520 Lafayette Road North, Saint Paul, MN 55155| www.eqb.state.mn.us
Phone: 651-757-2873 | Fax: 651-757-2343

April 15, 2020
Meeting Location: Virtual via WebEx
https://minnesota.webex.com/minnesota/j.php?MTID=m03f69ec825f80ec46fa7ce980b16b26f
1:00 pm – 4:00 pm
AGENDA
Meeting Time and Location
In light of the COVID-19 pandemic and Executive Order 20-20, the Environmental Quality Board (EQB or
Board) meeting will convene it’s April Board meeting virtually through the WebEx platform. To access
the meeting, use the link under the “Meeting Location” above.
Accessibility: This material can be provided in different forms, like large print, braille, or on a recording.
Please contact EQB staff at least one week prior to the event at info.EQB@state.mn.us to arrange an
accommodation.

Public Engagement Opportunities at EQB Meetings
EQB encourages public input and appreciates the opportunity to build shared understanding with
members of the public. During the April Board meeting, public comment will be taken via WebEx.
Members of the public may submit a written comment or make oral comments. Commenters are asked
to keep their statements to fewer than 3 minutes of speaking (approximately 300 words). In advanced
of the Board meeting, please review our “Guide to WebEx Participation” that starts on page 5 of this
packet to learn how to use the WebEx platform for engaging in the EQB meeting.

Meeting Objectives




Discuss recommendations for implementing the strategies identified in the 2019 Emerald Ash Borer
in Minnesota report.
Continue discussing Minnesota’s strategies to protect pollinators by learning about Minnesota
Department of Agriculture’s approach to pest management and actions to address the effects of
pesticides on pollinators.
Reflect on the 2019 Environmental Congress and generate ideas to inform the next Congress in the
2021-2022 biennium.
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Agenda:
I.

*Adoption of Consent Agenda & Minutes
Proposed Agenda for April 15, 2020, Board Meeting
November 20, 2019 Meeting Minutes

II.

EQB Welcome & Introductions
Laura Bishop
EQB Chair; Commissioner
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
651-757-2014

III.

Executive Director’s Report
Katie Pratt
Interim Executive Director
Environmental Quality Board
651-757-2524

IV.

Emerald Ash Borer Recommendations
An interagency team presented the Emerald Ash Borer in Minnesota report to the
Environmental Quality Board at the November 20, 2019 meeting with four key
recommendations:





Slow the spread
Support communities
Manage ash wood material
Lead, engage, and collaborate

The Board passed a resolution approving the report and requested that EQB staff:
Convene a working group that reports back to the Board by Spring 2020 with specific
recommendations that carry out the strategies identified in the 2019 Emerald Ash Borer
in Minnesota report.
The interagency team reconvened and collected stakeholder input to aid in the development of
recommended actions that can move Minnesota forward on the emerald ash borer (EAB) issue.

Presenters:
Kristin Mroz
Local Government Coordinator
Environmental Quality Board
651-757-2793

Mark Abrahamson
Plant Protection, Assistant Director
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
651-201-6505

* Items requiring discussion may be removed from the Consent Agenda
** Denotes action may be taken

2

Dave Benke
Director, Resource Management and
Assistance Division
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
651-757-2221

Amy Kay Kerber
Forestry Legislative Affairs & Outreach
Supervisor
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
651-259-5272

Materials enclosed:

V.



Emerald Ash Borer Recommendations Discussion Guide



Emerald Ash Borer Recommendations



Emerald Ash Borer Presentation Slides

Public Comment on Agenda Item IV
The Board welcomes public comment specific to the Emerald Ash Borer agenda item.
Commenters are asked to keep their statements to less than 300 words or three minutes of
speaking. Please see the “Guide to WebEx Participation” on page 5 of this packet to learn how
to use the platform for engaging.

VI.

Best Management Practices for Agricultural Chemicals in Minnesota: How the
Minnesota Department of Agriculture Responds to Point Source and Non-point Source
Pesticide Concerns
While the Pesticide and Fertilizer Management Division (PFMD) in the Minnesota Department of
Agriculture (MDA) is responsible for ensuring safe use of all terrestrial pesticides in Minnesota;
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) evaluates potential risks and
benefits associated with use of any pesticide product prior to registration. EPA approve the
language that appears on each pesticide label that the MDA is responsible for enforcing. We will
review the history of pesticide use and misuse in MN, as well as the authority that MDA has to
respond to pesticide use that impacts human health and the environment. From creosote and
pentachlorophenol, to atrazine and imidacloprid, we will discuss how MDA has worked with
environmental groups, regulated industries, farm organizations, the University of Minnesota,
and the general public to determine the impacts of pesticides in the environment. We will also
highlight the education and outreach MDA has been doing to address the effects of pesticides
on pollinators and the focus MDA has on integrated pest management (IPM) as a means to
balance the health of the environment and the strength of our agricultural economy.
Presenters:
Rebeca Gutierrez-Moreno
Pollinator Coordinator
Environmental Quality Board
651-757-2268

Joshua Stamper
Director, Pesticide and Fertilizer Management
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
651-201-6639

Rajinder Mann, PhD
Research Scientist, Pesticide and Fertilizer Management
Minnesota Department of Agriculture
651-201-6208
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Materials enclosed:
 Best Management Practices for Agricultural Chemicals in MN Presentation Slides

VII.

Public Comment on Agenda Item VI
The Board welcomes public comment specific to the pesticide best management practices
agenda item. Commenters are asked to keep their statements to less than 300 words or three
minutes of speaking. Please see the “Guide to WebEx Participation” on page 5 of this packet to
learn how to use the platform for engaging.

VIII.

Debrief and Future Planning: Environmental Congress
The EQB hosted the 2019 Minnesota Environmental Congress on Tuesday, December 3, 2019 in
Mankato with a focus on climate change. EQB staff will reflect on the event, present participant
survey results, and collect feedback and ideas to inform the next biennium’s Environmental
Congress.
Presenters:
Faith Krogstad
Engagement Coordinator
Environmental Quality Board
651-757-2086
Materials enclosed:
 Environmental Congress Debrief Document
 Environmental Congress Debrief Presentation Slides

IX.

