVISION

OF
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

Hotels~ Resorts &Restaurants
Occupational Health
Water Supply and General

Engi neer'i og
Environmental Field Services
Radiation
Health Risk Assessment
Analytic Services

OIVISION
OF

POLLUTION CONTROL

Air Quality
Water Quality
Solid and Hazardous Waste
Safe Drinking Water
Water W~ll ,Construction
Non-Point Source (Erosion

Control. etc.)
Pesticides Control
Aquatic Nuisance Control

DIVISION
OF

LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT

Protected Waters
Appropri ati on's
Dam Safety
Floodplain Management
Shoreland Management
Critical Areas Management
Power Plant Siting

DIVISION
OF

LOCAL AFFAI RS

SWCD!Hatershed Oistrict!Coun /
Lake Improvement District Lia

Grants Administration
Rules!Guid~lines Adoption
Technical Assistance Coordinati

Outreach
Plan Approval Processing



**

**

**

OPTION NO.6. WATER AND LAND RESOURCES 80ARD

MAJOR COMPONENTS

Merges

Water Resources Board
Soil and Water Conservation Board
Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council
Minnesota-Wisconsin SAC
SPA/EQB Water Planning Staff/Duties

Maintains Separate Advocates for Pollution Control, Health,
Agriculture and Resource Manage~ent

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 Soi 1 and ~"1a.ter wi th v.later PIanni ng Programs

Retains Strong, Visible Advocates for Indivi~ual 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





Minnesota
STJ\TE PLANNING AGENCY

Room 100 Capitol Square Building

550 Cedar Street St. Paul, MN 55101

WATER MA»AGEMENT ORGANIZATION MEETING
November 8, 1984

Summary of Key Points

Key Underlying Conclusions

1. There is no central place ror effective water planning, policy develop~nt,

and management.

2. Minnesota should preserve its basic advocacy approach to organization of

line water programs.

3. Minnesota needs a permanent interagency group to deal with water planning~

policy development, and coordination functions.

4. The state water organizatfon recommendations should be packaged with the

proposed legislation for local water planning.

5. Significant problems developed in the 1984 legislative session wit~ the

identification of EQB as the state authority for approval of county water

plans (in S.F. 1316). .

State W~ter~Coordinati09 Body Characteristics

Nature of the Coordinating Fu~ctio~

1. Necess1 taus suffici.ent focus and priori ty on/for water (i.e. j requires a

substantial coml'fment of time and resources focused on water issues). (If

EQS were to be selected, for example, removal of its environmental review

and, perhapst power plant siting functions would be a prerequisite for suc­

cessful functioning as the state coordinating body.)

2. Agencies must sacrific~ some of their autonomy to the state coordinating

body (1.e .. p the sea must have a lot of I1l cloutu
• has to be something the

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

Planning Board had).

3. The see needs a lIforced agenda" with specific statutory charges or mandates,

and deadl1 nes for produci ng reports t report upda tes» recommenda tions to the

Governor and the Legislature, etc •.
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4. There must be a strong 1i nk between plann; ng and management wi thin the coor­

dtnatinq body approach, but "line" programs must not be administered by the

sca if for no other reason than their tenden..:y 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, line agencies

should also be subject to the coordinating function. The SeB must have the

authority to say "This is the p1a", the strategy state government will

pursue. lI
)

5 The local-state partnership concept ~mbodied in the Water Planning Board's

local water planning recommendations necessitates the coordination of state

programs and deve 1opment of a comprehensi ve approach to loca 1 un; ts of

government. The sca a1so requ; res a more dfrect 1i nle to loca 1 governme ,ts

and a good rapport with ti/~rtl 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.)

6. The state water plan should be given official status to serve as the basis

for the SeB to tie together the programs of state agencies and the plans of

local units of government.

Functions and Duties

1. Further develop and update the state water plan, utilizing the plan as the

basis for developing an overall strategy and coordi.nated budgetary approach,

and for assessing the compatibility of local plans with state strategies.

2. Determination of budgetary priorities and of the funding requests that agen­

ci es shou1d be au thor; zed to pursue be fore ~he leg is1a ture ba sed upon the

overall strategy and bUdgetary approach. -

3. Direct a coordinated appr~ch of state technical and financial ass'istance to

local units of government and a coordinated response by state government to

local wa~er olann1ng initiatives, including incorporation of local plans

into state strategies, (Whether this explicitly necessitates sea approval

of local water plans was not resolved by consensus.) =--

4. Direct a coordinated state approach to education and communication relating

to water-related issues and opportun~tfes~ including a process for securing

public involvement and interaction.

5. Utilize a statewide water advisory council to assist it in carrying out

these responsibilities. Regional councils might also be utilized. (Whether

the stAtewide or regional councils were advocated by the group ~s a whole is

unclear, as is precisely ~nat their role would be.)



-3-

seB Structure

1. The prima ry state wa teragenci es mu ~ t be direct 1y repre sen ted . ~ t a
minimum, the sce Board should include thp. DN~, PCA and MOH. (Although some
participants preferred a citizen's board to minimize turf protection, others
argu~d that ci tizens' boards cannot coordinate agencies or get into the
/I nu ts and bo 1ts" of age hcy programs.)

