Pollutants/Contaminants of Concern (Surface and Groundwater)
1. In general, contaminants of emerging concern or ‘CECs’ such as per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS, pharmaceuticals and personal care products, microplastics, and algal toxins (from harmful algal blooms or HABs) represent pollutants that are extremely expensive to treat at wastewater treatment facilities, as are other chemical pollutants such as pesticides. For this reason, the MPCA prioritizes pollutant source identification and reduction over treatment. To reduce the numbers and concentrations of future CECs in the environment, thereby reducing the risk posed to humans and aquatic ecosystems, the Task Force endorses the following recommendations first proposed under the Minnesota Water Sustainability Framework in 2010:	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDA
Pesticides are not contaminants of emerging concern. Pesticides are intensely studied chemicals and are the only class of chemicals listed where it is specifically known how much is being sold.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: See revised text in red font	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH: Clean water fund is sunsetting in 9 years. If that does not continue a lot of work that has been achieved and a lot of work that will needs to be achieved will end. 
C.1.a: Enact a Green Chemistry and Manufacturing Act that encourages Minnesota businesses to manufacture and use safer chemicals in their processes and products by providing economic incentives such as tax deductions.

C.2.a: State agencies, in consultation with outside experts and stakeholders, should develop a systematic, science-based process for the identification, risk determination, and regulatory outcome of contaminants of emerging concern in Minnesota.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDA, MDH
This is already done, see MS 18B.04 and 18B.045
Pesticides are already highly regulated through scientific analysis and risk determination. https://www.epa.gov/pesticide-registration/about-pesticide-registration	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: Strike recommendation

C.2.b: Expand the current MDH Drinking Water Contaminants of Emerging Contaminants program to cover CEC exposures from other sources beyond drinking water, and to broaden program to other agencies and include fish and wildlife effects.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDA
Note: It is already in practice that MDA nominates pesticides to MDH for developing groundwater guidance values.
MDH: We have not fully implemented DW CEC program (aka state regulatory levels for DW). MPCA and MDH work together to determine what to assess both for human and environmental impacts

C.2.d: Adopt a comprehensive policy and provide funding for county programs to collect and properly dispose of unused pharmaceuticals.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
Nationally underfunded area; patchwork of implementation.

2. The Task Force recommends that the state continue to invest in MPCA’s ambient groundwater monitoring program’s capacity to test for emerging contaminants, and for MPCA and MDH to coordinate on when ecological and public health risk assessments need to be conducted for new contaminants of concern.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
Work continues to grow. Rule making. Will have multiple resources needs. 

3. Regarding the intractable prevalence of mercury-impaired waters across the state, MPCA should require compliance with pollutant load reductions by all sectors as defined in the 2008 statewide mercury TMDL. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: Julie Lucas
Reductions for taconite operations have been researched for almost two decades - https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/lands_minerals/dnr_hg_research.html. The industry currently has until 2029 for implementation. It is critical to note that Minnesota will continue to have mercury impairments due to the global input of mercury into our waters and wetlands. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: Minnesota will not achieve its statewide mercury reduction goals without every sector contributing their proportionate reductions.

4. The MPCA should also expedite the completion and implementation of the necessary watershed-specific mercury TMDL studies that define the additional mercury load reductions required to bring all Minnesota waters into compliance with the mercury water quality and fish tissue criteria.

5. The Task Force endorses implementation of Minnesota’s PFAS Blueprint | Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, including:	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
Blueprint implementation estimate was under estimate. Turning off the tap is one thing but implementation and connections through the ecosystem was under considered. This is this generation’s lead/mercury (problem). 
· PFAS source reduction: Amara’s Law implementation as MPCA develops administrative rules to implement the law (draft rule and SONAR for currently unavoidable use (CUU) rules anticipated in 2027) 
· Continue to implement MPCA’s PFAS in Biosolids Strategy, which requires wastewater treatment plants to test their sludge for PFAS levels before they land apply. To remediate the PFAS that are already in the environment from land application, MN should investigate sensitive hydrogeological areas of the state for legacy PFAS contamination in soils and shallow groundwater from land-applied biosolids. The focus should be on industrially impacted biosolids (see examples from Maine). This activity could be funded by the Clean Water Council, LCCMR, or legislative appropriation.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MPCA
2024 session law already requires that biosolids sampling language be added to NPDES permits, and this work is ongoing. In addition, MPCA has authority under MN R. 7041 to require PFAS sampling of biosolids. Keeping this recommendation in the report suggests MPCA is not implementing the PFAS in Biosolids Strategy and will create confusion for the reader.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MPCA
The MPCA is already working with MDH to consider recommendations for high vulnerability areas for Drinking Water Supply Management Areas (DWSMAs) and other like areas. We request a modification to the recommendation to remove the work we already have ongoing. 
· Finalize statewide aquatic life standards for PFOS and PFOA and write PFAS limits into industrial and municipal wastewater permits as needed.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MPCA
MPCA is not certain the science is fully developed. The technical review that is needed before we can begin rulemaking will ascertain that. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: USEPA has developed and approved aquatic life standards
6. The Task Force endorses implementation of practices defined in  Chloride reduction program | Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, including:
· Institute a Smart Salting certification program that exempts certified operators for private sector businesses from liability. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
Solutions need to align with Safe drinking water act.
(Check with Legislators – any movement on legislation this session?)	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: Carly Griffith:
This certification program is already in place. What is needed is legislation that would limit liability for private sector businesses that use Smart Salt practices. I believe certification is already required of public sector applicators.

7. Sulfate
The Task Force recommends that MPCA continue to implement and enforce the 10 mg/l sulfate criterion applicable to wild rice waters through monitoring, assessment, incorporation of effluent limits in discharge permits where receiving waters are wild rice waters, and restoration of wild rice waters impaired by sulfate loadings. Financial support for wastewater treatment upgrades should continue to be made available to municipal dischargers subject to sulfate permit limits.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: Julie Lucas
The state should follow their framework related to site-specific standards - https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-s6-66a.pdf. https://www.revisor.mn.gov/bills/94/2025/0/SF/2086/versions/latest/ 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: The existing sulfate standard should be implemented. Site-specific standards are appropriate only where it can be clearly demonstrated that the relevant beneficial use is fully supported at a different pollutant concentration. 

