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Introduction

The Nonpoint Priority Funding Plan (NPFP) is a cHbasad process to prioritize Clean Water Faodpoint
implementationinvestments. It provides state agencies with a coordinated, transpaagict adaptive method to
ensure that Clean Water Fund implentation allocations are targeted to cesffective actions with measurable
water quality results.

Version 1.0 of the NPFP (Appendixvalsfoundational and continues to provide guidance on how to prioritize
nonpoint implementatioractions at thestate level. With two bienniumof funding distributedhus far, this
update does not evaluate, reassess or chatigethree highlevel Statepriorities or the nine criteriaestablished
in the first versionHowever BWSR is committed to working withtask forceconsisting of but not limitedo

state agencies, local governments, privatganizationsand nonprofitsto review and evaluat¢he purpose and
scope of theNPFP over the course of the next 18 months.

The primaryfocus of thisupdateis to:

Providespecific examples fothe progress made to date on how the NPFP is being used to guide and
prioritize nonpoint implementation actions at the State level.

Provideupdated financial information from thE¥20-21 biennial budget request (BBR)

The intent of this update is not to provide accountability of Clean Water Fund programs, nor track the progress
made using Clean Water Fund@svocase studies are providddn Pagel5; in Section 4 of this updateps

examples of efforts currently underwagylemonstrating how statewide water quality goals translate to locat sub
watershed actions.
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Section 1: Nonpoint Priority Funding Plan Summary

1.1 Purpose

Preparation of a Nonpoint Priority Funding Plan (NPFP) is required IBleha Water Accountability A@kct). The

Act placed into law the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) Watershed Restoration and Protection
Strategy (WRAPSyhichrequired the MPCA to produce a biennial report of progress in achieving pollutant
reductions, and required the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) to prepare a priority funding
plan to prioritize how Clean Water Funds are yseith updates required on both of these reports every two years.

Specifically,lte Actamends Mnnesota Statutes 2012, section 114D.50 to read:
Subd. 3a. Nonpoint Priority Funding Plan.

(a) Beginning July 1, 2014, and every other year thereafter, the Board of Water and Soil Resources shall prepare ar
post on its Web site a priority funding plamprioritize potential nonpoint restoration and protection actions based

on available WRAPS, TMDLs and local water plans. The plan must take into account the following factors: water
guality outcomes, costffectiveness, landowner financial need, and lagerof nonstate funding sources. The plan

shall include an estimated range of costs for the prioritized actions.

(b) Consistent with the priorities listed in section 114D.20, state agencies allocating money from the clean water
fund for nonpointestoration and protection strategies shall target the money according to the priorities identified
on the nonpoint priority funding plan. The allocation of money from the clean water fund to projects eligible for
financial assistance under section 116.1880t governed by the nonpoint priority funding plan.

M.S. 2013, Chapter 137, Article 2, Section 14.

1.2 Version 1.0

Version 1.0 of the NPRBune 25, 2014)as foundational and continues to provide guidance on how to prioritize
nonpoint implementatio actions at the State level.The NPFP seforth:

High-level Statepriorities for investing Clean Water Fund nonpoint implementation funding
Qriteria for evaluating proposed activities for purposes of prioritizing nonpoint funding
High-levelKeys tdmplementation

Estimatedcosts for implementing nonpoint pollution reduction practices and activities

BWSR and othe3tateagencies thatisethe Clean Water Funid implement nonpoint source implementation
actions are requigd to use the NPFP when makimgnpointinvestment decisions. The NPFP does not include a
single scoring system with weighted critefliastead it allows Stateagencies the flexibility to apply the NPFP
priorities and criteria in ways that me#teir strategic and legislative goals.
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1.3 Scopeof Update

Onlytwo bienniumof funding has been distributed since the first publication of the NPFP. As a result, the three
highlevelstate priorities and the nine criteria are not being reassessed or changed in this upationl.0 of

the NPFRvill continue to provide guidance on the prioritization of Clean Water Fund nonpoint implementation
allocations for the July 2018 to June 302020time frame (Appendix A) One focus of this update is to highlight
progress made to datencluding:

Status update fronstate agencies using the NPFP

at /! Qa 2 I (S N& &S Roteutihr Siratddglesianddpsogram progress

.2 { wQ3&a ¢-bade8 NdIKv&dR plans and program progress

aAyySazidl 58S LI NWDHSwindvaaer Resbratioiné RYd@tection Strategies and
program progress

New and improved tools for targeting management practices and measuring practice effectiveness

