
May 2006 
On the Waterfront 
 Governor’s Clean Water Cabinet 
 

Clean Water Cabinet Meeting 
May 17, 2006 
Attendance/members: Sheryl Corrigan, chair; Tom Weaver   Staff:  Joe 
Martin, Paul Burns and Barbara Weisman, Agriculture; Steve Woods, 
BWSR; Craig Engwall, Kent Lokkesmoe and Jim Japs, DNR; John Linc 
Stine, Health; Keith Buttleman, Met Council; John Wells, EQB 
 
Key issues discussed 
 Farm Bill Recommendations 
 Water Supply Issues 

 
Draft Farm Bill Recommendations 
The Clean Water Cabinet is nearing the end of a months-long effort to 
craft recommendations to USDA and Congress on the nation’s next Farm 
Bill. Engaging stakeholders has been a key part of the cabinet’s process. 
The draft recommendations – to be posted in the next week on the CWC 
home page – evolved from the Governor’s clean water vision and three 
guiding principles that the cabinet adopted earlier this year (see 
http://cwc.state.mn.us/documents/Guiding%20Principles%2012-23-
05.pdf). 
 
Perhaps the key element from the Governor’s vision is the call to keep 
working lands working. To help meet this goal, the cabinet makes the 
case for a Farm Bill that strengthens the economic viability of farming, 
facilitates state and local efforts to address environmental priorities, and 
implements long-term conservation plans. 
 
The draft recommendations cover the major areas of technical assistance, 
conservation planning, financial incentives, results-oriented 
accountability, strategic targeting, flexibility and transparency. 
 
The plan is to give people the first two weeks in June to comment on the 
package before the cabinet considers its initial approval on the 21st. The 
cabinet will adopt a final letter and package of recommendations at its 
July meeting. 
 
Developing a State Water Supply Policy 
The Clean Water Cabinet has asked its Water Resources Leadership 
Group to help develop a water supply policy statement similar to the one 
the cabinet adopted on wetlands. The goal is a statement that ties 
together the various elements of law currently spread throughout 
Minnesota Statutes. The statement will help people understand state 
policy at a glance and ensure that state partners efficiently address the 
potential competition for scarce water resources within and outside of 
Minnesota. 
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For background information on the sustainability of Minnesota’s water 
supplies, see the 2000 report, Minnesota’s Water Supply: 
Natural Conditions and Human Impacts, at: 
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/publications/waters/mn_water_supply.pdf and 
the 2005 package of papers on ground water sustainability at 
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/waters/groundwater_section/sustainabil
ity/index.html. 
 
Updates 
 
 Clean Water Legacy: The Legislature adopted the Clean Water 

Legacy Act to provide the authority, direction and funding needed to 
achieve and maintain water quality standards according to section 
303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act. The Legislature appropriated 
$15 million from the General Fund and $9.95 million in bonding to 
begin implementation of the Act. The House Research summary of 
the Clean Water Legacy Act is posted at 
http://ww3.house.leg.state.mn.us/hrd/bs/84/SF0762.html. A 
summary of the initial funding the Legislature appropriated is 
attached. 

 
 Constitutional amendment: The House and Senate were not able to 

reach agreement on a constitutional amendment to set aside a portion 
of the sales tax for Legacy and other initiatives. 

 
 Water quality rule 7050: PCA and partners are working to pin down 

the meaning of references in the water quality rule designed to limit 
“significant adverse impacts” to wetlands. The goal is to proceed on 
a parallel path with the changes BWSR and partners are considering 
to the Wetland Conservation Act, with a proposal to WCA 
stakeholders in September. 

 
 Wetlands Summit report: The Izaak Walton League has released its 

report of the February 4 wetlands summit.  The full report is 
attached. 

 
 A cabinet retrospective: The cabinet will be taking a look at its 

accomplishments as a first step in considering how it might better 
guide state water efforts. The lessons learned about what’s worked 
and what hasn’t will inform the changes needed to improve its 
effectiveness. One thing that has always been clear is the value of 
collaboration. 

 
 





Minnesota Clean Water Cabinet 
Conservation Policy Recommendations for the 2007 Farm Bill 


Proposed Time Line 
May–July 2006  


 
 
May 2006 – Draft Recommendations 
 
May 17 CWC Meeting  
Present draft recommendations to CWC and discuss remaining steps in process 


 
May 18-30 
Refine draft recommendations as needed for external review 


 
May 26-31 
Post draft recommendations on CWC website, solicit stakeholder review and comments 
via email (2 ½-3 weeks), and inform Congressional delegation and MN USDA 
 
 
June 2006 – Stakeholder Review & Final Recommendations 
 
June 1-20 
Review stakeholder comments and finalize recommendations 
 
June 21 CWC Meeting 
CWC review summary of stakeholder comments, endorse final recommendations, and 
agree when, how, and to whom they should be submitted 
 
 
July 2006 – Final Recommendations Package & Submittal 
 
June 22-July 18 
Develop final recommendations package (letter with recommendations plus accompanying 
document that elaborates and provides substantiating information based on Minnesota’s 
experience) 


 
July 19 CWC Meeting 
CWC review and endorse final recommendations package 


 
July 19-31 
Revise final recommendations package as needed; submit and publicize as directed by CWC 
 
 
 


May 17, 2006 








 
Clean Water Legacy 


2006 Funding 
 
 
1. Supplemental Budget Bill (HF 4162):  $15 million General Fund 


 
 Pollution Control Agency:  $5.03 million, with $1.86 million for assessment 


and $3.17 million for total maximum daily load development and 
implementation plans 
 


 Public Finance Authority:  $100,000 for administration of the small 
community wastewater treatment program  


 
 Agriculture:  $2.4 million, with $1.2 million for the Agricultural Best 


Management Practices loan program and $400,000 for technical assistance 
 


 Board of Water and Soil Resources:  $5.84 million, with $1.5 million for 
nonpoint restoration cost-share & incentive payments; $2 million for nonpoint 
restoration assistance; $200,000 reporting on and evaluating soil and water 
conservation practices; $730,000 for county individual sewage treatment 
system programs; and $1.41 million for grants to support local nonpoint 
source protection activities 


 
 Department of Natural Resources:  $1.63 million, with $280,000 for 


statewide assessment of surface water quality and trends; $500,000 to acquire 
high priority, sensitive riparian lands; and $850,000 for forest stewardship 
activities and technical assistance to local units of government 


 
2. Bonding Bill (HF 2959):  $9.31 million General Obligation Bonds 
 


 Public Finance Authority:  $8.31 million, with $5 million for TMDL grants; 
$2.31 million for the phosphorus reduction grant program; and $1 million for 
the small community wastewater treatment program 


 
 Board of Water and Soil Resources:  $1 million for grants to SWCDs for 


streambank, stream channel, lakeshore and roadside protection and restoration 
projects 


 
3. Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources Reform Bill (SF 2814):  


$640,000-Environment & Natural Resources Trust Fund 
 


 Department of Natural Resources:  $640,000 for acquisition and easements 
on high-priority, sensitive riparian lands that provide high value for watershed 
protection 
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Executive Summary 


 
The first Minnesota Wetlands Summit was developed to recognize the values of the 


state’s vast network of historical wetlands, to review current losses and gains, and to 


identify corrective measures needed.  The opening session examined the history and 


status of wetland policies, programs, regulations and current problems.  Three concurrent 


sessions addressed: (1) The conservation features of the Federal Farm Program and 


related problems. (2) The role of private landowners in improving water quality, 


providing fish and wildlife habitat and related recreational activities. (3) Performance of 


the Minnesota Wetlands Conservation Act.  During the closing plenary session principle 


issues were identified and recommendations for action were determined by consensus.  In 


the authors’ opinion, the six most significant recommendations are: 


  


• Conduct a strong grassroots effort to retain wetland and grassland conservation 


practices in the 2007 Farm Bill, and seek a better balance between payments for 


conservation practices and commodity practices. 


• Enforce  current wetlands protection laws and strengthen where needed. 


• Develop a more effective education program to inform the public about the 


importance of private lands and the Farm Bill in maintaining wetlands, 


grasslands. other fish  and wildlife habitats, related recreational activities, and 


improving water quality.   


• Reassess the performance of the Wetlands Conservation Act and take corrective 


action to establish firm criteria for granting exemptions, retaining wetlands 


functions and values when considering wetland replacement, providing greater 


protection for temporary and seasonal wetlands, and strengthening enforcement 


capabilities. 


• Improve monitoring and evaluation techniques to measure more accurately annual 


wetland losses and gains. 


• Support legislation for long-term dedicated funding for natural resource programs 


and for LCMR reform. 


 


Additional issues, related recommendations and conclusions are included in the Position 


Paper section of the Report.  More detailed individual session summaries of discussion 


and other comments by attendees are included in the Appendices to this Report. 
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POSITION PAPER 
 


 


Minnesota Wetlands Summit – 2006 
 


Background   


 


The first annual Minnesota Wetlands Summit was held at Normandale Community College in 


Bloomington, Minnesota on Saturday, February 4, 2006.  This event was an outgrowth of the 


“Ducks, Wetlands and Clean Water Rally” held on the State Capitol grounds in April of 2005 


and attended by more than 5000 concerned Minnesotans.  The Rally called for holding a 


Wetlands Summit designed to review current wetlands programs, provide for a critical review of 


associated problems and identify corrective measures needed.  The theme for the Summit was 


“Critically Reviewing our Wetland Heritage ---Reclaiming our Wetlands Future.” 


 


To accomplish this significant task, the Summit Organizing Committee adopted the following 


Mission Statement. “ Minnesota’s first Wetlands Summit recognizes that the State’s vast 


network of historic wetlands served to protect water quality, temper flooding and provide diverse 


and productive habitats for native fish, wildlife and plants.  The Summit will document the 


magnitude of wetland loss and related ecological impacts; examine agency policies, programs 


and laws governing wetland manipulation and management; identify and initiate specific actions 


required to regain wetland acreage, wetland efficacy, and our wetland heritage to benefit present 


and future generations.” 


 


This position paper is the culmination of the inaugural Wetlands Summit and its process.  It is 


designed to be utilized as a tool to provide for positive wetlands policy and program changes and 


a guideline for possible future Summits.  To accomplish this, it is to be disseminated for the use 


of all interested individuals, organizations and agencies. 


 


 


Summit Design   
 


In an effort to set the stage for the development of this position paper, the Wetlands Summit was 


designed to provide an opening session aimed at examining the history and status of wetlands 


policies, programs, regulations and current problems.  The afternoon program consisted of three 


concurrent breakout sessions.  The purpose of these sessions was to have participants explore 


important aspects of wetlands regulation and management following a series of pertinent 


presentations.  After a question and answer session, participants were asked to provide their 


insights, which were collected and by consensus were presented by facilitators during a final 


plenary session.  Session I focused on the Federal Farm Program, Session II on the Role of 


Private Lands and Session III critiqued the Minnesota Wetlands Conservation Act and Ditch 


Law issues.  The data accumulated from these sessions was then collated, critically reviewed by 


the Summit Organizing Committee and interested individuals, and incorporated in this 2006 


Minnesota Wetlands Summit Position Paper. 
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Wetland Losses and Gains     


 


The pristine wetlands of Minnesota provided ideal habitat for a wide variety of vegetation, fish 


and wildlife, while providing bountiful and outstanding water quality throughout the state. These 


conditions began to change with the beginning of settlement starting in the mid-1800’s, and the 


plowing of prairie grasslands for farming.  As human populations and agriculture increased, 


development of suitable farmland and clearing of timber moved into the transition zone and 


portions of the forested regions of the state.  The U. S. Swamplands Acts of 1849, 1850 and 1860 


promoted drainage to provide additional land for farming.  The U. S. Government transferred 


federally-owned lands with wetlands for “reclamation” as tillable land.  Minnesota received       


5 million acres.  The State Drainage Commission funded drainage projects from 1901 – 1930, 


which greatly accelerated the loss of wetlands.  By 1930 most of the southern tier of counties and 


the Red River Valley were effectively drained. 


 


Following World War II, drainage again accelerated with increased worldwide demand for food 


and increasing crop prices.  By 1955 the U. S. Department of Agriculture reported that more that 


50% of the wetlands in the Prairie Pothole Region were gone.  Drainage accelerated again in 


1964 as crop prices soared and the Soil Bank Conservation Program ended.  In just four years 


over 48,000 acres were drained in western Minnesota.  The pattern was repeated again in the 


1970’s.  More than 20% of the wetlands inventoried in western Minnesota in 1971 were drained 


by 1980.        


 


Through the years, mechanization of farming operations and related construction capability made 


it easier to remove water from the landscape through drainage ditch systems and tiling.  While 


beneficial to farming, there were serious adverse impacts on fish and wildlife, especially in the 


prairie and bog habitats.  There is no record of the acreage of pristine wetlands, especially 


smaller wetland basins in the prairies of Minnesota, but estimates range from 18 to 20 million 


acres.  As the wetland basins were drained, habitat for wetland wildlife species decreased rapidly 


and water quality deteriorated throughout the watersheds involved. (See Wetlands Maps, 


Appendix VIII) 


 


The National Wetlands Inventory for the period 1982-1985, indicate that Minnesota had 


approximately 10.6 million acres of wetlands remaining.  Wetland losses since then have 


decreased that base substantially.  In some intensively farmed areas of southwest and west 


central Minnesota, less than 1% of the original wetlands remain.   