8. HABs
There is a pressing need to develop data, methods, and tools to advance the understanding of adverse ecological and health impacts of cyanobacteria and cyanotoxins, especially those health impacts to people, other animals and plants that are associated with exposure to toxins from both planktonic and benthic cyanobacteria. Along with a general recommendation for reducing excess nutrient loading, the Task Force recommends financial and technical support for additional research to support HAB-specific monitoring, assessment, and regulatory controls where feasible and supported by science.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH’s role is limited to risk communication. 
9. Pesticides
· The state should require integrated pest management (IPM) techniques in its management of​ public lands, including roadside rights-of-way, parks, and forests; and implement planting​ regimes that minimize the need for pesticides and added nutrients.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDA
This is already done, see MS 18B.063
(MDA tech staff understand that DNR does also)	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: If agencies confirm, this recommendation may be removed

· The Minnesota DNR and Department of Agriculture, in​ consultation with University of Minnesota Extension, Tribal colleges, and other higher​ education institutions, should continually revise and update pesticide applicator training manuals and examinations. Manuals​ and examinations should incorporate pesticide best management practices that minimize or prevent pesticide occurrence in groundwater and surface water of the state, including wild-rice​ waters, and should define economic thresholds and guidance for insecticide use.
	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDA
This is already done, see MS 18B.305 subd2	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: Consider modifying this recommendation to simple ban on pesticide/herbicide application in wild rice waters.
Hydrologic Disruption
One common human activity – draining “excess” water from the landscape – has had a profound ripple effect across ecosystems, surface and groundwater pollution, human health, infrastructure integrity, environmental justice and cost equity. In the early days of statehood, our leaders placed water under the “common enemy doctrine” and encouraged and supported ridding the landscape of water, considering it a barrier to progress and growth. This widespread policy also directed extensive, judicially ordered ditch networks across the state, including on tribal reservations, over a century ago. Ultimately, as we “improve” the land by ridding it of excess water, we set in motion a series of cascading water quality and quantity problems for everyone downstream. Agricultural tile drainage illustrates this policy clearly: it fundamentally alters hydrologic regimes, accelerates nutrient transport, and is a well-documented contributor to nitrate loading in surface and groundwater. Yet this predominant pollutant threat remains largely unregulated and unmonitored, despite its scale and documented impacts. In the urban context, where we have paved over natural ecosystems to create urban environments, stormwater management systems carry and deliver runoff to downstream lakes and streams and are regulated through municipal stormwater programs with design standard based permits. The Task Force recommends the same framework be applied to agricultural tile drainage, and recognizes that this will require legislative authorization and funding to administrate.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDA Note: Minnesota Ground Water Association has documented uncertainties of the effects of drainage on groundwater. https://www.mgwa.org/documents/whitepapers/Drain_Tiles_and_Groundwater_Resources.pdf	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: Disagree with the interpretation of this study; multiple effects of tile drainage on nitrate transport and disruption of denitrification cycles; accounts for 37% of nitrate delivery to surface waters (p. 26)	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MPCA
new permitting systems require legislative action - legal authorization and funding to run the new program. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: Understood; this is a fundamental step towards reducing hydrologic and water quality impacts in agricultural areas

1. The Task Force recommends that watershed management be advanced in Minnesota via MN Stat. 103B & 103D with increased investment in and use of basin-wide hydrologic modeling to guide and manage the cumulative impact of land use decisions, including the impacts of upstream drainage on downstream water resources, land owners, transportation systems and infrastructure at risk from water quantity and quality impacts.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH is also a player as part of our source water protection work.
The Minnesota Water Sustainability Framework offers an example of the type of modeling recommended: a gridded surface subsurface hydrologic assessment (GSSHA) model to assess watershed hydrological characteristics and response. This tool is a landscape model that can depict, in high resolution and at a fine scale, how water flows across the landscape, and can provide better technical support to LGUs in understanding and managing their watersheds. GSSHA can run for both single extreme precipitation events or over the long term. It couples groundwater to surface water interactions, which is especially important for Minnesota. The effects of hydrological changes and hydrological management, including controlled drainage and flood control structures, can be predicted for choosing effective drainage structures and controls and their precise locations.
2. The Minnesota River Basin is a large and dynamic system, with a more extremely fluctuating hydrology being driven by climate and human alterations like agricultural drainage networks that are changing faster than our responses. These hydrologic changes are overwhelming sub-basin piecemeal solutions. The Minnesota River Basin encompasses over 300 local units of government—watershed districts, SWCDs, county boards, cities, and townships—each with its own plans and priorities. The Task Force recommends a comprehensive, coordinated, basin-wide strategy for restoring the ecological condition and beneficial uses of the Minnesota River. Due to the unique hydrogeologic conditions that formed the river and the documented substantial cumulative consequences to all downstream natural systems and communities from its intensive drainage networks, an intergovernmental board should be established to coordinate drainage and nutrient management practices and actions. The effectiveness of existing funding sources (List examples) could be maximized with a more coordinated Minnesota River Basin-wide authority. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: DNR
Water management in the Minnesota River Basin could benefit from an increased effort in coordination across governments and people to develop an efficient process for water management entities to plan, propose and implement efforts to address issues in the basin.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH is also a player as part of our source water protection work.

Additionally, a water ombudsman office could be established to mediate overlapping, confusing, and conflicting water and land management rules that create frustrations for local governments and landowners from the fragmented water management jurisdictions enabled under statutes and rules. A water ombudsman is an independent, impartial authority that helps resolve disputes between landowners and water regulators, offering guidance, advocacy, and legal protections in some cases, but with the overarching charge to protect and restore the Minnesota River system.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH has taken a steps to implement this within MDH (water policy center). Could be a model for the enterprise. 

3. Since the greatest water quality and quantity problems are cumulative in nature, cost share programs are an important way to enable landowners to establish land use modifications that will contribute to solutions to our water quality and quantity problems. Models of this already exist and are funded (i.e., BWSR Water Quality and Storage Grants, Multipurpose Drainage Management Grants, Clean Water Fund Watershed-Based Implementation Funds (WBIF). The Task force recommends that new and existing cost-share programs should specifically incentivize investment in Natural Capital and Green Infrastructure, both conservation and engineered projects that “slow the flow” and increase infiltration of stormwater runoff.