Updated financial information from thE¥20-21 biennial budget request (BBR)includedn this report Fnally,

two case studies were selected to show how Comprehensive Watershed Management Plans usebasietice
information from Total Maximum Daily Load Studies (TMDLs) and Watershed Restoration and Protection
StrategiefWRAPSD produce local lists of oritized, targeted actions capable of achieving measurable results

1.4 HighlLevelStatePriorities and Criteria

Leadership from thetatel 3 Sy OASa GKFd FNBE GFa1SR gA0GK LINRPGSOGAzZY
resources came together and agreed on a set of tegbklstate priorities that align their programs and activities
working to reduce nonpoint source pollution as follows:

Regore those impaired waters that are closest to meetstgte water quality standards
Protect those highguality unimpaired waters at greatest risk of becoming impaired
Restore and protect water resources for public use and public health, including dnimdiag

Thefirst version of the NPFEstablishedhe following nine criteria as a guide for evaluating program or project
activities that are under consideration for receivimgnpoint implementatiorfunding from theClean Water Fund
Integrating the cri¢ria into decisiormaking ensures that theses of Clean Water Funds aasteffective and will
result in measurable water quality improvemen®@urrently, drinking water managemeistintegrd to both
groundwater and surface water restoration and protect efforts.Over the next biennium, criteria will be
evaluated in relation to how they align with groundwater and drinking water projects

Aligned with StatePriorities:

Alignment of proposed activities wititate priorities.

Locally Prioritized and Targeted:

Effective prioritization and targeting of proposed activities at the watershed scale.
Measurable Effects:

Capability of the proposed activities to produce measurable results at the watershed scale.
Multiple Benefits:

Secondary water quality or other environmental benefits of the proposed activities.
Longevity:

Expected lifespan of the proposed activities with proper maintenance or, for annual management
practices, assurance that practices will be maintained for a spdqEriod of time.
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Capacity:

Readiness and ability of local water management authorities and partners to execute the proposed
activities.

Leverage:

All nonClean Water Fund dollars contributed for every dollar of Clean Water Fund mone|dkm
WaterFund dollars include nestate dollars as well agtate dollars from sources other than the Clean
Water Fund.

CostEffectiveness:

Cost per unit of pollutant load reduced or prevented as compared against specific water quality goals
¢ Clean Water Fund cband total project cost.

Landowner Financial Need:

Increased financial assistance for laveome landowners.
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Section 2Update

While therehavebeen advancements in the development of Watershed Restoration and Protection Strategies
(WRAPS), watershdshsed local water plans, and other water resource ddae the first version of the NPFP
was publishedthere is not yet a place in trstate where all these pieces alignNoteworthy progressf key

actions necessarfpr meeting clean water goals) addition tothe strategic allocation of fundings detailed in

this section.

2.1 Agency Status Update: Criteria and High LeS#tePriorities

The NPFP providetate agencies receivingonpoint implementationClean
Water Funds with a process for working together to align program decisio| This status update is intended t
and ensure that Clean Water Funds are used efficiently and effectivlaty share how BWSR and other
process can help agencies identify gaps and needs in existing pragmachs | agencies are working to

connects projectelated funding decisions to cesffective water quality integrate the higHevelstate
outcomes Althoughnot all agencieseceiveon-the-ground mplementation priorities and nine criteria into
dollars through the Clean Water Furteir programwork aligns well with their program decisions. This
and supportsthe purpose of theNPFP does not track progress made
with Clean Water Fund$he
Board of Water and Soil Resources Clean WatePerformance

Report helps clarify connections
between Clean Water Funds
invested, actions taken and
outcomes achievedRead the
report at:
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/si
tes/default/files/Irp-f-3sy18.pdf

In 2016, BWSR begasingthe NPFP in grant and easement programs that
invest funding in ofthe-ground conservationin the Clean Water Fund
Reuest for Proposals, BWSR emphasized the threelbigti state

priorities and added Cost Effectiveness to the Clean Water Fund
Competitive Grant and Targeted Watershed ranking critdiiee criteria
aligned withstate priorities locally prioritizedandtargeted, measurable
effects, and multiple benefittkave previously been and remain in the
ranking criteriaLeverageand capacityare addressed through eligibility
requirements andongevitythrough program policyl.andowner financial neeid addressed ttough providing
increased financial assistance for kiveome landowners.

