
Minnesota River Integrated Watershed Assessment 
Interagency Study Team Meeting 

11-Dec-08 
  

DRAFT MEETING MINUTES 
 

 
PARTICIPANTS: 
See Appendix A.  
 
NEXT MEETING:  Last week of January 26th – 30th exact date TBD  
  
 
Agenda Items and Decisions, Actions, and Open Issues: 
 
AGENDA 
 
Meeting Purpose:  To organize the Interagency Study Team, refine the Project Management Plan and 
assign initial tasks to agencies.   
 
9:30 Welcome and introductions 
 
9:40 Overview and status of the Watershed Study –Corps 

• Outgrowth of the MN River Recon study, 2005 
• Study goals: develop a watershed management plan and decision support system to assist 
those responsible for making land-use and watershed management decisions. 
• Cost-sharing between Corps and MN EQB 
• Federal funding status 
• Non-Federal In-kind contributions 

 
10:00 Study organization –Corps and EQB 

• Study Coordination Team  
• Role of the Interagency Study Team:  

o Advise the Study Coordination Team 
o Coordinate study efforts 

• Role of technical teams 
• Other participants:  NGOs, Watershed Districts, Counties, etc.  
• Partnering agreement 
• Operation 

 
10:20 Break 
 
10:30 Review current Project Management Plan –Corps 
 
10:45 Participant interests and expectations –facilitated discussion, Rebecca Soileau, Corps 
 
12:00 Lunch (catered from Babani’s Kurdish restaurant, approx. $10 per person for those interested) 
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12:30 Optimizing the Project Management Plan, goals and tasks 
 
1:30 Study schedule 

• Identify initial study tasks 
• Assign tasks to agencies 

 
3:00 Action items regarding funding 

• State 
• Federal 

 
3:30 Adjourn 
 

 
A. ACTION ITEMS (responsible party) 
1. Produce draft minutes from this meeting for review by the participants (COE) 

including: 
- Milestones 
- Assignments 
- Bullets from flip charts 
 

2. Study Team provides input to Craig Evans by mid-January – Jan 15th on the 
partnering agreement and study organization.  (Evans) 

- Have a sub-set of the Study Team meet to refine based on feedback. 
- Send the revised products to the IST for review 
- Determine if the next meeting should be by email or teleconference or face to 

face.   
3. Produce a revised Project Management Plan (PMP) with changes highlighted w/Track 

changes (Wilcox) 
- Put reference in PMP to alternative energy. 

4. Send out matrix used for organizing information during this meeting to participants 
(Wilcox) 

5. Coordinate legislative group before the third week in February. (John, EQB) 
6. Please send emails to John and Craig (both) if you’re interested in creating this 

legislative project (state and federal component). Volunteers at the meeting 
included: Norm, Dave, John, Rex, & Don. 

7. Set a date to reconvene (COE, EQB with Study Team input) 
8. Develop a Stakeholders list for meeting invitations and/or newsletter distribution 

(Study Team) 
9. Start a website for this effort  (EQB) 
10. Create a newsletter to communicate with other stakeholders (?) 
11. EQB will contact non-federal partners to work out an agreement/formal commitment 

concerning in-kind work etc.  (EQB & partners) 
12. Compile references and examples of other studies around the country. What the 

outcomes have been from these other studies. (?) 
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B. DECISIONS 

a. Agenda items for next meeting 
i. Identify the tasks to get going with first 

ii. Identify technical sub-committees 
iii. Identify urgent data needs 
iv. Identify small watersheds that we are focusing the study on 
v. Develop Scope of Work with price tag associated for small scale 

modeling, monitoring, and data acquisition.   
vi. Finalize the PMP 

 
C. OPEN ISSUES 

a. How to engage stakeholders efficiently in the program optimizing 
collaborative opportunities.   

i. Brainstorm list of stakeholders:   
1. Congressional and Senatorial Staff 
2. NRCS 
3. NPS 
4. CURE Group –Legislative Package 
5. U of MN (NCED, Extension, etc.) 
6. St. Croix Station Modelers (Dan Engstrom, Shaun Schoffler) 
7. Watershed Groups 
8. Pheasants Forever 
9. Ducks Unlimited 
10. Others to TBD 
 

ii. Other needs: 
1. Task oriented meetings 
2. Identify what is different about this from other studies 
3. People are tired of plans and want action 
4. Create a website 
5. Have a newsletter  
 

b. Brainstorm on Task of How to select watershed for studies –  
i. informing each other 

ii. criteria for filtering watersheds such as: 
1. MPCA 
2. period of record 
3. local engagement 
4. data rich 
 

c. Brainstorm on Criteria for Sequencing Tasks: 
i. Federal Funding Timeline 

ii. State Funding 
iii. Legacy Amendment 
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d. Brainstorm on Legislative Package Task: 
i. White Paper 

ii. Sub-group 
iii. Concrete 
iv. Talking Points 
v. Citizen Support Groups through congressional contacts 

vi. Connection between this group and alternative energy resources. 
vii. Make sharp distinction of how this study/ plan is different 
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NOTES FROM THE MEETING ORGANIZED BY AGENDA TOPIC: 
These notes are not a formal transcript of the meeting and are meant to provide information about the 
background discussion for the use of the participants to understand how decisions and action items 
were determined and for sharing information as appropriate with their and other stakeholder 
organizations.  Each new original comment is given a new bullet and if there was a response recorded 
to questions it is a sub-bullet under the original question.  Comments and responses are not attributed 
to individuals.   
 