4. The Task Force recommends that the MN Department of Agriculture strengthen and expand the Minnesota Agricultural Water Quality Certification Program, to both support and better document implementation of functional best management practices that will accelerate achievement of watershed improvements and attain both surface and groundwater protection goals. The Task Force anticipates the imminent release of an audit from the Office of the Legislative Auditor this year and supports MDA’s implementation of the recommendations that emerge from that audit.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
Not a shared idea but would be great to include private well education and testing into this program. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: AGTF consider adding this recommendation; consistent with testimony received at Winona meeting

5. The Task Force recommends the creation of a statewide rural water/drainage management program that uses similar management concepts and design requirements as the Municipal Storm Water Management Program. Cost-share should be provided to incentivize the inclusion of conservation drainage practices when public drainage systems are expanded, such as saturated buffers, wetland restoration, and other conservation practices that slow the flow of runoff, reduce erosion and sediment transport, and provide for more retention and infiltration.
Examples: SWPPPs, SW MN drainage collaboratives; seeking ways to keep water on the landscape after having lost wetlands, tallgrass prairie. 

6. Run incentives in the right direction: 
· Create a property tax exemption for all land used to store or slow stormwater, including buffer strips, saturated buffers, drainage water recycling, and retention ponds and reservoirs. 
· Remove regulatory barriers that prevent landowners from building temporary retention ponds to store stormwater on their property and then using stored water to irrigate cropland. Suggested edit: Provide exemption to water appropriations permit for agricultural crop irrigators who build temporary stormwater retention ponds on their property and use stored water for irrigating their cropland.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: DNR
A water appropriation permit is currently required for using water from a retention basin that receives water from agricultural land runoff. If incentivizing is a goal, then an exemption for agricultural crop irrigators needing permits for using this type of water could be of use/necessary.
· In agricultural areas, the barriers to more sustainable land and water practices need to be explored to see where disincentives exist, with a goal to incentivize BMPs, including but not limited to farm loan processes that incentivize or even require tile drain or irrigation as “improvements” ; absentee landowner/renter payments that do not include land stewardship and soil and water health incentives



Water Quantity
1. The Environmental Quality Board should lower the threshold for the water appropriation mandatory EAW category in Minn. R. 4410.4300 subp. 24(a) from an average of 30,000,000 gallons per month to an average of 8,000,000 gallons per month. The revised language would require a mandatory EAW for new appropriations for commercial or industrial purposes of either surface water or ground water that average 8,000,000 gallons per month. The DNR should be the RGU for this mandatory category with required consultation with other agencies for integrated review per Minn. Stat. 103H.101, Subp 7. Where Minn. Stat. 473.1565 is applicable, the Met Council should be the RGU. Those areas that pose a significant threat to groundwater degradation should be considered for designation as a "sensitive area" consistent with Minn. Stat. 103H.005, Subp. 13.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: DNR
The EQB routinely assesses mandatory EAW and EIS categories and has not identified a need for a lower water appropriation threshold. 

2021-2025 permit data shows an average of 7-8 additional permit applications would trip this lowered threshold, which would be a considerable workload increase for the DNR as RGU (DNR currently conducts on average, 5-10 EAWs - across all project types - per year). 

If the desire for additional environmental review on appropriation projects is focused on water sustainability, note that DNR is required to ensure compliance with the sustainability standard in Minn. Stat. 103G; projects at this suggested volume of use may not even need aquifer testing to ensure sustainability. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: Julie Lucas
This would lower the requirement from >695 gpm to >185 gpm which is a substantial difference. What would be the expected increase in workload for the DNR and why was this number chosen? Is this a data center issue?

· The Task Force recommends increased transparency and permit scrutiny for large-volume commercial and industrial users, and that state and local permitting agencies more specifically consider regional aquifer sustainability. Environmental review processes should include groundwater/aquifer budget (quality and quantity) and predicted impacts.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
Large volume water users have the potential to also impact drinking water quality and availability. 

· (a) The state should require more frequent review of municipal water supply plans (currently on a 10-year cycle with DNR review) to ensure that municipal water suppliers have adequately considered regional aquifer sustainability when they incorporate large-volume commercial and industrial users. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: DNR
This would require additional staff resources for DNR for the review of additional plan updates (and require statutory change). Presumably would involve a significant workload increase for municipalities (to update plans) as well. 
· (b) An individual or separate water appropriation permit should be required for industrial and commercial users of water supply that exceed 100 million gallons per year, specifically prohibiting large industrial water users to piggyback on municipal water appropriation permits. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: DNR
A separate permit for an entity that is a customer of a municipality will require significant reprogramming of DNR's online permitting system and introduces new questions about compliance and enforcement actions.
· (c) The Task Force recommends the MN DNR develop and enforce requirements to report water use more frequently/accurately. The aforementioned separate permit requirement for large water users could also require large-volume commercial and industrial users to self-report monthly water use to DNR. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: DNR
DNR has observed that water appropriation reporting data submitted from permit holders is  an area that needs improvement. Many permit holders use pump rating and electric bills to calculate water used. This can be very inaccurate depending on the performance of the pump. Increasing the accuracy of permit holder submitted data is long term effort worth considering.
· (d) The Task Force recommends promoting regional approaches to aquifer sustainability. For example, within the Metro region the Metropolitan Council helps to fulfill this need, but we may need detailed studies for paired water and energy demand for industrial and residential growth in the South Metro Region. Similar regional governmental structures should be created to facilitate this in Greater Minnesota.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: DNR
Creating new structures could be time consuming/costly and could, at least initially, cause some confusion in governance. Investing in a modeling or availability study may help to inform further decisions for the foreseeable future.  UMRBA could be a useful collaborator/model for surface water

2. Per the state’s water conservation laws, the Task Force recommends there should be an increase in bulk rates as the permitted volume of water appropriation increases. A rate structure should be considered that would generate a fund that landowners can apply for to subsidize upgrading their rate and volume reporting in real-time via flow meter or similar technology for rural areas and agricultural irrigation areas. There could be volume thresholds that require real-time reporting via a flow meter and/or the overall fee would be significantly higher for those who have been grandfathered in. If there is a GWMA or DWSMA or a Sensitive Area designation, real time data and water conservation rate structures and BMP compliance should be mandatory.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: DNR
there is a later recommendation that speaks directly to the 103G.271 fee structure (which was increased in the 2025 legislative session); it's not entirely clear if this recommendation also means to address that fee structure by referring to "bulk rates" and "rate structure." 

Note that funds collected under 103G.271 (and 103G.301) are deposited to the water management account which must be used to administer chapter 103G. Arguably, it could be possible to use some funds in the account to improve rate and volume reporting/metering technology but that would presumably require a specific appropriation from the account (and potentially additional resources for administration of such a program?)