2. The-Sea Board should include representatives of local government
(particularly if local water planning oversight duties are included). State
associations might be utilized in representing local units or in selecting
1oca 1 representa t1 ves. '

3. Geographic representation of citizens and local officials should be con­
sidered as should interest group representation. (It was unclear ~hether

this idea was offered with respect to board or advisory council membership.)

4. Several explicit options for the sea were identified:

**

**

**

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

A "subcommittee~ of EQB (perhaps with separate statutory duties
and powers, and with membership not limited to EOB 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 special ad hoc local representation). (Again, this
idea may have been applIed to the advisory council concept, not
the board concept~)

Options 2, 3 and 6 of November 8 handouto

5. Oth~r characteristics and comments related to structure:

** Th-e sea Board should be a r"elatively small group.. (The current
EQB is too clumsy and awkward to taKe on the sea duties
effectively. )

*~ The board should have a direct link to local units of governmento

** If EQB is remodeled to assume a primary water coordinating focus,
a name change (Environmental Coord~nat1ng Board 1 Water Policy
Board) might be desirablee
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I\l/
JACK DITMORE/JOHN WELLS v~

ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION

DATE: OCTOBER 24, 1984

SUBJECT: STRATEGY FOR DISCUSSION OF WATER MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATION

You requested that we prepare d 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. Initial contact with key legislators, agency heads, and the Governor.
(This was accomplished with your October 18 memo.)

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

3. 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.)

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

5. - Two meetings with legislators, one follO\lJing the meeting with agencies
in early November; the second following the EQB (alternatively, the
Subcabinet meeting) in late November. The first meeting would be
limited to legislators with past interest; the second expanded to key
committee and minority party leaders.

6. A briefing for the Energy/Environment/Resources Subcabinet.

7. In early December, options should be brought to the Gover-nor for review
and decision. This meeting should include major agencies, key
legislators, and the Governor's principal advisors.

/ms
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SUGGESTED STRATEGY FOR DISCUSSION OF
WATER MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATION

1. Legislators, 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.

B. 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.

2. 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, SWC8, and Mn/Ws Boundary Area
Commission.

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

C. 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., ~ several key
questions) to aid in our understanding of what might be supported and
why.
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3. During the week of November 12 to 16, Tom Triplett should chair a meeting of
potentially interested groups to discuss the need for orgnnizational 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 12rge,
dividing it into two units along t:,e lines of local governments/
interest groups might be considered.)

B. .The objective of the meeting(s) should be to elicit views on the need
for re 0 r gani zat ion and re cept i vi ty to va rio us op t fo n5 •

t. The meeting(s) should begin with the rationale for ex~mining water
management reorganization, followed by an overview of potential options,
dis.cussion, and a summary of comments by the chairman. An attempt
should be made to get a structured response (e.g. ,. to several key
que s t ion s) taa i d i.n 0 urunders ta ndin g. 0 f what rl i ght be supp0 r ted and
why.

4. On November 20, di~cussion of the reorganization issue by the Environmental
Qua"!iti Board. (.I\.n alternati1je is to make this discussion a briefing, v.'ith
the Subcabin~t assi~ned the task of developing a recommendation to the
Governor. )

A. The ..80ar d sIN U1d:

(1) Receive· an overview of the is'sue and discussion to date from its
s ta ff;

(l). Discuss optipn~ and alterhat~.recomme~dations; and -

(3) Attempt to reach agreement·c)n a recommendatio.n to the Governor ..

5." Once foliowing the' meeting .with agencies (November 5 to 9) and again
following ~QB meeting (November 20), Tom Trip1ett·and SPA staff should meet
with le~nsla-tors to discuss organizational" issues.-

A. The first meeting should involv~ Senators Willet, Merriam, and
Purfeerst and Representative r,1unger. In addition, Bob Hansen"
(Executive Director,- LCMR) might partici-pate in -this session.
pose should be to solicit thei-r perceptions of what is needed

"feasible.

Its pur­
and
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B. The second meeting should be broadened to include key committee chair­
men (e.g., Senators Merriam, Willet and Don Moe; Representatlves
Munger, Kahn, Wenzel, and Norton), m~nority 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.

6. On November 21, the Energy/Environment/Resources Subcabinet should be
briefed by SPA staff on activities and deci~;ons (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.)

7. In early December, optio'l$ should be brought to the Governor for review and
decision.

A. A 1 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., \-lillet, ~'1erriam, r~unger, Henzel,
Kahn, D. Moe, and Norton), and the Governor's chief advisors (i .e.,
Triplett, Montgomery, Ford, and Nelson).

B. Tom Tripiett should review the issue, the options which appear reaso~

nably open, and recommend a course of action.

C. The options and recommended course of action should be discussed so as
t~ provide the Governor with the information necessary to reach a
policy decision,

8. Governor's decision by December 15.
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Tom Triplett, Director
State Planning Agency

Jack Di tmore <::;)•• ~~&lIkz
Environmental Division

State Water Management Organizational Options

The issue of state-level water organization has arisen in the context

of the Governoris 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) e, The attached memorandum 'prepared by John Wells

describes five options for addressing the organization of state

government to manage its water resources.