1.     Introductions/Primary Interest 
There was a one page questionnaire that the meeting participants were asked to fill in the 
answers before and during the meeting.  The first question asked for contact and affiliation 
information.  Most of the forms were turned in by the participants but there were a few 
missing.  The available information is in Appendix B.   
Discussion:   
Handouts- Question #1 See Appendix B.   
  
2 Discussion on  Overview of the study: 
   The COE presented background information and an overview of the study to-date.  The 
following bullets are the main points covered and discussion around those points.        
 

2.1 History- outgrowth of reconnaissance study 
 

2.2 Goal- to develop a watershed management plan and decision support system; not 
intended to lead to Corps construction project. 

 
2.3 Cost sharing is 50-50 between Corps and EQB 

 
2.4 We anticipate that the non-Federal share will be provided as in-kind work rather 

than cash.  Other federal agencies’ money spent does not count for either side of 
agreement.  Non-Federal agencies cannot get credit for expenses that are already 
matched by other Federal agencies. 

 
2.5 EQB would like to work out an agreement (formal commitment) with all non-

federal agencies. Expect to be contacted.  Non-federal expenditures after date of 
signed agreement (Sept. 29, 2008) that relates to this project can be matched by 
federal dollars.  Work needs to be directly related to this project and specifically 
included in our PMP. 

 
2.6 Federal funding status - we carried in $33,000 from this year. Nothing yet from this 

year’s budget. We are using the available funds to organize the study.  
Implementation will come with additional funding.  

 
2.7 Is there a limit to an amount of in-kind work State can do?  

2.7.1 Yes, they can get ahead of Corps. No guarantee we will get the money. Not 
reimbursement program. It’s a matching program. 
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3. Study Organization – Corps and EQB 
Discussion:   
 

3.1. Study Coordination Team – Defined by the Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement.  EQB 
and Corps will ultimately make the decisions because we’re on the hook for the 
money. Colonel ultimately has say for the Corps.  We (the Interagency Team) make 
recommendations, but they make the final say. 

 
3.2. Interagency Study Team – Purpose is to guide where this study goes, advise the study 

coordination team and share info with your agencies. You guide where this study goes. 
 

3.3. Technical Teams – help us decide what models we will use, what basins we will look 
at. We will have to decide who we will want on these teams and how we will interact 
with them. 

 
3.4. MN River Board is liaison with counties in MN river basin and making sure we are 

connecting with local governments. The Interagency Study Team is about as big as it 
can be and still be functional. This is why we’ve limited the number of participants in 
this team. 

 
4. Partnering agreement  
A draft Partnering Agreement was included in the meeting read aheads and handouts.  The 
participants were asked to provide comments.   
 
Discussion:   
 

4.1. Should we add decision support systems? 
 

4.1.1. Yes 
 

4.2. One participant wonders if a lot of concepts in this packet should be a part of this 
partnering agreement 

 
4.3. We have seen the “what” and “how” but haven’t seen the “why” for the program 

addressed yet.  What are the expected outcomes? 
 

4.3.1. This will be addressed later today 
 

4.4. Maybe we can use the River Resources Forum agreement as a model 
 

4.5. This is something to get us started not a binding agreement, it can change. 
 

4.6. This doesn’t need to be handled today – this can be done after this meeting. If this is 
one of the tasks we need to work then we can put and on the list and keep rolling. 

 
4.7. It’s up to partners to what they want in the plan. What objectives and how they will be 

completed. 
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4.8. We have a process oriented Project Management Plan (PMP) but this group is here to 

decide what we want to do with this project. To do good things in the basin, but this 
team decides how this is accomplished. 

 
4.9. There are other agencies that aren’t here today that want or should be involved. The 

COE doesn’t have the authority to dictate what people do. This study is only meant to 
guide. We can’t mandate what other agencies do. 

 
4.10. Encourage adopting partnering agreement but it can be modified at a later time.  

 
4.11. Corps has heard from agencies what their needs and problems are and this study 

is what a lot of people want. Corps standpoint – we want this to be a MN owned and 
operated study for the watershed. This group will decide tools and products for this 
study. 

 
4.12. It would help the group to have references and examples of other studies around 

the country. What the outcomes have been from these other studies. ACTION ITEM 
 

4.13. Are there strings attached to what Corps can spend their money on?  
4.14. Is there any public outreach in plan?? 

 
4.14.1. Yes, public outreach is an item in the plan. 

 
4.15. Outreach should be early and often. This will be key. 

 
4.16. Good questions to keep in mind for determining stakeholders to involve and 

how to conduct public outreach: Who is essential to making something happen and 
who has potential to blocking it? Both of these groups of people should be involved 
early so they will buy in to it.  Just having them in the room and know what is going 
on will reduce resistance. 

 
4.17. The Basin board is, and will continue to be, involved in this study. This is the 

state agencies’ responsibility to keep them informed and speak with one voice. 
Collective responsibility in regards to communication. 

