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MASWCD POLICY DEVELOPMENT 
 
 
Each year, the MASWCD membership utilizes the resolutions process as a means of voicing concerns 
or opinions to influence change within the organization. 
 

Resolutions are initiated at the local, grassroots level and must pass at the local SWCD board level by 
a majority vote to move forward to the Area level.  Again at the Area level, a resolution must pass by a 
majority vote to be considered at the state level. 
 

The seven Area Directors then forward resolutions that passed at the Area level to the MASWCD 
Board of Directors, the board on which they serve.  The MASWCD Board of Directors reviews the 
resolutions to consolidate identical resolutions, clarify intent when necessary and identify those which 
are already MASWCD policy. 
 

Upon the Board's review, the packet goes out to member districts for the statewide pre-balloting 
process.  Each local SWCD supervisor who is a voting member of the association is eligible to vote 
once on each resolution to approve, disapprove or bring to the floor of the Annual Convention for 
discussion or amendment.  One ballot is used per district to tally supervisor votes.  The ballots are 
sent back to the MASWCD office to be tallied.  The following rules apply to the pre-balloting process: 
 
 

*** If 66 percent of all supervisors whose ballots are received vote to APPROVE a resolution, it will automatically 
be adopted with no further action at the annual meeting. 
 

 

*** If 66 percent of all supervisors whose ballots are received vote to DISAPPROVE a resolution, it will 
automatically be rejected with no further action at the annual meeting. 
 

 

*** If 30 percent of all supervisors whose ballots are received vote to BRING THE RESOLUTION TO THE 
CONVENTION FLOOR FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION OR AMENDMENT, it will be brought to the MASWCD 
Annual Meeting for further action. This provision overrides the first two, in the event that this condition and one of 
the above conditions are both met. 
 

 

*** Failure to vote on a resolution is essentially the same as voting to bring it to the convention floor for further 
discussion or amendment. 
 

 

*** If a resolution does not receive the required number of votes in any category, it will be brought to the 
MASWCD Annual Meeting for further action. 
 

 

*** The ballot must be signed by each voting Supervisor. The total vote for each resolution can not exceed the 
number of supervisors signing the ballot. 
 

 

*** Only districts that have paid their MASWCD dues in full are eligible to vote. 
 

 

Those resolutions which move forward as a result of the pre-balloting process are addressed during 
the business meeting portion of the MASWCD Annual Convention.  Resolutions voted on from the 
convention floor require a majority vote for passage.  MASWCD provides a parliamentarian to address 
questions of amendment procedure, etc. 
 

When a resolution passes, either through pre-balloting or on the convention floor, it then becomes 
MASWCD policy to support that resolution.  What follows is a compilation of all standing MASWCD 
resolutions.  Also included are policies developed by the MASWCD Board of Directors. 
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Section 1 – MASWCD Operations 
 
 
One-Day Registration Fee Option for MASWCD Annual Convention 30-2006 
MASWCD shall reinstitute a one-day registration fee beginning with the 2007 annual convention. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
 
MASWCD Annual Convention Structure 31-2006 
MASWCD supports a process for allowing input toward the annual convention structure from the 
hosting Area. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
 
MASWCD Sponsored Events Board Policy, ratified March 22, 2005 
MASWCD events are benefits of dues paying membership into the Association, and as such, only 
supervisors and staff of dues paying SWCDs are eligible to register for and attend those events.  The 
exception to this would be the annual meeting, where all SWCD supervisors and staff are eligible to 
pay registration and attend, but only supervisors of dues paying districts are eligible to vote during the 
business meeting, as specified in the MASWCD bylaws. 
 
 
Formation of 8th MASWCD Area 13-2004 
The MASWCD Board of Directors shall form a new MASWCD Area comprised of the SWCDs of 
Beltrami, Cass, Clearwater, Crow Wing, Hubbard, Itasca, Koochiching, Lake of the Woods, and 
Wadena.  The MASWCD Board of Directors will act to form this new Area by January 30th, 2005 and 
the new Area Director will be seated on the MASWCD Board of Directors by March 1st, 2005. 
Approved:  December 7, 2004 Sunset Date:  December, 2008 
Action: The MASWCD Area VIII was created on February 17, 2005.  Supervisors from Beltrami, Cass, 
Clearwater, Crow Wing, Hubbard, Itasca, Koochiching, Lake of the Woods, and Wadena adopted by-
laws and held officer elections. 
 
 
Notice of Minutes Posted on Web Site 23-2003 
It is the policy of MASWCD to routinely email SWCDs when Board meeting minutes are posted to the 
MASWCD website as well as encourage BWSR to also routinely email SWCDs when Board meeting 
minutes are posted to the BWSR website. 
Approved:  December 2, 2003 Sunset Date:  December, 2007 
Action: The MASWCD posts approved board meeting minutes on the website.  All SWCDs have 
access to the website.  BWSR instituted and began implementing a procedure to post minutes and 
notify SWCDs in January of 2004. 
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Section 2 – SWCD Operations 
 