The options which we believe are viable are:

1. Maintaining the status gUQ. 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 Board

would retain and strengthen rts efforts to assure the management

efforts of the ,!nul tiple agencies are coordinated. frhe Water

Resources Board would be assigned state plan approval duties

under the loca~ water planning initiative. The option does not

address the Administrmtion goal of reducing the number of

agencies reporting to the Governor, but 'is workable for the local

planning initiative and has a tr~ck record of some succeSSe

2@ ,Incremental chA~. Two specific approaches might be

considered.

~ter Resources Boa~~G This option would

bring the WRB into the State Planning Agency. It would add

'five county commissioners to the current composition of the

WRB (five citize.n members) and provide for: ill chairperson

appointed by the Governor~ The Board's staff would become

members of the SPA Environmental Division. The WRB

chairperson would be added to the membership of the EQBo
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The Southern Minnesota River Basin Council would be
sunset ted and no statewide advisory committee (an option
currently being studied by the SHRBC) would apointed.
This option would be a modest fort to begin addressing
Administration goals. It would be a significant improvement
over the first option for dealing with the local water
management initiative. However, it would create two boards
within the SPA with somewhat overlapping responsibilities
and would almost certainly be o~]osed by supporters of the
WRB.

Modifying the Environmental Ouality Boord. This option
would merge the WRB into the EQS. In addition, the
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission would become
linked to the Boards 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
CommissionG (This option could also be influenced by the
work of the Mulligan Task Force.)

3. Major xeolgonizatioo of water management Agencies. This
approach might also take two forms.

~tiQn of A Department of Water ResQurce PrQtectioD$ This
option would merge the Pollution Control Agency, Department
of Natural Resources/Division of Waters, Department of
Health/Division of Environmental Health Water Supply and
General Engineering section, EQS, WRB, SMRBC, and Soil and
Water Conservation Board~ The MN/WI Boundary Area .
Commission uould report to the Department. The new
Department might function either under a co~~issioneI or a
citizen board and executive director, although the latter
approach is preferable to replace the PCA Board. This
option is a major initiaitive in response to the Governor's
goals. It may be seen as a positive step in increasing
understanding the state's Management systemo It could
accomodate the local planning initiative. However, this
approach would raise concerns over the loss of ~advocatesW

for special concerns and of the checks and balances of the
current system. The spector of a ~wateI czar 8 would be
raised. It could be difficult to achieve consensus within
the Administration on this initiative.
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Creation of a state Environmental Protection Agency. This
option would be structured similar to the above approach,
but with the addition of the remaining functions of the
Department of Health Division of Environmental Health, the
water supply testing and pesticides regulation functions of
the Department of Agriculture, and the aquatic nuisance
control program of the Department of Natural Resources. The
supportive and opposition arguments would also be similar.

While we have not studied the fiscal imp4cts of these options, it is
our view that none will provide either l4rge-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.

Additional Organizational Considerations

The shifts which are proposed under the major reorganization options
may provide the Governor with the opportunity to consider. othel 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
service~ (whi,ch would focus on fish and wildlife management,
protection of ecologically sensitive areas, etc~). They might be
shifted to a development agency, such a the Department of Energy and
Economic DevelopmentQ

Further, such a major concentrAtion of environmental management
responsibilities under major reorganizations may reshape the way we
think about an Environn~ntal Division within the State Planning
Agency~ Coordination needs may be reduced and analytic tasks better
handled within the resource agencies. If this leaves primarily
legislative And budget analysis as Division activities, it may make
sense to combine these functions with the Department of Finance to
develop an approach similar to that of the federal Office of
Management and Budget~
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Re:

OCtober 18, 1'84

Senator Jerry Willet, ChairBan, Senate rinance
Senator Gene Kerri.., Chai:aan, Senate Ag/Natural Resources

Senator Clarence Purfeerat, Chair.an, CKR
Rep. Willard Munger, Chairman, Bouse' vironmertt/Nat Res.

TOR Triplett, Director and BOB Cha ~

Jack Ditmore, Assistant Director/ nv Ionmental Divi8ion~

Water planning issues

All of you have had a long-standing interest in the improvement

water planning and coordination programs within state government.

thought it would be appropriate ~o give you a status report on

efforts nov underway in the Executive Branche

As you recall, the 1984 Legislature approved the location of the

water planning function within the EOB/State Planning staffQ This

followed the dissolution of the Water· Planning Board in the 1983

.easion of the Le9islature~

Over the past ·year our staff has been working to formul~te &

comprehensive v~teb planning strategy for the state~ We have been

reviewing a number of options, ~nd have participated in several

pieces of proposed 1@9i81ation~ OUr. 9taff vill i$sue a .report

shortly which ~uamarile~ major planning and coordination needs.

In the aeantime, the attached memorandum outlines a series of options

that appear to us to be avail~le fOI improving water planning and

coordination activities. We are now doing .ore eztensive analysis of

these options, and intend to Dake specific recommendations to the

1985 session of th~ L~9islatule0 Although we list the St~tU8 quo as

an option, we want you to know that we regard the current situation

as inadequate, and that some forB of stren9th~ned water pro9ramB is

iBpeI&tive for Minnesota.