 


A variety of state, federal and private conservation organization programs were developed during 


the past 60 years to reduce the loss of wetlands and grasslands, but annual losses continued to 


exceed gains.  Passage of the Minnesota Wetlands Conservation Act (WCA) in 1991 was a new 


chapter in wetland management.  It also contained provisions for a policy to achieve “no net 


loss” and to “increase the quantity and quality of biological diversity” of wetlands.  The WCA, 


administered by the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR), has made 


significant accomplishments.  During the period 1994-2003, over 40,000 acres of wetlands have 


been protected and/or restored.  This represents the acres of impacts avoided due to WCA and 


acres of compensatory mitigation under WCA as reported by local units of government to WCA.  


It does not include acres restored under voluntary restoration programs.  However, there are   
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concerns about accounting procedures and criteria under WCA for granting exemptions and 


wetland replacement.  There also is concern about the application of the “no net loss” policy and  


how that might be clarified and strengthened.  During the period 2001-2003, BWSR reported a 


net loss of 1,367 acres when counting acres impacted through reported exemptions, regulated 


impacts and mitigation.  This does not include unreported wetlands exempt from regulations or 


undetected violations.  During the same period (2002-2003), over 15,000 acres of wetlands were 


restored through voluntary programs, at a cost of over $2.5 million. (For further details on 


wetland losses and gains refer to recent reports:  2001-2003 Minnesota Wetland Report, 
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources, St. Paul, MN [September 2, 2005]; First Annual 
Minnesota Wetlands Protection Report, Minnesota Center For Environmental Advocacy, St. 
Paul, MN [February 2006].  
 


Other state, federal and private conservation organization programs continue to expand 


capabilities for wetland protection, restoration and management. The Federal Farm Program has 


provided substantial assistance for wetland and grassland protection and restoration through 


authorized conservation practices on private lands.  An immediate concern is to assure 


continuation of these conservation practices at present or increased levels in the upcoming 


reauthorization of the 2007 Farm Bill.  Further details on accomplishments may be obtained 


from the respective organizations. 
 


 


Major Issues Identified   
 


• Current status and future role of federal farm programs, with emphasis on changes 


required to provide for better protection and restoration of wetland and grassland habitats. 


• Problems with administration of the Minnesota Wetlands Conservation Act and ditch 


laws. 


• Recognition of the important role private landowners can play in providing protection 


and restoration of wetlands on their property. 


• Present deficiencies in monitoring and evaluation of wetland losses and gains. 


• The need for improved communications and coordination between state and federal 


agencies and other organizations involved in wetlands programs. 


• The need for a strong grassroots effort to develop political support for wetland 


conservation measures in state and federal farm programs. 


• The need for better enforcement of wetland drainage regulations. 


• The importance of education in addressing wetland issues. 


• The need for dedicated funding to provide continuous long-term enhancement and 


management of Minnesota’s natural resources. 


• The need to revise the scoping language and restructure membership positions of the 


Legislative Commission for Minnesota Resources (LCMR) to emphasize long-term 


environmental integrity. 


• The lack of a substantive “Land Ethic” in Minnesota. 
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Recommendations 
 


• Conduct a strong grassroots effort to retain wetland and grassland conservation practices 


in the 2007 Farm Bill, and seek a better balance between payments for conservation 


practices and commodity practices. 


• Enforce current wetlands protection laws and strengthen where needed. 


• Develop a stronger education program to adequately inform the public about the 


implications of the Farm Bill and values to wetlands, fish and wildlife, related 


recreational activities, and water quality. 


• Reassess the current performance of the WCA and take corrective actions regarding 


establishment of firm criteria for granting exemptions, retaining wetland functions and 


values when considering wetland replacement, providing greater protection for temporary 


and seasonal wetlands, and strengthening enforcement capabilities. 


• Include requirements for wetland and ditch buffer strips under the WCA.  


• Improve monitoring and evaluation techniques to measure more accurately annual 


wetland losses and gains.  


• Integrate the wetland foundation underlying human social and economic systems and the 


state’s plants and animals. 


• Support legislation for dedicated funding for natural resources programs and for LCMR 


reform. 


• Support programs that promote values of wetlands to meet broader societal needs, such as 


carbon sequestration. 


• Promote more efficient and effective communications methods to help private 


landowners learn about program opportunities and funding available for conservation 


practices on their farms. 


• Create other economic incentives for private landowners and local units of government to 


carry out sound wetland management programs and practices. 


• Establish accountability for those contributing to wetland or water impairment. 


• Work with responsible agencies, conservation organizations, the agricultural community, 


the Legislature, and other individuals in developing a strong “Land Ethic” for Minnesota.  


 


 


Conclusions 


 
While it was the intent of this First Annual Wetlands Summit to critically review the status of the 


State’s wetlands and project their future, it became quite apparent that this event represented 


much more.  It was hallmarked by pure grassroots activism from every corner of Minnesota.  The 


diversity of groups represented was impressive.  More importantly, the sense of cooperation 


between the State and Federal agencies, participating conservation organizations, other groups, 


and various individuals in attendance permeated throughout the day’s activities.  As a result, the 


free exchange of thoughts and ideas lead to good consensus as detailed in this paper’s 


identification of key issues and recommendations. 


 


The Summit also pointed out the importance of maintaining a unified coalition of diverse groups 


and agencies.  This reality is the key if positive change on behalf of Minnesota’s vanishing 


wetlands is ever to be realized.  It is also clear that in the future, this coalition will need to 
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expand and be even more inclusive of the agricultural community, ranging from the individual 


farmer, interested farm organizations, agribusiness, to our future farmers and agribusiness 


students in training. 


 


This Summit issued a clear call for improvement of future Farm Bills that stress wise 


stewardship and best conservation practices, while seeking a better balance in payments for 


conservation and commodity practices.  The Wetlands Conservation Act needs to be revisited 


and provided with the tools to make it more effective in the preservation and restoration of 


quality wetlands, and retaining traditional functions and values.  Of key importance is the 


recognition of the role that private landowners play in providing for the protection and 


restoration of wetlands on their property.  Support for this integral role is a clear priority. 


 


Our wetlands and their inhabitants are clearly harbingers of the toll that society has exacted from 


the very land and waters that support us.  It is envisioned that future Summits will broaden the 


scope and examine in greater depth societal impacts, such as climate change, on the future of our 


wetlands and adjacent uplands.  Issues of accountability and a sustainable land ethic should 


receive increased attention. 


 


Finally, the Summit adjourned with a firm commitment to a wetlands legacy that will be a source 


of pride to all Minnesotans and bode well for future generations. 
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Appendix I.  Wetland Summit Agenda and Presenters 


 


 


 
Ducks, Wetlands, and Clean Water Rally 


Wetlands Summit 
Saturday, February 4, 2006 


Normandale Community College, Bloomington, Minnesota 


Fine Arts Building 


 


PROGRAM 
 


 


MORNING 


 


8:00 – 8:30  REGISTRATION 


 


8:30    Welcome and Opening Remarks 


    David Zentner, Rally Co-chair 


 


8:45 – 11:45 Wetlands History, Programs, Regulations and Problems  


    Moderator – Ray Norrgard, MDNR 


 


8:45 History, Programs and Problems      Ron Harnack, BWSR 


 


9:30 Federal Regulations        Bob Whiting, USACE 
 


10:00   BREAK 
  


10:30 Overview of Wetland Restoration    Kevin Lines, MBWSR 


 


11:00 Regulatory Issues / Release of Report   Janette Brimmer, MCEA 


 


11:30 Discussion 
 


12:00 – 1:00  LUNCH 
  


Tony Dean: “Maintaining a Focus on Wetlands in a Changing World” 
 


AFTERNOON 


 


1:00 – 5:00  Restoring our Wetland Heritage – Programs, Challenges and Opportunities 
  


PANEL DISCUSSION (Up to 20 minutes for each presentation) 
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SESSION I: 


The Federal Farm Program         Mark Ten Eyck, MCEA, Coordinator     


                Brian Stenquist, MDNR, Facilitator 


 


USDA / NRCS          Tim Koehler, USNRCS 


Ducks Unlimited           Scott McLeod, DU 


Izaak Walton League        Brad Redlin, IWLA 


Land Stewardship         Terry VanDerPol, LSP 


Discussion 


 


SESSION II 


The Role of Private Lands        Bob Austin, LSP, Coordinator 


               Kathy DonCarlos, MDNR, Facilitator 


 


Developing Partnerships        Tom Cooper, MWA / MVT 


Partners for Wildlife Program       Sheldon Myerchin, USFWS 


Wetland & Upland Restoration     Matt Holland, PF  


Landowners as Partners       Audrey Arner, Moonstone Farm / MEP 


A Legislator’s Viewpoints      Senator Steve Dille, Farmer / Legislator  


 Discussion 


 


SESSION III 


Minnesota Wetlands Conservation Act & Ditch Laws, Doug Norris, MDNR, Coordinator 


               Scott Elkins, Facilitator 


 


Current Status           Dave Weirens, MBWSR 


Public Concerns         Don Dinndorf, IWLA 


Recommendations for Change     Bill Barton, SC 


Legislative Action         Representative Rick Hansen  


Discussion 


 


3:00  BREAK 


 


 


3:30-4:30 Summary of Presentations, Questions/Discussion, Recommendations 


   Brian Stenquist, Kathy DonCarlos, Scott Elkins, Ray Norrgard, Gary Botzek  


 


4:30-5:00 Overview and Recommendations for Action 


   Bill Henke. IWLA, Harvey Nelson, MWA, MOHA, LLAWF 
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Brain Stenquist – Minnesota Department of Natural Resources; Strategic Planner and Facilitator; 


St. Paul, MN 


 


Tim Koehler – U. S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service; 


Assistant State Conservationist; St. Paul, MN 


 


Scott McLeod – Ducks Unlimited, Inc.; Regional Farm Bill Coordinator; Bismarck, ND 


 


Brad Redlin – Izaak Walton League of America; Director, Agricultural Programs; St. Paul, MN 


 


Terry VanDerPol – Land Stewardship Project; Staff Member, Farmer; Montevideo, MN 


 


Bob Austin – Land Stewardship Project; New Prague, MN 


 


Kathy DonCarlos – Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Division of Fish and                                    


Wildlife (Policy / Facilitator); St. Paul, MN 


 


Tom Cooper – Minnesota Waterfowl Association, Minnesota Valley Trust, U. S. Fish and 


Wildlife Service; Project Coordinator; Bloomington, MN 


 


Sheldon Myerchin – U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service; State Coordinator, Partners for Fish and 


Wildlife Program; Waite Park, MN 


 


Matt Holland – Pheasants Forever; Director of Conservation – MN; New London, MN 


 


Audrey Arner – Moonstone Farm; Farmer and Minnesota Environmental Partners; Montevideo, 


MN  


 


 







Wetlands Summit Report – 2006                 10 


Steve Dille – Senator, District 18; Member of Agriculture Committee and Environment, 


Agriculture and Economic Development Budget Division; Farmer and Veterinarian; Dassel, MN 


 


Doug Norris – Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Division of Ecological Services; 


Wetlands Program Coordinator; St. Paul, MN 
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Manager; St. Paul, MN 
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Cloud, MN 


 


Bill Barton – Sierra Club; Chairman, Policy Group and Wetlands Sub-Committee, North Star 


Chapter; St. Paul, MN 


 


Rick Hansen – Representative, District 39A; Member of Environment and Natural Resources 


Committee and Regulated Industries Committee; South St. Paul, MN 


 


Gary Botzek – Minnesota Conservation Federation and Minnesota Waters; Legislative Liaison; 


St. Paul, MN 
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Appendix II.  Concurrent Sessions – Flip Chart Summaries 
 


 


All three concurrent sessions generated ideas in response to the question, “In your opinion, what 


are the important actions that need to be taken to address these wetland issues?”   Each session 


participant voted or choose the idea (i) that would have the most impact over the next ten years, 


(ii) was the most politically practical or achievable, and (iii) was the most creative, positive or 


out of the box idea.  The tables show the results of these discussions and tallies of participant 


choices. 


 


Session I – The Federal Farm Program (approximately 50 participants at beginning of session)  


 
Suggestion (i) Most 


impact over 


next ten 


years (blue) 


(ii) Most 


politically 


practical, 


achievable 


(green) 


(iii) Most 


creative, 


positive, 


out of box 


(orange) 


1. Need grassroots effort to influence the next farm Bill through 


political clout (land ethics). 


11 3  


2. Cap commodity payments and plug savings into conservation 


program. 


9 9 8 


3. Turn Prairie Coteau into National Park for waterfowl (add during 


discussion: with hunting allowed).  


 1 17 


4. Create an incentive program for carbon producers to use wetlands 


for carbon storage. 