 
4.18. Is this a good starting point on Partnering agreement?  

4.18.1. Good comfort level, needs some changes.   
4.18.1.1. 19 people raised their hands 

 
4.18.2. Haven’t seen it enough, need time to look at it and what to be able to weigh in 

on its development. 
4.18.2.1. Dallas 
4.18.2.2. Shannon 
4.18.2.3. Pam 
4.18.2.4. Deb 
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4.18.2.5. Tony 
4.18.2.6. Michael 

 
4.18.3. If anyone has ideas for modification to the Partnering Agreement and 

Organization Information contact Craig Evans. ACTION ITEM 
4.18.3.1. Input from team to Craig Evans by January 15th 
4.18.3.2. Sub-set meeting to Refine 
4.18.3.3. Send to IST for review 
4.18.3.4. -next meeting? 

4.18.3.4.1. Email? 
4.18.3.4.2. Teleconference? 

 
 
5. Review current Project Management Plan (PMP) 
The current Project Management Plan (PMP) was a read ahead for the meeting. The Corps and 
EQB solicited feedback on the PMP and discussion notes follow.   
 
Discussion:   
 

5.1. The PMP emerged from the Reconnaissance Report. A list of tasks was identified. The 
1st task was to set up the interagency team. The 1st technical task is to do modeling of 
at least 6 smaller watersheds to understand the current hydrologic regime. The PMP 
proposed to use GSSHA, but don’t necessarily have to use it. The 2nd task is to 
simulate the natural regime etc.  All of these steps are in the PMP handout.  

5.2. Eventually want to scale up to larger watersheds. 
 

5.3. We need to recognize that the focus also needs to be on enhancing wildlife condition.  
 

5.3.1. Agreed. This focus is talked about later in the PMP. 
 

5.4. Is there a reason for focusing on upper and lower portions of watersheds and not the 
middle? 

 
5.4.1. We want to study the whole area, but it is up to this group to determine it.  
5.4.2. We will revise the wording in section h to include the middle basin.  ACTION 

ITEM 
 

5.5. Radar for determining water elevation and extent would be helpful as well as 
modeling. Should be a part of future models 

 
5.6. If don’t include biological history the snapshot of water quality is not complete. 

Chemical and biological qualities should be considered as part of PMP- historical data 
on life and plants. 

 
5.6.1. simulate future conditions if we continue doing what we’re doing now 

 
5.7. PMP Section (j) “Identify ecologically realistic targe future conditions” 
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5.7.1. What do you think is ecologically realistic means?  Examples: 
5.7.1.1.We wouldn’t expect MN river to support brook trout.  
5.7.1.2. We don’t expect to reduce sedimentation rates lower than historic 

sedimentation rates. 
5.7.1.3.What is realistic in terms of hydrologic regime changes? 

 
5.7.2. Is there going to be an economic filter on it?  

5.7.2.1.YES, see section m… 
 

5.8. You’ve presented these as linear function. Thinks it would be good to circle back and 
 have it be an iterative process. 

5.8.1. What do we want: 
5.8.1.1.River to look like 
5.8.1.2.Land to look like 
5.8.1.3.economy to look like 

5.8.2. These need to be iterative and respond to changes in technology. 
 

5.9. This group has to connect to local level planning. This takes time and effort to make 
links. 

5.10. Let there be a number of possible scenarios considered for objectives that will 
later be filtered for feasibility/acceptability in an iterative process.  

 
5.11. Are we creating target goal for watershed as a whole or goals for smaller areas 

(tributaries)? What is target area scope? Whole Basin? 
 

5.12. We can set targets for smaller areas and be more specific. Have some spatially 
explicit. Is watershed small enough? 

 
5.13. What are designated uses/ standards for impairments from states perspective? 

 
5.14. Has to be environmental-economic system/tool at farmer level on landscape 

rather then field level for real impacts to water quality 
 

5.15. The word landscape should be in part j.  ACTION ITEM 
 

5.16. Incentives for diversity for farmers are important for success and to get buy-in. 
 

5.17. Important to remember the scope of what we can actually accomplish. This is a 
beginning to assess on a larger scale.  

 
5.18. Define scope of this project to accomplish needed buy in but realize diversity 

between watersheds.  
 

5.19. Connection to farmers and local watershed organizations is really important. 
Thinks that this could be a problem with this group that they aren’t represented in the 
group. Is this a deficit in the composition of this IST?   
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5.20. Keep this group functional by using separate processes to engage and get input 
from these stakeholders.   

 
5.21. Thinks it would be good to have separate group and meetings. River board will 

connect with lower level to keep this group at a functional size.  
 

5.22. Have a DSS that is scalable, simple, and usable at a local level. 
 

5.23. PMP Section (o) “Develop a decision support system”  
5.23.1. -DSS can be valuable, but can also be ignored. If this group wants to have one, 

we have a good opportunity to do so. 
 

5.24. MN river board is talking about getting some LIDAR work done for the basin.  
 

5.25. Use legacy amendment as opportunity to get statewide LIDAR with obvious 
benefits 

5.25.1. LIDAR  
5.25.1.1. Summer imagery USDA 

5.25.2. RADAR 
5.25.3. Leaf off aerial imagery 
 

5.26. If  the end goal is to develop an implementable plan starting with (j) it is 
important to really get locals involved. This local involvement piece should be broken 
out as separate task rather then saying that MR board can handle it. Is it doable in the 
timeframe with resources? 

 
5.26.1. Hard to say. Question about what the actual need will be. This could be a task 

for working group Tech. advisory committee on MN River Board. 
 