Public Comment on Agenda Item VIII
The Board welcomes public comment specific to the Environmental Congress agenda item.
Commenters are asked to keep their statements to less than 300 words or three minutes of
speaking. Please see the “Guide to WebEx Participation” on page 5 of this packet to learn how
to use the platform for engaging.

X.

Closing Remarks
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EQB Guide to Participating in WebEx Meetings
If you have any questions or technical difficulties regarding the Board meeting or WebEx, please
contact EQB staff at (651) 757 2873.

Contents




Connecting to WebEx
Submitting Oral Comment
Submitting Written Comment (Written Comments will be included in the subsequent Board
Packet)

Connecting to WebEx
Step 1: Join WebEx through the provided link found on our website or public meeting notification
through GovDelivery.
Step 2: Input your name and email address, then select join.

Step 3: If you have not already used WebEx before, follow the prompts to download the plug-in for your
web browser. This typically does not take long, but be sure to budget time in advanced to connect to the
meeting.
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Step 4: Configure your Audio and Video
Connection, if you wish to use your
computer’s microphone and camera,
select “Call Using Computer.” If you
prefer to connect by phone you can
either call in or have the WebEx system
call a number that you provide.

Note: you will be muted upon entry to
the conference call. If you are joining
audio by phone, you will only be able to
unmute through your computer.

If you wish to provide oral public comment:
Step 5: Open the chat by clicking the chat bubble icon.

Step 6: Then select “Environmental Quality Board (Host)” and notify staff which agenda topic you wish
to make comment on.

Step 7: Your name will be called when it is time for you to comment. You will need to turn on your
microphone by clicking the microphone icon.

Note: Commenters are asked to keep their statements to fewer than 3
minutes of speaking (approximately 300 words).
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If you wish to submit written public comment
Note: Written comments will not be visible to the Board in real time. They will be included in the
subsequent Board packet.

Step 5: Open the chat clicking the chat bubble icon.

Step 6: Then in the chat box, select “Environmental Quality Board (Host)” to submit your written
public comment.
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MINNESOTA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD
MEETING MINUTES
November 20, 2019
Meeting Location: MPCA Lower Level Conference Rooms
520 Lafayette Rd N
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
1:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m.
EQB Members Present: Laura Bishop, Steve Kelley, Alan Forsberg, Steve Grove (proxy Kevin
McKinnon, Sarah Strommen, Gerald Van Amburg, Jan Malcolm, Bryan Murdock, Thom
Petersen, Kristen Eide-Tollefson, Alice Roberts-Davis, Julie Goehring, Benjamin Yawakie
EQB Members Absent: Tom Moibi, Margaret Anderson Kelliher
Activity

Audio*

I.

Adoption of Consent Agenda & Minutes

0:01:00

II.

EQB Welcome & Introductions

0:01:19

III.

Executive Director’s Report
Executive Director Will Seuffert provides an update about the 2019 Environmental Congress
on December 3, 2019 on climate. The Environmental Review Implementation Subcommittee
met in October and the next meeting will consider options and strategies for Environmental
Review and Climate. EQB has new staff member Katrina Hapka. Will Seuffert notifies of the
vacancy in Congressional District 4 EQB Citizen Member position. Lastly, Seuffert connects the
upcoming agenda items to the strategic plan.

0:02:47

IV.

Resolution Approving the 2019 Emerald Ash Borer in Minnesota Report and Support of
Cross-Agency Work to Fulfill Recommendations
A team of interagency staff and partnering organizations discuss status, trends, and the scope
of the Emerald Ash Borer predicament. The board passes a resolution approving the 2019
report and amends that the interagency team provides them further recommendations by
spring 2020. Several members of the public provide public comment during the input period. A
voice vote was taken, all in favor.

0:08:12

V.

Resolution Approving the 2019 Minnesota State Agency Pollinator Report and
Support of Cross-Agency Work to Fulfill Recommendations

01:39:10

Closing Remarks

03:10:05

EQB Staff Faith Krogstad details a summary of the 2019 MN State Agency Pollinator Report. A
combination of stakeholders consider various stressors against and options for supporting MN
pollinator populations. Several members of the public provide public comment during the
input period. A voice vote was taken, all in favor
VI.

* Audio recording and presentations of November 20th meeting resides on our website:

https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/content/november-20th-2019-board-meeting
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Emerald Ash Borer in Minnesota Recommendations
Discussion Guide

Background
An interagency team presented the Emerald Ash Borer in Minnesota report to the Environmental Quality Board
at the November 20, 2019 meeting with four key recommendations:
•
•
•
•

Slow the spread
Support communities
Manage ash wood material
Lead, engage, and collaborate

The Board passed a resolution approving the report and requested that EQB staff:
Convene a working group that reports back to the Board by Spring 2020 with specific recommendations
that carry out the strategies identified in the 2019 Emerald Ash Borer in Minnesota report.

Development of recommended actions
The interagency team convened and collected stakeholder input to aid in the development of recommended
actions that can move the State of Minnesota forward on the emerald ash borer (EAB) issue.

Stakeholder engagement
The interagency team and member agencies engaged their partners and stakeholders to develop the
recommendations. On January 31, the interagency team held a stakeholder meeting with participants
representing academia, the tree care and management industry, the waste and energy industry, local and tribal
governments, and nonprofit organizations. The interagency team presented recommended draft actions and
asked participants to identify gaps and provide feedback on the strategies.
Following the stakeholder meeting, the team distributed a survey to collect further input, including the
questions:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

What does the 2019 Emerald Ash Borer in Minnesota report get right?
What does the report get wrong?
What is the report missing?
The report makes four recommendations – Are these the right high-level recommendations to make?
What specific actions can the State take to:
o Slow the spread of EAB?
o Support communities?
o Manage ash waste?
o Lead, plan and collaborate?
What is the cost of not taking action on EAB?
What is the most effective way to educate the public about EAB?
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In addition, individual agencies met with key partners to further discuss and provide recommendations. The
interagency team incorporated feedback from stakeholders into the recommendations. Stakeholder feedback
provided valuable information for team members, such as:
•
•
•
•

The report provides a thorough overview but does not go into enough detail about what needs to
happen now.
“The report generally does not reflect the urgency of the problem in how solutions are presented.”
The report focused on community EAB management as a priority but did not discuss natural ash forest
lands in depth.
The report discusses the ash wood material management issue but needs additional action to ensure
that markets and the waste system are ready to handle the “wall of wood.”