  9 


5. Political clout needs to be created. 4 1  


6. Create good measures of all water quality. 4 1  


7. Enforce current laws with more teeth. 3 6 1 


8. Need to educate public about Farm Bill and its implications. 3 2  


9. Create a “Minute Man” force to report wetland violations. 2  2 


10. WTO implications should be supported (amber - bad, green –


good). 


2 1  


11. Identify the threshold in the inheritance tax and allow avoidance 


by designating  or donating “extra” to conservation. 


1   


12. Create a virtual action network to influence policy 1 9 1 


13. Make public where “swamp buster” payments are made so 


violations can be identified. 


 1  


14. Provide a variety of options to fit each landowners wants and 


needs. 


1 1  


15. Develop a state-based wetland restorations strategy.  1  


16. Clean Water cabinet send a message to federal government with a 


strong conservation message. 


 1  


17. Reform the Farm Bill.  1  


18. Develop coops in rural and urban environments to reduce reliance 


on agriculture business/commodities. 


   


19. Place caps on acres of cropland.    


20. Develop dialogue with “traditional” agricultural interests.    


21. As an individual, purchase land for conservation purposes.  Or 


form a group of folks to purchase land. 
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Session II – The Role of Private Lands (approximately 70 participants at beginning of session)  


 
Suggestion (i) Most 


impact over 


next ten 


years (blue) 


(ii) Most 


politically 


practical, 


achievable 


(green) 


(iii) Most 


creative, 


positive, 


out of box 


(orange) 


1. Create dedicated funding (e.g., 3/16
th


) with an oversight committee 28 17 3 


2. Education efforts 


a. Target young farmers. 


b. Target future student farmers at U of M. Schools of Ag and 


Natural resources will be combined in the near future providing 


opportunities to incorporate more ecological approaches in the 


agriculture curriculum and experience. 


c. Formal education should collaborate with “whole farm” 


programs. 


d. Target K-12 education. 


e. Involve coalitions of organizations and individuals. 


f. Include efforts relating to land ethics on a personal level. 


g. Education efforts should emphasize ecological thinking.  


13 17 11 


3. Create dedicated funding specifically for wetland management 


generated from wetland uses or benefits (e.g., create tax or fee for the 


length of tiling installed or used, area of impervious surfaces within a 


community or for a development project, etc). 


1 1 9 


4. Create accountability for those contributing to water impairment.   7 


5. Shift the ratio of funding for commodity: conservation practices in 


Farm Bill for a higher proportion of funding for Conservation 


Security Programs (CSP).  Fully fund CSP. 


5 2 2 


6. Use an ecosystem approach (e.g., ground water contamination has 


wide impact). 


3 3 1 


7. Private landowners need a more efficient method for learning about 


all of the funding or program opportunities; costs and benefits need to 


be identified early in the application process so that landowners can 


make the best decisions. 


3 1 4 


8. Generate public support through a “wetlands friendly or 


sustainable” dinner. 


2 1 3 


9. Create property tax breaks for agricultural landowners using the 


Farm Bill commodity funds (e.g., “green acres”). 


2 1  


10. Identify politicians that support sound wetland management 


efforts. 


 2 5 


11. “Vote” with personal choices in marketplace.  1 2 


12. Control agriculture production (supplies) in global marketplace to 


reduce pressure to produce. 


   


13. Establish carbon sequestration programs at state and federal level 1 2  


14. Compensate small landowners for sound wetland management 


who may not qualify for federal programs. 


1 1 1 


15. Compensate small landowners by decreasing taxes on “recreation 


lands”. 


  1 


16. Create economic benefits for sound wetland management at a 


private landowner and LGU level (e.g., Catskill model). 


 4 3 


17. Identify and certify wetland types 1 and 2.  2  


18. Provide tax benefits for those individuals donating to NGOs 


working on wetland management. 


   


19. Encourage personal advocacy and activism.    
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Session III – Minnesota Wetlands Conservation Act and Ditch Law (approximately 70 


participants at beginning of session)  


 
Suggestion (i) Most 


impact over 


next ten 


years (blue) 


(ii) Most 


politically 


practical, 


achievable 


(green) 


(iii) Most 


creative, 


positive, 


out of box 


(orange) 


1. Have no WCA exemptions. 14  4 


2. Increase enforcement and education. 7 4 9 


3. Reduce exemptions. 6 7  


4. Exemptions for all reporting. 4 6 2 


5. More funding. 4 3  


6. More detail on character of wetland gain/loss (Cowardin). 4   


7. Make it easier for conservation officers to enforce wetland 


regulations and increase enforcement efforts. 


 7 1 


8. Procedural rights for citizens to be involved before decisions are 


made. 


 6 1 


9. Put wetland buffers in WCA.  4  


10. Have the mitigation efforts up and running before impact.  2 7 


11. Better coordination or regulations between agencies.  2 6 


12. Find/replicate best practices and reward responsible developers.   6 


13. Put the emphasis on water quality. 3  2 


14. Eliminate storm water as replacement. 2 2 1 


15. Legislative protection for type one and two wetlands. 2 1 2 


16. Address local units of government issues, there is not consistency 


between the LGUs. 


2  2 


17. Eliminate 15.99 from WCA. 1 3 2 


18. Advocate an energy policy that doesn’t destroy wetlands or water 


quality. 


1 2 2 


19. Need model local ordinance (stricter than WCA). 1 2 1 


20. Stricter avoidance requirements, obtain “true” compensation. 1  1 


21. Emphasize environmental components of WCA and drainage law.   2 


22. Reexamine the 25 year standard for recapture for ditch 


maintenance. 


  2 


23. Quality of wetland replacement, storm water ponds do not equal 


wetland replacement. 


  1 


24. Eliminate local unit of government exemptions.    


25. Streamline ditch abandonment process.    
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Appendix III.  Breakout Session 1 – The Federal Farm Program; Participant Worksheet 


Summaries 
 
 


Method:  Breakout session worksheets were identified by sequential number.  Comments for each question were 


collated and identified by the “worksheet number.”  Due to handwriting variability, some comments may not be 


accurately transcribed.   
 


1.  A. In your opinion, what are the important actions that need to be taken to address these wetland issues? 
 


1. 


- 1. Have a more centralized approach to conservation – (i.e. not 50 different ways) 


- 2. Dedicated funding 


- 3. Citizen involvement in decision making of laws & rules (i.e. LCMR) 
 


2. 


- Link/target to natural resource driven goals 


- Make funded projects permanent and enforceable 


- Establish tracking mechanisms 


- Fix swamp buster/sodbuster to provide accountability 


- Cap payments, put difference to conservation benefits 


- Kneecap swamp buster cheats 
 


3. 


- 1. Reduce commodity payments in the farm bill 


- 2. Prevent newly farmed (broken) land from ever receiving government support 


- 3. Prevent farmers from running water off their land into public rivers, lakes, etc. 


- 4. Give tax breaks to farmer’s who do not alter their farm’s original (natural) landscape 


- 5. Force gasohol and biodiesal to use grass/based biomass 
 


4.  


- No more loss of wetlands in Minnesota period. Strict enforcement of wetlands protection. 


- Reestablish wetlands on a permanent basis as a means to control crop production, which will raise crop price 


- Establish an urgent energy policy that weans us from fossil fuels to renewable resources not dependant on  


   farmland 
 


5. 


- Dedicated funding 


- Eliminate or correct sodbuster to tie preservation at grasslands to commodity supports 


- Strengthen WCA to recognize value of smaller, more numerous wetlands 


- Strengthen WCA to insure ‘man-made’ wetlands provide adequate functions 


- Classify ecological services as a ‘commodity’ 
 


6. 


- 1
st
 – Involvement / advocacy in farm commodity programs aimed at capping and reducing amber box.  If subsidies 


cut a lot of other problems would take care of themselves 


- 2
nd


 – Support transition from conventional to resource conserving farm systems 


- 3
rd


 – Support for bio-energy crops other than corn 


- 4
th


 – WTO – green box 
 


7. 


- Brought up by Terry VanDerPol, A more developed system of community supported agriculture, equipment co-ops 


and others 


- Awareness in schools, possibly equipping guest speakers to tour public & private schools, host field trips, 


implement more subtle practices and attitudes leading to environmental sustainability in general 


- Direct government payments for encouraging gentrification (Job Opportunity Building Zones) towards minimizing 


risk of the increased population on wetlands 
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8. 


- Landowner incentives and education 


- Cleanup farm subsidies mess 


- Public education regarding wetlands, both value and types 


- Restore wetlands that are practical / affordable 


- Put teeth in existing laws 
 


9. 
- Carbon credit incentive programs to restore wetlands (carbon storage) for carbon polluters 


- Geospatial economic analysis program for farmers to determine where it pays and not pay to farm 


- Require environmental impact statements for all landowners  
 


10.  
- Shift incentives in Farm Bill from amber box to green box 


- Educate effected parties on why this is necessary and the positive impact in will have on farm success and 


conservation successes 


- Incentive loopholes need to be closed 


- Agencies need to be funded/staffed to execute the bill in the best interests of all parties 


- The day did not adequately cover public waters and how these are managed. Need to improve focus and 


accountability on how resources are managed today. We are not doing the best with what we have. Shallow lakes are 


being turned into fish lakes rather than being managed for all resources. Farm bill Reform, Drainage improvement 


(close loopholes), dedicated funding will all allow improvement. Until those things happen we (DNR, USFWS) 


need to do more with what we have. Improve accountability within these organizations. 
 


11. 


- 1. Improved wetland inventory data (status and trends) to document annual and long-term changes in abundance. 


- 2. Wetland quality information would be useful 


- 3. Annual reporting as outlined in the MCEA report by the gov. or some other branch is necessary to assess where 


we are 


- 4. Maintain CRP and extend CRP contracts into long-term easements 


- 5. Digital NRCS database of CRP, WRP, Equip, etc. for MN – would be useful for planning we have county 


acreage totals/contracts but not 
 


12.  
- We can address both our concerns about energy security and the problem of global warming by focusing on the 


production of ethanol from biomass (shifting from corn emphasis to biomass emphasis). I believe it is the intention 


of president Bush to do this. My question is "what will be the impact of using marginal / CRP lands 


to grow dedicated energy crops, on wetlands and wildlife habitat. 
 


13.  


- Most importantly, all the groups and individuals that are included with the land need to be brought to the table, as 


has been said. Another thing, coming from a student from the U of M, I see many Ag students who are getting their 


degree, and then returning to their land from their families to continue farming practices. Soon, the colleges with in 


the University, the college of natural resources (which I am in) as the Ag College will be merging. This is good and 


bad, the Ag college is bigger, more $, power, & student involvement. But I think this merger can be very beneficial 


to our goals if Ag students can take classes on sustainable farming, and policy. So we can work together with them 


and help save our wetlands. Education. Future is key. This may be a little far off but related. They will be the owners 


of the land. Also education for farmers who are also hunters and anglers on correct info. 
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14. 


- 1. Fund (adequately) the various wetland conservation programs 


- 2. Better enforcement, such as the swamp buster program (illegal drainage) 


- 3. Since it involves the policy makers – everything hinges on election campaign reform. Big agri-business has too 


much say in the process. (Example – how does Colin Peterson keep getting elected?) 
 


15. 


- Make draining type 1 & 2 wetlands illegal 


- Inventory and prosecute all illegal draining that have occurred 


- Stop all commodity subsidies 


- Stop funding ethanol production 


- Encourage organic food growing 


- Increase WRP funding 


- Reduce county ditch maintenance 


- Report all draining to NRCS 
 


16.  


- Some of the most important issues would be:  Calculate demand of commodities (bottom numbers), only allow 


10% surplus of the crops to be grown. This would raise prices for farmers; add $ to conservation.  Cap subsidy 


payments; dedicating funding for conservation. Develop Dept of Conservation in MN using dedicated funding. 
 


17. 


- Coordination of the many wetland protection programs so time and $ not wasted 


- More $ for CSP to encourage sustainable farm practices. Take $ from commodity subsidies to adequately fund 


CSP and make entry into the program less difficult. Dave Serfling championed this program’s benefits. 


- Explain increased value of wetlands to the general public 


- Urban & suburban development into wetlands needs to be stopped by enforcing existing rules and adding 


 protection. 
 


18. 


- Education – educated the non-farm public on how the farm bill crop supports are spent and how the money can be 


used to enhance agricultural communities’ thorough funding farm based conservation enhancements. 


- Provide an easy to use action network that will get people to contact their legislators about supporting farm bill 


conservation programs. 
 


19. 


- Urge people to contact their elected officials – use their voices 
 


20. 


- Reduce the farm commodity payment program because it creates artificial economy that favors row crops 


- Limit farm commodity payment per entity and close the loopholes 


- Coordinate federal farm program dollars with the programs of state and local conservation groups to get the most 


bang for the buck 
 


21. 


- 1. Incentives – better and more 


- 2. Variety of options to fit each landowner's needs and wants, piggybacking and tying together existing and new 


programs 


- 3.  Educate environmental freaks about agriculture 


- 4. Educate farmers about env. Impacts 
 


22. 


- Encourage sod saver 


- Limit/cap commodity payments: keep records of producer payments under current programs. Then establish “caps” 


for payments and offer producer a portion of the difference between current payment and the cap payment if they 


enroll in conservation programs. 
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23. 