The Environmental Ouality Board has bequn a process of identifying

the most important environmental and resource issues facing the

8tate~ A preliminary poll of lOB members has indicated that water

plannin9 issues will probably be 9iven a high priority when the EOB

completes its process in Rovembere We hope that the strong support

of BQB vill provide further iapetus for strengthened water pr09rams~
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Thank you your continued r issues. Ihare your

helief that we do a
of protecting this

_ost i.portant resource. will advised as s proceed

on this Batter. In the meantime, 1 us know if you have sU9gestions

for additional we should be taking.

cc: Governor Perpich
Members of the Environmental Quality Board
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JACK DITMORE ~

JOHN WELLS~
STATE WATER MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATIONAL OPTIONS

The organization of state water-related functions ;s increasingly becoming an
issue that warrants close scrutiny.. As you know, the Governor has identified a
central goal of the Administration lito make government more rational in its
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
Environmental Quality Board has raised questions on the coordination of water
programs and plans. The Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council, in considering
its cha rge to eva1ua te the need for a s ta tewi de wa ter ad vi sory coun ci 1 to the
EQB, has decided to assess the full range of water organizational options.
Finally, the loca"1 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 legislators 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 local
level. An assessment of the likely response to each proposal ;s 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 sh0 U1d be p1anned for at t his time.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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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 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
cnordination. In 1979, the Water Plannirg 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 Qual; cy 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. 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 agenc;es--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 oth~r 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 a.rea. 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.
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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, th~ 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

local 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 hi~tory of

either distrust or ignorance 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 al~J

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 w~o would favor the SWCB and from some county people who see the

Board as pro-wat~rshed district. There might also be opposition from

legislators who see a need to pull together water and so11 functions at the

state level and who would view this opti,on as a "do nothing" approach to a

major concern.

OPTION NO.2. MODIFIED WATER RESOURCES BOARD

Description. This option invo'lves restructuring the membership of the Water

Resources Board 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 init;at;ve~ The restructu_ring 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 counGil (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 EOB to foster communication and coor-

dination between the Boards. The Environmental Division of the SPA would pro-

vide staff to both Boards.
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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-re"lated boards within the Agency may beg
the question, why do we need both?

8. The "pros" and "cons" of the Water Resources Board noted under Option 1 al so
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 cOLld 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 ability 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 b€ 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 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 EOB 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 Board and the SMRBC into the EQS.)
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Assessment

A. This option would consolidate state water functions by abolishing the WRS
and MN-WI SAC, eliminating the overlap that currently exists between these
boards and the EQS. In addition, the SMRSC 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 ~fforts 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 apprJach 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,
IIheavy-handed ll board. The fate of the proposed EQB role in S.F. 1316 demon­
strates the extent of the problem. Opposition from the MN·-WI SAC 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 Pollution Control Agency, DNR Division
of Waters-:-,.mH 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 atta.ched Figures 2 and 3.) Two models
for lea.dership of the new agency might be pursued: 1) a commissioner with advi­
sory councils on pollution control, 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 ioore feasible by
those fear; ng the '\~ater czar'i approach to management y as well as by those
linked to existing boards that would be merged.) An assumption underlying this
option is that interagency coordination wouid occur as necessary through the
Governor's sub-cabinet.
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Assessment

A. This option rates highly in addressing Administr.1tion 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 liabili-ty of thfs option would be
the removal of certain "checks and balances" inherent in the existing advo­
cacy approach to organi za ti on (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 agencyls internal organization (inc1 11ding a Division of Local
Affairs in the Director's office) offer opportunities to address, t,his- poten-
tial concern. '

C. As with any major reorganization t this option has the potential for signifi~

cant political contr:oversy. 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
substa'ntial opposition'. The proposal may get labeled as an expansion of the
Pollution Control Agency, somethiD9 those who dislike· peA would strongly

,oppose. The option wiil also likely be _attacked 'on the grounds that
Minnesota needs neither a water czar nor a super-agency. (Whilealarge
bureaucracy may be feared) in fact the new agency would have a staff of less

"than 600.-)

On the positive side, the tim~, for this option may well b€ right. There is
'-a growin.§ sentiment among key'le'gislators that Minnesota'-s water management
,structure is frag~ented and unresponsive. The substitution of the Soil and
Water Conservation Board for the EQB in S.F. 1316 was made with the comment

,that ;'t made sense to bring soil and water duties together. Many staff in
the Division of Waters Clearly feel like their functions are a low priority
l#ithin the Department. Professionals nationwide have long'recogniied the
problems of separating water quality and quantity functions. Finally,
ongoing studies by the Citizens League and the Leagu~ o~ Women Voters have
also identified major-concerns with the existing fragmentation of state
wa ter functi ons.
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OPTION NO.5. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Description. This option would add the remainder of the Environmental Health
Division, the water supply testing and pesticides regulation functions of the
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 ~onsolidation 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



FIGURE 1

EXISTING WATER AND RELATED MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATION

------- ---·----------·-1
sTAIr I' ANNIr-::; Ar,PKY

rN~ I ""'I'M N 1", OIIAI 1\ Y ~1(,A,Rf1 .
<,(lIlT'lr flfJ "'I Nr* c,(11 A R I VI R~ nA~ I N (nl/t,!(", l

WA T r P Rf ("/11 /r.1('f f", fl{)A,Rfl
r-

"'~I .. r Pnlley Inn! Ilct R""ol"t Inn

Food, MPllt P, Poultry Ol .. I~I01'·

"qr(Jrt(JPIy c,..rv'on Ol .. ls'o<'l
P"",tlrl MS end Fart III .....