The case for taking action on emerald ash borer
The interagency team and a number of stakeholders felt that it is necessary to reiterate the costs associated
with not implementing the recommendations as well as the benefits of taking action. While monetary numbers
are not available for the social impacts of emerald ash borer, it is important to understand holistically the
potential costs to humans and the environment.
If action on emerald ash borer is taken quickly and efficiently:
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Humans and property may avoid harm by infested ash trees that quickly become brittle and cause
branches to drop. Professionals and citizens will be well aware of the safety hazards associated with ash
tree care and removals.
The material management system will be prepared to absorb the increase in ash wood material and use
it to its highest and best use, creating income for the industry. Ash wood material is not burned,
reducing air pollution and other possible health impacts.
Ash forest lands could maintain their canopy cover through management and planting techniques that
don’t effect tourism or other industries.
Communities will use tree maintenance and replanting of community trees that provide aesthetic value
and greenspace for residents, reducing crime rates and increasing property values.
Trees will be replanted to support stormwater management efforts that reduce stormwater runoff.
Natural and community forests will continue to provide carbon storage and sequestration.
Citizens and professionals are educated about proper transportation of infested wood material.
Communities are more prepared and have management plans in place to respond to the spread of EAB
and ash wood material management.
Consultants and contractors are trained and available to meet the demand of necessary services,
keeping costs to communities and landowners reasonable.
Multiple levels of government and agencies work collaboratively on effective, timely, and transparent
actions.
Best management practices and techniques are developed to prevent conversion of ash forests to nonforested conditions and result in:
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Maintained ecosystem services that continue to offer habitat, store water, improve water
quality, and store carbon.
o Ash forests provide commercial resources and support local economies.
Research is advanced and provides the necessary development of best practice actions, innovative
strategies, and health and safety solutions.
o

•

Discussion Framework and Questions
The interagency team will present recommended actions to the Board at the March 16, 2020 meeting.
The following questions are proposed to better understand opportunities for meaningful outcomes during the
Board meeting and to support informed decision-making on EAB-related issues.
•
•
•

Are these the right actions to take in order to achieve the four key recommendations of the report?
What approaches to EAB-related issues are missing?
What are the next steps to take meaningful action on emerald ash borer in Minnesota?
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Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) in Minnesota:
Recommended Actions for the Environmental Quality Board
Please note: Potential lead state agencies are listed with each action in bold type along with associated costs and timelines, if
available. Recommended actions that do not have a timeline defined are expected to occur continuously, as needed. Many
recommended actions address multiple Report Recommendations categories but are listed under the category that is mostly closely
associated with the action.
Report
Recommendations

Recommended Actions using Current Resources

Recommended Actions using New Resources





Monitor the impact of management work on the rate
of spread of EAB and adapt practices to maximize
effectiveness. $100,000 annually FY 21-23 (Pending
approval by ENRTF). MDA



Provide safety trainings and outreach materials to
tree care professionals and homeowners on the
serious and unique safety challenges associated with
removing EAB-killed ash trees. $50,000 annually until
2030. DNR, MDA
Expand educational campaigns, advertisements, and
other means to educate the general public and
targeted audiences about the importance of slowing
the spread of EAB and preparing private woodlands
for EAB. $100,000 annually until 2030. DNR, MDA

Slow the spread
Detection and
monitoring



Maintain a system to take reports of EAB
(Arrest the Pest), investigate reports, and
publish confirmed EAB finds (EAB Status
Map). MDA
Conduct targeted detection and monitoring
across the state. MDA

Biological
control



Coordinate the introduction and monitoring
of biological control agents. $100,000 (ENRTF)
annually through FY 20. Introductions ongoing
with USDA in-kind assistance. MDA

Limit humanfacilitated
movement of
EAB



Maintain state resources to manage and
enforce intrastate quarantines until 20302040. MDA
Prepare to expand quarantine efforts to
include interstate movement when USDA
regulations end by 2020-2021. MDA
Maintain current outreach efforts regarding
firewood. Currently supported with $60,000
annually from USDA APHIS. MDA





Training,
education, and
outreach







Educate and train tree care professionals,
communities, and citizens on identification of
ash trees, proper transportation of firewood,
management of infested tree and safety
concerns. Currently supported with approx.
$50,000 annually from federal funds. MDA,
DNR
Educate Minnesotans on the importance of
transitioning black ash forested wetlands.
DNR
Certify or recertify 500 people per year as
Tree Inspectors. DNR



Workforce
solutions
Biodiversity

April 3, 2020





Develop workforce solutions to increase the number
of quality tree care providers to meet the increased
demand in tree treatments, removals, and plantings
by 2021-2025.

Require that all state grants or other state
funded tree planting to replace ash trees
must create or maintain diverse urban and
community forest canopies. DNR
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Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) in Minnesota:
Recommended Actions for the Environmental Quality Board
Report
Recommendations

Recommended Actions using Current Resources

Recommended Actions using New Resources



Update the Minnesota Emerald Ash Borer
Community Preparedness Manual and Model
EAB Management Plan by 2021. DNR, MDA
Provide technical assistance to communities
regarding EAB surveillance and management
strategies. Currently supported with
approximately $40,000 from federal funds
annually. MDA, DNR
Update a list of tree species that could be
considered as replacement species in our
changing climate by 2021. DNR



Provide community forests grants for
planning, removal, and replacement through
June 1, 2022. Currently supported with $1
million from general fund and ENRTF through
2020. All funds allotted to communities. DNR



Support
Communities
Technical
assistance





Incentives and
financial
resources









Emergency
response
Transition Ash
Forests
Planning

Technical
assistance

Incentives and
financial
resources

April 3, 2020





Develop a response plan for EAB infestation in
northern Minnesota designed to minimize
spread to adjacent ash stands by 2022. DNR,
MDA
Provide targeted outreach and forest
management assistance to woodland owners
that shares the most effective and current ash
management strategies; designed to promote
proactive decisions. Emphasis on newly
detected EAB-infestation areas through 2030.
DNR