- 1. Elimination of subsidies/support that are based on practice and not production 


- 2. Emphasis on saving type 1 & 2 wetlands 


- 3. Prairie Coteau Pothole national park 
 


24. 


- Corps of engineers must follow-up with more enforcement 


- Eliminate or reduce farm commodity subsidies 


- Eliminate wetlands exemptions or make replacement ratios 5:1 
 


25.  


- Funding in agriculture is the #1 issue 


- Public/Gov't. priority is the key to increase funding 


- Priority needs to be linked to water quality 


- Measurement of the water quality (ground & surface) is key to getting citizen support in #’s 


- Effect of poor water – cancer, ducks, etc. 


- In short, good measure of water quality & link to gain population support. Support for more $’s to conservation 
 


26. 


- Support conservation funding in 2007 farm bill and specific elements of that funding that contribute to wetland 


protection and restoration. 


- Use momentum from summit and rally to organize pressure on key MN legislators to pass on state policy goals. 


(ex: in-district meetings, editorial board visits, calls/letters). 


- Create a message that appeals to broader audiences. If there are 100,000 hunters and 5-7 m Minnesotan’s, we need 


to educate broader audiences. 
 


27.  


- 1. Contact legislators about relevant issues. Written or phone calls; personal contacts better 


- 2. Write “Letters to the Editor” in newspapers or organizational magazines 


- 3. Individual awareness about programs and willingness to be active: Do something! 
 


28. 


- Increase funding for conservation provisions of the farm program decrease production oriented payments. 


- Expand perpetual land protection alternatives 
 


29. 


- 1. Maintain current CRP acreage totals though 2011 


      a. Via better assessment of current CRP and effects on waterfowl. 


      b. Identify CRP lands with wetlands as most important for re-enrollment. 


- 2. Reduce farm subsidies & increase conservation funding 


- 3. Provide additional incentives to save existing wetland complexes 


- 4. Accountability – hold all those responsible for their actions or interest 


- 5. Pass 3/16 and clean water 
 


30. 


- Have the clean water cabinet send a strong message to the feds/congress on the conservation titles of the 2007 farm 


bill. Especially we want no more reductions in each program. 


- CSP needs to be continual sign-up/. The priority watersheds can be tied to the TMDL process 


- Strengthen swamp buster – the new pattern tiling can drain all the water off the land, even in the spring – is this 


protected? 


- Reduce commodity payments unless tied to real conservation 
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2. “What will keep you or your organization engaged in this wetland conservation effort?” 


 


1.   A single Ray of hope 


 


2.  Yes 


 


3.   Results 


 


5.  Coordinated effort.  Well planned & timely. 


 


6.  Meetings like this followed by results with more active citizen participation 


 


8.  More results – more ducks, less pollution, less flood damage 


 


9.   Forward thinking 


 


13.  Involvement, info 


 


15.   Stay focused on stopping wetland draining.  Keep emailing me. 


 


16.   Me living, I will never quit 


 


17.  Cooperation among all groups involved – united front 


 


20.  Continued opportunities like this to rally together 


 


21.  Constructive efforts and moving forward 


 


22.  Contact & content & Follow-up 


 


24.  1. If we see signs of progress.  2. Good email communications with regular (at least monthly) follow-up 


requests or updates. 


 


25.  Action! 
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3. “What if anything, will turn you or your organization off and keep you from remaining in this wetland 


conservation effort? 


 


2.  Narrow focus on fish & game, to exclude water quality & other habitat values 


 


3.  Loss of correct focus 


5.  In-fighting amongst participating groups 


 


6.  Too narrow focus on duck hunting 


 


8.  Less results – too much hot air 


 


9.  Stupidity 


 


13.  Opposite of above 


 


15.   Don’t hold farmers accountable for their draining 


 


16.   Nothing 


 


20.  Heated “us against them” arguments 


 


21.  Going against Farmers 


 


24.  No signs of actions / no visible progress 
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Appendix IV.  Breakout Session 2 – The Role of Private Lands; Participant Worksheet 


Summaries 
 


Method:  Breakout session worksheets were identified by sequential number.  Comments for each question were 


collated and identified by the “worksheet number.”  Due to handwriting variability, some comments may not be 


accurately transcribed.   


 


1. A. In your opinion, what are the important actions that need to be taken to address these wetland issues? 


 


1.  


- To emphasize clean water initiatives across the state place a fee (tax) on impervious surfaces in urban areas and a 


fee (tax) on the number of feet of drain tile installed by crop producers to subsidize restoration of wetlands because 


urban development and production agricultural practices increase the runoff potentials in the landscape or 


watersheds. 


 


2.  


- Population Control 


- Permanent CRP 


- Increased national average mi/gallon  


- Buffer strips on all wetland 


- Mercury control 


- Dedicated funding for environment 


 


3.  


- 1. Need permanent stable funding of existing programs not left to political winds. Prioritize spending of dollars to 


first protect existing high value wetland complexes. We need to stop losing existing. 


Coordinate existing programs; don’t invent new programs. Put Crop rotation into federal farm program. Eliminate 


the old ditch law and similar so we are not paying to drain wetland and then pay to fix them. Permanent easements 


and restoration need to be given the highest priority for receiving dollars. 


Find out a way to have a louder voice than big Agri-Business. – Especially for new farm bill. 


- 2. We need to figure out a co-op product farmers (landowners) can raise that is good for environment. (Say a grass 


biomass for making fuel) and farmer methods benefit to wildlife. 


 


4.  
- A temporary 10-year moratorium on draining, filling or altering all wetlands or until a consensus can be reached. 


 


5. 


- Allow private contributions to conservation programs/initiatives/groups to be tax deductible 


- With all of the many different programs, it is hard for a private land owner to “get started” – is there some way to 


identify simply which programs are available for each circumstance and also the associated dollar amounts. 


- Provide tax incentives so that generations choosing to leave land dedicated to conservation do not have to pay an 


inheritance tax. 


 


6. 


- 1. Pass the 3/16
th


 funding amendment. 


- 2. Get a citizen "advisory committee"} macro. 


- 3. Stop the aqua culture. Reinstate fresh water shrimp & aquatic plants in wetlands. } micro. 


- In short, food source! 


 


7. 


- Push for dedicated funding (DNR). If there is known funding each year, The DNR can develop long-term projects 


and programs in the areas discussed at this summit. 


- The impact of drainage on the ground water is over looked by the general public 


- Involving young people, through education, outdoor activities, eco knowledge 
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8. 


- Promote to advertise available programs to farmers and landowners 


- Simplify the process to obtain approval for conservation programs (e.g. one stop shop) 


- Publish available scientific data that DNR and FWS have collected indicating reasons and solutions for current 


habitat problems. Given this information stakeholders such as farmers will make the right decisions. 


 


9.  


- 1. Getting simplified options out (dedicated funding) to land owners of what is available Education ecosystem 


- 2. General public more involved 


- 3. Notice sent to all farmers/ larger landowner the options available to them for conserving their property. 


 


10. 


- Need gains in wetland acreage and associated grassland buffer acreage. 


- Need to improve water quality in existing lakes streams and wetlands, thereby improving the fish and wildlife 


habitat 


 


11.  


- 1. Surface and subsurface water management is where the process begins (take a look at the newly adopted storm 


water manhole by the PCA)-Addresses comments concerning hard surfaces 


- Begin to identify alternatives – we need to understand all of the technologies that we know about and yet to evolve 


– then to proceed with next step - #2 


- 2. Education is key – Take a look at the K-12 textbooks. My 3
rd


 grade granddaughter has been exposed to a lot of 


good material already. 


- 3. Seems like we are market driven by the government. Why should it be money driven! Went to a value added 


conference in Eau Claire Wisconsin that emphasized direct marketing. It seems like their “organic” approach 


utilized the vegetation as forage and sustained their viability. (Grazing animals were important in sustaining type 1 


& 2 wetlands). This idea is (not) recognized in the 1987 Corp manual) 


 


12.  


- Continue to approach landowners  and give them no brainer incentives (monetary) to restore, protect, maintain or 


set aside land and wetlands. The water quality needs to be addressed – no aquatic food = no ducks!!! 


- I would like to see more mini projects done instead of a few large ones – wildlife needs more inter-related cover. 


 


13.  


- FB ’07 full funding for CSP. Reward stewardship farmers for conservation on working lands. CSP and ‘ember’ in 


Red Lake's watershed. 


- Sponsor “wetland friendly” meals. <Vote w/organizational food dollars for the kind of landscape we want> 


- Neighborhood – statewide events, conversations, educational activities, (w/politicians, kids, farmers), fields trips 


 


14. 


- Refund CRP CREP WREP 


- Clean water 


- Drainage 


 


15.  


- 1. Trying to find a balance between landowner, conservation, and community needs. (Education) 


- 2. Develop a plan or plans to stimulate interest in conservation efforts by private landowners 


- 3.  Communicate the benefits of wetlands and conservation programs what does the landowner gain. 


 


16.  


- Reinstate the federal water bank bill on a permanent basis. It has expired about 20 yrs ago. We were told that our 


farm did not qualify for any other program. (i.e. CRP) 
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17.  


- An effective and fast way for private landowners to know very early in the process exactly how much money and 


help they will get if they do a restoration or other water and land conservation practice. Projects must be made 


financially neutral for the landowner. 


- County advocate for wetland restoration 


- Mandatory buffer strips on all public ditches. 


- Mandatory storm water management for all landowners 


 


18.  
- 1. Funding of existing program – need 3/16


th
 sales tax 


-  2. Integrations of environmental education to all levels of society – formal – every grader K-16! Informal – TV, 


churches, organizations, magazines, public access points to government agencies. 


- 3. Tax incentives for landowners (not just farmers) for environmental benefits they provide 


 


19.  
- Under the current system of wetland regulation and management there are not realistic incentives to maintain or 


restore wetlands. Where I live the common sentiment is that if you own wetlands “nothing good will happen”, the 


only wetland professionals approaching landowners are regulators who tell you what you can’t do or what you must 


do. We need a system where we provide incentives. 


- If wetland provide public benefit the public should help pay. The incentives could be from tax incentives or a 


variety of other means/ 


- Need focus – this discussion often gets too broad and dilutes or diminishes the opportunity to actually get changes 


- Pass 3/16
th


 dedicated funding 


- Pass funding for “Working Lands incentives” 


- Water issues in state government are fragmented and diffused MPCA, DNR Ag Dept, Health Dept, BWSR all have 


responsibility for different parts of water mgt. Need consolidation. It is amazing that Ag Dept is responsible for 


ground water 


- Defeat leg. who oppose funding. 


- Tax policy – as incentive on non-productive land. With rising price of “recreational lands” assessments for 


property taxes are rising and causing owners to sell to developers 


 


20. 
- Get involved 


- We need to get involved with wetland issues and policies especially the farm bill. Fore ever we have just taken 


what we were given not wanting to make anybody mad, I believe we need to get stronger and insist on getting a 


larger piece of the pie. 


- Demand to get more for our money. If farmers are going to take our money, we need to demand that we get more 


than dirty water and degraded environment. 


 


21.  


- 1. Educate and inform the public about programs that they may qualify for 


- 2. Identify type 1 & 2 wetlands for additional incentives to protect and restore. Stress complexes. 


- 3.  “Myriad” of programs a good thing? 


- 4. Fund additional strategically places positions to “sell” programs (new or existing) and establish performance 


measures for these positions (term appointed) 


- 5a. Reach the masses (especially in 2050) now by means of an advertising campaign to re-instill the “culture of 


conservation” (Regretfully, some called it a backlash or knee-jerk reaction) that was prevalent in the 70’s. Fund it by 


2 broad-based coalition of funding with established themes. 


- 5b. Themes could and should be tied to ballot or legislative initiatives either on statewide or county levels.  


 


22. 


- Education – preschool through the casket 


- Place a true economic value on natural resources 


- End farm bill commodity based payments – reward environmentally sound Ag production 


- In the heartbeat that man has been on the earth relative to the eons life has been developing, our impacts have aged 


the planet to the point where the end of the climate which can support plant and animal life may be in sight. 


Irreversible damage. 
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23.  


- 1. Farm bill funding –shift majority of funding from crop-production subsidy to conservation subsidy 


- 2. FSA needs to actually enforce swamp buster – not back down after a notice has been sent and 


“producer/violator” gets a “pass” without paying back previous subsidy payments 


- 3. Sub-sub-watershed modeling / management plans give watershed area a maximum drainage runoff amount/rate 


budget, then letting that area determine how to achieve that budget 


- 4. Wetlands loan act passage 


- 5. Enforcement (BWSR) 


- 6. Education 


 


24. 


- Action to address threats of global warming 


- Credits for carbon sequestration – including conservation tillage/no tillage farming, grasslands restoration, forestry 


practices 


 


25.  


- 1. Education – At all levels, particularly citizens/also farmers 


- 2. Tax incentives (property) at state level to protect wetlands and other resources considered a public treasure 


- 3. Better use of hydrological (drainage) technology that to date has been intended primarily for efficient drainage, 


rather than drainage, when necessary, with water retention, etc., to prevent water level spikes downstream, etc. 