llc"n~ 1""1

F'lood CQrttrol r....ems Adool"'l11­
trlll Inn r A,r .." II)

Frenlon rO<1trol PI"n o.e.-foc>­
_nt

fllTAPT"'f,n rrr ~11.fp\'TURf

c,I)IL AND WAIfR CONSrRVATlOi'l f\(lARfl

Dlllry Olvlslon e

PIIlnnl nq Olvlslon
W,,"thAr ModI f IClltlon

Overslqht of Sol I liM Wllt"r
Cons..rvlltlon Olstrlch

fr~Ion end Wet"r 001011 ty Grllnt~

Admlnl~trlltlon

Rur,,1 Relnler I '4on' torI nq

W..,t,.r~h,,<1 Di<.+rlct rormntlnn
""" nVPlr,,11 PIlOn rr~crlnllon

~{'r0 ~urf3C'" IJ •..,ff'll'" Plannlnfl Act Ar7l'lln,,,tr~t'nn-----------.----------:J
WA')IF MANAr" ..... NT A(1ARf) •

... ~~ t ... Mllnll9"''''''Jnt PI "n 50 j\ <l ... "S t" M"n"'l""""nt

Sltln') of H"lllrdous w~te rocl II tv

------- - --------l"~'"~o'"

rrx>rolnlltlon of P"hll, oI,tAr
R~c;.oorC"l'H M:nn~r,w'H\1

l(1t~r"tlon of LC'X,,: P:Crt5
1'110 r,IRtf. Str"t.-qll."S

rritlc,,1 Ar"tl\"\ MAnttq»_nt I
r1r",lln" RoullnQ lind ro..e,-

r I ~.,t '; Itt nq
Lnn!1 U~'" ['Innnln" ,l\5~I~t"r.Qft

I_________J

,tttt",,,,, rifl r r"i"I'\IICo",qr~ I;Il'Itf'lr l'\-r¥1
R,.I"tPf1 L"no ~f'lC)"-W'f"P"" Pl"ru,:nq

'nvlront'fWli'ntl'tl 1""'fl."Jcf "~c;r'll ...~nt

)rllClr"m Rf"l'vl,.... ~n(1 roi 1\ v ronf: 1ft

flpsoJut 'nn
nvlrC'l"",nl~1 rnllrv rl~nnlnq

(,yCitflHTlS trJ\ 'pI"tfltr Infr.rti\l1tl'""ln

M"nrHlftfnl"\nt
l'\nr1 ~I')n"n.,mnn' Infrtrmtttinn ~.y~t~m

nfI'A'lI ..... NT (lc IlrAllH

l'livl~lnn nf l'nvlron_nt,,1 H"'tJftn

\--- -- POt I tiT I ON corHROI Ar;fN\.Y

flivlslo., 01 'oI"t"r Ooellty

OCPARTr-1FNT IT HATlIRAl Rf'lOUHI. ';

DivIsion 01 W/lIter~

DIvI~Ir,n "I H..~lth r"...1 II tl.-;"

------------.- -----------_.- ----

oI v I ~ Ion of 5n I 1rl \'I <rs t ..

""t"r Wo!'l' ron$tr,"-f Inn
c,nl" Pf"ln~In<l R'~I"r r'mr"m
'l,runntlonlO' ....~'th·
f nvlronnw.-nt"J r 'plr1 C;t1rvl("~"\v

Hot.., I", Rf't";ort s I'In<1 n,..<l; t fflH It"t,,·

Gr()<JAd-Wnt"r Oolll'+-, InfOnrlf)-
t"jnn ,,;,,~t~

Anniyt Ice' <; ..rvlr,,~
'",..,1111 Ri$K f.' ..... '~""'nt
H1i<1i At Inr"

w"t.. r Qv,,11 Iy Man I tor I nQ
'01""" Qt,n" Iy Mnn"o/"""nt Plnnnlnq(]f)R)
1 I")~'-:' <;tur11A'S and R.- .. tnrntlon
<.,f t"Ind"'Jrr1~ Of"tY9Orl,.-,p"""n't
""rtlfl~ntlnn rrnqrnm(401.P\.f1l
f rT'JtI"'rq,\onl- '; Rt"I~r-o"s"" (C-"n tIl,)

Wf)f S Perm Its Proqrt.m
stet" DI5~~1 <;y~t..... P",."" 15
liquid Storlto/l <;It" Permit<;
LIln<1 Anr II Cll t Ion Proqr"..
M"nlclp~1 ,Iuri"", [lhno~nl

AQrlculturni W"",,,

ProtectO'd W"ters I nv... ntory /lind
Per",lh

Wllt"r Appr(lpf" I /lit Ion P -.. I ts
Hydrology (I nc ludl nq I".;...,

Improv_ntl
Cllmntolnqy
Hydrnqr&ph Ie Serv Ie....