Research and develop safety recommendations for
working with and removing community ash trees.
Information to be delivered in safety trainings and
outreach materials listed in Slow the Spread category.
$100,000 for FY2021-2022. DNR
Assess and recommend strategies to maintain
community tree canopy levels that meet climate
change targets as ash decline. $100,000 for FY20212022. DNR
Establish regional support and technical assistance
for communities to support ash management at the
local level. $350,000 annually until 2040. DNR
Provide a community grant program to develop and
implement ash management plans, and provide
education and technical assistance to professionals
and homeowners. $8.5 million annually until 2030.
DNR
Explore and pilot an urban ash tree carbon credit
program. $100,000 for FY2022. DNR, MPCA



Develop an emergency fund to allow communities to
take action when EAB is found and before grants are
available. $100,000 annually. MDA



Promote EAB collaboratives within the Minnesota
Forest Resource Council Landscape Committees to
address ash forest management across ownerships.
DNR



Provide technical support for and coordination of
reforestation efforts, ash forest transition strategies,
and best treatment options to all public and private
woodland owners. $150,000 annually until 2030. DNR



Provide grants for planting, seeding, treatment, and
ash harvest projects to public and private woodland
owners. $1 million annually until 2030. DNR
Incentivize private woodland owners to harvest after
local infestation or transition ash stands in advance of
EAB. $250,000 annually until 2030. DNR
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Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) in Minnesota:
Recommended Actions for the Environmental Quality Board
Report
Recommendations

Manage ash
wood material
Planning

Recommended Actions using Current Resources

Recommended Actions using New Resources



Provide an up-to-date map of locations for
ash wood use and disposal including
manufacturers, biomass facilities, yard waste
sites, etc.; identify gaps. MPCA, DNR
Share reports and data with local
governments to assist in waste management
plans and community assistance
prioritization. MPCA



Convene discussions on the potential use of
increased ash wood material in the waste and
energy industries by 2022. MPCA, DNR,
Commerce.





Incentives for
ash wood
markets













Incentives for
wood processing

April 3, 2020



Assist counties and their communities with plan
development to manage ash wood material in the
highest and best way within their respective
jurisdictions. $150,000 annually until 2030. MPCA,
DNR
Working with partners, identify priority measures to
reduce costs and barriers to move ash to mills from
both public and private forests by 2022. DNR, MDA
Create production incentives for existing and new
forest products businesses that promote the highest
and best use of the influx of Minnesota ash wood.
$1.5 million annually for 2021-2026. DNR, MDA,
MPCA
Create consumer or building contractor incentives to
encourage the purchase of ash products (flooring,
cabinets, firewood, etc.) until 2040. MPCA
Provide incentives for community facilities (schools,
community centers, hospitals, etc.) to retro-fit or
install new energy or heating systems that use ash
wood. Commerce, MPCA, DNR
Assess opportunities to repurpose decommissioned
(or outgoing) coal or biomass energy-recovery
facilities for ash biofuel, wood chips, torrified and
non-torrified pellet, or other ash energy production
that meet emission guidelines. MPCA, Commerce
Incentivize the use of ash wood material by energy
facilities that currently have the ability to utilize
biomass by 2025. Commerce, MPCA
Provide business incentives or community grants to
establish mobile ash wood processing systems that
can be moved around the state as necessary and
include equipment for:
 Wood chipping and debarking to ready ash for
transportation to mills or compost sites,
 Wood processing (portable sawmills, portable
molders and planers), and
 Fuel preparation and composting;
$1.5 million annually for 2021-2026. DNR, MPCA
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Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) in Minnesota:
Recommended Actions for the Environmental Quality Board
Report
Recommendations

Lead, engage
and collaborate
EAB taskforce

Recommended Actions using Current Resources

Recommended Actions using New Resources





Designate an EAB taskforce with membership
from relevant agencies and stakeholder
groups that identifies measurable goals
related to these actions, measures progress
towards meeting those goals, and regularly
reports back to the EQB Board Members. All

Expand Research





Implement the recommendations of the 2019
Emerald Ash Borer in Minnesota Report; identify and
explore new strategies as they emerge. All
Explore ways to minimize the loss of carbon
sequestration, mitigate expected impacts, and adapt
to the changing climate, while addressing state
climate change and fossil fuel reduction goals. MPCA
Expand research and communicate research findings
for the following topics:
 Ash wood materials such as ash biofuel,
biochar, engineered wood products, and
torrified and non-torrified wood pellets. DNR,
MPCA
 Reforestation techniques that favor non-ash
species. DNR
 EAB impacts to or interactions with black ash
forests, floodplains, upland hardwood forests,
and hydrology. DNR, MDA
 Best management practices and techniques,
including in wet areas, as the changing climate
presents less frosts and hard freezes. DNR,
MDA;
$500,000 annually for FY 2022-2024.

Agencies:
Commerce – Minnesota Department of Commerce
DNR – Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

MDA – Minnesota Department of Agriculture
MPCA – Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

Key Partners:
This list of recommended actions designates the lead state agencies responsible for the activity. However, lead agencies will rely on
several key partners for further development and successful implementation of the work.
EAB work has advanced to-date thanks in large part to the support of several key partners. Lead state agencies intend to continue
engagement and work with these key partners to ensure efficient and effective solutions to Minnesota’s EAB crisis.
This is not an exhaustive list – additional partners, as appropriate, are anticipated as EAB work moves forward.








University of Minnesota
University of Minnesota Extension
Minnesota Forestry Association
Minnesota Forest Industry
Minnesota Nursery and Landscape Association
Minnesota Society of Arboriculture
Minnesota Shade Tree Advisory Council

April 3, 2020








Minnesota Forest Resources Council
Local Governments
Tribal Governments
Federal Government
Energy Producers and Public Utilities
Natural Resources Research Institute
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www.bugwood.com

Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) in Minnesota
Recommended Actions
Kristin Mroz - Environmental Quality Board
Mark Abrahamson - Minnesota Department of Agriculture
Amy Kay Kerber – Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
Dave Benke – Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
www.eqb.state.mn.us/EAB

Key Recommendations

www.bugwood.com
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Stakeholder Engagement

• January 31, 2020 Stakeholder
Feedback Session
• Stakeholder Survey
• Agency-led Meetings

Bugwood.org

Recommended Actions

Page 12 of the
Board Packet
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Recommended Actions to Slow the Spread
• Detection and monitoring
• Biological control
• Limit human-facilitated movement
of EAB
• Training, education, and outreach
• Workforce solutions

• Biodiversity

Recommended Actions to Support Communities
• Technical assistance
• Incentives and financial
resources
• Emergency response

• Gary

City of Duluth
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Recommended Actions to Transition Ash Forests
• Planning
• Technical assistance
• Incentives and financial
resources

USDA – Louis Iverson
Bugwood.org

• Gary

Recommended Actions to Manage Ash Wood Material
• Planning
• Incentives for ash wood
markets
• Incentives for wood
processing

• Gary

iStock
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Recommended Actions to Lead, Engage, and Collaborate
• EAB Taskforce
• Expand research

• Gary
Bugwood.org

Discussion Questions
• Are these the right actions to take in order to achieve the four key
recommendations of the report?
• What approaches to EAB-related issues are missing?
• What are the next steps to take meaningful action on emerald ash borer in
Minnesota?

