COTTONWOOD-MIDDLE MINNESOTA ONE WATERSHED, ONE PLAN
POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES
APRIL 17, 2024 —2:00 PM
Springfield Community Center — Springfield, MN
*joined virtually

Committee Members Present:

Larry Anderson — Area Il, Mark Wellner - Brown SWCD, Tom Appel - Cottonwood County, Daryl Tasler —
Cottonwood SWCD, Rick Anderson - Lyon County, John Lanoue — Lyon SWCD, Lori Gunnink -- Murray
County, Mona Henkels — Murray SWCD, Rick Wakefield — Redwood County, Ed Carter — Redwood SWCD,
Bill Eckstein - RCRCA, and John Ryan - City of Springfield.

Steering Team Present:

Allison Kletscher - Brown County, Melanie Krueger - Brown SWCD, Kay Gross and Becky Buchholz—
Cottonwood SWCD, and Kerry Netzke - RCRCA/Area II.

Others Present: Rachel Olm, Houston Engineering Inc.

Chairman Anderson welcomed everyone and asked for introductions to be made. No one joined the
meeting virtually.

The agenda was approved as presented.

The January 17, 2024 meeting minutes were presented. Motion by Wellner, seconded by Carter, to
approve the minutes as presented. Motion carried unanimously.

The financial report through March 31, 2024 was provided. Expenses to date include $90,983.50 for
consultant services; $17,745.75 for administration, and total grant expenditure to date of $108,729.25.
Remaining grant funds amount to $144,270.75. Gross added that with anticipated extra funds, Netzke
should begin conversations with BWSR to allow the funds to be used for the BEAST (Benefits Estimator
and Spreadsheet Tool) spreadsheet, MS4Front tracking system, printing of plans, and large-scale maps.
Motion by Larry Anderson, seconded by Appel, to approve the financial report as presented. Motion
carried unanimously.

Overview of Advisory Committee (AC) Meeting

Olm recapped today’s meeting of the AC and Steering Team (ST). Great comments and questions were
shared by the 23 attendees. Bacteria and Soil Health were heavily discussed. Some felt that blame was
being placed on cattle producers, however a compromise was made to change the language from
“restrict cattle access to riparian areas” to a statement of fencing livestock away from riparian areas.
DNA testing to identify the source of e. Coli was discussed, however MPCA stated that testing is
expensive and has its challenges. The headwaters of the Redwood River is a pilot project where MPCA
and partners will be conducting some DNA source testing. The inability to estimate the number of
existing acres of cover crop or of CRP is frustrating as that information can only be made available if the
producer grants permission to share that data. Contacting producers with expiring contracts individually
is difficult due to this, however newsletters and social media can try to target this group.

The Advisory Committee recommended approval of the Measurable Goals section with the changes
discussed.

The AC will be asked to review the full draft Plan in late-May/June. A final meeting will be held.
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Measurable Goals

The section begins with definitions of the 10-year and Desired Future Condition goals, followed by a
summary of the 8 priority issues and how they can be achieved. Each priority issue must have an
associated goal, which may address multiple issues. The intent of the Steering Team was to keep this
section simple, easy to understand, and easy to report progress. The following pages are laid out in
factsheet format for each priority issue and include a map of where efforts will be focused.

Each issue was reviewed individually. Specific comments are noted below:

Sediment and Nutrients: The estimated reductions for Nitrogen (5%), Phosphorus {5%) and Sediment
(12%) seem high and unachievable. With high costs and increasing inflation, many fee! that there will be
less conservation projects due to cost. Estimates are provided by PTMApp based on the number of
practices installed. Although the reductions seem large, goals are meant to be a bit of a chalfenge. Staff
added that if goals are not met, reasons are provided to explain why, and the problems encountered.
Groundwater: The PC agrees with the AC that sealing 16 wells per year seems low for the size of the
watershed. It was explained that the easiest wells have already been sealed, leaving the larger diameter
and deeper wells to seal. Others are leaving wells unsealed as backup to rural water systems, especially
related to livestock, It was added that this isn’t the 1970s or 1980s anymore and producers are mindful
of their N applications and where the manure Is spread.

Bacteria: The committee agreed that DNA tracing of e. Coli sources would be a nice addition to the
planning effort.

Soil Health: A discussion of cover crops was held. By increasing the organic matter of the soll, this also
increases the natural N background in the soil. This will need to be considered with fertilizer
applications. Rick Anderson asked if the large-scale solar farms that are taking acres out of production
and are under long-term leases of 20 years or more could be counted as perennial cover. There is a
proposed 1600-acre farm by Balaton and a 2000-acre farm by Ghent. Many felf this is appropriate and
the Solar Farm topic will be added to the Emerging Concerns section of the Plan.