5.27. Lack of stakeholder involvement will cause failure. Need to start with local 
involvement is at j. what are future conditions going to be? We need to send 
recommendations to local representation. Biggest obstacle will be public ambivalence 
to needs for landscape changes. 

5.28. Need public communication throughout process. 
 

5.29. There were locals involved at reconnaissance level. We need to reengage with 
them. The locals will help us deliver in part through reconnection with other partners. 

 
5.30. There is a need for deliberate communication on item (j) with local groups and 

there will be iterations and refinement. – study team makes assumptions about future 
conditions…this needs to be a back and forth effort with plans already created with 
locals. They could be helpful, although probably not to our scale or detail. Are there 
enough resources to do this?  

5.31. Need to address funding for making the link with the locals.   
 

5.32. TASK – how can local involvement best be accomplished? 
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6.     Participant Interests and Expectations 
This section of the agenda was an open discussion/ listening session done in a round-robin style where 
each individual was given an opportunity to address questions 2 through 5 in the meeting packet and 
other participants were given the opportunity to ask questions for clarification.   The responses that 
were turned in are also included as an appendix.   
 
6.1  Discussion on Handout Questions:  
 
 Question 1:  Provide personal contact information 
 
Question 2:  What is your personal goal for this meeting?  What do you wish to see 

accomplished here?   
 

-  
Question 3:  What is your agencies authority or practice with respect to MN River 

Integrated Watershed Management? 
 

- MDA – regulatory, land use issues 
- DNR – managing public waters, no longer point sources causing impacts so now no 

longer in their control. Too small for their regulations.  
 

Question 4:  What, in your view, is the primary challenge for assessing and managing 
watersheds, water quality, and ecosystem restoration in the Minnesota 
Rivers Basin  (MRB) over the next 10 years? 

 
Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux 

  - Primary challenge- economy. It might be hard to set aside money for projects. 
  Future problem being sodium chloride and would like modeling done of this. 
  They have 10 yrs of monitoring data Q and quality. Could be used as a model of 
  a small watershed area.  
  - Primary challenge – understanding cause and effect of urban vs. agriculture. 
  -Macro invertebrate studies is a good way to study biological aspects and to 
  assess water quality. 
  - Some of the pre-settlement vegetation information is not very good on a small 
  scale. Public land surveys for late 1800’s gives good info on small scale. DNR 
  has done this and created maps. 

USEPA 
  - Primary challenge – as you start looking a future conditions, look at  
  pharmaceuticals and things that are getting into the water that we don’t have 
   standards for. 
  - TMDL being done on Lake Pepin which is influenced by MN River shed 
   Watershed.  
  What are they going to have to do when study comes out, could influence  
  objectives. 
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MDA 
- primary challenge – sources are non point, diversity of them, lack of detailed 

knowledge on them.  
 
MPCA – flow and hydrology of system is challenging. Things like drain tile and removing 
wetlands which is essential to economy are changing flows, not just change in weather. 
Primary challenge within next 6 months for project leaders to have a good enough grasp of 
what is already going on within other agencies and how this can tie in with this project so 
we’re not doing things over again (not reinventing the wheel). This will be a lot of work. Also, 
how do we get an acceptable operational landscape. How do we get a read for the publics view 
on a landscape change? What is acceptable to them? Connect to local land use managers and 
create DSS explicitly for them 
 
USFWS 

- Institutional arrangements. Avoid that this would appear as a top-down approach. Get 
locals involved upfront. Increasing water demands for ethanol industry. 

 
DNR - agreement between technical experts and moving forward on a larger overall project. 
We need to look at it collectively. Understanding cumulative impacts (tiling, etc.) Is it land use 
or climate that is contributing to issues? Probably a combination. Model this through starting 
on a small scale and scaling up from there. Important to understand economic impacts to 
improve water quality. Need to figure out how we will select the watersheds we will study 
first. Need to lay out the criteria that we will use to make these selections. MPCA has already 
started screening these based on how much data is available for each watershed. 
 
MNDOT -  what are you comparing your assessment to? What is the standard we are 
comparing to? There are so many different orgs that have different standards and managing 
strategies. 
 
U of M – when talking to stakeholders and legislation- what is so different from this study and 
previous study. We need to be clear about this. People in watersheds are tired of plans and 
want actions. How does this  project lead to actions. 
 
MN River Board- fully engaged with obtaining the lidar imagery. Need to come up with $1 
million in local match.  
-scale- make sure that it will be at small enough scale so it can be easily used by locals (locals 
are wanting DSS to help them understand (positive)impacts of their efforts) They want to make 
sure they are targeting their worst problems. 
-local implementation and enforcement of DSS. Without mandates locals may not use it. Local 
groups have a lot of differing opinions on many topics. No cohesive group. 
 
BWSR – funding flows through BWSR.  Accountability is becoming more important.  
Challenges are continuing funding, monitoring and management.  Changes can impact 
economics.  If no legislation, need incentives for implementation.  Why not more presentations 
from this group to get local support? 
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Upper Sioux Community – political funding and politics in general. Lack of comparable data. 
Doesn’t think there is a standard SOP for collecting data for citizens monitoring group. How 
are we going to have statistically comparable data for modeling?  Upper Sioux has a good 
quality assurance program and a lot of data.  Challenge, how to engage and identify non-
participatory stakeholders. Absentee Land owner or person who is actually farming the land? 
 