Inlonnatl"n 5",.~ 00_I~

0_ <;"f"ty
St>or"I"n<1 M,,~nt
F'Iood PI..,1n "'_~
Puhllc rrr"In<>qA R.... I_
Wet_ "IOn!< Proqr_
U"don"'qrf'<Jn<1 r_ erwi llQl.oPd

SfQr"'l"" r ...... 1t5

c,mell <;tr""," rJ""", In"""ti'l"tlnn
tlnrlt('.turt-er1 ('to I I ACtr;nq

IJNIVfRSITY Of MIN~';-')TA

MINJ'i ';(HA Gf01 rc;ICAI ,1IRVn

Of II ce of P lennI r>Q and R~<'i"'-rh

\/lld ""d Scenic Rl""rs Plannlnq Ststewl"" r~......."",'_
Recr.."II"n Ple"nlnq

~ DivIsion of fnfOf'oo-rrl ~

C/lI<>08 r\ ~n<'l t Rout., M3'l~

W/lItfW 00,,1' tv ~'to<"l nq
l ...... "'BfIpi nq
Aquetle Nuis/lInc& Conrrol
Habltet r v/lil Ul'It Ion

Pub llc AcC'<'Hl"

Olvl .. lon of Fish &nd 1II1Idil f"

Olvlsl0n of p ....... s and Recr..llt Ion

ScI","t If' C /lind Neturo I Areas

H"hlt"t 'mprov_nt
I ,,~ .. R..l1ftb III tet Ion
Rnuqh F' hh Control
w..t I" nds "cQu 15' t Ion

liet..r liE'll I Pr-Iller~ lOQ~ Dot"
RI'tSf'J

Hlqh r:nol><:1 Iy W.d Is nete A""..

SI te R"~POn~", <;"Ct Ion

q"s I <lUll I WlOS I .. Mnnll<l""",nt

,ly!troqpolOQlr M/lflpl nq Stllt",,1"'"
f\pdroc~ Hyrlrog""'ch","Istry Ml!f'n l n<J

.:"lfWOOUS Wrr5 t., ~t!n ....~l'fWltnt

Iindorqround Inj",,1 fon rnntrol

---'---'---'~--------'---------1
f1f f'NH'~ ,n ('If rflI'oN<;PORTAT I ON

J\mh I ,,"t Wilt"r Que; II tv PrOQr tJ.. I
NnvlQl'lllon Plnnnlnq

------------ -------------

.-------------------- 1
nf.rAf'lT~NT Of rlll'lLIr 5~,rfTY

Dlvlo;lnn ot ["""rQnne, 5e"'''tc",,> J
'~"""Cy~".~:" :=._"~' . "~ "",,~ '''~=
n("IIJ""'~ sur-vAlllttnO" of "Mt"",r <;urf"!~



ADVISORY COUNCIL FOR
LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT

1

.DIVISION
OF

POLLUTION CONTROL

** Air Qua 1 i ty
** Water Quality
** Solid and Hazardous Waste
** Safe Drinking Water
** Water Well Construction
** Nrin-Point Source (Erosion

Control, etc.)

F'i gure 2

COMMISSIONER OF jESOURCE PROTECTION

--.,..--- I

DIVISION
OF

LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT

** Protected Waters
** Appropriations
** Dam Safety
** Floodplain Management
** Shoreland Management
** Critical Areas Management
** Power Plant Siting

ADVISORY COUNCIL FOR
POLLUTION CONTROL

Office of Policy Analysis,
Interstate Affairs, and
Environmental Review

DIVISION
OF

LOCAL AFFAIRS

** SWCD/Watershed District/County/
Lake Improvement District Liaison

** Grants Administration
** RUles/Guidelines Adoption
** Technical Assistance Coordination/

Outreach
** Plan Approval Processing



r

I
DIVISION

OF
POLLUTION CONTROL

** Air Quality
** Water quality
** Solid and Hazardous Waste
** Safe Drinking Water
** Water Well Construction
** Non-Point Source (Erosion

Contro1, etc.)

Figure 3

RESOURCE PROTECTION BOARD
i

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
l

I
DIVISION

OF
LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT

** Protected Waters
** Appropriations
** Dam Safety
** Floodplain Management
** Shoreland Management
** Critical Areas Management
** Power Plant Siting

Office of Policy Analysis,
Interstate Affairs and
Environmental Review

DIVISION
OF

LOCAL AFFAIRS

** SWCD/Watershed District/County/
Lake Improvement n strict Liaison

** Grants Administration
** Rules/Guidelines Adoption
** Technical Assistance Coordina on/

Outreach
** Plan Approval Processing



Figure 4

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION BOARD
I

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
I

I Office of Policy Analysis
I~terstate Affairs and
Environmental Review

\

DIVISION
OF

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

Hotels~ Resorts &Restaurants
Occupational Health
Water Supply and General

Engineering
Environmental field Services
Radiation
Health Risk Assessment
Analytic Services

DIVISION
OF

POLLUTION' CONTROL

Air Qua.l i ty
Wa ter Q'ua1i ty
Solid and Hazardous Waste
Safe Drinking Water
Water Well Construction
Non-Point Source (Erosion

COil tro1, etc.)
Pes t; e-i de~, Control
Aquatic Nuisance Control

DiVISION
OF

LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT,

Protected Waters
Appropriations
Dam Safety
Floodplain Management
Shoreland Management
Critical Areas Management
Power Plant Siting

DIVISION
OF

LOCAL AFFAIRS

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

Grants Administration
Rules/Guidelines Adoption
Technical Assistance Coordination