Real-time flow meter data would also require substantial IT investment to receive and store the data and significant staff capacity would be needed to review the data for accuracy and "publish the data". 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: Topics 3-6 were discussed in House Environmental / State & Local Gov’t hearings this session. 

3. The Task Force recommends the appropriate governmental unit conduct a mandatory EIS for hyperscale data centers – the most appropriate form of environmental review under the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act for projects of this scale that have the potential for significant direct and indirect environmental impacts. 

4. The Task Force recommends prohibiting the use of non-disclosure agreements or NDAs for large-scale industrial projects that are major water and energy users.

5. At the same time, the Task Force encourages the use of community benefit agreements (CBAs) by local governments that incorporate large-volume users. Data centers and other large-volume commercial and industrial water users should be required to cover the cost of additional infrastructure (water utility, wastewater) necessary to handle their water demand, which can be negotiated in a transparent manner via CBAs.

6. Run incentives in the right direction: Data center tax breaks must be tied to mandatory water conservation practices such as water reuse, clean energy use with less indirect water footprint. For large-volume commercial and industrial water users, encourage alternate water sources other than groundwater: water reuse, surface water sources, etc. Promote efficient design with emphasis on water circularity. Incentivize closed loop geothermal systems and water reuse systems.

7. The Task Force strongly recommends maintaining an adequate funding base for the Minnesota Geological Survey and continued support for developing county geologic atlases. This will allow for the continued use/refinement/distribution of county geologic atlases which provide the basis of our groundwater supply knowledge in Minnesota. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
Funding for this group is highly precarious and their expertise is used by MPCA, MDH and DNR. Well Management uses their resources directly. Technical support, data review. Interpret risk as related to geology. 

8. WRAPS should include and emphasize groundwater resources. County Geologic Atlases are critical sources of groundwater resource information that can and should be incorporated into comprehensive watershed restoration and protection strategies.

9. Equity in Conservation requirements: Ensure that public utilities that apply conservation requirements during drought apply those requirements to all of their customers equitably.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
Also should note public utilities also need to be held to these standards. 


Agriculture Practices/Nutrients
Agricultural tile drainage fundamentally alters hydrologic regimes, accelerates nutrient transport, and is a well-documented contributor to nitrate loading in surface and groundwater. Yet it remains largely unregulated and unmonitored, despite its scale and documented impacts. This stands in contrast to other regulated activities—such as septic systems, industrial dischargers or municipal wastewater treatment—that are subject to extensive permitting, monitoring, and enforcement, even when their relative contribution to nutrient loading may be smaller. Such inconsistencies undermine both environmental outcomes and public confidence in the fairness of regulatory systems. Importantly, better technology exists today to hold water on the land, and Minnesota’s Buffer Law is a good example of a state-specific watershed protection and nutrient management policy that has resulted in improved water quality, through local implementation and landowner financial assistance. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MPCA
Some mention is giving to ag tile drainage, but need to step back and talk about the drainage of agricultural and forested lands since the late 1880s from developing of artificial drainage networks. MPCA developed a map of altered water courses, which the data is found here Statewide Altered Watercourse Project - Resources - Minnesota Geospatial Commons and resource page on MPCA’s website here The impact of altered watercourses | Minnesota Pollution Control Agency	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: Note: Minnesota Ground Water Association has documented uncertainties of the effects of drainage on groundwater. https://www.mgwa.org/documents/whitepapers/Drain_Tiles_and_Groundwater_Resources.pdf	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: See response on page 4
The issue of nutrient management in Minnesota requires landscape-scale changes across both rural and urban areas to meet water quality standards within the state and load reduction commitments for downstream waters. The challenges are summarized and guided by the comprehensive Minnesota Nutrient Reduction Strategy (NRS), initially introduced in 2014 and periodically updated, which coordinates the multi-agency response to this complex problem: https://www.pca.state.mn.us/air-water-land-climate/minnesota-nutrient-reduction-strategy
But there must also be a focus at the local level where citizens can work together to craft solutions for their own areas of the state, applicable to the complex and variable soils and geologic conditions that threaten groundwater quality in various ways. Examples of relevant studies and plans that were brought to the Task Force’s attention include: 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MPCA
One of the guiding principles of the 2025 Minnesota Nutrient Reduction Strategy was to incorporate NRS guidance into the existing Minnesota Water Management Framework for use in local watershed work. Chapter 3 provided extensive analysis and detail as to how local water quality goals could be met while also meeting downstream nutrient reduction goals. Chapter 6 lays out how the Water Management Framework functions and where the NRS can be used in local planning. Multiple watershed-specific tools (i.e. BMP Effects Estimation Tool—Planner and Tracker) have been developed in concert with the 2025 MN NRS to aid in that work, and guidance developed by MPCA and BWSR for application of the NRS into local watershed plans is under development and should be available by the end of 2026. 
· A Dakota County groundwater nitrate report: AmbientGroundwaterStudy2019.pdf
· A Dakota County nitrate modeling report: Dakota County Groundwater Nitrate Modeling
· Southeast Minnesota Nitrate Work Group report (in response to EPA petition): Report of Recommendations: Southeast Minnesota Nitrate Strategies Collaborative Work Group.
The Task Force recommends some of the strategies identified in these reports that are broadly relevant throughout the state:
1. Continue to promote and incentivize policy and programs with the goal of increasing living cover. Many BMP options exist that increase the amount of living cover across the landscape.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MPCA
please include continuous living cover in the list of agricultural best management practices—for extensive resources on agriculture BMPs, please see Appendices 5-1 and 5-2 in the 2025 NRS. These documents provide an exhaustive review, conducted by University of Minnesota researchers, on the effectiveness of agriculture practices on reducing nitrogen and phosphorus: https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-s1-87k.pdf   
2. Promote viable market opportunities for small grain farmers as well as hay and pasture-based livestock producers.
3. Utilize existing programs by expanding access and tailoring to promote nitrate reduction. (i.e., access to Agronomist, funds for testing nitrate in GW, expanded Agriculture Water Quality Certification program in SE MN karst region, MDA’s Nitrogen Fertilizer Management Plan)
4. Work at multiple levels in the education system, coordinate messaging and communicate with those that impact nitrate levels.
More broadly, the Task Force also recommends:

5. Build awareness of the critical need for ongoing funding, including Clean Water Fund renewal that must be completed by 2033, and continuation of the Environment and Natural Resource Trust Fund (ENRTF), funded through 2050.
6. Need system of protection for private well owners (like DWSMA)

7. Private well mitigation: Permanent fund source for private well mitigation that covers top 5 contaminants that MDH recommends private well users test for – nitrate, coliform bacteria, lead, arsenic, manganese (fee structure, see Grants to Counties program in Iowa, or legislative appropriation)	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
Who would lead this work and what resources would be needed?