Mation by Eckstein, seconded by Wakefield, to approve the Measurable Goals section with the changes
noted by the AC and PC. Motion carried unanimously.

Implementation/Action Tables

Olm explained that a comprehensive map was developed by stacking all the individual priority maps on
top of each other, and then identifying the Planning Regions where implementation should occur. Three
tables were shared for review: Projects and Practices (watershed-wide summary), Research and Data
Gaps, and Information and Education.

Olm explained that “etc.” in the Action column is very intentional as this allows the partners to add
other activities as they occur. A key will be added to explain that the solid dots under the Measurable
Goals column indicate a direct benefit while the hollow dot is an ancillary benefit.

The AC asked if an ‘Act of God’ category could be added to allow WBIF to be used to fast track the repair
of existing projects that were damaged by unpredicted weather events, Examples were given from past
flood events where producers paid for waterway repairs out of pocket as the repair was needed
immediately and the wait for cost-share funding could not be done, Olm will investigate what options
may be available for this. For EO4, Dr. Strock suggested adding the U of M as a partner as joint field days
could easily be held for the actions listed. It makes sense to utilize the existing audience that the U of M
retains. For EO8 {Education and Information), the 18-year output lists ‘Landowners Contacted’. The
federal programs and the inability to contact landowners without their permission to release
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information was discussed again. SWCDs and others can try to reach these groups via newsletters and
social media.

The consensus of the PC was to approve the Implementation/Action Tables as a working draft section
with the Steering Team to fill in data gaps and review its final form.

Introduction to Next Plan Sections
At the next PC meeting schedule for May 15, 2024, Olm will present the last 3 sections of the Plan,
which include:
Implementation Programs -
This is the 6 Section of the Plan which addresses the funding mechanisms to implement actions
that will include: Capital Improvements, Research & Monitoring, Admin & Tech Assistance,
Projects & Practices, Education & Information, Regulatory, and Operations & Maintenance.
Plan Administration and Coordination -
This section will explain how the implementation plan will be administered, whether by a joint
Powers Entity or a Joint Powers Collaboration (MOA).

Formal Agreements

After the Plan is written, approved by BWSR, and adopted by all the parties, implementation of the Plan
will begin. How the Plan will be administered must be covered by a formal agreement. The two options
are: Joint Powers Collaboration (JPCland Joint Powers Entity (JPE). A handout entitled “The ABC's of
JPEs: A Joint Powers Analysis and Worksheet” was provided as written by MCIT. The biggest difference
between the two options is that the entity is covered by MCIT for liability, whereas the collaboration is
not. Should there be a problem with a project/practice and the landowner would file a lawsuit, that
lawsuit would be directed at the JPE. In the case of a JPC, each member of the JPC could be named in
the lawsuit. BWSR provided a map of Minnesota that identifies the watershed and the type of formal
agreement adopted. Approximately 2/3 of the state is covered by JPC/MOA/MOU with the remaining
being IPE. The Missouri Basin, Des Moines, and Watonwan are JPEs while the Yellow Medicine and Lac
qui Parle-Yellow Bank watersheds have gone with JPC as they have an established watershed district
that holds the grants.

Discussion followed. ST discussions have revolved around a JPE with a Plan Administrator paid by WBIF.
This administrator could be an employee of RCRCA, housed in Marshall at the RCRCA office, and under
RCRCA's existing employee benefits. The RCRCA Board of Directors has had positive discussions of this
arrangement and has added that this individual could also administer the Redwood River 1IW1P when it
is completed in 2025. The consensus of the PC was to form a JPE for the Cottonwood-Middle MN
watershed and use the Des Moines JPA as a template. The PC would like to see a draft of the JPA at the
May 15 meeting.

Action Items and Next Steps
Netzke and Olm have done some potential scheduling for BWSR Board Approval of this Plan. Two
options have been presented:

Option A: Option B:
Internal Review (late May to mid-June) Internal Review (mid-june to mid-July)
Formal 60-Day Review (July-August) Formal 60-Day Review {August-September)
Public Hearing {September 18, 2024) Public Hearing {October 16, 2024)
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The PC hosts the Public Hearing. The concern is harvest and attendance for this hearing. Consensus of
the PC was to follow the Option A schedule with the Public Hearing on September 18, 2024. It is
important to find out when the BWSR Southern Region Water Plan Committee will meet as they need to
review/approve the Plan prior to the hearing. Netzke will contact John Shea with this schedule and to
inquire into the BWSR committee’s meeting scheduie.

The next meeting for the Policy Committee will be Wednesday, May 15, 2024 at 2:00 PM at the
Springfield Community Center. This meeting wilt be hybrid with a virtual TEAMS connection. The
Steering Team will meet that morning.

The Chairman declared the meeting adjourned at 3:44 PM.

Larry Anagrson, Secretary

Cottenwood-Middle Minnesota Partnership
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