Outreach
Plan Approval Processing



•
I

I11III

I
•
I

J~n~ ~_'J.. \ 1-9 ~l.f

S+.~·I-J~P~

do?
He helps oversee the state's

1 million acres of wildlife areu
and another b&lf million aeres UD­

der lease from the federal govern­
ment. He also oversees the Wildlife
Habitat Improvement Program in

...l: ....~ f' I' . . his region. manages the recently
WCI.~ta! ed. ts wildL.fe divunon em- ex"",a...A.o.A n...~ H b'tat 1m
ploys 112 people full time. Com- ~~r a 1 . prove-
pare this to Michigan's 183 ment Program and partiCipates in
Wisconeid's 145 and SoutbDatota'~· at least 28 ongoing game ceruRJ8
160. aDd lW'Vey programs.

• The average salary of the;' Fisheries managen are similar­
state', 4f)~ wildlife managers, Iy burdened.
half of whom hold muters de- Eumple~The fisheries maDaller
grMI. is $23,000. A recent Wildlife who oversees the Fergus
Management Institute survey area is a com~tent professional,
IIlowed that of the nation's top 10 but be's. resporutible for the man­
states ranked by game antJ f: il U- agement of some 500 fishing lak.es.
CIefJSe uJ~, Mlnnesota ranks 10th He barely has time to see if the
in ularies paid to wildlife manag- likes still exist, much leilS manage
el'I. It rank! in the bottom half them properly.
when aU 50 sta~ are consid~. "Consequently, the state's lakes

doea i wildlife maua-. Please~ /3D

As one former bigb-ranking
DNR official put it, "I don't even
know if the DNR's problems can be
solved. They are 80 pervwve and
long-standing."

Coos1der this:
II Ii majority 01 DNR equipment

is sub-st4nd.trd. Many of the agen­
cis pickup . >!d(s have been driv­
en in excess of 100,000 mil~ and
some break down frequently. So,
too, with much of tbe -,geney's
otber equipment.

II Thfr pNR iI oonaiderably un-

.:Department of Natural He­
~ CommissiOOer Joe Alexan­
.. UI eJ;pected to retire within a=. U'I time 'the Perpich ~dmin-

tion ~ses what the depart~

ment~ in the next decade and
selects a new 1~.adE:r who can fulfill
~ooeds.

ADd the DNR needI .a lot. opin~on~ of people both i4aide and
outside the DNR.

The bottom line is Wi, notwith-
standing significant beadway
reotrded by the DNR Yoder Alttl­
ander - particularly in pubHc re­
bi10ns - the department remains
u..~ersUlaffed, underpaid, poorly
~uipped, som~what out of syocb
with M.i.:mesota gpomm~D and of
~aHy poor morale"

WOR'Se. the department is struc­
turally Uk."1!pable of solving th~

problem.s, oot to menti~ the mam­
iQkt resource problems that will
lW'ely arise in years to come.

.. ':~ are m,... opWoos and the'
_.... • _.._ . _. _ :I. ._. ._ . .,:



10Continued from to complete~ mimoo
!' '" lD -Minnesota, the following
). ~ are lJWla&ed the way they Ihoold be doGe:
~ been iD the put, rather than Perpich sboold appoint a com-
by modern management methods," mission DOW to determine the Ita-
said ODe DNR employee who wed tus and conditions within t.be DNa
DOt to be named. The commiss.ioo sbooJd make rec-
-nat's one consequence of ~ ommendatioos to Perpich about

problems listed above. Here's an- bow to solve the problems.
other: II Perpich aM coorerned legWa­
.- Because DNR wildlile managers tors Ibould develop a legislative

'are overburdened, they were un- package to submit to the Legi.s1a~ I

able to spend $90,090 of the ture when it COIIVeDeS next year.
$500,000 in pheasant stamp money DNR i8sues addressed should in-
allotted the agency in fiscal 198 J elude SUffmg, salaries and equip-
-COnsequently, the $90,000 will re- ment.
vert to the game and fish fund July lIIIiI A major effort should be made
1 - and won't be used for pheasant to· include oon-commnptive users
pro~t~ for at least another year. of the outdoors in the "new" DNR.

Wildlife section chief Roger This includes birdwatchers, back-
Holmes says this isn't all bad, that packers, hikers aDd canoeists. This
because of the recent severe win- has been done within the DNR in
ter the· pheasant population is the last decJld~ but more work re­
down and consequently the number ma.ins..
of stamps sold this fall will likely ,. The Legi.s1at:ure shoold ronsid-
also be·down. er eb.anging tbe agency's name,
'~ we may want to use that possloly to the Department of Eco-

$90,000 next year," Holmes says. logical Services. This will further
Maybe so. But I think it st.inb broaden the department's coostitu­

that all the pheasant stamp money eocy and, at least symbolically,
wasn't spent this year. This, after sigDify a change in its direction.

-Jill... was the year that the DNR III When Alexander retires, a
called a pheasant emergency and commiggionpr sboold be appointed
asked for the publia's help to-..save with viskm enough to understand
what birds the state stillllarbon. what needs to be dolle and with

But the pheasant stamp money guts enoqb to do it. This is oot to
incident is only the tip of the roost- imply tlut Alexander lacks either;
er's tail. Everywhere in the DNR he did the best with what he had.