Minnesota Department of Agriculture

In 2016 the MDA began using the NPFP to document how their Clean Water Fund projects and activities support
specific statewide goals and keysktoy L SYSy (i A2y ® ¢KS 5SLI NLIYSyd 27F | 3l
implementation activities, including technical assistance, research and groundwater protedigmnvith the

NPFP

Metropolitan Council
The MetropolitanCouncildoes not receive nonpoint source implementation funding from the Clean Water Fund.
However, Clean Water funds are used to fund efforts in water supply planning and water conservation.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

The DNR continues to appyPFP higtevel priorities, criteria, and keys to implementation in the following ways,
to activities supported by a DNR Nonpoint Restoration and Protection appropriation:
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w Focusing technical assistance to local governments on clean water implemenabjects that are

likely to achieve measurable watershed health effects and helping apply scientific information to the
selection, targeting, and design of these projects. DNR staff typically assist around 8@eauulti
implementation projects in anyigen year.

w Inthe Tullibee Lakes program, applying fisheries science to target forest stewardship efforts to
watersheds of higlguality lakes sensitive to degradation from development pressures. The program
protects water quality by keeping forestsdithy. A similar targeted approach is being applied in several
southeastern Minnesota watersheds.

w Maximizing existing laws and regulations by (a) developing tools to help local governments update and
strengthen local land use ordinances that proteeter quality; and, (b) offering information to culvert
permit applicants about the option of designing new or replacement culverts to protect floodplains, which
in turn helps protect water quality and watershed health.

Minnesota Department of Health

¢ KS 5 S LI NI Y SOlean Wafer FunSupgdorieiritiatives focusprimarilyon drinking wateiprotection
and most closely align with the higével state priority to restore and protect water resources for public use and
public health, including drinking water

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

Thehigh-levelstate priorities of the NPFP were used to develop the draft protection strategy for lakesrand a
also being reviewed for the development of a protection strategy for streams. The MPCA, in cooperation with
DNR, BWSR, Mp#nd MDH created a protection strategy for lakes in 2015 to help systematically identify
protection opportunities for unimpairedudt possibly vulnerable lakes in WRAPS projects. To date, the strategy
has been piloted in several watersheds in the Upper Mississippi River, Red River, Lake, 8oddRiainy River
Basins to help prioritize lake protection needs.

MPCA Clean Water Fund®aised for statewide monitoring and assessment, HSPF modeling of each HUCS8
watershed, identification of stressors and sources of nonpoint source pollution, development of TMDL studies,
research and tool development projects, and of course, the WRAPS. S\§®Afegies are heavily based on the
science collected in the watershed, and NPFP priorities are incorporated.

2.2 Keys to Implementation: Status Updates

The following discussion includes updated, supplemental informatiogtdibe-levelprograms and duvities
working to reduce sources of nonpoint pollution aae identified in theKeys to Implementatiorirom the NPFP,
20142016

Accelerate Watershed Scale Implementation

Implementation will be most effective when Clean Water Fund money ftrighestpriority actions follows local
government adoption of watershdshsed local water plans.

Comprehensive Watershed Management Planning Program

In 2015, the Minnesota Legislature passed Minnesota Statutes §103B.801, the Comprehensive Watershed
Management Planning Program. This legislation defined the purposes and further outlined the structure for the
One Watershed, One Plan Program

In 2016, BWSR adopted tne Watershed, One Pl&ontent Requiremenend Operating Procedure3hese
documents wheraipdated in 2018.
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Five One Watershed, One Plan Pilot Projects were initiated in 2014.

Root River Pilot Watershed (see case study on page 11 for more information about this project)
Red Lake River Pilot Watershed

Lake Superior Pilot Watershed

YellowMedicine Pilot Watershed

North Fork Crow Pilot Watershed

O O O 0O

All pilot projects have completed their pia and BWSR has approved thermAs shown in Figure 1, there are now
an additional 13 comprehensive watershed management plans underway.

Figure 1Participating Watersheds in the One Watershed, One Plan Program

Lake of the Woods

Lake Superior North

Red River y : o Legend

] 7 County Metro Area
C:} 1W1P Planning Boundaries *

"% Major Watersheds

| “ Approved Plan

Pom ; _ @3 Grant Recipients - 2017
(% Grant Recipients - 2016

yory

Yellow
Medicine 13
River
Root River
Missouri River Basin
"Not legal boundaries; intended for planning purposes through One Watershed, One Plan only. June 2018
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Prioritize and Target at the Watershed Scale

The key to developing watershédsed project implementation schedules and estimated costs is to first prioritize
surface and groundwatestrategies at the watershed scale and then target practices within subwatersheds or
similarscale units, using the best available science.