8. Long-term nitrate source reduction: Strengthen administrative rules for the land application of animal manure (Minn. R. Ch. 7020) and commercial fertilizer (Minn. R. Ch. 1573) in Vulnerable Groundwater Areas statewide. At a minimum, add requirements to the Groundwater Protection Rule to require nutrient management plans/records, sensitive feature setbacks, and fertilizer application not to exceed MRTN.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
Seeing initiative happening that are taking more resources in source water protection. Already under resourced to complete current work load. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MPCA
Feedlots rules already require nutrient management plans. The MPCA is in the process of updating the state Feedlot rules. The topics of reviewing restrictions on manure application in vulnerable groundwater areas, setbacks, and best management practices are in the scope of this rule review. This report shouldn’t propose recommendations for rules under review. Instead, the report authors should participate in the rule revision process and send comments, suggestions, and recommendations directly to the MPCA during public comment periods. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDA
Note: This is currently in litigation. Comment and recommendation in AGO process may not be appropriate.





Wetlands
Healthy, functioning wetlands support a wide range of public benefits, but those benefits are not always fully reflected in how wetlands are perceived by the general public. They provide critical habitat for waterfowl, wildlife and fish and they filter out pollutants, transform nutrients and retain sediments, all of which improve or protect water quality for surrounding and downstream waters. They also perform other critical hydrologic functions that benefit people such as flood attenuation, water storage, and groundwater recharge.

Wetlands play a crucial role in moderating climate change impacts by storing and slowly releasing water across the landscape, and by sequestering massive amounts of carbon, especially our vast areas of peatlands. In light of significant rollbacks in federal protections for wetlands under the Clean Water Act, the Task Force strongly recommends the state: 
· affirm its commitment to robust implementation of current state wetland protections under the Wetland Conservation Act 
· continue implementing programs that restore wetlands such as Minnesota Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) and the Reinvest in Minnesota (RIM) programs, which rely on landowners to apply to participate in the program, both of which strategically place or protect water storage on the landscape.
· focus additional resources to protect and restore natural hydrology in Minnesota’s peatlands, recognizing their unique values and functions associated with preserving climate resilience, and their role in mercury methylation and bioaccumulation in the most impacted region of the state.

The Task Force also endorses the Minnesota Water Sustainability Framework Section E recommendations: 
· Enact an Ecosystem Integrity Act that includes strong rules for ecosystem protection, invasive species prevention, penalties for violations, and funding for enforcement, and requires the economic value of diminished ecosystem services to be considered in all policy and regulatory deliberations, including environmental review, cost-benefit analyses, and all rulemaking affecting our environment. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: Julie Lucas
How would this fit into our state’s other environmental regulations?	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: Environmental review processes already require socioeconomic analysis. This recommendation specifically urges more holistic consideration of socioeconomic impacts, building upon the strong foundation of analytic methods and approaches developed by UM (i.e., Polonsky, Keeler, Davenport)
· Fund research to identify a suite of ecosystem services to be included as indicators of ecosystem integrity (large watershed scale), and to determine their value in economic terms. This will provide necessary information for the Ecosystem Integrity Act. 

Resource Extraction/Transport/Industries
Forestry

The Task Force recommends that the MN DNR expand support for and incentivize sustainable forestry practices on private lands.
Mining 

The Task Force reiterates the general recommendation from the Minnesota Water Sustainability Framework requiring full compliance with pollutant load reductions by all sectors, including hard rock mining. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
Only MDH association with this area is source water protection. DNR is the lead agency. 

Additionally, the Task Force recommends:

1. The Commissioner’s issuance of DNR Permit to Mine requires all other issued permits to contain limits and conditions that result in compliance with MN rules, including WQS.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: Julie Lucas
The DNR Commissioner doesn’t have authority over the other issued permits, or the WQS. How would this be beneficial?	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: This is already a requirement. There are inconsistencies in its implementation (i.e., compliance with MN WQS, which entails MPCA permitting and/or water quality certification under CWA Section 401)
2. State agencies need sufficient legal support from the Attorney General’s Office to robustly defend against industry litigation challenging their environmental compliance and regulatory authorities. Suggested edit: “…robustly defend litigation regarding their environmental compliance and regulatory decisions.”	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: DNR
The task force should not arbitrarily determine which litigation needs to be supported.  While it is true that industry does initiate litigation with state agencies, the vast majority of mining related litigation is initiated by environmental groups that are challenging agency decisions.  Regardless of the source, mining-related litigation has significantly increased over the past decade, often diverting agency resources away from core activities to defend agency decisions.  The DNR and AG’s Office must defend those decisions regardless of the source of the litigation.

Julie Lucas
The vast majority of lawsuits arise from NGOs, not the industry. 
3. The Legislature should refrain from promulgating rules that undermine MPCA’s CWA obligations. This places Minnesota’s authority to administer CWA programs at risk.
4. The DNR should require modern mining source control methods for all existing and proposed hard rock mining projects (i.e., dry tailings management, hazardous and carbon emissions controls). Specifically, to predict, prevent, and manage acidic and metalliferous mine drainage from nonferrous ore mining, the DNR should follow the broad recommendations found in the Mine Environmenta Neutral Drainage Prediction Manual  for Drainage Chemistry from Sulphidic Geologic Materials https://www.scribd.com/document/873765222/MEND-2009:  	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: DNR
We recommend removing the examples here as they are vague and could confuse the public.  Dry tailings management, for example, may be a viable tailings storage method in some arid parts of the country but it has not been fully studied for its safety and viability in a wet climate like Minnesota.  If it was proposed in Minnesota, the current regulatory process would fully evaluate the viability. The DNR does not have authority to manage hazardous waste or carbon emissions from mining facilities.  Those are regulated by the MPCA in accordance with state and federal law.

In addition, we would recommend that you replace the term “modern mining methods” with “modern source control methods” and then add at the end of the sentence after the word “projects”  ...to minimize or eliminate the generation of environmental contamination at its origin.  