Question 5:  What specific predictive capabilities and products do you see as needed for 

managing watersheds, water quality, and ecosystem restoration in the 
MRB? 

 
MDA – what happens on the field scale? And how this links to the watershed scale 
 
MPCA -Understanding the flow and sediment. Past, present, and future are good to look at. 
Targeting the best places for wetlands, buffer strips will be useful. 
 
USFWS – spatial data and modeling capabilities…. need greater public awareness. See 
economic impacts to taking agriculture land and restoring it. Make public aware that we’re 
subsidizing agriculture immensely. 
 
DNR – watershed modeling at small enough scale to help locals understand impacts for their 
watershed and how they can help. Imperative that what ever we turn out is user friendly and 
economically viable. This is a very dynamic thing so we need to be very responsive and 
adaptive. 
 
Lower Sioux Community–needs - water regimes of the whole area, tool that helps determine 
cumulative effects of upper watersheds (degradation). Public needs to appreciate potential 
benefits from improved water quality, river ecosystem. 
 
MNDOT – cost/benefit analysis would be very helpful to them. Comparison between spending 
$1 million in urban areas and agricultural area, which is more beneficial. 
 
U of M – a lot of capability for university to help out but on a as need basis. 
 
Met Council – needs tools to help manage watersheds- growing areas 
 - add sediment transport modeling to W2 
 
 
6.2  Discussion for Participant Matrix – what are you bringing to the table? 
 
Shakopee – wildlife and ecosystem is culturally important 
USEPA – what they can add - TMDL’s done on other watersheds Minnesota 
MDA – what they are bringing to the table. People looking at field scale practices. Working 
with farmers to increase water quality. 
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MPCA – bring to the table - Hspf modeling for watersheds. Turbidity TMDL by Lake Pepin – 
started looking at practices (land use changes) that will be good for locals to implement. 
Wondering what sorts of data can we start sending in?  
 
USFWS- aid to the needs for critical and endangered species. Resources to implement 
component of the project.  When looking at implementation can bring watershed specific data 
in regards to the costs of wetland rehabilitation. They have a very detailed cost tracking 
system. Bring realism to cost estimates. Small wetland modeling- been very engaged in this for 
many wetlands. Can do a six week turnaround for modeling on small wetlands – mapping of 
drained and restorable wetlands. High Capacity to modeling of wildlife species. 
 
DNR- have hydrologists, modelers. Expert staff with understanding water quality. Fisheries 
expertise. Excellent GIS and geomorphic specialists. 
 
Lower Sioux  Currently doing mainstream water monitoring. 
 
MNDOT-  
 
U of M – New st. Anthony stream lab. Demonstration field system. University looking at 
behavior change and what makes people change. Have evaluation specialists- how will you 
know you have been effective. 
 
MN River Board – involved to help bring in lower level of involvement. Working to separate 
precipitation impacts to hydrographs to better understand land use impacts. Do we have a 
website set up yet? Encourage that we have one. EQB could possibly do it if MN river board 
doesn’t. 
 
Met Council – monitoring, modeling and planning in metro area. Model that is almost done 
that they could hand over. Has 5 SWAT watershed models that could give a jump start to this 
project.  Met Council needs the MN River Watershed study models to feed the lower river 
models they are building. 
 
Upper Sioux- good preliminary data (4th year). Macroinvertibrate info is available.  All of this 
is very important to the tribe. Doesn’t know how much they will be able to participate with. 
 
USGS – can provide high quality surface and ground water data. Have experts in water quality 
and transport modeling. Collecting it in the right areas and coordinating this effort is very 
important. Expertise in emerging contaminants issues. 
 
EQB – Creates the state water plan and is responsible for coordinating state public water 
management activities, representing the Governor on interstate water organizations, and 
periodically reporting to the Governor and Legislature on water policy needs and priorities. 
 
 
7.  OTHER ISSUES 
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7.1  Funding discussion- 
Legacy amendment – ask for money for aspects of this project. We will have a large overall 
plan so they can see where the money is going. When would be the timeframe when we would 
need to present something to legislature? It would be nice to plant some seeds for this project 
soon.  We could possibly create a subcommittee to organize this effort.  
 
Federal – need State and local constituents to request Federal funds in the FY2010 budget. 
Congressional delegation typically wants input in March.  Need to come up with something to 
present….subcommittee to write a 2-3 page whitepaper to present to Federal legislature. 
Citizen support groups (FWS) to lobby….we need talking points created soon. Window of 
opportunity is small (Feb). Send emails to John and Craig (both) if you’re interested in creating 
this legislative project (state and federal component). Norm, Dave, John, Rex, Don.  
Connection between this group and alternative energy sources. This will strengthen our 
package. CURE (?) may have a package like this already. 
 Put reference in PMP to alternative energy. 
 