Surface Water Quality Models & Tools Interagency Discussion

Models and tools are useful for watershed prioritizatemd for identifying potential impacts to surface and
groundwater. They are often capable of targeting which actions, locations, and management practices are most
effective at addressing water quality goals and project objectives. Models andat@olsedo projectoutcomes

of specific actions, locations, and management practices to forecast measurable rdsuitsthese models and

toolsi 23SGKSNI gAGK GKS o6Said F@rAtloftS a0ASy0OS OFy STTFA
Inordertodevé 2 LJ I 0 NRFRSNJ dzy RSNEGFYRAY3 2F K26 aAyySazil
watershed prioritization and implementation targetto critical areas that provide the largestater quality

benefits the Clean Water Fund Interagency Research Tazstet the Surface Water Quality Models & Tools
Interagency Discussion in February 2016. The event, consisting of 14 coordinated presentations and attended by
over 250 participants, promoted dialogue and enhanced collaboration betste¢memployees involed in
aAyySazidl Qa 2 | Rragbdork activitied Sioly the sharing of information about surface water

guality models and tools currently being used or funded by agency programs.

Measure Results at the Watershed Scale

Similar to prioritizing anthrgeting, measuring results is best achieved at the watershed scale. Watdyabed
local water plans capable of producing measurable results are essential to adaptive management and
accountability to the public.

Accountability Report

As required by théct, MPCA will provide th@econdaccountability report in Jul018, and every other year
thereafter. The report willdescribe the progress toward implementation milestones for Minnesota watersheds
that align with completed WRAPS. In the future, MPCIreldte the progress made in the watersheds to the
reduction strategies identified in the Minnesota NutrigRéductionStrategy Report, and othetatewideefforts.

Prioritization, Targeting, and Measuring Water Quality Improvement Application (PTMA)

A newertool that is now available, and leverages scientific data is the PTMA. The PTMA is a GIS web and desktop
application that can be used by local decisioakers to prioritize subwatersheds for implementatjtarget

specific fields for best managempractices and project water quality improvement by cost and expected load
reductions within the watershed. An example of the PTMA is included in the RootRigaNatershed, One Plan

case study.
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UseScienceBased Information

A key to developing prioritized implementation schedules for projects with targeted actions, and measuring results
of these actions, is to incorporate the wealth of scidmgged information, summarized in WRAPS, other technical
reports and practice effectiveness research into local water planning and project development processes.

The goal of the One Watershed, One Plan Program is to align local water planning on major watershed boundaries
with watershedbased WRAPS, GRARRI state strategies towards prioritized, targetednd measurable
implementation plans.

Watershed Restoratiorand Protection Strategie§WRAPS)
I OO2 NRA Yy 3 (P@8 Hnrédhmental/and&@®rmanceMS | a dpddbhioaxd
(https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/Dashboafl PCA2018.pd), watershed monitoring has been

completed inl00percentof the 80 watersheds. Currently, all 8@tersheds have WRAPS projects underaay
86 percentof the 80 watershed have a completed assessment

Protection Strategies in WRAPS

Guidance has been developed to help systematically identify protection opportunities in WRAPS projects, local
water plans and/or 1W1P that follow the priorities outlined in the NPFP. Ranked, prioritized lists are now

available for lakes and streams in need of protection efforts. For each lake, a phosphorus loading reduction target
was computed with the expectation that ldogovernments might find the estimates useful for their lake

conservation efforts. The goal was to identify lakes that were not resilient to additional phosphorus loading; the
most sensitive lakes identified would most likely see substantial declinestén @larity with increasing nutrient

pollution load. For each stream the risk of the biological community becoming impaired was determined. Analysis
included a review of near shore and contributing watershed risks and level of protection already undethay i

g GSNBEKSR® 5F0F Aa LINRPGARSR (2 (KS 2w!t{ LNROSaa Iy
Assessment Framework.
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Groundwater Restoration ad Protection Strategies (GRAPS)

GRAPS reports are an analogue to the WRAPS reports. The BB#@8 is an interagency effort led by the
MinnesotaDepartment of Health. While the focus of the WRAPS reports are on assessment and diagnostic work
that can be used to prioritize actions and strategies for implementation relative to surface watemibieasis for
GRAPS reportiniggroundwater and drinking water resources.