- 4. Remove control of DNR from political system e.s. mo. Doc 
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2. “What will keep you or your organization engaged in this wetland conservation effort?” 


 


3.   I am not much for quitting so I will be involved no matter what, but it will be a lot more fun if we start winning 


this fight. 


 


5.  Having long-term goals and short-term milestones to show progress along the way. 


 


6.   Must keep active to keep “pressure” on politicians to become involved – it all begins and ends there 


 


7.  I am the eternal optimist. I will always work for wetland conservation. 


 


8.  Evidence that progress is being made to identify the habitat problems quickly and solutions are being 


implemented “quickly”. 


 


9.  Keeping us involved 


 


11.   Education demonstration of land we currently own 


 


12.   That’s a tough question – when I guess I see more funding going for wildlife  or dedicated funding passed 


 


13.   Great communications.  Coalition success. 


 


15.   A pattern of progress as well as communicating of these efforts 


 


16.   Guy like Sen. Dille DVM need to let us know how much land he has permanently retired so he can drain his 


land 


 


17.  A demonstrable success –not just more meetings. New money that does the right thing. 


 


18.   Action resulting from summit(s) 


 


19.  1. Continual leadership from the coalition leading the duck/wetland/wildlife initiatives;  2. Follow up on the 


rally. 


 


21.   My organization, by scope, will always be engaged. Personally, I would like to see long-term and short-term 


milestones established that are attainable, science-based, and more importantly based on common sense. 


 


22.  Opportunities to match funding of quality projects  


 


23.   Some feeling of progress/measure.  Easy way of what an individual (or small group) can do – how easily write 


a letter to local reps/committee members. 


 


24.  Discussion of climate change and the threats it poses to the future of wetlands and habitat throughout MN 


 


25.  Realized short-term, achievable goals/progress, followed by, or as a part of, long term goals 
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3. “What if anything, will turn you or your organization off and keep you from remaining in this wetland 


conservation effort? 


 


3.   If the next generation or two does not have access to quality hunting and fishing lands – and even fewer make 


their living a job related to land – they will lose interest, the organization will get old (no young blood) and it will 


die. If it doesn’t exist it cannot be engaged. 


 


5.  If the focus turns into a bunch of “pie in the sky” instead of measurable goals 


 


6.  Must keep emphasis on duck hunting and clean water, and not get into micro environmental issues 


 


7.  Lip service and no immediate action more “fuzzy” studies with only vague long-term goals. 


 


9.  Too much dictation.  DNR Propaganda kept to a minimum. 


 


12.  The whole effort quietly going away 


 


13.  Lack of unity / lack of progress 


 


15.  Continuous talk and lack of action 


 


18.  Finger pointing, more legislation (laws), another (new) organization 


 


19.  Regulation is the only initiative – already people resent wetlands because they are regulated 


 


21.  Power grabbing and too politically based motives 


 


22.  Lack of program opportunities 


 


23.  Lack of a sense of progress 


 


25.  Political/bureaucratic inertia 
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Appendix V.  Breakout Session 3 – MN Wetlands Conservation Act and Ditch Law; 


Participant Worksheet Summaries 
 


 


Method:  Breakout session worksheets were identified by sequential number.  Comments for each question were 


collated and identified by the “worksheet number.”  Due to handwriting variability, some comments may not be 


accurately transcribed.   


 


 


1. A. In your opinion, what are the important actions that need to be taken to address these wetland issues? 


 


1.  


- 1. Model ordinance / improved citizen participation / streamline ditch abandonment 


- 2. Require reporting of WCA exemptions 


- 3. Enforce 1987 COE procedure/hydrology requirements 


- 4. Eliminate exemption 


- 5. Eliminate mitigation/bureaucracy  


- 6. Improve mitigation quality 


- 7. Eliminate Chap. 15.99 out of WCA (time constraints on governmental decisions) 


- 8. Local Gov. exemption 


- 9. Permanent conservation of wetlands 


 


2  


- We need and education process so that average citizens know what’s really happening concerning wetlands ditches 


… short, concise – great pictures, and info as to who they contact (name and number/website/email) to find out more 


or get involved. 


- Recognize responsible developers, city and county units, and homeowners – when possible … to give us hope 


- Streamline enforcement agencies so they are more effective 


- Have more conferences like this where we can share and strategize! 


 


3.  


- 1. Protection of WCA Representatives – often SWCD’s or counties, whoever is representing or administrating 


WCA can get political pressure to look the other way so to speak. This can be very intimidating for employees 


whose paycheck comes directly from the source of pressure, or indirectly as in the example. How to change: 


- 1a. Legislative protection of the employee that is doing a good job at WCA 


- 2a. Move admin of WCA as a LGU in one place with the SWCD’s 


- 2.  Exemption Review – I really like MCEA’s suggestions for exemption reform. Some exemptions are good and 


protect landowners or applicants, but some exemptions are just plain and simple a give away. 


 


4.  
- Eliminate exemptions to WCA and make enforcement a priority 


- We need to address commercial exploitation of wetlands/shallow lakes by the bait industry. A start would be 


prohibiting export of minnows and leeches from Minnesota. Don’t know if this really fits with WCA. 


 


5. 
- State funding and implementation of a “whistle blower” type program for draining or filling of wetlands without 


permits 


- Mandatory educational requirement at state colleges for conservation and habitat renewal 
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6.  


- Legislation to protect type 1 & 2 wetlands 


- Address isolated wetland issues and ditch grass ways 


- Permanent grass in isolated wetlands? 


- More research into management of Type 1 wetlands 


- Prevent drainage of small wetlands 


- Reed canary grass- Farmers don’t like to work around low spots (want to go through) 


- NRCS – change rules! 


- Find other alternating uses for these small isolated areas 


 


7. 


- Stronger enforcement 


- Proper replacement – if not appropriate on-site use quality off-site 


- Less dependence on storm-water ponds for wetland replacement 


- Excellent presentation from Don Dinndorf 


- BWSR should not be selling wetland credits – it is a clear conflict of interest! 


- LGU should be required to have certified wetland delineator (?) On staff! 


 


8. 


- Rep Rick Hanson 


- Add to your ditch resolution that an assessment of benefits be done before any maintenance is considered. This 


should be done by the local SWCD. 


- Need to make more effort to bring more public awareness of value of wetlands -- billboards 


- County commissioners are not authorities on ditches they should not be made or put in a position where they need 


to OK ditch maintenance 


 


9. 


- 1. Improve quality of replacement wetlands and land nesting. No storm water ponds. 


- 2. Improve on the ditch laws and repair 


- 3. Report all exemptions before any work is done on them 


- 4. Protect type 1 & 2 wetlands 


 


10.  


- Monitor water quality (MPCA empowerment and funding) 


- Accurate wetland inventory 


- Better laws with fewer loopholes and les conforming and tangled regulations 


- More emphasis on small, seasonal wetlands (jewels of our wetland resource) 


- Plug the holes in the regulatory net 


- Get the broad spectrum of the public involved 


- Fund enough enforcement personnel to make the good laws effective 


- Better classification and definition of “wetlands” 


- Refuse to accept Wal-Mart parking lots in mitigation of wetland drainage 


 


11.  


- Require annual reporting of wetland and buffer strip actions by local units at government 


- A simple reporting of actions, permits, compliance actions, enforcement actions 


 


12.  


- Enforce current ditch buffer strips on all ditches – non-improved, improved and private ditches emptying into 


public ditches. A way to compensate landowners is the opportunity for them to enroll the buffer strips into 


permanent easement until a set date. After that expiration date the buffer strip will be installed at the landowner’s 


expense with a permanent easement with no compensation. 


 


13.  


- 1. Model wetland ordinances that are more restrictive than WCA 


- 2. Specific citizen procedural rights to participate in WCA review procedures before LGO decision 


- 3. Partial abandonment - streamline and simplify empowerment and proceedings 
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14. 


- 1. Tie measurement of results (water – citizen monitoring, quality, habitat, erosion control) to inputs such as 


determination of which applications to grant for CREP, ditching, permits, etc. in terms of their measurable effects or 


simulations of what will be the effects of proposed citizen enforcement. Water quality monitoring, digital photos, 


computers.  Make people say what they will do and do what they say. 


 
 


- 2. Make this data available in a consolidated graphic form via the internet – GIS 


- 3. Use this system to inform activists, especially those in local areas of what permits are coming up. 


- 4. TIP turn in polluters and go after grain companies, lawyers, farmers, and developers who] are making a joke out 


of the system. Cuff off their hands!! 


 


15.  


- Marketing of wetland issues to people – don’t stay abstract 


- Simplify laws 


- Publicity when wetlands threats occur 


- Mew wetland classification (not storm water storage problems and include type 1 & 2 


- Enforcement of current laws 


- Fund monitoring of defects and populations sizes – sewage, frogs, toxins, birds, fish 


 


16.  
- 1. Make reporting of the loss of exempted wetlands quantity, quality or biological diversity a requirement of local 


governments involved with WCA 


- 2. Make the connection in wetland policy to Impaired waters, and in both to the drainage code 


- 3. Define methods for and begin accounting of wetland quality and biodiversity, not just quantity 


- 4. Change exemptions to compensate for SWANNC roll backs in coverage 


 


17.  


- Eliminate exemptions 


- Update ditch law (no clear outs) 


- Replace quality (function) 


- Increase enforcement 


 


18.  


- If funding isn’t adequate for complete state enforcement of current regulation and state agencies are instead 


depending on local enforcement primarily, then clear regulations need to be in place that a general public can 


comprehend. Currently the law benefits those whom the law is seeking to regulate. 


- The law demands clarity in dealing with these issues. 


- Emphasis on quality, other indicators are simply symptoms. Emphasis on quality and character of wetlands. 


- Clarifying or recognizing responsible developers 


- Procedural rights for citizens to be involved in decision process prior to decision, the need or excepted 


management plan prior to approval. 


- Reduce exemptions 


 


19.  


- Open up WCA and make changes 


- More $ for conservation SWAT 


- Funding for clean water legacy bill 


- Follow-up on quality of replacements of wetlands 


- Get Chap. 15.99 out of WCA 


 


20. 


- Detailed inventory w/on-site verification (ground truth) 


- Require reporting of exemptions to WCA 


- Base replacement or restoration credits on quality or function of wetlands involved rather than upon area (acres) 
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21.  


- Get rid of 15.99 out of WCA 


- Address private ditches 


- Fund resource agencies fully – enforcement 


- More focus on upland buffers 


- Get rid of storm water pond credit – already require 


- Freeze subdivisions from deminimis exemptions 


- Reduce deminimis for type 1 and 2 wetlands 


- Need greater support for rules from BWSR 


 


22.  


- 1. Est. loss of type 1 wetlands loss by monitoring annual sales of drain tile. 


- 2. Create and distribute a T.I.D. (Turn in Drainage violators) hotline along with a ‘what can I do’ help sheet for 


concerned citizens 


- 3. Tax drain tile sales for creation of type 1 wetlands 


- 4. Require a ___ acre wetland for every ____ acre farmland through a bill in state government. (Dream on) 


- 5. Study water quality of drain tile dumpings vs. natural runoff. 


- 6. Metro developers are required storm water ponds due to increase runoff. Rural farmers are allowed to increase 


runoff. Why do the laws promote flood control in one area/small business owner but not the other? 


- 7. Storm water ponds need to fulfill not just size requirements (acre vs. acre) but value based! 


 


23.  


- 1. Beef up the enforcement of wetland;  more wetland conservation officers to enforce existing wet law 


- 2. Exemptions: get rid of ( ? ? ? ) get rid of (T-1 and T-2 wetland exemption). Let wetland conservation act work. 


- 3. Require everyone who works in wetlands get a permit 


- 4. Drainage law reform 


- 5. Get rid of the attorneys in WCA i.e. 15.99 


 


24. 


- 1. More enforcement! More rules and laws do no good if there is not strong enforcement component. We need 


more wetland officers (State officers). 


- 2. A permit is needed for any work in a wetland 


- 3. Revise exemptions. Tighten up. 


 


26. 


Single action most impact in next 10 years? 


- Accurate record-keeping, record all exemptions 


- Storm water ponds should not be counted as replacements 


- Add buffer requirement to WCA (beyond 2:1) 


Which action most politically practical or achievable? 


- Accurate record-keeping, recording and exemptions 


-15.99 out of WCA 


- Coordinate, simplify regulation between agencies (everyone is for this one) 


Which action most creative and positive thinking? 


-Model ordinance for LGU’s that is better than WCA 


- Recognize responsible developers 


- Increased education 


 


27. 
Change exemptions and loopholes (deminimis) “right to landowner exemptions”; what about public right to clean 


water? 


- May be meeting letter of law and regs but not spirit – in the end we are not achieving no net loss 


- Banking – ineffective functions (DOT hwy 53 project in Duluth – lack of true attempt at sequencing and 


considering money only; bought wetland credits vs. avoidance and mitigation in local watersheds 


- Changes to local zoning laws and regs. 
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- Change to ditch laws (privilege not a right) 


- Public knowledge of issues and how critical they are - that losses continue daily 


- Reporting on exemptions 


- Protect isolated wetlands 


- True mitigations of type and functions on watershed basis 


- Enforce current laws 


 


28. 