7.2  Local involvement: 
 
Maybe there are certain times when they need to be included. Not every meeting maybe 
starting with task j. 
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APPENDIX A:  Meeting Participants 
 
Rebecca Soileau, USACE 
Rex Johnson, USFWS 
Gerry Shimek, USFWS 
Don Hansen, USGS 
Dallas Ross, Upper Sioux Community 
Todd Kolander, DNR 
Cathy Larson, Metropolitan Council 
Norman Senjem, MPCA 
Shannon Fisher, Minnesota River Board 
Susie Carlin, Minnesota River Board 
Travis Germandson, BWSR 
Pam Taheri, Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community 
John Wells, EQB 
Faye Sleeper, U of MN 
Brian Huberty, USFWS 
Nick Tiedeken, MNDOT 
Deb Dirlam, Lower Sioux Community 
Greg Eggers, DNR 
Dave Leuthe, DNR 
Tony Sullins, USFWS 
Larry Gunderson, MPCA 
Bob Patton, MDA 
Craig Evans, USACE 
Michael Whitt, Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community 
Dan Wilcox, USACE 
Ryan Price, USACE 
Christine Urban, USEPA (via telephone) 
William Franz, USEPA (via telephone) 
 



APPENDIX B 
 
MN River Basin Interagency Study Team Meeting 
December 11, 2008 
Participant Information and Questions 
 
Dallas Ross, Upper Sioux Community, Office of Environmental Services 
 

 
 
Question 2 – Goal for meeting 
Understand study objectives, Interagency Study Team, refine the PMP 
Question 3 – Agency's authorities and practice 
All environmental aspects that may affect Tribal waters. 
Question 4 – Primary challenge for managing watersheds, water quality, 
ecosystem restoration in the MNR Basin 
Lack of comparable monitoring data generated in the various watersheds. 
Interests of the various political entities. 
Question 5 – What specific predictive capabilities and products are 
needed? 
Biological assessment of historical and present conditions needed to create  
predictive biological models. 



MN River Basin Interagency Study Team Meeting 
December 11, 2008 
Participant Information and Questions 
 
Don Hansen, USGS  Supervisory Hydrologist  
Groundwater modeling, surface water quality 
 

 
 
Question 2 – Goal for meeting 
Provide information on the expertise that the USGS can contribute to the study. 
Question 3 – Agency's authorities and practice 
Provide unbiased hydrologic information and expertise (modeling and 
assessments) 
Question 4 – Primary challenge for managing watersheds, water quality, 
ecosystem restoration in the MNR Basin 
Collecting and compiling sufficient surface and groundwater data to verify models 
Question 5 – What specific predictive capabilities and products are 
needed? 
Real time groundwater monitoring coupled with stream flow 
Information on emerging contaminants 



MN River Basin Interagency Study Team Meeting 
December 11, 2008 
Participant Information and Questions 
 
Nick Tiedelen  MN DOT Office of Environmental Services 
 

 
 
Question 2 – Goal for meeting 
 
Question 3 – Agency's authorities and practice 
Build roads, transportation systems. Cooperate with other agencies to minimize 
impacts, mitigation 
 
Question 4 – Primary challenge for managing watersheds, water quality, 
ecosystem restoration in the MNR Basin 
Complexity of multiple players, stakeholders 
 
Question 5 – What specific predictive capabilities and products are 
needed? 
Ability to simulate costs and benefits of BMPs applied at different scales 
 



MN River Basin Interagency Study Team Meeting 
December 11, 2008 
Participant Information and Questions 
 
Todd Kolander, DNR Waters 
Clean Water Legacy Specialist, Water quality and aquatic resources 
management 

 
Question 2 – Goal for meeting 
Improve water quality in the MNR Basin. Identify the best land programs, BMPs, 
wetland restorations and other practices, following a momplete water plan. 
Question 3 – Agency's authorities and practice   
Manage public waters, wetland, wildlife management areas, aquatic 
management areas, scientific and natural areas, trails and waterways, parks.  
DNR is very supportive of this study. 
Question 4 – Primary challenge for managing watersheds, water quality, 
ecosystem restoration in the MNR Basin 
Economic drivers related to agriculture, ability of landowners to change land use 
practices. Potential for adding regulatory authority to mandate improved water 
quality using higher standards, land use changes, etc. Developing a balanced 
level of protection, restoration by ecosystem types. 
Question 5 – What specific predictive capabilities and products are 
needed?  Would rather have higher levels of government provide direction or 
mandates rather than pick willing landowners with property that would not benefit 
the project. 



MN River Basin Interagency Study Team Meeting 
December 11, 2008 
Participant Information and Questions 
 
Cathy Larson (for Judy Sventek)  Met Council 
Watershed and water quality modeling 
 

 
 
Question 2 – Goal for meeting 
Represent the Council and metro area interests. Get a good start to the project 
and define next steps. 
Question 3 – Agency's authorities and practice   
Monitor and assess rivers, streams, lakes, building watershed and river water 
quality models. Have watershed SWAT models for: Bluff, Carver, Sand, Credit, 
Bevens.  Provide wastewater services, Review local watershed plans, regional 
groundwater model and water supply plans. 
Question 4 – Primary challenge for managing watersheds, water quality, 
ecosystem restoration in the MNR Basin 
Biofuels: direction and effects. Coordinating efforts among diverse groups to 
determine and plan management actions, affect change in agtricultural practives 
with little regulation, aging population. 
Question 5 – What specific predictive capabilities and products are 
needed?  Preedict, algae, OM, Nutrients and sediment transport to MNR at 
Jordan, tools to help manage rural, urban and developing watersheds in Metro 
area. 