Mining methods are constantly evolving and the above change reflects the most modern and protective approach.

Julie Lucas
Dry stack tailings work well for some projects, but not for others. That’s similar to a lot of technologies as each ore body has its own unique geometry, geology, and geochemistry. 
5. Environmental reviews of resource extractive projects should incorporate holistic consideration of environmental impacts: climate change, ecosystem services and benefits of the affected area, robust cumulative effects analysis (including to treaty-protected resources), and should incorporate Health Impact Analysis where a proposed project could lead to increased risk for human health.  
Gas Extraction
While the Task Force acknowledges that rulemaking is currently in progress, we recommend that the applicable review and permitting agencies recognize and fully consider the cumulative environmental impacts of construction, infrastructure, and operations for this new extractive industry seeking to operate within a region that has already experienced nearly two centuries of intensive resource extraction. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: Julie Lucas
Gas extraction includes wells that are similar in size to municipal wells for drinking water. The facilities would have a fairly small footprint. Requiring a cumulative environmental impact study on an industry that will have a smaller footprint than a housing development is out of balance with the scale and impact of these operations versus other development within our state. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: The actual ‘footprint’ of a fully-developed network of gas production wells can be cumulatively and functionally significant. Roads, well pads and other infrastructure can significantly impact ecosystem integrity by disrupting habitat, increased traffic, noise, etc. With current interest in both helium and hydrogen extraction imposed upon a region that has experienced two centuries of extensive forest and mineral resource extraction, cumulative impacts are not negligible.
Pipelines
 
The Minnesota Water Sustainability Framework authors elevated their concerns for what they termed the “Energy/Water Nexus”. It takes energy to supply water, and it takes water to supply energy. Water quantity and quality must be considered in the context of energy needs, and energy in the context of water quality and quantity needs. While their recommendations focused on the economic and environmental co-benefits of promoting both energy efficiency and conservative water use, the Task Force notes our growing awareness of the cumulative impacts of pipeline transport of fossil fuels across the state’s sensitive landscapes. Those impacts include hydrologic disruption to surface waters, groundwater and wetlands, introduction and spread of invasive species, and thermal impacts. The Task Force recommends that environmental reviews of all pipeline construction, removal or repair projects include:

1. Spatially comprehensive cumulative impacts analysis of pipeline projects 
2. Robust analysis of hydrologic alteration (surface and groundwaters) to inform best construction practices and adequate mitigation requirements.
3. Support monitoring and research on thermal effects to ecosystems from petroleum product pipeline transport.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
Takes a lot of water to run a thermo energy system. Water quality and quantity needs to be considered. Another sector that would require great demand from a regulatory stand point. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: This recommendation addresses actual but unanticipated thermal impacts within a petroleum pipeline corridor. More research should be done to improve predicted impacts and identify potential mitigation.




Shoreland/Landscape/Nonpoint Source
The political burden and cost of enforcing state regulations in shoreland areas ultimately falls on local governments. Those governments change over time due to local political forces, which can directly impact enforcement consistency. It is also important to acknowledge that LGUs have limited enforcement capabilities. The Task Force recommends:	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
MDH only connection is source water protection and fish consumption. 
1. Provide LGUs Equal and Practical Enforcement Tools. Cities, operating under Minnesota Stat. 462 and broader municipal authority, often have the ability to adopt administrative (civil) citation processes. Counties generally do not have equivalent authority. If the state expects consistent enforcement of shoreland regulations, counties must be given equal and practical civil enforcement authority.

2. Local agency implementation – encourage and support collaborative processes between LGUs, state agencies and stakeholders to leverage resources and enhance shared stewardship

3. Structure Clearer State-Level Enforcement Support Within State Rules. Under WCA, if a property owner fills a wetland without a permit, the LGU is not acting alone. Assistance comes from the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR), technical staff from the local Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD), and depending on circumstances, support from the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources hydrologist or even a DNR Conservation Officer.

4. Amend Minnesota Rules 6120 to establish clearer, step-by-step shoreland enforcement procedures, similar in structure to the Wetlands Conservation Act.

5. Provide counties with clear statutory civil enforcement authority comparable to municipal administrative citation authority.

6. Formalize multi-agency support roles in shoreland violations, including defined technical and compliance roles for SWCDs and DNR staff.

7. Provide dedicated funding to LGUs and SWCDs for enforcement and restoration oversight so that the administrative burden does not disproportionately shift to local governments without resources.

8. Standardize state technical assistance expectations across agencies to reduce variation in LGU support. 

9. Modernize and reinforce shoreland protection standards to prioritize ecosystem function, climate resilience, and water quality outcomes, while supporting consistent local implementation. Adopt shoreland enforcement procedures to model after WCA and provide financial support to SWCDs and local governments to carry out these important regulations. 

10. Expand incentives and technical assistance for shoreline restoration and maintenance of native vegetation, building upon existing cost-share and demonstration programs. Incentives should prioritize lakes and river reaches identified as high-risk for erosion, nutrient loading, or habitat loss. Provide consistent direction on what approach to use when evaluating shorelines (Score your shore[footnoteRef:1] vs. Restore your shore[footnoteRef:2]). 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MPCA
Connection to NRS and shoreland areas:  The DNR report (MN NRS Appendix 5.5) “Nutrient Reduction Strategies for Stream and Gully Systems” from the MN NRS should be as a reference, as there is a lot of good supporting material that could help bolster this report. 

...The DNR computes lake IBIs and then they execute lake SID. Part of lake SID includes examining shorelines. I suggest the document indicate that framework as an existing/good one for "integrating shoreline condition data into broader water quality monitoring frameworks."  [1:  https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/scoreyourshore/index.html ]  [2:  https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/rys/index.html ] 


11. Reduce uneven protection by strengthening alignment across state, local, watershed, and tribal permitting and enforcement systems.

12. Manage Recreational Pressures to Protect Water Quality and Habitat; balance Minnesota’s strong recreation economy with proactive measures that protect sensitive waters and nearshore ecosystems. Specifically, the Task Force recommends establishing regulations on the operation of wake boats that require operating in deeper water and farther from shorelines to reduce sediment resuspension and habitat disturbance. Enhanced integration of recreation-related data into statewide monitoring systems, coupled with localized management tools such as depth-based “wake-safe” guidance, can help inform policies that balance Minnesota’s rich tradition of water-based recreation with long-term protection of water quality and shoreline ecosystems.