- Excellent Session. All speakers very good. 


- 1. Storm water ponds / wetlands 


- 1a. Need to protect isolated wetlands 


- 2. Activate more citizens by developing “how to booklets” on wetlands/wetlands process. Clear-up )simplify) 


mish-mash between agencies 


- 3. Stop loss of type 1 and 2 wetlands – get protection from them – should not be exempt 


- 4. Enforcement crucial 


- 5. More work on permanent easements that protect existing/restored wetlands 


- 6. Require report of all exemptions 


- 7. Don’t allow No Build as one of the 3 avoidance alternatives required when someone requests action under WCA 


- 8. Put wetland buffers into WCA 


 


29. 
- Currently conservation monies compete with crop subsidies. Crop subsidies should be extended to alternative 


crops that have less water quality impacts. Crop subsidies should require water and “land” stewardship standards. In 


some cases conservation subsidies should replace crop subsidies. 


 


30.  
- 1. Level funding for wetland management 


- 2. Incentives for various agencies to work together to find the truth/accurate data and act accordingly in concert 


- 3. Public education on the function and value of wetlands – especially type 1 & 2 – Require this for developers 


- 4. Find and replicate best practices – tell the stories 


- 5. Recognize responsible developers 


 


31.  


- Detailed survey at existing wetlands 


- Detailed survey of recent losses 


- “Poster” showing how all laws and agencies intertwine (to allow loss) 


- Educate public as to how to get involved (and when) 


- Improved public notice of developments affecting wetlands 


- Revise drainage code 


 


32.  


- 1. Our planning commission has decided (At the urging of CGI – Community Growth Institute) to not allow a 


member of the Douglas county lake association to visit sites requesting variances or plan approval. So how can we 


watch for wetland alteration if we are not allowed to visit the site? 


 


33.  


- 1. Wetland status and trends (?) that is complicated using state of Minnesota implemented quality assurance 


methods. Accurate and reliable status and trend data will be a major influence in driving wetland policy. 


- 2. Ongoing update of wetland inventory data base 


- 3. Use of Cowardin in classification system 


 


34.  


- Reporting and limiting exemptions (eliminate !!!) – delete “approved development.” 


- 1, 2, 6 – all 


- Stronger enforcement with conservation of wetlands the whole of the goal 


- Wetland buffers 


 







  


Wetlands Summit Report – 2006                 31 


- Quality = wetland replacement when mitigation is necessary 


- Requirements: 


- limit permitting of impacts – for stronger requirements to avoid 


- No bankings for perceived improvements to existing wetlands 


- Replace functions 


- Stricter avoidance requirements and replace functions 


- Coordinate and simplify regulators/regulations for citizen involvement 


 


35.  
- WCA = No wetland exemptions. Period!!! 


- Enforcement of WCA = C.O.’s will admit privately that they “hate” enforcement of wetlands laws - -  if is too 


“messy”. They would rather drive around on a lake doing breathalyzer tests on boaters! I remember when C.O.’s 


protected natural resources and that was their job. We need to change their focus. 


 


36.  
- 1. Change exemptions in WCA, make them harder to get, esp. for type 1 and 2’s 


- 2. State law to protect “isolated” wetlands stronger than federal law – amendment to WCA 


- 3. Get more staff for enforcement coordination 


- 4. Don’t allow new roads in wetlands 


- 5. Simplify regulatory process among agencies 


- 6. Educate decision makers – public 


- 7. Add wetland buffer to WCA 
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2. “What will keep you or your organization engaged in this wetland conservation effort?” 


 


1.  Continued pressure for change! Action! 


 


2.  Felling united or part of a team(s) that can accomplish or important agenda! Chances to meet with legislations 


 


3.  Continual success in some way 


 


5.  Promotion of “good practices” by conservation groups to encourage green development and restoration efforts 


 


7.  Wetland rally is important.  WCA is being poorly administered and needs improvement.  Funding for volunteer 


conservation programs. 


 


10.  Our future for our kids 


 


13.  My commitment will not wane 


 


14.  2 or 3 activists who keep the focus on this issue 


 


15.  Not affiliated 


 


18.  Some support from other vested interests on our campus (we are a student chapter of the wildlife society at the 


U of M – TC) would be great considering some of these bigger entities are present today (Ducks Unlimited, Sienna 


Club …). Just enough guidance for us to help the effort and organization from the Duck Rally on 4-22 


 


22.  The hope that policy is changing regarding wetland protection and increased funding for wetland protection and 


restoration. 


 


25.  Feeling united in common cause with other groups so we feel that we can reach our goals. 


 


26.  The inspiration that comes from joining with other groups, like today for instance!  Feeling united with other 


groups- brothers and sisters like Dave Z said. 


 


27.  Action or lace thereof by public officials to change the current direction of wetlands policy and funding 


 


30.  An opportunity to make a difference 


 


31.  I’m with the Ikes. No problem. 


 


32.  1. The change to participate in county board and planning commission decisions;  2. More compassion on clean 


water and ground water recharging – not just ducks! 


 


33.  My profession 


 


34.  Clear communication for where/when input is necessary 


 


35.  The USFWS will continue to be the leaders in restoring and protecting the states/nations wetland resources 


 


36.  Passion  
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3. “What if anything, will turn you or your organization off and keep you from remaining in this wetland 


conservation effort? 


 


1.  Too many meetings without actions 


 


2.  If too many roadblocks are thrown in our way … by state agencies or federal … 


  


3.  What happened last time. We rally, we get lip service the day of the rally, and nothing happens. People in general 


will only bang their heads into a brick wall so long. I’ve got a hard head, most don’t. 


 


5.  Frustration over lack of enforcement of existing regulations  


 


7.  Government agency yammering 


 


10.  Death! 


 


13.  My demise 


 


14.  People who think that IWLA was founded in order to meet their personal needs for a beach club 


 


18.  Nothing 


 


22.  The loss of hope that policy is change.  “Change policy!” rally slogan 


 


25.  If state agencies won’t admit some of the issues 


 


26.  Getting discouraged, feeling like we aren’t getting anywhere 


 


27.  Inertia by elected officials who fail to grasp the importance and implication of these issues to all MN citizens 


and our quality of life 


 


28.  Nothing 


 


30.  A culture of “turfism” among conservation and government agencies 


 


31.  Overload, not enough members to spread the burden 


 


32.  Builders and developers completely controlling local election outcomes 


 


33.  Lack of objective and consistent methods to acquire data 


 


34.  Too much focus on more studies instead of actually having on the ground impacts/progress 


 


35.  It is conceivable that laws passed in congress could change everything – however unlikely 


 


36.  Too much involvement in too many things.  Not enough energy. 
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Appendix VI.  Breakout Session – Unidentified; Participant Worksheet Summaries 
 


Method:  Worksheets were submitted without having a session identified.  These worksheets were identified by 


sequential number.  Comments for each question were collated and identified by the “worksheet number.”  Due to 


handwriting variability, some comments may not be accurately transcribed.   


 


 


1. A. In your opinion, what are the important actions that need to be taken to address these wetland issues? 


 


1.  
- 1. Review exemptions from wetland conservation act 


- 2. Update abandonment procedures 


- 3. Public education campaign 


- 4. Find greater enforcements by DNR, feds, and BWSR 


- 5. Permanent easements for both CREP-eligible land and forested land 


- 6. Think generations ahead 


- 7. Tackle myths presented by agriculture industry 


- 8. Outdoor conservation and environment groups should reach out to regular ‘folks’ who don’t join groups 


 


2.  


- Can’t out a drainage system onto some else’s property 


- LGU’s too many for watching hen house all wetland (?) – 300 BWSR 1-stop shopping?? 


- Mitigation up and functioning before impacts 


- Require mitigation type for type (7 – 7) 3-4-5 universal donors 


- Avoid more emphasis avoid and minimize BWSR interchangeable 


- Get rid of Ag exemptions. Corp exemption 


- (?) (?) exemption regulate excavation 


- address (15.99) and WCA 60 day rule 


 


3.  


- First and foremost agencies and organizations need to start working together on issues to get things done in a more 


timely and cost effective manner 


- Urban development in wetlands areas needs to be investigated more in depth and followed up to ensure that 


“suburbia” does not degrade what is around them 


- Emphasize environmental quality of wetlands – biological aspects – especially replacement wetlands 


- Hold people accountable for inappropriate (illegal) actions – more enforcement needed 


 


4. 


- Give more protection to uplands (comprehensive analysis on watershed basis) – require buffers around wetlands 


- Divert more money to public education on wetland values, especially for seasonally wet basins, shrub/(?) wetlands, 


forested wetlands, vernal pools. This would increase grass-roots involvement, etc. 


- More enforcement 


 


5. 
- Education – how to make a living farming in sustainable manner – disengage from Cargill 


- Biomass projects/prairie as alternate fuel/carbon sinks 


- How to create a unified group for political action 


- Education of public and procedure 


- Dedicated money 


- Hold the politicians accountable 


 







  


Wetlands Summit Report – 2006                 35 


6.  


- Enforcement of existing laws 


- Protection for type 1 and 2 wetlands 


- Enforcement of buffer strips is very important 


- Change law on repair of ditches and redetermination of benefits 


- If type 1 and 2 wetlands are to be protected the landowners must be offered compensation or this idea has zero 


chance of passage 


 


7.  
-  Enforcement (Fund this!) of drainage laws –s top the bleeding. Audrey says the farm program offer huge 


incentives to the opposite 


- Keeping CRP at least and if not more permanent protection measures esp. with regard to private landowners, 


Incentives for private landowners to conserve, to not drain in the first place so restoration (which is much more 


costly) isn’t needed so much. 


- Partnerships 


- “Dangle $ in front of people and they can make a lot of changes” Audrey Arner 


- “Reward stewardship 


- Fund these! 


- AG and wetland folks seem to be working against each other and that needs to stop. These 2 groups can’t be 


enemies. 


 


8. 


- 1. Farm bill focus on conservation outcomes that (?) produces to action 


- 2. Technical assistance to match with conservation $’s to outcomes all realized on the ground 


- 3. Farm bill (swamp buster) be required to coordinate with state wetland regulator efforts. 


 


9.  


- Get more ordinary citizens involved. If there is enough public involvement it will change the political outcome. 


- Topic needs to be broader 


- Water quality, adequacy – get people to understand this is a big picture issue even if they aren’t hunters, birders, or 


conversationalist’s. 


 


10.  


- 1. Prevent shipping MN’s wetland resources south in the form of fish bait instead of ducks! Prohibit export as WI 


and SD have! 


- 2. Reform MN real estate tax code to prevent taxes based on potential development as home sites – e.g. on 


wetlands/shallow lakes 


 


11.  


- Exemptions 


- Protect type 6, 7, 8 as well as 1, 2 


- Eliminate or at least cut back on local government exemptions (with respect to 25 yr wetlands “recapture” or 25 yr 


“neglected” ditch abandonment 


- Concrete example 


- My city wants to ‘clean-out” a ditch that hasn’t been touched in >25 years – incidentally it will drain some 


wetlands (this is old) and add more land available fore development 


 


12.  


- Information made available to: 


- 1. People like me who have a little bit of knowledge and a lot of concern. Information like e-mail updates or what 


bills are working their way through state and federal government that need my attention so that I will call my rep or 


senator and voice my opinion 


- 2.  People who have not made the connection between ducks – wetlands their children’s health, and their own 


health. 
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13.  


- 1. Political clout 


- 2. Political clout 


- 3. Political clout 


 


 


- Nothing will get changed unless we can change the people in office by elections or convince the people presently 


there that this is an important item. The 3/16’s % would be a good start but elected officials and partisan politics 


must change 


 


14.  


- Recruit someone on every LGU responsible for WCA implementation to get in-depth education about wetland 


issues and publicize applications 


- Do not allow large wetland replacement in different watersheds (change in law) 


- Somehow we have to get ACOE back to preservation of wetland function – don’t allow compensatory mitigation if 


functions are not replace 


 


15.  


- Focus on replacing fractions and values, not just acres 


- Addressing drainage 


- Ensuring buy-in from the affected constituencies: farmers / developers 
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2. “What will keep you or your organization engaged in this wetland conservation effort?” 


 


5.  Success 


 


7.  As long as my heart’s still beating … 


 


9.  Well rounded coalition of participants 


 


14.  Include large wetland losses from ruining in NE Minnesota in effort. We will lose more than 2200 acres in 


wetlands in St. Louis county alone in 2007 from only 2 projects – total loss will be more than 3,000 acres, most to 


be mitigated outside of the basin of loss. 


 


15.  If it becomes watered down to insignificance 


 


 


3. “What if anything, will turn you or your organization off and keep you from remaining in this wetland 


conservation effort? 


 


5.  Lack of progress 


 


7.  I’ve been writing letters to elected folks for many years, but have been getting a little worn down in the last few 


years because it seems to do no good. I’ll always care, but the current wetlands “movement” has been a great shot in 


the arm for me. Building a coalition of conservation groups is the way to make it happen. Thanks for organizing, for 


beating the dream. 