MN River Basin Interagency Study Team Meeting 
December 11, 2008 
Participant Information and Questions 
 
Norman Senjem  MPCA 
Mississippi River Basin / Lake Pepin TMDL coordinator 
 

 
 
Question 2 – Goal for meeting 
Get sense for whether and when this project will intersect with and add to other 
projects relating to Lake Pepin / Mississippi River TMDL, small watershed 
analysis with full cost accounting of market and non-market benefits and costs. 
Question 3 – Agency's authorities and practice   
MPCA is responsible for TMDLs, regulates wastewater discharges, funds 
watershed management projects 
Question 4 – Primary challenge for managing watersheds, water quality, 
ecosystem restoration in the MNR Basin 
Biofuels: direction and effects. Coordinating efforts among diverse groups to 
determine and plan management actions, affect change in agtricultural practives 
with little regulation, aging population. 
Question 5 – What specific predictive capabilities and products are 
needed?  Preedict, algae, OM, Nutrients and sediment transport to MNR at 
Jordan, tools to help manage rural, urban and developing watersheds in Metro 
area. 



MN River Basin Interagency Study Team Meeting 
December 11, 2008 
Participant Information and Questions 
 
John Wells  MN Environmental Quality Board 
Coordinator for Integration of Sustainable Development 
 

 
 
Question 2 – Goal for meeting 
Begin to build the feeling of community within the IST. Identify needed changes 
to the PMP. 
Question 3 – Agency's authorities and practice   
Coordination of activities among agencies contributing to the MNR Basin study 
(potentially a Legacy Act amendment funding proposal for the study, LIDAR and 
radar surveys).  Statewide plan development. 
Question 4 – Primary challenge for managing watersheds, water quality, 
ecosystem restoration in the MNR Basin 
Integrating across disciplines and agencies,  
Approaching the problem with a sustainability perspective (environment, 
economy, socially) 
Question 5 – What specific predictive capabilities and products are 
needed?  1) Land use > water use, water quality, groundwater, surface water 
2) Effects of climate change on 1); 3) Groundwater sustainability; 4) DSS could 
inform State Water Plan; 5) Watershed sustainability 
 



MN River Basin Interagency Study Team Meeting 
December 11, 2008 
Participant Information and Questions 
 
Faye Sleeper  University of Minnesota Water Resources Management 
Center 

 
 
Question 2 – Goal for meeting 
Understand how to engage researchers and role for U of MN 
Question 3 – Agency's authorities and practice   
Research across the U of MN as needed.  Engagement / extension education. 
Question 4 – Primary challenge for managing watersheds, water quality, 
ecosystem restoration in the MNR Basin 
Scale and how this links with all the other management plans 
Question 5 – What specific predictive capabilities and products are 
needed?  We are still learning how to truly engage citizens. Often the NGO's 
reprepsentatives show up. Need to start early on this project.  Evaluate 
effectiveness of management actions, educate people about watershed 
management. 



MN River Basin Interagency Study Team Meeting 
December 11, 2008 
Participant Information and Questions 
 
Brian Huberty   U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 

 
 
Question 2 – Goal for meeting 
Better habitat/wetland mapping for the MN River Basin by getting better primary 
data. 
Question 3 – Agency's authorities and practice   
Impacts on fish and wildlife 
Question 4 – Primary challenge for managing watersheds, water quality, 
ecosystem restoration in the MNR Basin 
1) Move, improved, ongoing geospatial and imagery data 
2) Geospatial economic analyses 
Question 5 – What specific predictive capabilities and products are 
needed?  Need real-time products as well as predictions 1) Water inputs, 2) 
Biological results 



MN River Basin Interagency Study Team Meeting 
December 11, 2008 
Participant Information and Questions 
 
Gerry Shimek   U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  MN Valley NWR 
 

 
 
Question 2 – Goal for meeting 
Understand where we, as an on-the-ground management organization fit in the 
project. What is an appropriate role for the USFWS in the study. 
Question 3 – Agency's authorities and practice   
We are an implementation unit of the USFWS as opposed to planners or 
regulators. We have active technical assistance and implementation of projects 
on USFWS managed lands and on private lands in the watershed.  Can 
contribute data on specific land management and assessment practices to the 
study. 
Question 4 – Primary challenge for managing watersheds, water quality, 
ecosystem restoration in the MNR Basin 
Identify strategic multi-objective management actions (projects) Identify funding 
streams and opportunities to leverage resources. #1 – Convincing LUG/Citizens 
that management and modifications and restoration is value added. Programs 
being nimble enough to keep up with land use behaviors 
Question 5 – What specific predictive capabilities and products are 
needed? – Effectiveness of wate quality BMPs for rural, suburban, urban areas; 



- Strategies for high quality groundwater recharge to off-set practices that 
encourgege surface water runoff 
- Docuemented result of regulatory actions, e.g., allowing manure to be spread 
on frozen ground prior to spring runoff, effect on fecal coliform concentrations 
- A quantitative evaluation component to project targeting that identifies what 
management/restoration benefits a project at a specific location provices; e.g., a 
wetland restoration at location X provides high water quality and high quantity 
benefits but low ecosystem benefits. 



