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Vision:
Alignment of local water planning with
state strategies on major watershed

boundaries towards prioritized, targeted
and measurable implementation plans.






What lessons are we learning?

We know technically how to put a
comprehensive watershed management
plan together
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What lessons are we learning?
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We have better and more accessible
resource data & information than ever
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What lessons are we learning?

Importance of strong local (co)leaders and
of good communication




How will these plans be different?

7N - X
Describe l‘ Prioritize @ Target .{l Measure Implement

DESCRIBEo

your watershed

@
IORITIZE

resource concerns

MEASURE

assess rfeasibllity of
measurable goals

ESTIMATE
benefits/Targeted
Implementation Plan

DEVELOPe

Targeted
Information/Decision Flow Implementation Plan

COMPLETE

source assessment

EVALUATE
practice reasibility

ESTIMATE

Individual practice
WQ benefits

-+ Next Step » TARGET e
3 Preferred Practice
& Previous Step Locations

® Extornal input for local
knowledge to improve cutcomes



How will these plans be different?
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How will these plans be different?
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“DESCRIBE” YOUR WATERSHED
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“PRIORITIZE” RESOURCE CONCERNS



lllllllll

County
Ditch

TODD
STEARNS

Targeted Practices

Sediment Reduction @ Ashley
Creek Outlet, tons/year

Low
[ Medium
I o
1
Target Practice Locations
o] a0 | TR e
Sour Corp., /‘i Magle Grove
0 1 2 4
GeoB, Miles [Pan, M |U; Ergrening . P aamasn
el Mapm! . Is Use E - €493 7
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= How will these plans be different?
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Priority Resource Original  Remaining Load Original  Remaining Load Original Remaining Load

Load Load Reduction  Load Load Reduction  Load Load Reduction
Sediment, tons/year I TP, lbs/year TN, Ibs/year

Lower Ashley Creek 559 | 267 292 331 130 201 6,148 2,945 3,203
Silver Creek | 340 146 194 | 213 113 100 4,087 3,133 955

' Middle Ashley Creek =~ 308 186 122 274 115 158 4,277 2,756 1,521
Upper Silver Creek 259 | 117 142 200 98 . 102 | 4,100 3,141 959
County Ditch No. 3 164 | 158 6 182 175 6 | 3514 3,470 a4
Upper Ashley Creek 208 = 201 7| 25 25 2 4,944 4,538 405
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Transition Plan

One Watershed, One Plan

Transition Plan Version 1.0

 Goal: statewide
transition by 2025 Gl

. P Purpnse: As per Minnesota Statutes §103B8.801 Subd. 5, the Board of Water and Soil Resources “shall develop
a C e O r O r e S S and adopt, by June 30, 2016, a transition plan for development, approval, adoption, and coordination of plans
consistent with section 103A.212. The transition plan must include a goal of completing statewide transition to
prehensive watershed g plans by 2025. The metropolitan area may be considered for inclusion in
the transition plan.” Additionally, “the board may use the authority under section 1038.3369, subdivision 3, to

° support development or implt ion of a prehensive wotershed management plan under this section.”
I I e C e S S a ry ° - This document outlines the procedures and expectations for transitioning to statewide comprehensive watershed

management plans.

plans/year

One Watershed, One Plan is rooted in work initiated by the Local Government Water Roundtable (Association of
Minnesota Counties, Minnesota Association of Watershed Districts, and Minnesota Association of Soil and Water
Conservation Districts). Roundtable members recommended that the local governments charged with water
° management responsibility should organize and develop focused implementation plans on a watershed scale. The
. F u n I n n e C e S S a r e recommendation supported 2012 legislation that authorized the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR)
[ ] to adopt methods to allow comprehensive plans, local water management plans, or watershed management plans to

serve as substitutes for one another; or to be replaced with one comprehensive watershed management plan (One

M =

Watershed, One Plan).

: M Under current statute, County water plans and 5oil and Water Conservation District comprehensive plans are voluntary
I I I I e n n I u I I I (Minnesota Statutes §103C.331, Subd. 11. "A district may develop and revise a comprehensive plan...”, and M.5.
° §103B.331, Subd. 1 “Each county is encouraged to develop and implement a local water management plan...”). In
contrast, watershed districts statewide and watershed management organization plans in the metropolitan area are
mandatory (M.5. §103D.401, Subd. 1 “The managers must adopt a watershed management plan_.” and M.5. §1038.231,
Subd. 1 “A watershed management plan is required for watersheds .. wholly or partly within the metropolitan area...”).
t h ro u h 2 O 2 5 One Watershed, One Plan is also voluntary. However, all counties, soil and water conservation districts, and watershed
districts are required to have a current plan to be eligible for state funding.
BWSR's vision for One Watershed, One Plan, developed with the Roundtable recommendation as a foundation, is to
align local water planning on major watershed boundaries with state strategies towards prioritized, targeted and
measurable implementation plans —the next logical step in the evolution of water planning in Minnesota. Additional
legislation passed in 2015 provides purposes and plan content reguirements for comprehensive watershed management
plans, clarifies that local government water plan authorities are retained when plans are substituted or replaced by a
comprehensive watershed management plan, and requires BWSR to develop and adopt a transition plan with a goal for
statewide transition by 2025.

Additional information about the One Watershed, One Plan program can be found on the BWSR website:

1W1P/index.html.




Challenges

Finding efficiencies in distribution of state
funds

Building out PTM tools and making them
broadly available

Integration with planning and zoning,
drainage authorities, highway departments

Coordinated plan implementation



Questions