...there are fea~ers askew. II When appointed, the new corn-
So what's the big deal? Aren't lnissioner should, among other

there problems in all state depart- t.bings. undertake a major reshuf-
ments7 ~ fling of DNR professionals.

Yes, but un.like the Transport.a- Smneooe once said, '1 have nev- i
tioo or Welfare agencies, the DNR E.V met a DNR employee I didn't I
cootrols and manages TeSOlU"CeS hi:e or who wa..em't competent But .

_that in many IDstaoc-es are irre- the DNR 00 a whole .- that's aIr
other matter."placeable. And threats to these re-

soorses have never been greater. If The time is DOW for Minnesotans
we are to successfully carry the to recognize that the state may
nation's OOtdO')f heritage into the well ~mrvive withoot its Twins, Vi- I

21st century - and we would be a kings, Strikers and Guthrie The­
different people withQut it - natu- ater, hut it will surely die without
raJ resource managers must be of the continued well-being of its nat-

.. sufficient number and wherewitha~ ural bh)iSings.
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JOHN WELLS~
STATE WATER MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATIONAL OPTIONS

The organization of state water-related functions is increasingly becoming an
issue 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
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
Environmental Quality Board has raised questions on the coordination of water
programs and plans. The Southern Minnesota Rivers Basin Council, ;n 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 k~y legislators has raised! and continues to raise, organiza­
tional questions at the state level. State legislators from both parttes 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 con5.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 local
level. An assessment of the likely response to each proposal ;s presented.

The discussion under each option assumes the adoption of the local water
planning legislation advocated by this Division. This;s 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
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OPTION NO.1. 1:IE 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 statu's 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, ard soil programs from water
and related land 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
H€a1t hand A9ric u1t ure . Fina11 y) an over1ap ; n fun ct ion s of the WR Band
SWeB t both of which approve local wa-ter-related plans of -special districts,
exists with the EOB (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~ th~e ;s no certainty that the problems of fragmentation
would be well addressed by combining agenly functions. Further, the poten­
tial loss of advocate views in a centralized 'system may make resource' mana­
g~ment less effective~

_B. With respect to local management, the Water Resources Board has experience
;n 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. Seleition of this optio~ would presumably assure that this
interfacing takes place.
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On the IQ con " side, the Water Resources Board has a questionable record at

either providing or coordinating servfce delfvery. 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.

The WRB track record relating to the ability to coordinate state response to

local 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 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. (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

legislators who see a need to pull together water and soil functions at the

state leve1 and who wou 1d vi ew thi s op ti on as a lido nothi ng" approach to a

major concern.

OPTION NO.2. MODIFIED WATER RESOURCES BOARD

Description. This option involves restructuring the membership of the Water

Resources Board 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 ~mber, the chairperson, who would serve at the

discretion of the Governor. The Southern Minnesota Rivers Bas;n 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 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 beth Boards.
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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 EQS) in SPA, with overlapping functions

remaining, despite the possible tr,ansfer 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 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 ability 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

comm"issioners) should b€ 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 functions into the Environmental

Quality Board. The WRB and MN-WI SAC 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 [OS 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 W'RB

was removed by the Legislature from the 1983 proposal which merged the Water

Planning Board and the SMRBC into the EQB.)
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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 EOB. 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 it 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_ EQS role in S.F. 1316 demon­

strates the extent of the problem. Opposition from the MN-WI SAC 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

Descrietion. This option would Ir.erge the Pollution Control Agency, DNR Division

of Waters, MDH Water Supply and General Engineering Section p Environmental

Quality Board, Water Resources Board, Soil and Water Conservation Board~

Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission t and Southern Minnesota Rivers

Basin Council into a single agency_ (See attached Figures 2 and 3.) Two roodels

for leadership of the new agency might be pursued: l} a commissioner with advi­

sory councils on pol1ution-control t 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 peA model (Figure 3). A third

approach might utilize two boards in response to perceptions that the peA Board

and other boards already have too much to do.} This analysis'assu~s the model

in Figure 3 'is selected. (It 'would likely be perceived as more feasible by

those fearing the "water czar" approach to management t as well as by those

linked to existing boards that would be merged.) An assumption underlying this

opti.on ;s that interagency coordination would occur as necessary through the

Governor's sub-cabinet.

I
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Assessment

A. This option rates highly in addressing Administration organizational goals.
It would greatly decrease the number of appoint~ents 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 organi za ti on (i. e., tr~ 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 ~uite 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 (incl/1ding a Division of Local
Affairs in the Director' $ office) offer opportunities 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 AgencYt something those who dislike peA 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 legislators that Minnesota's water management
structure is fragmented and unresponsive. The substitution of the Soil and
Water Conservation Board for the EQS in SoFa 1316 was made with the comment
that it made sense to bring soii and water duties together. Many staff in
the Division of Water5 clearly feel like their functions are a low priority
within the Department. Professionals nationwide have long 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
wa ter functi ens ~
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OPTION NO.5. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Description. This option would add the remainder of the Environmental Health

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

Department of Agriculture, and the aquatic nuisance control program of the DNR

Division of Wildlife to the agency describe,d 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 ;s 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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