MN River Basin Interagency Study Team Meeting 
December 11, 2008 
Participant Information and Questions 
 
Bob Patton   MN Department of Agriculture, EQB Technical Representative 
 

 
 
Question 2 – Goal for meeting 
Greater clarity on what outcomes will be 
Question 3 – Agency's authorities and practice   
Agency head (Commissioner Hagoson) chairs the MN Environmental Quality 
Board. We have regulatory authority over pesticides, development of nutrient 
BMPs. Also perform research and development and demonstration technology 
transfer on practices including conservation drainage and cover crops. Also 
provide technical assistance on laud use planning and work on development of 
conservation title of the Farm Bill. 
Question 4 – Primary challenge for managing watersheds, water quality, 
ecosystem restoration in the MNR Basin 
Inherent difficulty of reducing non-point source water quality pollution. 
Contributing actions, management strategies that will work and be accepted. 
Question 5 – What specific predictive capabilities and products are 
needed?  Detailed understanding of field scale practices and their impacts on 
water quality 



MN River Basin Interagency Study Team Meeting 
December 11, 2008 
Participant Information and Questions 
 
Larry Gunderson   MPCA MN River Basin Coordinator 
 

 
 
Question 2 – Goal for meeting 
Help shape project, identify what MPCA can provide, focus project enough to get 
restoration going 
Question 3 – Agency's authorities and practice   
NPDES permitting, set standards, TMDLs, monitoring 
Question 4 – Primary challenge for managing watersheds, water quality, 
ecosystem restoration in the MNR Basin 
Flow, hydrology, climate change influencing precipitation = problem, changes in 
downstream impacts 
Question 5 – What specific predictive capabilities and products are 
needed?  Understanding of how flow contributes to sediment behavior looking at 
past, present and future conditions. Past conditions – basin vegetation and water 
storage; future – likely future conditions; targeting where to put buffers, restore 
wetlands 



MN River Basin Interagency Study Team Meeting 
December 11, 2008 
Participant Information and Questions 
 
Dave Luethe  MN DNR Waters 
 

 
 
Question 2 – Goal for meeting 
Interagency agreement to work cooperatively toward a better understanding of 
hydrology and a decision support system that people can use to make more 
informed decisions 
Question 3 – Agency's authorities and practice   
DNR technical assistance and regulatory programs 
Question 4 – Primary challenge for managing watersheds, water quality, 
ecosystem restoration in the MNR Basin 
Agreement and support among technical experts on a reasonable path to follow 
Question 5 – What specific predictive capabilities and products are 
needed?  Wateshed modeling at a small enough scale that gives local 
government units enough comfort and usertanding and trust to make improved 
water management decisions 
 
 
 
 
 



MN River Basin Interagency Study Team Meeting 
December 11, 2008 
Participant Information and Questions 
 
Greg Eggers  MN DNR Waters 
 

 
 
Question 2 – Goal for meeting 
Gain understanding of expectations for the study and contributions from DNR 
Question 3 – Agency's authorities and practice   
Regulation of public waters 
Question 4 – Primary challenge for managing watersheds, water quality, 
ecosystem restoration in the MNR Basin 
We need to develop a better understanding of the cumulative effects of drainage 
Question 5 – What specific predictive capabilities and products are 
needed?  We need to develop better predictie methods to help us understand 
where and why certain BMPs will help improve water quality and at what cost to 
society 



MN River Basin Interagency Study Team Meeting 
December 11, 2008 
Participant Information and Questions 
 
Tony Sullins  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Twin Cities Field Office 
 

 
 
Question 2 – Goal for meeting 
Learn about the watershed study and the IST, meet the participants. 
Clarity with respect to the purpose and structure of this organization. Institutional 
arrangements that facilitate public involvement and that lead to action. 
Question 3 – Agency's authorities and practice   
Endangered species, wetland protection, migratory birds including waterfowl, 
refuge lands – MN Valley NWR, Bigstone NWR 
Question 4 – Primary challenge for managing watersheds, water quality, 
ecosystem restoration in the MNR Basin 
Suburbanization, intensifying agriculture, loss of CRP lands converted back to 
agriculture, water demand for ethanol production.  Economic- declining federal, 
state budgets, loss of staff.  Invasive species – carp and zebra mussels. 
Emerging contaminants.  
Question 5 – What specific predictive capabilities and products are 
needed?  Modeling to demonstrate most efficient and strategic conservation 
tools to achieve objectives. Recovery and management goals for species of 
concern, T&E species.  Identification and clean-up of contaminants. 
 



MN River Basin Interagency Study Team Meeting 
December 11, 2008 
Participant Information and Questions 
 
Rex Johnson U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
 

 
 
Question 2 – Goal for meeting 
Influence the direction of the overall project plan to include an extensive non-
structureal habitat restoration component 
Question 3 – Agency's authorities and practice   
Habitat restoration and enhancement for wildlife, wetland and grassland, other 
native ecosystems 
Question 4 – Primary challenge for managing watersheds, water quality, 
ecosystem restoration in the MNR Basin 
Wetland drainage and tillage agriculture have grossly altered the natural 
hydrologyl. The predominant challenge in rededicating these effects is our 
abiloity to compensate landowners at a high enough level and public awareness 
of this issue 
Question 5 – What specific predictive capabilities and products are 
needed?  Spatial data and models in a DSS that explicitly predicts flood 
abatement, water quality improvement, carbon sequestration, wildlife and other 
socioeconomic benefits. Greater public awareness of the extent of watershed 
degradation and solutions. 
 