These reports wikummarizeknown conditions based on existing data and information febate agencies. One

of the primary objectives is to provide a baseline understanding afrgtevater conditions and associated

resource management concerns for the watershed. The expectation is that the information and strategies
identified will aid local prioritization and targeting efforts to protect and restore groundwater resouUroes

GRAPS reportzave been completed (Pine River, North Fork Crow River, Cannon River, Missouainditiee

Lower St. CroiRive) andfour are currently underwayBuffalo Red River, Mustinka and Bois de Sioux, Sauk River,
and the Watonwan River)

Tillage and Erosion Survey Program

The purpose of this programts systematically collecpring crop residue and tillage practidata, fall
cover crop adoption rategnddaily and annual croplansbil erosion estimates orderto analyze

trends inadoption and retention ofagricultural soil and water managemeprtactices. The University of
Minnesota Department of Soil, Water, and Climate Department is leading this project, along with
assistance from staff at the lowa State University DepartmentagyBtems and Agricultural

Engineering Department. Data has been collected and analyzed for 2016 and 2017 crop residue levels
and cover crop adoption rates with preliminary data being reviewed by project stakeholders. Later in
2018, theDalily Erosion Projewebsite for Minnesota will be deployed for counties in Minnesota that
have a minimum of 30% cropland acres. For more information, go t8\theRs Sie webpagdor

future updates.

Build Local Capacity

The work of nonpoint implementation rests on the shoulders of local governments. As WRAPS proliferate and local
water planning begins shifting to a watershbdsed framework, success is dependenhighly capable local
government staff to develop, prioritizend target projects at the local level.

Build Staffing Capacity for Soil and Waté&onservation Districts (SWGD

SWCDsavereceived$44 million in
increased fundindgrom FY2016-Y20180
build localcapacity.The increase recognize:
the role SWCDs play in providing technica
assistance to private landowners and
focuses on increasing SWCD capacity to
address four resource concern areaSoil
Erosion, Riparian Zone Management, Wat
Storag and Treatment, and Exee
Nutrients.

_l 11%

B Excess Nutrients

Soil Erosion

_, M Riparian Zone
Management
Water Storage and

Treatment

Soil and Water Conservation District Capacity Funding by Resource Area
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Technical Service Area (TSA) Shared Services

Fundinghasbeenmade availablsince 20160 help SWCDs provide technical and engineering assistance to
landowners. These funds are usied buildingregional capacity
across thestate to efficiently accelerate othe-ground projects and
practices that impove or protect water resources.

Technical Training and Certification Strategy

BWSR, the Minnesota Association of Soil and Water Conservatio
Districts, the Minnesota Association of Conservation District
Employees, and the Natural Resources Conservation Service are
committed to providing resources for increased technical training a
certification of local SWCD staff to maintain and enhance
conservationln 2018 BWSRxpanded the cadre of technical trainers
in the Minnesota Conservation Partnership by hiring tegional
training engineers and twregional training conservationists.

Willie Peters of Scott Soil & Water Conservatit
District worked with th&NRCS and SWCD staff
during a grassed waterway training last
September in Scott County.

Maximize Existing Laws and Regulations

Customary approaches to honpoint pollution implementation include regulation as well as financial incentives and
education. A key to developing effectWatershedRestoration andProtectionSrategies isnaximizirg the
effectiveness of existing laws and regulations

Buffer Law

D2@SNY2NJ al N} 5Fe&id2yQa fFyRYFN] O0dZFFSNIAYAGAI GADS ¢
establishes perennial vegetation buffers along rivers, streams, and ditches that will help filter out phosphorus,
nitrogen, and sediment.

Preliminary Compliance

Preliminary Compliance ~ | <40%

] 5% -59% 40% -59%
£ s0%-79% 0 60%-79%
ol s 9% Bl s0%-94%
il o 00 il os%-100%

&% Waseck
Biue Exm
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Statewide, compliance numbers fol
Public Waters have now exceeded
98%.

The Public Ditch compliance is
November 1, 2018 and preliminar
statewide compliance is 73%.
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Support Innovative NorRegulatory Approaches

One of severdeys to leveraging Clean Water Fund implementation money is to support the development of
marketdriven and rewardiriven approaches.

Minnesota Agricultural Water Quality Certification Program (MAWQCRP)

Thisprogram is the product of a statiederal partrership that includes th&1DA MPCABWSRDNR the U.S.