4/1/2020

www.eqb.state.mn.us/EAB

10
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Protecting Pollinators with Integrated Pest Management in
Minnesota

Executive Order 19-28
Goal 2.
“Minnesotans will use pesticides judiciously and only when
necessary, to reduce harm to pollinators from pesticides while
retaining economic strength. The Department of Agriculture
(MDA) will lead implementation of this goal.”

2
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This includes:
a. Promoting adoption of an IPM approach to protect pollinators from pesticides in all landscapes.
b. Supporting and promoting research and guidance to improve IPM.
c. Promoting IPM through coordinated outreach and education.
Additionally:

d. MDA will continue to:
i. Provide educational resources to pesticide users to limit pesticide impact on pollinators.
ii. Explore innovative approaches to protect endangered and threatened pollinator habitat from the
effects of pesticides.
iii. Review pesticide active ingredients to address concerns, as appropriate, to minimize impact on
pollinator communities.
iv. Assist pesticide applicators in complying with the pollinator language on pesticide labels.

3

Presentation Topics

• Pollinators are important
• Pesticides are regulated compounds
• Pesticides goes through rigorous science based
evaluation and approval process

• MDA is going beyond Governor’s executive order to
protect Pollinators
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How ecological science can inform agriculture
• Natural systems are complex series
of checks and balances
• Insects are the “uber” of ecosystem
services

• Resource limitations constrain
species in a natural environment.
• Agriculture is not always constrained
by natural resources, so pest
pressure can also be unrestrained
Graphic: Market Business News,

Modern agriculture as a pest buffet
• Ag chemicals have allowed us to
remove many natural limitations on
ecosystem productivity, but there
are consequences.
• Pests will respond to these
unconstrained resources.
• Ag chemicals are an ecological
trump card.
• Climate is a wild card.
Optional Tagline Goes Here | mn.gov/websiteurl
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EPA Evaluates and Registers Pesticides
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA)
MDA is responsible for enforcing the label

Human health

LABEL

Risk
assessments
Environmental

• Application
restrictions

Evolution of Pesticides

― Sulfur, arsenic, mercury, lead, pyrethrins, rotenone -either ineffective or too toxic
― DDT- (1940s) broad spectrum, low toxicity to mammals, inexpensive, persistent, not
washed by rains)
― bio-accumulation, biomagnification, carcinogenic, reproductive effects, high
rates, high persistence, pest resistance.
― Organophosphates and carbamates (1960s)- highly toxic to humans
― Synthetic pyrethroids (1980s)- Low mammalian toxicity but highly toxic to aquatic
organisms, high pest resistance.
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History of Pesticides
Neonicotinoids (1990s)
― systemic,
― very effective against pests at low dosages
― almost no pest resistance
― low toxicity to mammals and fish
― extensive use as seed treatments
― high persistence in soil
― highly toxic to pollinators and aquatic invertebrates

MDA’s Statutory Authority
Ensuring the integrity of the health of our environment:

• MDA’s statutory authority over pesticides comes from
MS 18B
• Largely focused on water quality

MDA’s mission: to enhance Minnesotan’s quality of life by ensuring the integrity of our
food supply, the health of our environment, and the strength of our agricultural economy
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MDA’s Pollinator Specific Authority
MDA can take enforcement action for inconsistent pesticide use
18 B.03 Subd. 4.
Pollinator enforcement. The commissioner may take enforcement action under chapter 18D for a
violation of this chapter, or any rule adopted under this chapter, that results in harm to pollinators,
including but not limited to applying a pesticide in a manner inconsistent with the pesticide product's
labelor labeling and resulting in pollinator death or willfully applying pesticide in a manner
inconsistent with thepesticide product's label or labeling. The commissioner must deposit any penalty
collected under thissubdivision in the pesticide regulatory account in section 18B.05.

Pollinator decline
Multiple causes:
 Pesticides

Crop
monocultures
Management
practices

 Insecticides
• Neonicotinoids

Flowerless
landscape
Multiple
causes
Pesticides

Diseases
Parasites
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Special Registration Review of Neonicotinoids Concerns to Pollinators

Special Registration Review of Neonicotinoids (2016)
Eight “Action Steps” recommended to minimize the risk of
neonoicotinoids to pollinators
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Create Treated Seed Program
Create dedicated pollinator protection account
Verification of need prior to use, where appropriate
Develop educational campaign for homeowners
Review product labels
Develop Minnesota-specific stewardship materials
Increase use inspections
Review label requirements for individual products

Governor’s Executive Order 19-28
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What is IPM?
• IPM is an ecosystem-based strategy that focuses on longterm prevention of pests or their damage through a
combination of techniques such as biological control, habitat
manipulation, modification of cultural practices, and use of
resistant varieties. Pesticides are used only after monitoring
indicates they are needed according to established
guidelines, and treatments are made with the goal of
removing only the target organism. Univ. California IPM Program
Optional Tagline Goes Here | mn.gov/websiteurl

Why we think IPM is the solution
• It provides an economic aspect in
decision making.
• It potentially reduces the pesticidal
load on landscape
• It reduces the likelihood of
resistance developing.
• It allows natural systems a chance
to disrupt infestations
• Farmers still have tools.
BioScience 69: 711–724
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Risks and Barriers
• IPM is a dynamic process for design, implementation, and evaluation.
• Pest identification, monitoring, action decision, treatment and evaluation needs skill and
labor.
• More risk involved
• More costly than pesticides
• Limited applied research