13. Run incentives in the right direction: some county assessors value shoreland higher when the shoreline is more intensively developed, essentially the opposite of what shoreland regulations are intended to promote. The Task Force recommends that Minnesota county assessors link water protection to fiscal resilience, highlighting connections to tourism, tax base stability, and long-term public costs. Work with County Assessors to consider how recognizing higher quality shorelines can be financially beneficial to shoreland owners given the ecosystem service calculation. Example: Burnett County, Wisconsin has implemented an incentive program over the last 15-20 years to reward landowners who retain 75% of their shoreland in native vegetation. The incentive is $250 to enroll in the program and $50 per year annual incentive. The level of participation they get despite that minimal incentive is impressive. Because of the value that lakes provide to all Minnesotans, a general fund revenue source could be distributed to counties to implement the same system statewide. https://www.burnettcountywi.gov/235/Shoreline-Protection

Consider adding a recommendation supporting continued technical, financial and monitoring resources to prevent/mitigate spread of aquatic invasive species
	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MPCA
Minnesota Aquatic Invasive Species Research Center has many resources on methods to monitor and protect from the spread of aquatic invasive species: https://maisrc.umn.edu/. 
Regulatory/Enforcement Consistency/Water Governance
Effective governance structures are essential for managing water resources sustainably. In Minnesota, all lakes, rivers, ponds, wetlands, streams, ditches, springs, and groundwater aquifers are public resources. The regulation of water happens at the federal, state, and local levels, and within tribal nations. This complex regulatory interplay in Minnesota features eight federal agencies, six state agencies, and hundreds of local and regional entities, including county, township, city, and tribal governments, watershed districts, soil and water conservation districts, municipal utilities, public works departments, joint boards and collaboratives, and regional entities, such as the Metropolitan Council. This task force has engaged and interacted with the following state agencies around their primary water resource-related responsibilities: MN Department of Agriculture, MN Department of Health, MN Department of Natural Resources, MN Pollution Control Agency, Board of Water and Soil Resources, and the Environmental Quality Board.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDA
Note: MDA does not presume any necessity of task force engagement with the department, but does note the department received no requests to participate and no questions from task force members and work groups.
Water governance – the development of policies, standards, and regulatory oversight - in Minnesota can be fragmented and reactive rather than proactive (responding to a specific need). It has at times been evolutionary rather than visionary (one specific policy at a time rather than policy developed to meet overarching goals). Water resource-related goals and objectives sometimes conflict within and among agencies. Water governance is often driven by specific issues, problems, and special interests followed by a reaction from the Legislature, which currently has no group with a long-term dedication to water policy.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: DNR
This section seems to make broad conclusions that we suspect most agencies would disagree with.  Water governance in Minnesota is complex, but it would be inaccurate to state that is never proactive or visionary and that it is driven by special interests.  Minnesota has made many significant accomplishments in the area of water governance and has a strong national reputation.  This is not to say that improvement is not needed.  This section just paints the entire subject as a failure so to speak.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
MMB has taken up an enterprise wide steering team to evaluate regulatory oversight to support a proactive system to water management in the state.
 There has been little comprehensive assessment and strategic intent to protect and manage Minnesota’s waters, with the exception of the Clean Water Legacy Act (and the formation of the Clean Water Fund Interagency Coordinating Team), for which the tax it generates expires in 2034. Laws related to energy, economic development, land use, food production, water quality and quantity, and land acquisition or land retirement issues have been adopted and implemented on a silo basis. Fragmented governance guarantees fragmented outcomes, the antithesis of water sustainability.

To address this obstacle to sustainability, the Task Force endorses the following recommendations from Section J of the Minnesota Water Sustainability Framework:	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDA
Note: Regarding these recommendations and additional instances throughout the document--and specifically apart from any opinion on them--MDA cannot be associated with explicit positions for new policies, procedures, legal determinations, and other formal actions without full prior approval having been given to the department. Any citation relative to MDA’s participation or role in the task force must therefore need leadership approval before inclusion.
RECOMMENDATION J.1.a: Convene a one-time Minnesota Water Congress to review all current state statutes and rules for alignment with water sustainability goals. A congress to review progress on environmental issues currently exists in Minnesota statute (see MN Stat. 2010 §116C.04). This review should include areas of law both directly and indirectly related to water sustainability (e.g., land use, see Issue D; energy, see Issue F; building codes; transportation; economic development; drainage; food and fiber production), using water sustainability as a core principle throughout. The review should consider maximizing multiple benefits across issues (e.g., achieving water quality improvements and energy cost savings over the life of a building, reducing stormwater runoff impacts and addressing climate change impacts). The review is not intended as a comprehensive rewrite of water statutes; rather the charge of the Congress is to identify overlaps, gaps, conflicts in current statutes and rules, and alignment with sustainability principles. State law should be reviewed in the context of federal and local laws and rules. The Congress should recommend specific and comprehensive statutory changes based on the review.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
Beyond bandwidth of water policy center. MDH wants to continue to be involved and expect there is a need across the agencies.

RECOMMENDATION J.1.b: Enact a Minnesota Water Sustainability Act at the termination of the Minnesota Water Congress. The act will serve as an umbrella statute guiding all laws and actions related to water sustainability. It should include a water sustainability vision and policy statement as articulated by the Minnesota Water Sustainability Framework, and principles and policy characteristics to guide future state and local actions. The act should direct state agencies and boards to evaluate their programs and operations for alignment with the act. The results of the alignment evaluation and subsequent actions taken to fully align should be reported to the Water Sustainability Board (see J.1.d below). This shall include agencies that directly and indirectly implement and enforce water policies. The evaluation shall inform a reorientation of programs and operations toward water sustainability goals.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
This would be very resource heavy recommendation. 

RECOMMENDATION J.1.d: Create a Water Sustainability Board as a crosscutting governance structure bridging state and local action. The Water Sustainability Board will have the responsibility for coordinating and overseeing implementation of the Minnesota Water Sustainability Act (see recommendation J.1.b above) and advising on expenditures from the Clean Water Fund.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: DNR
This would be a major restructuring of water governance in the state and would further complicate the governance of water related policy and the implementation of regulatory programs.  We could see such a board providing policy advice to the legislature but the oversight of implementation would have significant operational implications. The Clean Water Council is already in place to provide guidance on the use of the Clean Water Fund.