 


9.  Single issues 
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 Appendix VII.  Feedback on the Wetlands Summit – 2006 
 


Method:  Summit evaluations were submitted by participants at the close of the event.  These evaluation forms were 


identified by sequential number.  Comments for each question were collated and identified by the “evaluation  


number.”  Due to handwriting variability, some comments may not be accurately transcribed.   


 


 


What worked well for you at the Summit? 


 


1. Well organized. 


2. Questions. 


3. Discussion groups had great ideas. 


4. Format, facilities, agenda, timing. 


5. The overall views of all the different organizations – it’s a step forward. 


6. The speed and organization of the event. 


7. It was all very good, though I was confused about some differing viewpoints as to whether we have a net gain 


in wetlands or not.  I would really like to see more information and assessment of types, and quality of 


existing and replacement wetlands. 


8. All of the program. 


9. Wide variety of interests. 


10. Format 


11. Good lunch.  Good presentations.  I learned a lot.  I liked the chance to give input. 


12. This was a great location and facility to have this at.  I enjoyed the speakers and was glad to hear from so 


many of them.  I also appreciate the chance to let individuals get involved in the process. 


13. The broad array of presenters and perspectives.  Loved Tony Dean, MCEA and SC presenters’ candor!  It’s 


tough to address problems when you can’t admit you have them. 


14. Location, organizations represented, topics, time of year. 


15. Days of week, location, facility, quality of speakers, handout information. 


17. Liked the whole process.  Good learning experience.  But I do not know if the attendees are expert enough to 


develop a plan that will be able to be implemented. 


18. Bringing a group of people together to work on a critical environmental problem. 


19. Great selection of speakers.  Location and facilities.  Exhibitors. 


20. Format was good, as were most speakers. 


21. Size of audience, very impressive!  Very good afternoon sessions – presentations and audience input.  Lunch 


speaker excellent. 


22. Good location, good format. 


23. Side sessions of the afternoon were very valuable. 


24. The speakers were excellent and I learned a great amount of information about wetland conservation.  Also, 


that it’s only $10 for students.  The discussions were great. 


25. Networking opportunity.  Good presentations with good data.  The breakout sessions were engaging and 


thought provoking. 


26. Historical summaries presented in the morning were valuable. 


27. Lots – Ag. Breakout session.  Tony Dean.  Networking, etc. 


28. In session II, we had very good people participation.  The group got into the talking. 


29. The session breakout was great to lead to a position paper. 


30. The networking opportunity and the broad variety of speakers and topics.  I commend all the individual and 


groups that made this happen. 


31. The facility and “management” of the whole affair were very good.  Good speakers. 


32. The tasks were well organized and full of information.  I found the day extremely educational – and my own 


education on the regulatory agencies and processes were the reason I came to the meeting. 


33. High quality speakers. 


34. Excellent choice of speakers. 


35. I thought the Summit was an excellent idea! 


36. Location was close enough to drive to for a one-day Summit.  The facilities were good for this type of 


meeting. 







  


Wetlands Summit Report – 2006                 39 


37. The afternoon sessions were most valuable – but would have benefited from shorter speaker presentations and 


longer Q&A and brainstorming sessions. 


38. The breakout sessions. 


39. Well planned event.  Great attendance. 


40. Hearing from people like Audrey Arner, Steve Dille, and just the individuals from diverse parts of the state.  I 


came here to broaden my perspective and become educated about what needs to be done.  For the most part, I 


got that. 


41. Breakout sessions.  There was good flow at the Q&A portion because the size of the crowd was manageable. 


42. Education about the array of wetlands regulations.  Number of interested participants.  Will take partnerships 


to accomplish wetlands reform. 


43. Hearing some of the creative ideas to restore the ecosystem. 


44. The date, the college site, good coffee, lunch, etc.  The sound system, auditorium.  It was well set up! 


45. Good background information. 


47. Good speakers.  Interesting sub-topics.  Wonderful luncheon speaker (Tony Dean).  Veggie lasagna was 


welcome option. 


48. Put out a lot of good information. 


49. It was a very good start! 


50. I will inherit some farmland and want to do some wetland restoration/ conservation. 


51. Slide printouts for notes during PowerPoint presentations.  Presentation format – what’s working followed by 


what isn’t. 


53. Information based – good education. 


54. Good background information. 


55. Very well organized.  Good presentation of farm/DNR/watershed information.  Good facilitation in group #1. 


56. Good overview of statistics and general issues facing state.  Brainstorming on actions was good but more 


time should have been devoted to it. 


57. Tony Dean as Keynote worked well.  Diversity of groups – interaction.  Focus on positive programs with 


adequate emphasis on crisis issues. 


58. Dedicated fund 3/16. 


59. Variety of subject matters. 


60. Good presentations.  Some good discussion but very limited because the presentations tools too long. 


61. Tony Dean – lunch speaker! 


63. Moved along well. 


64. Got an idea what organizations are involved in wetland and water protection and what current issues are. 


65. Scott McLeod ?? and Brad Redlin from IWL showed the problems and what we’re up against.  (afternoon) 


67. Tony Dean. 


68. Learning terminology “isolated wetlands” vs. “complexes” etc. Type 1, 2, 3, etc.  Loopholes in current laws 


and roles. 
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What did not work well for you? 


 


1. Speakers needed to focus more on all interested parties at the Summit to gather as big a coalition as possible.  


Too much focus on ducks – and I’m a duck hunter. 


2. Senators getting personal with attendees. 


4. Some duplication in major presentations. 


5. Nothing. 


6. Not being able to be a part of the other sessions. 


8. Nothing. 


9. Three outbreaks at once. 


10. Needed more time to talk to others, just ? and see what is happening. 


11. Too many sweet snacks.  Need something besides sweet rolls and cookies. 


12. Some of the material was presented too quickly for me to process and can’t believe how many programs are 


involved. 


13. BWSR presentations on “How to lie with statistics” and “We’re just doing our job” attitudes.  Need more 


emphasis on quality and functions replacement and not all quantity presentations.  Not much discussion of 


biodiversity today. 


15. PA system at lunch. 


17. Could not hear the lunch speaker.  The discussion at the end was not long enough and was sidetracked to only 


a few ideas. 


18. Needed more time for questions after presentations.  Would have liked to be able to attend more than one 


session. 


19. Inability to attend more than one breakout session. 


20. BWSR’s tendency to mislead with their representation of exemption loss reporting. 


21. Morning session was repetitive. 


23. Morning presentations were too long and basically just “history”. 


24. Need to appeal to more students or the upcoming generation that will be handling wetlands in the future. 


25. 8 a.m. start – I had to get up at 4 a.m. to get here.  Early start is ok for a metro – only ? but if you want 


participation from out-state you need to give us time to get here. 


27. BWSR presentation is too apologetic. 


28. I think there may have been a few too many speakers.  Some covered the same things several times over. 


29. Not enough non-scientific talk from speakers. 


31. Could not attend all of the afternoon sessions. 


32. Technicalities of lighting and slide projection – especially the frequent changes in the morning sessions and 


the poor presentations in afternoon session 3 (making PowerPoint work). 


33. N/A 


34. Should be more of an opportunity for debate. 


35. As a presenter in the Farm Bill Panel Session I was extremely disappointed to have my presentation time be 


cut from 20 down to 10 minutes at the beginning of the session.  Worse yet, there was no time for questions 


from the audience.  I spent considerable time and expense (flew in from Bismarck, ND) on this presentation 


to deliver an important message and I felt very cheated.  If 10 minutes was what was wanted, we should have 


been told that from the beginning. 


36. The speaker system in the cafeteria was poor and made it difficult to hear everything well.  Too many 


PowerPoint presentations and a lot of information was redundant. 


37. I would have liked to see one of the morning speakers talk about biological issues and wetland quality – the 


first time talks could easily have been combined. 


38. The open forum after the breakout sessions, to put the blame on farmers for the wetland loss is totally wrong.  


Maybe instead of educating the public on just wetland protection, these same people need to get educated on 


farming practices!  Farming is a business and the farmer is not to blame for wetlands disappearing.  


Development is a big cause.  Stress this, not farming. 


39. It was hard to hear Tony Dean at lunch.  Have guidelines for the group discussion – such as only speaking 


once to allow all voices to be heard.  Too long. 


40. The first two talks of the morning didn’t give me the overview, or historical understanding I was hoping for.  


Maybe it’s too big of a topic for a couple of 20-minute talks, but both of those talks were confusing and hard 


to follow. 
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41. Need to include PCA.  Water quality was brought up over and over.  The PCA needs to hear this as well as 


defend what it has done. 


42. Long registration line.  Too long breaks.  Stick to the task and end earlier. 


43. Listening to Moron Dill! 


44. The twin city location. 


45. Auditorium lighting.  What are the roadblocks?  More insight into that and the political process.  I’d like more 


research into how to keep water clean, why it’s worth it. 


47. Room numbers should have been in the program for the breakout sessions. 


48. I came because I felt it water quality summit. 


49. Not much emphasis on urban wetlands, possible corridor treatment.  Many of the set aside areas wind up as 


out lots in a development and appear to be part of the corridor.  The question in my mind is “who” is to 


manage these areas after the development is in place around them.  Can it be homeowners associations or part 


of city/county park system. 


50. Too much jargon and duplication, way too much jargon. 


51. The time available for formulating alternatives to current policy.  Maybe shorten breaks to add one more 


break between session presenters and questions and the policy alternative section. 


52. Would have liked more about private land development and funding in Minnesota. 


53. Some programs duplicated lots of information.  Would like to see politicians comfort frustrated outdoorsman. 


54. Registration.  Auditorium – chairs and tables would have been better.  Handouts in folders. 


55. Too much rhetoric from some presenters. 


56. Too many gov’t. officials going on about how good things are.  Too much repetition in this – time would be 


better spent discussing conservation agenda and brainstorming actions. 


57. Maybe too much on programs.  No tie in to MN DNR and Plan – this was a MN Wetland Summit.  Dave and 


Ray.  Get the DNR Waterfowl Plan out and market it! 


59. 3:00-3:30 break – we lost many people in our final discussions. 


60. Too much repetition between presenters.  Too much one-way talking.  Not enough participant input and 


discussion.  Too much preaching to the chair. 


61. Presentations on wetland protection legislation. 


63. It seems that at these types of conferences it’s gov’t. agency employees talking to each other.  You need to 


involve private citizens and farmers more or this thing will go nowhere. 


64. Too many initials without definitions.  Would have liked to hear more scientific data about results of previous 


efforts and reasons for particular programs.  I wanted to hear what happened to the MPCA program to 


monitor frog dysmorphology.  I wanted to hear statistics on water pollution by specific substance and where 


they came from. 


65. I don’t think we needed that many morning speakers and history.  One could have covered the points.  What 


did amaze me was how many programs (dozens) are out there and how little really gets done.  Too much 


bureaucracy!  Too much government. 


66. Tony Dean.  Accusations of “Tiling at night”.  Lots of draining of wetlands.  Show us the facts!! 


67. The rest of it. 
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What is one important thing you heard at the Summit that you will share with someone else? 


 


  1. Partnering.  How do we better partner with land owners – get ?? buy in. 


  2. How much subsidies are wasted on rich farmers and cut from conservation. 


  3. Discussion of possible improvements to existing CWA law. 


  4. Learning a legacy of development a “land ethic” culture. 


  6. Feature issues facing wetland conservation, global warming, farm bill for example, as well as alternate fuel 


initiatives. 


  7. More understanding of limitations and problems of WCA.  I knew nothing of ditch laws. 


  8. All of it. 


  9. A common goal shared by many. 


10. Suggestion for change and education. 


11. Where the Farm Bill money goes. 


12. That our farm programs need to be revised and supporting dedicated funding. 


13. $1 spent on conservation vs. $8 on subsidies, development pressures, etc.  “This land is too valuable to grow 


ducks on’.  “80% of replacement wetlands are poor quality”.  “People think the problems are taken care of by 


agencies” = apathy. 


14. Wetlands are in trouble and they are important to protect and reclaim responsibly and accurately. 


15. All we used to do is take the high fructose corn syrup out of our food and put it into our gas tanks and we can 


keep the same number of acres under production and bring our soldiers home. 


16. Everything. 


17. We need to have consistent funding of the existing programs and we need an economically feasibly way for 


landowners (farmers) to make a sustainable living off their land.  We need economic dis-incentives for bad 


practices (loss of state and federal dollars). 


18. Session II, mention of the word ecosystem and change in cultural values. 


19. Information on flaws of farm bill. 


20. 20% of wetlands will lose their protection in Minnesota because of SWANCC and looming court decisions. 


21. Farm Bill Community Program is driving wetland/prairie conversion. 


24. I will share with others a lot of small but important little facts.  I learned from the speakers.  Also restoration, 


need to restore function.  Smaller acre wetlands and better.  Grasslands important. 


25. The incentives programs that are available – those are not really well publicized where I live in SE MN. 


26. Many things – meetings like this re-inspire each of us to stay the course – to stay committed to whatever part 


we can play to help steward the resources of this planet. 


27. Steve Dille is suggesting we look at the issue of acreage exemptions for Type II’s. 


28. People want to make changes in conservation issues to the positive side. 


29. Government programs a.k.a. – money must be administered with wisdom. 


30. The importance of a coalition of all groups and the importance of the passing of the 3/16 bill, so that 


additional funding is made available. 