5SLI NIYSyd 2F ! 3ANROdzZ G dzNB Qa |, énd theddhSErivironm@rita? Ripekiién / 2 y &4 S N.
Agency. ie MAWQCP has transitioned frata initial four pilot areago a program available to all farmers

statewide. It is a voluntary program that supports the implementation of conservation practices on dfeld

field, wholefarm basis through its process of identifying and mitigating agricultural risks to wateryqUdlé

MAWQCP is incorporated in the Minnesota Nutrient Reduction Strategy as a key strategy for increasing the
FR2LIGAZ2Y 2F aAyySaz2idlQa ! ANAOdZ (Gdz2NF £ . SadG al ylF3ISYSy

Integrate Hydrologic Management Systems into Watershed Management Plans

Much2 ¥ aAyySazidlQad yliddNIf KeRNRf23& KI & 0¢&8ifdustrilii SNBF
development. Increased runoff volumes and ratesie to drainage, removal of perennial vegetation, surface
water alterations and the addition ofmpervious surfacescontribute significantly to water quality problems.

Multipurpose Drainage Management Program

This BWSR Clean Water Fund grant program was established iar&Dt6ntinuego target multipurpose

drainage management for priority Chaptl03E drainage systems and the associated watersheds. Specific
purposes include reducing erosion and sedimentation, detaining runoff to reduce peak flows and flooding,
improving water quality and decreasing vulnerabilities to extreme rainfall, whileeptioig drainage system

efficiency and reducing drainage system maintenance. This program integrates public and private funding for
these purposes through project partnerships between county and watershed district drainage authorities and soil
and water coservation districts.
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Section 3: Estimated Cost Updates

BiennialBudget Request

The NPFP laviisk 1 Sa aGKS LI Iy akKlrtft AyOftdzZRS Iy SadAYlFGdSR NI
requirement will be a challenge until tretate isblanketed by watershetbased local water plans that incorporate

the best available WRAPS andWRAPS information and contain project implementation schedules with

estimated costs. Presentlthe best source of data for estimating nonpoint implementatemsts for thestate is

. 2 { vB@riial Budget Request (BBR).

The BBR is a process for collecting data voluntarily submitted by local governments based on local water plans
The Biennial Budget Request reflects the diversity of water resource and comser@tcerns across Minnesota
Local governments are asked to provide their best estimate of the projects and activities that could be
implemented during the next biennium along with the most likely source of the funds availddeulk of the
requests ae for existing programsincluding regulatory administration and technical/financial assistance to
landowners along with Clean Water Fund opportunities with a primary emphasis on water gfcatigyl

categories and program#he amount requested acrodbe state exceeds the anticipated amount of funding
currentlyavailable.

To be included in the estimate for the NPFP, projects have to directly address water quality priorities or strategies
identified in local water plans, TMDL studies and implementgtians, WRAPS, surface water intake plans, or
wellhead management plan¥heyshould be able to realistically ldshovel ready and accomplished during the
FY2020-21 biennium In addition to data about activities eligible for funding from BWSR, the BBRallects

data about activities eligible for funding from oth&ate agencies

For the F202021 biennium, the total estimatedtatewide cost to implement a wide range of highority,
shovelreadynonpoint activities that are eligible for fundinlgrough appropriations to BWSR and other State
agenciess more than 808million or 04 million per year (Fig. 1Llean WateFund implementation requests
make up @er half of that total amount$239 million for the biennium ompproximately$120 million per year
Local government participation in statewide data collectiommnmunityengagementand future water
management planning using Clean Wéakeind is inclded in the overalBBR request.
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Figure 1. Statewide estimated costs to implemearious Clean Water Fund eligible nonpoint activities during the
FY2020-21.

Admin
7%

Other Eligible Activities
9% Project Development

Technical /Engineering %

Assistance
6%

Conservation Easements
Agricultural Practices

6%
16%
Wetland _Conservation Drainage
Restoration/Creation 1%
8%
Livestock Waste
Management
1%
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Wind Erosion
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Streambank or Shoreland
Restoration
10%%

Urban Stormwater
Management Practices

17% Subsurface Sewage

Treatment Systems
2%

Special Projects
12%

Clean Water Fund Competitive Grants

TheBWSR léanWater Fund Competitive Grants Prograpublishes amnnualrequest for proposals for projects
that protect, enhance, and reste waterquality in lakes, rivers, and streams in addition to pobigg ground
water and drinkingvater sources from degradatioio be eligible, proposatsustdemonstrate significant,
measureable project outputs armltcomes that will help achiewhesewater quality objectives

Using the Nonpoint Funding Plan criteria, BWSR
generates a prioritized list of recommended project:

Board of Water
Prioritized List of and Soil Resources
recommended Review

Proposals
Clean Water Fund Reviewed using
Competitive Grant NPEP Criteria

Management

Review of Staff = 5
projects for Recommendations

funding and Approve Grant
Allocations

Request for
Proposal

Inter-Agency Recommendations

Scoring Team
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Section 4: Case Studies

Minnesota is still early in the process of transitioningtatewide coverage of comprehensiveatershed

management plansThese plans, grounded in sciedz&sed information collected and analyzed by Hege, are a
ONRGAOFE LI NI 2F aAyySaz2 (iThérasultwil HeBaistedbgskeddniprdeyitationrC N> Y S
actions that align wittstate priorities, are targeted to the most critical areas of the landscape, and are capable of
achieving measurable water quality resulfghen thestatewide cycle is complete, each watershed planning

boundary will have a detailed 3&ar implementation plan

While there is nostatewidecoverageyet, several local governments throughout titiate do have
comprehensive watershed managemenans.Thethree case studies below are provided as examples of efforts
currently underwaydemonstrating how statewide water quality goals translate to locahsatershed actions

Root River One Waterstd, One Plan

Pilot Project Watershed Planning

Establishing plans with clear
implementation timelines, milestones, and
cost estimates that will address the largest
resource threats and prale the greatest
environmental benefit unique to each
watershed is one of the guiding principles
the One Watershed, One Plan Program.

The Root River in Southeast Minnesota contains some (¢
the most diverse natural and geologic resources in
Minnesota This diversity makes the Root River excellent
for trout fishing, hunting, hiking and biking. With its scen
bluffs anddeeply carved river valleys, the outdoor
recreation associated with the river is a significant drive
of the local economy, drawing visitors from the Upper
Midwest. However, the very features that make this rive| |, 2014, the Root River watershed was

system unique also make it vulnetalfo nonpoint source | ¢gjacted by BWSR as a One Watershed, ¢

pollution. Plan pilot project; to demonstrathe
transition from countybased water
management planning into a
comprehensive watershed management
approach. The Root River Watershed One
Watershed, One Plaapproved in
December of 2016, watkeveloped by a

The watershed is underlain by karst geology characteriz
by thin soils over soluble limestone and dolomite bedroc
Karst landscape features include sinkholes, springs, cay
and disappearing streams that provide complex
interconnections between surface water and
groundwater Surface contaminants can bypass soil coalition of counties, soil and water
filtration processes and quickly reach karstders used conservation districts, and the Crooked

for drinkingwater. Creek Watershed:
http://www.fillmoreswcd.org/rootRiverWat
ershed.html

The steep landscape is susceptible to heavy water runo
soil erosionand nutriert leaching which if unchecked
could degrade the riveKeeping the Root River healthy i
a top priority for local governments in Southeast Minnes@aing so will help sustain and
enhance recreation opportunities and tourism while

preventing some of te worst impacts of flooding.

ScienceBased Watershed Assessment

l'a LI NI 27F aAyySa? lintefsivewatersh&dnitodRand stritsBoRiderdification were
performed for the Root River watershéy the MPCAeginning in 2008Results from this monitoring data
evaluation were used to inform th&/RAPSThese strategies, including associated scales of adoption and
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timelines, are based on what is likely needed to meet the
water quality goals for restoration argrotection within the
Root Rivewatershed.

The primary assessment findings indicate that nonpoint
source pollution is the main source of water quality problen{--
in the watershedRecommendations include reducing
sediment,bacteriag and nitrate levels awell as restoring
habitat. For the purposes of this case study, a subwatershe
of the Root River, the South Fork, will be the fodnghe
South Fork Root River, poor macroinvertebrate communitie
and high suspended sediment concentrations are the main
issues identified in thelraft WRAPNitrate was also identified as one of the stressors for the macroinvertebrate
communities

Reduction Goals

TheWRAPSvas not final when the One Watershed, One Plan pilot begamumeic reduction goalsire not yet
establishedHowever, reduction goals are incorporated into the Plan using surrogate water quality goals from the
aiAyySazidl Qa b diagySYidlinnesStaNitzGgériFariizer Management Plan includes

groundwater goals that are applicable to the watersh&dosegoalsare reflectedin the current draft of the plan

For example, for the South Fork Root River planning region, water quality goals were set at 45% reduction in
sediment and 45% reduction mtrogen to meet identified water quality goals

Strategies

TheWRAP&lentified the following primary strategies for improving water quality within the South Fork Root
River:

Pasture and Nutrient Management

Increased Living Cover

Soil Erosion Cordl and Improving Soil Health

Water Retention and Treatment

Streambank Protection

=A =4 =8 =8 =4

One Watershed, One Plan

For the Root Rivewatershed to ensure progress toward achieving the goals for the South Fork Root River, action
items are consistent with recommendations identified in the Mrit Reduction Strategy anti¢ WRAPS and

include such actions ascreasing water storagand mininizing erosion

Measurable goals were establishf the Root Rivertusing thegoals from theNitrogen Fertilizer Management
Planand Nutrient Reduction Strategy. Using the PTMapp, the benefits of the actions listed in the implementation
plan can be compad to the measurable goals at one or more locations. The estimated benefits of the targeted
implementation plan can then be compared to water quality goals from watersBitade or regional strategies,

such as those found in tHgtateNutrient Reduction tBategy orthe Root River Watershed WRAPS.

The results of thisletailedanalysisconducted by local governmentsstimate that implementing the 100 most
effective practicesor both sediment and nutrientezould providea 21% of the reductions needed teach the
sediment reduction goal for the South Fork Root River set by the Root River Wat@ubatfatershed, One Plan
(Table ).
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Table 1:

South Fork Root Sediment i
River (tonsl/yr.) =

Current Estimated Loa¢ 69,602 ]
Desired Future 1™
ConditionGoal (% -
reduction) 45 1
Goal Load Reduction —] aoss
(mass) 31,321 o
10¢ year Plan 1.
Estimated Load
Reduction 6,440 o
10-yearPlan o
Progess toward Q
desired future
condition 21 21% of goal

Watershed Based Funding

Reducing soil erosion throughilty stabilization projects, like the one pictured below in the Root River, are one
example of projects that are identifieak a strategy ithe WRAPSan action itenin the One WatershedDne Plan
implementation plan, and then submitted as part of theiork plan forthe Clean Water Fund &tershedBased
Funding Pilot Programrhis funding will help achieve 6% of theyiar sediment reduction goal for the South
Fork of the Root River.
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Basset Creek Watershed Management Commission

Watershed Planning

The BCWMC has spent the past 10 years actively using the
Capital Improvement Plan to improve water resourcesimit
the watershed Many implementation ations have occurred
including the construction of water quality basins and
innovative stormwater practices upstream of lakes and
perform streambank restoration projects along Bassett Cree
and its tributaries

_ ' The Metropolitan Council analyzed monitoring data collectec
Bassett Creek is located in the nodéntral at the outlet of Bassett Creek over a-g&ar period This trend
metropolitan areaof Hennepin Countgand is a analysis indicates a downward trend in both sediment and

GNARGdzii F NB G2 (GKS ahaaAi phosphorus concentration since 2000 and thus improving
headwaters are at Medicine Lake, the second water quality in thecreek

largest lake in Hennepin County aadnajor
recreational resource for the ardghat includes
French Regionala®k, public beaches, and a publig
boat landing

The BassetCreek WateshedManagement
CommissionECWMG hasbeen working
collaborativelywith Stateand localstakeholdesto
improve the water quality of Medicine Lak&d

Bassett Creefor many yearsspart of its *Metropolitan Council. 2014. Bassett Creek. In Comprehensive water qug
comprehensive watershed planniedforts assessment of select metropolitan area streams. St. Paul: Metropolitan
P P of ) Council.

ScienceBased Watershed Assessment

The BCWMC has been collecting monitoring information within the watershedtbi@d®70sand its partner, the
Metropolitan Council, has collected water quality and continuous flow data at the watershed outlet since 2000; as
part of the WOMPII monitoring prograrixtensive monitoring data and computer modets/e beerused to
understand therelationship between pollutant sources and water qualitighin watershed Based on this

information, it was determined thaBassett Creek is impaired from Medicine Lake to the Mississippi River for
aquatic life due to stressors affecting the fish commurécess chloride, and aquatic recreation due to high fecal
coliform countsIn addition, Medicine Lake is impaired for excess nutriéfite vast majority of pollution

reaching the BCWMC waters comes from nonpoint sairce

The BCWMC completed a Res@uktanagement Plan i009 for water quality improvement projects within the
watershed In 2010, a Total Maximum Daily Log@MDL)study was completed on Medicine Lake to determine the
amount ofreduction in phosphorus necessary to improve or maintain waersparency and reduce algal

blooms

Reduction Goals

The Medicine Lake TMIdentified the needor a 28% reduction in phosphor({k,287 pounds per yeain order
to restore the lake and meet water quality standards
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