• Limited extension resources
• Economic uncertainty
• Pesticide industry
• Legislation
Optional Tagline Goes Here | mn.gov/websiteurl

Governor’s Executive Order 19-28
a. Promoting adoption of an integrated pest management ("IPM") approach to
protect pollinators from pesticides in all landscapes.
• NEW EPA Grant ($ 56,000)- “Protecting Pollinators
with Integrated Pest Management in Minnesota.”
• Goal- Improve knowledge about pollinators and
IPM through direct teachings, informative videos,
online media, and dissemination of printed
materials
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Governor’s Executive Order 19-28
a. Promoting adoption of an integrated
pest management ("IPM") approach
to protect pollinators from pesticides
in all landscapes.
• All MDA BMPs encourage adoption of IPM
• Dedicated IPM webpage
• Developed IPM based guidance document for
soybean aphid management
• Developed BMPs specifically for turfgrass and
residential landscapes
• IPM endorsement under water quality certification
program

Governor’s Executive Order 19-28
b. Supporting and promoting research and guidance to
improve IPM Support
• Carrying out MDA-NASS survey to establish baseline
data on understanding of IPM
• Special research project to evaluate abraded treated
seed dust drift
• Special research project to evaluate chlorpyrifos drift
• Funding through Agricultural Growth, Research, and
Innovation (AGRI) Program
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Governor’s Executive Order 19-28
c. Promoting IPM through coordinated
outreach and education.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Webpage dedicated to IPM on MDA website
Administer bee watch program
Distribute BMPs to clients
Mass mailings to applicators
Pollinators part of recertification training manuals
State fair pollinator awareness campaign
MDA pollinator list serv
Social media postings
Pollinator field days in collaboration with U of M

Governor’s Executive Order 19-28
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Governor’s Executive Order 19-28
 MDA continuously provides educational
resources to pesticide users to limit pesticide
impact on pollinators through:
• Print and electronic sources
• Recertification workshops
• Conferences and field days
 Targeted education and outreach to protect
• Rusty patch bumble bees in urban
landscapes
• Dakota skipper and Poweshiek skipperling
in agricultural landscapes

Governor’s Executive Order 19-28
 Special registration review program
•

Review all new pesticide active ingredients for
potential impacts on pollinators

•

Reviewed 60 top selling neonicotinoid product
labels

•

Reviewed labels and developed label interpretation
guidance document for neonicotinoid and
chlorpyrifos

32

Discussion Questions
What needs, concerns and barriers do we need to consider to protect pollinators
from pesticide impacts?
What opportunities are there to work together to overcome those barriers?
Are there next steps to support progress on Goal 2?
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Environmental Congress
Debrief & Future Planning
At the March 16 Environmental Quality Board (EQB) meeting, EQB staff will present an overview of the
2019 Environmental Congress event, event survey results, and ideas for the Environmental Congress to
be held in the 2021-2022 biennium. To view the event program, video recordings of the plenary and
leadership forum sessions, event survey results, and notes from Open Space dialogues, please visit
www.eqb.state.mn.us/environmentalcongress.

Following the presentation, Board members and members of the public will have the opportunity to
share their own feedback, identify follow-up actions, and generate ideas for the next Environmental
Congress. Discussion questions:
•

What are the core ingredients of the Environmental Congress? What makes the event unique?

•

What is the power of the Environmental Congress? What could we achieve?

•

What do you want the next Environmental Congress look like?
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Environmental Congress Debrief & Future Planning
Environmental Congress Debrief and Future Planning
Faith Krogstad| Engagement Coordinator

ww.eqb.state.mn.us

Justification

MN Statute 116C.04
At its discretion, the board shall convene an annual
Environmental Quality Board congress including, but
not limited to, representatives of state, federal and
regional agencies, citizen organizations,
associations, industries, colleges and universities,
and private enterprises who are active in or have a
major impact on environmental quality.
The purpose of the congress shall be to receive
reports and exchange information on progress and
activities related to environmental improvement.
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Thank you!
• Governor Walz
• EQB members and staff
• Interagency planning team
• Speakers & presenters

• Emerging Environmental Leaders
members and hosts
• Fermata Sol a cappella group
• Minnesota State University – Mankato
• Event volunteers
• Event participants

Audience
Slido survey (n=215)
Education
13%

• 300 participants at venue

• 75 remote participants

State/tribal/fed
government
39%
Nonprofit
24%

Local
government
11%

Business
6%
Self-employed
7%
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Event Design

Plenary

Breakouts

Slido

Leadership Forum

Open Space Dialogues

Networking Hour

Emerging Environmental Leaders – Youth Voice
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Value of Sessions
Snap Survey (n=59)

Networking Hour
Open Space
Leadership Forum
Breakouts
Plenary
0%

Very Valuable

10%

20%

Valuable

30%

40%

Average Value

50%

60%

Limited Value

70%

80%

90%

Not Valuable

Outcome Highlights

Informative

New perspectives

Inspired action

90%

64%

64%

Strongly agree or agree

Strongly agree or agree

Strongly agree or agree
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100%

Examples of Participant Actions
• I am certainly going to talk more about climate change
with my colleagues, friends, and family.
• I will do more research regarding health and climate
change.
• Assess how every aspect of our manufacturing
processes can become more energy efficient.
• Engage and work on forming relationships with tribal
people.
• Applied for Climate Change Council.

• I already wrote an article and posted it to my blog.
• I am inspired to work more in my local community on
local climate action plans.

Desired Topics for Next Environmental Congress
I would like to
see more topics
about feasible

The only topics that should be
presented for the foreseeable
future are those related to

ACTIONS we

CLIMATE CHANGE.

can take.

More conversations about
the intersections of
climate change with a

JUSTICE

mindset.