RECOMMENDATION J.2.a: Fund the creation of an interagency data and information portal. This portal would provide a single door, or entry, via the Internet to access all state water-related databases. It would provide an alignment of the data but not require all data to conform to the same single database or structure.  	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
YES!! And it hasn’t happened because it is very challenging with how funding and resources are allocated for specific work and agencies. 

DNR
Agencies have been working to connect water data for several years but the effort could definitely benefit from additional investment

Another impediment to protecting our shared water resources is inconsistency in compliance and enforcement of state and federal water quality rules and regulations. When a single individual, entity, or industry views itself as functionally exempt from regulation or accountability, the cumulative result is resource depletion or degradation. Short-term economic benefits and private profits accrue today, while long-term environmental, public health, and infrastructure costs are deferred to future generations. 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: DNR
This is another example of a broad statement that we disagree with.

The Task Force reiterates its general recommendation that all sectors be required to comply with pollutant load reductions, whether established through discharge permit limits, TMDL studies, pollution prevention plans, implementation of best management practices, and to fully implement all appropriate and relevant mitigation for unavoidable adverse impacts. 

Additionally, the Task Force notes that Minnesota needs a judicial review and appeals system that has specific expertise in environmental issues. Whether that can be better remedied through ongoing professional training or targeted recruitment to the bench is an important consideration for the Attorney General’s office.

Relatedly, the financial inequity that results in uneven access to legal relief should be acknowledged. For example, wealthy industries, lobbyists, and large-scale property owners are able to afford to challenge existing and proposed environmental regulations and their responsibilities for compliance and can exercise their financial power to avoid rules. Less well-resourced private citizens, municipalities, LGUs are not. For another example, municipalities are severely under-resourced, yet have onerous regulatory burdens for stormwater management, TMDL implementation, etc. that they are statutorily required to meet, and expensive administrative penalties when they don’t.

One way to address this inequity is provided by the Minnesota Water Sustainability Framework Section G, for which the objective is “to encourage conservation of water and achieve informed decision making by incorporating the actual or “true” value of water in policies.” An identified strategy for meeting this objective is to “incorporate the economic value of ecological benefits provided by water (or the value of the diminished capacity to provide such benefits) in decision-making and assessments without commodifying water.”

The Task Force endorses their recommendations as follows:

RECOMMENDATION G.1.a: Improve water pricing structures to be inclusive of all the costs of water and to encourage conservation. Require that the conservation water pricing structures enacted under 103G.271 include the economic value of ecological benefits (as determined in Recommendation G.1.d, below) for all users.	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: DNR
The fees collected under Minn. Stat. 103G.271 are credited to the water management account. Minn. Stat. 103G.27 requires that revenues collected from fees in 103G.271 and 103G.301 "may be spent only for the costs associated with administering [chapter 103G]"

While the administration of 103G would include some consideration of ecological impacts/benefits/risks associated with water mgmt, it would seem to be beyond the bounds of the  103G.271 fee structure to "price water" based on economic value (of ecological water benefits or other valuation components). 

The requirement to use a conservation rate structure is in Minn. Stat. 103G.291 (as a demand reduction measure for public water suppliers, not as a fee structure for Minn Stat 103G overall). 	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: Julie Lucas
It should be recognized that mining operations reuse and recycle water to a great degree. There should be price breaks for that versus just focusing on the volumes alone as the operations can’t reduce the amount of water coming into the pit, which is still counted as an appropriation. 

RECOMMENDATION G.1.d: Fund a research project to estimate the economic value of the diminished ecological benefits provided by water as a result of environmental degradation (i.e., the cost of restoring and protecting these benefits). 
RECOMMENDATION G.1.d: Fund a research project to estimate the economic value of the diminished ecological benefits provided by water as a result of environmental degradation (i.e., the cost of restoring and protecting these benefits). An economics model for estimating their overall value should be developed using the best available knowledge and science and applied to Minnesota. This project should also be funded to collect the necessary site-specific data to calibrate and validate the model. This value of diminished benefits should be incorporated into all community water pricing structures, as described in G.1.a.

Finally, the Task Force recognizes that climate change is a magnifier of other stressors impacting Minnesota waters. It accelerates geochemical processes, disrupts “normal” hydrologic conditions, magnifies nonpoint nutrient loading and recreational impacts while challenging existing regulatory and behavioral frameworks. Together, these dynamics underscore the need for climate-informed water governance that integrates science, policy, and human behavior. Minnesota’s water future will require aligning shoreline protections, nutrient reduction strategies, hydrologic changes and recreational management with climate projections; strengthening coordination across agencies and jurisdictions; and prioritizing adaptive, resilient practices that perform under a wider range of hydrologic conditions. Without explicitly accounting for climate change, efforts to address any single concern risk being undermined by the accelerating cumulative effects across all categories.





Outreach/Education
We will only be able to achieve sustainability of our water resources by empowering Minnesotans to make substantial changes in how water is valued, how water is used, how water is conserved, and how a sense of water stewardship is instilled in future generations. We need to recognize that humans are part of ecosystems, not separate from them. Planning for water sustainability must support and engage citizens as decision makers on whom water sustainability depends; sustainable behaviors must be woven through our cultural fabric. This framing is more in keeping with traditional tribal relationships with natural systems, which typically reflect intangible and reciprocal relationships.
Minnesotans place a high value on a clean, abundant water supply and healthy aquatic ecosystems. Yet relatively few understand the benefits to nature that water provides, the connection between ecosystem health and human well-being, what protecting water and waterways entails, or how their own behavior and choices affect it. Economic considerations are also central to human behavior change. There is a need for new and improved economic indicators to recognize the value of ecosystem services provided with best management practices. By maintaining or improving water quality and natural watershed conditions, behavior-focused programs not only advance ecological goals but also protect economic benefits tied to property values, recreational tourism, and local tax bases.

In addition to supporting and maintaining the existing and effective outreach programs for Minnesota’s water resources, the Task Force recommends:	Comment by Nancy Schuldt: MDH
We really like these. There is a need to include public awareness of water. Would recommend more support with school districts and MDE to get more water education into schools. 

1. Create a state-wide “brand” to instill a sense of stewardship and pride of our water resources and acknowledge they will be passed to the next generation. 

2. Elevate behavior change as a core water protection strategy, supported by coordinated outreach, incentives, and community engagement.

3. Strengthen public understanding and policy support by making the economic, health, and community benefits of water protection explicit.
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