31. That there are a lot of people upset with the WCA, its exemptions, and its lack of enforcement. 


32. The history of wetland regulation; current laws concerning wetland conservation (the information about 


drainage law was completely new to me). 


33. Enthusiastic and active participants. 


34. The exemptions are not regulated. 


36. We need policy and legislative changes to fix the wetland loss problem. 


37. I will definitely share the comments that were made about Rep. Peterson.  I will share about the high 


attendance and some of the brainstorming ideas. 


38. Very good well rounded discussions, much I knew already, but still learned a few more things. 


39. Tony Dean’s discussion of global warming impacts on wetlands – we have to confront this or conservation 


investments don’t matter. 


40. A coalition of voices will make wetlands conservation happen. 


41. Overarching theme is water quality. 


42. Impatience of farm bill reform. 


43. Education at all levels needed. 


44. That we have to educate everyone about clean water in order to get the 3/16
th


’s bill passed (dedicated 


funding).  We may need anti hunters on our side! 


45. We’ve got to be politically involved. 
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48. The water quality issues dealing especially watershed information. 


49. It brought a lot of items – enforced together. 


50. Type 1 and 2 wetlands are very important and at risk. 


51. Tony Dean likening the future of this effort to the Nixon era environmental reforms.  Participants needed. 


52. How to form small independent groups of people to help farmers with their land use planning. 


53. Wetland distribution, impaired waters just getting started. 


54. Repeat of Janet Brimmer? 


55. Good information. 


56. Local government responsibility for WCA enforcement and importance of getting them educated. 


57. Grassroots, organize, cooperate.  Federal Farm Programs. 


58. Accountability for contribution to water impairment. 


59. Contact your representatives.  Spread the word about the rally. 


60. Don Dinndorf’s presentation of how screwed up the present wetlands restoration process is.  Also, the MCEA 


presenter giving case studies.  Too much data and not enough patterns or archetypical examples!  Are there 


any good computer simulations with graphical displays that can simulate the effects of proposed wetlands 


impacts in terms of acreage, function and water quality, habitat, waterfowl, etc.  If so, then activists can get 


help in quantifying and qualifying.  Proposed changes.  Applications for CREP and other mitigation 


programs. 


61. Participants at the Summit were diversified and looked at the wetland situation from many different 


backgrounds.  Participants want to see something done!  Promote water quality not necessity duck habitat. 


62. Big Ag. Business is going to have a bigger part of wetland conservation that will have more influence then 


we as sportsmen will have – at this time.  We need to engage the public to get involved with wetland COA. 


63. Legislation that needs to be passed. 


64. That three really is a law about ditches even though it looks like the fields came right up to the roads. 


65. Janette Brimmer was good at showing how laws can be circumvented.  But, too may excuses from top people 


of various organizations. 


66. Lies shameful misinformation.  Smashing, bashing farmers and landowners. 


67. What Tony Dean had to say. 
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How would you rate the Wetlands Summit? 


 


Scale of 


1 – 9 (bad – excellent) 


1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 


Participant Rating 0 1 2 0 4 3.5 20 21.5 15 


 


N = 67      Average = 7.4 


 


1. 9 (Wetlands and related quality of life)  It’s the most important issue facing Minnesota and the 


Country.  Strong pt for why people live in Minnesota. 


2. 9 Opportunity to talk and learn. 


3. 9 Bringing the most knowledgeable interested people together, asking for input and chance to really 


make a difference! 


4. 9 Loved it. 


5. 9 I just thought there was a lot of good ideas out there. 


6. 9 Starting a forum to express the issues confronted with wetland and water quality issues we are faced 


with today. 


7. 9 I’m very interested in the subject, the presenters were good to excellent. 


8. 9 It was a very good program.  We needed this years ago.  Better late than never. 


9. 9 Great attendance – great presentations. 


10. 9 It worked.  It was needed. 


11. 9 Good information, well presented. 


12. 9  


13. 9 Useful information and nice diversity of presentations. 


14. 9 Time was allowed for good discussion after presentations.  Great processing of information.  Lots of 


folks showed up – to work!  Better than a rally for action can take place with allied partners now! 


15. 9 Lots of new information and lots of encouragement because of number and expertise and dedication 


of speakers and attendees. 


16. 8  


17. 8 Interesting.  Good group of people.  Day went quick. 


18. 8 Bringing a group of people together to work on a critical environmental problem. 


19. 8 Excellent exchange of ideas and perspectives.  Also, it did not turn into a “finger-pointing” session. 


20. 8 Very good talks and opportunities in interaction.  Could have used explicit time for clean water 


implications of farm, development, drainage, and wetland policy. 


21. 8 I would have gotten proposer to sign a postcard to Pawlenty or Peterson/Colin) or Bush Admin.  Get 


people to take an action of some sort. 


22. 8 It was chaotic at times, e.g. inability to keep to the scheduled times. 


23. 8  


24. 8 I really enjoyed the speakers very much.  I learned a lot about the issue of wetlands. 


25. 8 Timely, well organized, great opportunity to acquire ? and meet people. 


26. 8  


27. 8 Would have been a “9” but 8 hours of mostly auditorium seating is too much. 


28. 8 Good participation by all people at Summit. 


29. 8 There was a good turn out, which gives me hope that issues can be dealt with.  The Summit allowed 


me to express what is important to me. 


30. 8 It was well organized, presented and attended.  My congratulations to those responsible. 


31. 8 A lot of good information. 


32. 8 See items 1 and 2. 


33. 8 Knowledgeable speakers. 


34. 8 I liked the breadth of topics, and the diversity of groups represented. 


35. 8  


36. 8 The program, speakers and information were very good. 


37. 7-8 Good education value and it was inspiring to see the number of people who showed up. 


38. 7 Wish could attend several of the breakout sessions. 


39. 7 Did a good job keeping on schedule for the most part – covered a lot in one day.  Some duplication 


in morning presentations.  Good food/snacks. 
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40. 7 Pros:  Diverse perspectives.  Cons:  See #2. 


41. 7 Invitation to freely participate. 


42. 7  


43. 7 Very good presentations and discussions. 


44. 7 I want to talk about getting a duck back!  We can get the money maybe but then can we get ducks 


back?  What are all the problems and will we be able to produce ducks if there is money? 


45. 7 Good turnout, good information, good start. 


46. 7  


47. 7  


48. 7 On the edge of crammed time for presentations. 


49. 7 Well organized, timed. 


50. 7 So many different organizations together with a common goal. 


51. 7 Overlapping of a lot of information that had little bearing on the policy alternatives proposed.  Both 


the morning and afternoon speakers had overlap of information, slowing the process. 


52. 7 I thought the speakers were well informed and gave expert dissertation. 


53. 7 It would be better to engage more politicians to have a stand.  We need to be unified! 


54. 7 Good information presented but bad set up … tables and chairs … round tables format. 


55. 7 Well planned. 


56. 7 Great turn out, good people participating, brainstorming was good.  But once again, too much time 


devoted to agency rah-rah. 


57. 6-7 Good discussion in breakout session. 


58. 6 Too much B.S. 


59. 6 Just another meeting – we will see in April! 


60. 6 The presenter from BWSR is giving out a lot of data that proves that the wetlands program so far has 


been another boondoggle for rich farmers. 


61. 5 Too much time on legislation.  Too little time for questions. 


62. 5 Speakers were mostly from agencies that focused on their own success.  Not any speaker talked 


about area they can change to improve their job performance.  Not enough time for comments. 


63. 5 Not enough private citizens involved. 


64. 5  


65. 3 Too many presenters.  We needed to spend more time to develop our mission statement. 


66. 3  


67. 2 Because we did nothing but listen to the “old china hands”.  
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Any other comments you would like to make? 


 


1. I believe ground water or lack of it thereof is going to be a big issue.  Should be a tool to get all those who are 


draining/tiling property to think about the future and how to conserve. 


2. Keep up the good work. 


3. Great job – planning and execution!  Tony Dean’s noon speech was terrific! 


5. Let’s try and keep this rolling. 


7. I would like to see a biotic assay of wetlands utilized more to show quality and biodiversity of wetlands.  If 


this we required (i.e., as an indication of function), we would see that we have lost a lot. 


9. Time to act. 


12. I would have liked to see our governor here and more political leaders. 


13. Would love to see these summits continue until we can see changes in policy, funding, etc. take place and 


measurable improvement on the ground. 


15. You should have done a press release so the conference/summit made the news. 


18. It’s more than clean water, ducks and wildlife.  It’s ecosystems and human survival. 


19. Lunch was great.  Tony Dean is an excellent speaker and ambassador. 


21. This leadership has been tremendous in re-catalyzing. sportsmen lobbyists.  Continue to build and activate 


others and start winning election again. 


23. Lower the price (don’t include snacks, meals) and advertise more to engage more people.  Get more farmers 


and legislators involved. 


25. We need to be careful about using regulations as the tool. 


26. Bill Barton was great!  Don Dinndorf was fantastic!  Interesting that conclusions made by speakers from 


MNBWSR on wetlands (no net loss) did not agree with conclusions from other speakers (MCEA, Sierra 


Club, etc.) who feel we are still losing.  Obviously, data collection and interpretation of the data leaves much 


to be desired.  We need good number i.e., through inventory; must involve the public in the process. 


27. Can Dave Zentner run for Governor?  Please? 


28. The most important point that needs to be at the top of the list on the position paper is citizen input to change 


the whole payment structure of commodity agriculture.  Away from corn/bean payment to payments for good 


conservation practices and a more sustainable/organic type of farming! 


29. See y’all at the capitol! 


30. Hopefully the push for better attendance at the Capitol Rally will follow with a lot of last years supporters 


doing their part. 


31. Tony Dean’s comments were very good / timely / important. 


32. It seems odd that an environmental meeting doesn’t provide information about public transportation, 


especially when there is a bus stop right outside the building. 


33. N/A 


34. Possibly you could provide a forum for debate of issues with representations from government agencies, 


agriculture, conservation groups, citizens, developers/builders. 


36. We need to improve and increase the quantity and quality of habitats – both upland and wetlands.  We should 


put a moratorium on widespread pattern tiling in SW Minnesota.  The “SWAT” team for protecting wetlands 


sounds like a great idea.  Minnesota has the TIP hotline for turning in game poachers.  Why don’t we have 


something similar for swamp busters or TID hotline- Turn-in-drainers (or damagers)? 


37. I wish there had been more elected officials present.  Loved hearing Tony Dean. 


38. Maybe a developer should have been asked to talk too.  Have them explain how they by-pass WCA. 


39. Got tight for time on the key part of the day, which was recommendations at the breakout groups.  Dedicated 


funding-key but not the only issue. 


40. Keep beating the drum!  Thanks Jim. 


43. Good displays.  Good job overall.  Protect existing native habitats, first and second – restore using local 


ecotypes (plants). 


44. It is an uphill battle, we have to bring others in with us – those interested in any pollution, clean air or water – 


probably aren’t hunters!  Have to be included. 


48. Acronyms?  Too many we did not recognize. 


49. Do we need to have all of the emphasis on government programs?  What can be done with private resources?  


There is a thought that many to some people with land actually “form” the government and somehow we need 


to have a shift from that type of thinking.  Audrey is like a breath of fresh air.  What about education in public 


schools? 
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50. This whole issue is too complicated.  Too much government.  Make gov’t. subsidies fair and streamlined.  


The farmers should not say they are producing the cheapest food and then want to drain more.  Tue but bad 


argument. 


51. This was still a great idea that I believe will be fruitful.  Very well organized and creative way of expressing 


public interest in a position paper. 


52. This was a great session and would like to see more about these issues, especially private lands projects. 


53. Unified! 


57. DNR should have had copies of waterfowl plan at this session. 


59. Create virtual chat room.  Hold all accountable for their actions/inactions. 


60. Tell all the presenters to cut their presentations in half.  More time for specific focus and for involving people 


in discussion.  Try to use small group sessions 4-5 people to break up discussions and give people a chance to 


talk.  Are there any good computer simulations with graphical displays that can simulate the effects of 


proposed wetland impacts in terms of acreage, function and water quality, habitat, waterfowl, etc.  If so, then 


activists can get help in quantifying and qualifying.  – Proposed changes.  – Applications for CREP and other 


mitigation programs. 


65. First, thank you for the attempt at this summit but it wasn’t what I was hoping for.  I felt we should have 


spent more time in developing a plan to get the state legislators attention.  Our political clout is minimal and 


the John Marty’s and Colin Petersons do not pay any attention to us.  We are too fragmented but need to put 


our dollars and efforts into one group that will support legislators that are sympathetic to our concerns and 


vote out those that are not.  The NRA’s “Political Victory Fund” and Institute for Legislative action are good 


models to follow.  They get results and make our representatives accountable. 


67. Let’s get serious or give it up. 


68. More on how citizens can watch for illegal wetland draining – how to report it – how to head it off before it 


happens – how to follow up if permits are violated. 
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Appendix VIII Maps – Minnesota Wetlands circa 1860 and Today 
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