AGRICULTURE as a
solution to climate change.
How can we move forward
with water quality and
economic sustainability?
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Priority Activities in Next Environmental Congress
Participant Feedback (n=59)

Existing Networks
New Networks
Action Steps
Dialogues
State Leadership
Existing Initiatives
Topic Experts
0%

10%

20%

30%

High Priority

40%

50%

Medium Priority

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Low Priority

Next Congress: Diversity & Inclusion
• Target recruitment
• Co-create the event with diverse partners
• Align content with target audience interests

• Reduce barriers to participation
•

Event capacity

•

Timing

•

Location, access

•

Child care
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Next Congress: Considerations
• Timing in next biennium: July 2021June 2023
• Topics and purpose
• Integration with other EQB initiatives
and Climate Subcabinet
• Audience: capacity, sector diversity
• Format
• Planning process

Discussion

• What are the core ingredients of the Environmental
Congress? What makes it unique?

• What is the power of the Environmental Congress?
What could we achieve?
• What do you want the next Environmental
Congress to look like?
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Written Public Comment
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Public Comment
Submitted at November
2019 Board Meeting
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Laura Bishop and Associates,
Here’s how my email to the MPCA requesting 401 Certification denial for Line 3 started over fifteen (15) months
ago:
The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency has been giving me hope ever since the first DEIS hearing
on Line 3 in Rice Lake. It was there that I met two MPCA folks … (who) made clear to me that the
New Line 3 would have to receive permits from the MPCA in order to be approved for build. As we
spoke of the dangers of Tar Sands and the importance of the Mississippi River watershed, I got the
impression that the MPCA could very well find reason to not approve a pipeline crossing under the
Mississippi River or traversing through wetlands, the most dangerous places for a Tar Sands
pipeline regardless of what the fossil fuel industry says. This MPCA permitting process had been
giving me hope during the 18 months since that June day (in 2017).

But I am in utter astonishment and disbelief as I watch this Line 3 process continue to unfold, especially as the
climate crisis - and now a global Coronavirus pandemic! - unfold alongside it, with the MPCA seeming to favor an
approval for Enbridge’s proposed Line 3 tar sands pipeline. Could anything be more insane than approving a
pipeline for MORE of the very product that is devastating our atmosphere with a byproduct that is literally
KILLING human beings every day?
First, the PUC was delusional in their recent near-failed approval of the Line 3 project. [I note that, though it’s
been a full month since those proceedings, we have yet to see an official order from the PUC on this
decision.] Commissioner Matt Schuerger made it clear that at least one Commissioner can see the writing on
the wall of climate change and environmental degradation here in Minnesota. And he was willing to speak the
truth about our situation and vote in opposition on the Line 3 project.
What will it take for the MPCA to also put on this Hat of Common Sense and consider the facts around this
proposed Line 3 project? This is what we know:
• Minnesotans don’t need it. Neither does this region. Hence the outstanding Department of
Commerce lawsuit against the Public Utilities Commission on the Certificate of Need.
• Water-rich environments - like northern Minnesota’s with rivers, lakes, and wetlands – are the
absolute WORST place for a Tar Sands pipeline.
•

New Tar Sands Pipelines are not safer. They are failing at faster rates than the old Line 3.
•
•

Our Indigenous Peoples are opposed to it. And Treaty Rights are the highest law of the land.
The planet is already in crisis due to the burning of fossil fuels. We need no more fuel for that fire.

Let’s consider what you’ve presented in the 401 Draft Certification.
From the Draft 401 (p.3) summarizing the project description (emphasis is mine):
The purpose of the Project, as identified in Enbridge’s application for 401 Certification, is to improve public
safety and better protect the environment by replacing the existing Line 3, an aging pipeline with a large
number of pipe defects and anomalies operating at reduced capacity, with a new pipeline that will be
constructed with the latest construction practices, technology and materials. This will help Enbridge transport
crude oil to meet their customers’ demand using a more secure and reliable pipeline. It will also allow the
company to restore throughput of the line to its original operating capacity of 760,000 barrels per day.
Enbridge states that the restored operational capacity of the line will further allow the company to more
efficiently operate and optimize their Enbridge Mainline System, resulting in an estimated reduction of the
company’s power usage on a per barrel basis.
Let’s start with the premise that: “the Project … is to improve public safety and better protect the environment
by replacing the existing Line 3.
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How is Enbridge guaranteeing “improved public safety”?
Are new pipelines “more secure and reliable” than old? Not based on what we’re seeing of late. Keystone and
DAPL have both had multiple failures in the last decade, sometimes spilling hundreds of thousands of gallons of
oil. Here’s a list of Keystone’s spills in the last decade for consideration:
• October 31, 2019 – 383,000 gallons (9000 barrels) in northeastern North Dakota – no cause yet
determined.
• February 6, 2019 – 1800 gallons in St. Charles County, Missouri – metallurgical failure.
• February 20, 2018 – 15 gallons in Steele City, Nebraska – leaky float control valve.
• November 16, 2017 – 407,000 gallons near Amherst, South Dakota – originally reported as 210,000
gallons – weight, meant to keep the pipeline in place, damaged corrosion-resistant coating leading to
rupture.
• December 27, 2018 – 10 gallons at a pump station near Tina, Missouri – no reported cause.
• April 2, 2016 – 16,800 gallons in Hutchinson County, South Dakota – faulty girth weld.
• July 24, 2014 – 30 gallons in Nederland, Texas – no reported cause.
• March 7, 2013 – 15 gallons near Potwin, Kansas – no reported cause.
• May 29, 2011 – 14,000 gallons in southeastern North Dakota – metallurgical failure.
• May 25, 2011 – “unknown volume” at Roswell Pump Station – metallurgical failure.
• May 7, 2011 – 16,800 gallons (400 barrels) at Ludden Pump Station in North Dakota – metallurgical
failure (reported as likely caused by over-torque at installation).
• March 16, 2011 – 126 gallons at Seneca Pump Station in Nemaha County, Kansas – seal failure.
• March 8, 2011 – 5 gallons at Ludden Pump Station near Brampton, North Dakota – seal failure.
• February 23, 2011 – 10 gallons at Rock Pump Station near Udall, Kansas – possible leaky fitting.
• February 2, 2011 – 15 gallons at a pump station in Cushing, Oklahoma – failed vapor separator.
• January 31, 2011 – 10 gallons at a pump station near Turney, Missouri – seal failure.
• January 5, 2011 – 10 gallons at a pump station near Andover, South Dakota – faulty seal.
• August 19, 2010 – 20 gallons near Hartington, Nebraska – check valve failure.
• August 10, 2010 – 5 gallons near Freeman, South Dakota – cause unknown.
• June 23, 2010 – 20 gallons at Roswell Pump Station in North Dakota – equipment failure.
• May 21, 2010 – 2 gallons at Carpenter Pump Station in Clark County, South Dakota – leaking valve
body.
That’s 21 leaks adding up to over 800,000 gallons of spilled crude. Meanwhile, Line 3 has spilled only 66 gallons
in the last dozen years! That’s well under 2 barrels!! Are we really willing to risk destruction of so much
valuable natural infrastructure to get better than that - less than 2 barrels in over a decade???
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In fact, the current Line 3 may very well be out-performing new pipelines because it is operating under a
Consent Decree from the United States government, which requires Enbridge to fully inspect every inch of their
“original” Line 3 each year – inspection only required every five years for new pipelines. Original Line 3 is the
pipeline we KNOW. Intimately. Enbridge knows every inch of that pipeline and gets to know it better each year
as they continue their thorough inspections required under the Consent Decree.

This Consent Decree would not apply to a New Line 3…

With a new pipeline installation comes unfamiliarity. And a possibility for massive failure if Keystone is any
indication.

A Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request made to PHMSA in 2013 returns documents
uncovering an alarming rate of corrosion on TransCanada’s Keystone pipeline: “a section of
the pipeline’s wall had corroded 95%, leaving it paper-thin in one area (one-third the thickness
of a dime) and dangerously thin in three other places.” PHMSA did not disclose a cause for the
corrosion at the time, saying it “might impact an ongoing compliance review the agency is
conducting of TransCanada.”
This excessive metal loss anomaly was detected on September 28, 2012. When the vendor reported the
anomaly on October 17th, and the Keystone pipeline was shut down for safety concerns, the pipeline had only
been in operation for two (2) years. New pipelines DO NOT assure safety or environmental protection for
Minnesotans.
A NEW Line 3 would be the devil we DON’T know.
New pipelines are JUST AS SUSCEPTIBLE to leaks and failure as old pipelines, as shown by the data.

How is Enbridge protecting the environment with a new pipeline corridor?
Is it truly “protecting” the environment to create a brand new corridor, hundreds of miles long, devastating the
natural infrastructure of our state? Come on, MPCA. Can you smell the regulatory capture permeating your
office? How does ripping up soil, grasses, and plants help the environment? How does killing off our already
threatened wildlife enhance our environment? How does polluting the land with heavy equipment oil leaks and
grease smears keep our environment clean? It’s just ridiculous to think destruction of the environment is
“protecting” it.
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What you really mean is that the environment will be devastated but you tell us, “Don’t worry, we’ll have
Enbridge fix up the environment somewhere else and it will all be equitable!” But how does damaging an
outstanding water resource like the Mississippi River, source of drinking water for millions of Minnesotans,
equate to remediation of a lesser quality stream, which may even be done in another watershed?
Where is the evidence that a New Line 3 is an improvement for Minnesotans?
I see in this stated purpose a lot of “help Enbridge” and “allow the company” in your purpose, but what does
this project do for Minnesotans?
What exactly is in the PUBLIC INTEREST in this project’s purpose?
Currently neither the current Line 3 nor the expansion of Line 3 with Enbridge’s proposed “replacement”
pipeline is needed to supply the Minnesota region. So why on Earth would we allow a Canadian corporation to
risk Minnesota’s remaining clean water to move their product THROUGH Minnesota to tidewater?
Is this new project and all the devastation it will bring to our environment really worth all this trouble? Just so
Enbridge can claim a “reduction of the company’s power usage on a per barrel basis?”
The REAL purpose of this new Line 3 is this: “help Enbridge transport crude oil to meet their customers’
demand” and allow the company to restore throughput of the line to its original operating capacity … to more
efficiently operate and optimize their Enbridge Mainline System.
WHAT DOES THAT HAVE TO DO WITH MINNESOTANS???
If this oil is not destined for THIS REGION, then why would Minnesota risk our clean waters, fresh air, and MANY
relatives from nettle to yarrow, bees to frogs to salamanders, and fish to muskrat to birds?
This much of my public comment was written by March 7th…

And then Coronavirus overran everything.
As I’ve watched the horror unfold around the world, I’ve found myself unable to focus on the work of fighting
Line 3. The psychology of this pandemic is more than many have ever encountered. As we see the death toll
rise in the U.S., the reality of this situation will become even more overwhelming. Life as we know it will cease
to exist.
The good news of the pandemic is that it’s given a real slowdown to the ways humans have been using up our
ever-shrinking carbon budget. The relief to the air and water is already being observed as we find that human
activity clearly does have an effect on our environment.
It is time to recognize that the world as we know it is over. A barrel’s worth of oil currently costs less than the
barrel in which it comes!
We have an opportunity to make good decisions going forward and one of those will be denying all permits for
Line 3 in Minnesota. The science and the economics show there is no basis for approval.
And now we’ve seen the MPCA cancel (not postpone) public comment meetings for this project, leaving no
public forum for this highly controversial issue to be debated. And with the Coronavirus, I am foreseeing our
government agencies focused on caring for the deadly health situation we’re going to face. I am hopeful time
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will not be spent forcing projects like Line 3 through an approval process as citizens are distracted with lost jobs,
sick relatives, personal illness, not having enough food or supplies at home, or arranging funerals. I’m sure the
members of the MPCA will also face these same situations in the Days of Corona. Will all our comments be read
in the confusing days to come?
With little faith that these words will even be read, let alone heeded, I leave you with this poem to consider as
you make your final decisions on the 401 Certification Permit. An eternal optimist, I’m still hopeful you’ll deny.
Rising

by Lee Robinson

All night while they slept
the water was rising
and as they sat at breakfast
with coffee and croissants
it was rising
while they bent over desks
in their important offices
the water rose and kept rising
as they met after work for drinks
(gin and tonic, a good chardonnay)
though they knew it was rising
they ordered another drink
and drove home through water
still rising He said I think it's starting
to go down She said Surely someone
will tell us if we ought to leave
The children called from faraway
to say We've seen it on TV
She said We're fine although by then
the water was up to the windowsills
They ate their dinner by candlelight
and went to sleep, sure that tomorrow someone
would rescue them and they would be
as safe and happy as they had always been.

Sincerely,
Jami Gaither
Alida, MN

54