 
Flexibility in Labeling SWCD Supervisor Election Ballots 24-2006 
MASWCD shall seek, before the 2008 general election, either the amendment of MN Rules 
82500.0370, subpart 2 to allow use of the corporate name in the labeling of ballots for SWCD/CD 
supervisor elections or seek change in MN statutes to allow use of the corporate name in the labeling 
of ballots for SWCD/CD supervisor elections.  Four soil and water conservation districts (SWCDs) 
have officially changed their corporate name to “conservation district” (CDs), i.e., Hennepin 
Conservation District, Washington Conservation District, Anoka Conservation District, and Ramsey 
Conservation District.  Prospective candidates for election to the Ramsey Conservation District Board 
of supervisors have raised concerns about the voting public being confused by the ballot not 
coinciding with the official name of the district. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
Redefining BWSR’s “ Metro”  to Include All of Area 4 25-2006 
MASWCD supports a change in the Minnesota Statutes so that all of the counties of Area 4 (Anoka, 
Benton, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, Sherburne, Stearns, Washington and Wright) are 
considered part of the metro area when consideration is given for representation on the Board of 
Water and Soil Resources (BWSR).  Currently, only 7 of the 11 Area 4 counties are considered part of 
the metro area, leaving 4 that are not included in the metropolitan designation.  (Benton, Sherburne, 
Stearns, and Wright).  These 4 non-metropolitan counties are at a disadvantage for representation on 
the Board of Water and Soil Resources due to the Minnesota Statute stating representation must be 
spread across the state.  M.S. 103B.101, subd. 2. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
Health Care Coverage for SWCDs 26-2006 
MASWCD supports an “economies- of-scale” group health care benefit option in which all SWCDs can 
participate. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
Nomination Districts for Soil and Water Conservation District Supervisor Elections 01-2005 
MASWCD continues to support current SWCD statute which provides for local SWCD determinations 
of supervisor nominating districts for elections of SWCD supervisors. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action:  MASWCD Executive Director LeAnn Buck and BWSR Executive Director Ron Harnack sent a 
joint letter to SWCDs in September, 2005, reminding SWCDs of their nomination district options and 
the process to follow. 
 
Political Party Endorsement of SWCD Supervisor Election Candidates 02-2005 
It is official MASWCD policy to discourage candidates for the SWCD Supervisor election from seeking 
political party endorsement.  SWCDs have a long and honorable history of non-partisan elections.  
Many SWCD officials believe that much of their success as local leaders and stewards of Minnesota’s 
natural resources is directly related to the non-partisan political history.  Minnesota’s natural resource 
conservation issues transcend partisan politics and are best served outside of partisan politics.  Many 
current and past elected SWCD officials believe that injecting partisan political labeling into natural 
resource conservation leadership is not in the best interest of Minnesota’s natural resources. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action: This is standing policy for the Association. 
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Section 2 – SWCD Operations (continued) 
 
 
Affirmation of Legislative Intent to Fund SWCDs 03-2005 
The MASWCD Board of Directors supports clarification by the legislature as to the intent of the 
language in 103C.331 for counties to fund SWCDs.  MASWCD will coordinate these activities with the 
BWSR.  There are ninety-one Soil & Water Conservation Districts (SWCDs) in the State of Minnesota.  
These SWCDs were created by local voter referendum in accordance with State of Minnesota 
Statutes, Chapter 103C.  Support to create an SWCD by voter referendum infers the county voters' 
willingness to fund the SWCD from county general funds or levies.  State of Minnesota Statutes, 
Chapter 103C.331, Subdivision 16, addresses annual SWCD budgets by stating "The district board 
shall annually present a budget consisting of an itemized statement of district expenses for the 
ensuing calendar year to the boards of county commissioners of the counties in which the 
district is located. The county boards may levy an annual tax on all taxable real property in the 
district for the amount that the boards determine is necessary to meet the requirements of the 
district. The amount levied shall be collected and distributed to the district as prescribed by 
chapter 276. The amount may be spent by the district board for a district purpose authorized by 
law."   This language can be interpreted two ways – as meaning that county boards have the option of 
funding or not funding an SWCD, or that county boards have an obligation to financially support their 
SWCDs but may choose to do so from the general fund or through a special levy.  Without clear 
statutory definition, county boards of commissioners faced with financial strains may feel justified to 
interpret the language to reduce or eliminate their financial support of SWCDs. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action: MASWCD is working with BWSR and the Attorney General’s office for statute clarification. 
 
 
Election of SWCD Supervisors Board Policy, ratified February 22, 2005 
MASWCD supports current SWCD statute which provides for local SWCD determinations of 
supervisor nominating districts for elections of SWCD supervisors.  Further, MASWCD would oppose 
legislation to make it mandatory to change the SWCD statute regarding elections.  SWCD statute 
provides for supervisors to be elected on a county-wide basis.  In 2003, the MASWCD updated the 
SWCD statute to also allow SWCDs the option to be elected by nomination districts.  The SWCD 
statute allows discretionary authority for SWCDs, with the approval of the Board of Water and Soil 
Resources, to change from the current county-wide election of supervisors to election by a nominating 
district.  If an SWCD chooses to move to election by a district it requires that the supervisor districts 
must align with county commissioner districts.  It also allows the number of supervisors to be greater 
than 5 in counties with more than 5 county commissioner districts such as Dakota, Ramsey, 
Hennepin, and St. Louis.  SWCD supervisors are elected on the general ballot and work with private 
landowners to implement conservation projects throughout their local district.  SWCDs benefit by 
having local elected supervisors familiar with the landscape, land-use, soil type and other natural 
resources issues throughout their district. 
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Section 2 – SWCD Operations (continued) 
 
 
Dedicated Clean Water Funding for SWCDs & NPEAs 01-2004 
It is the policy of MASWCD to cooperate with the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR), the 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) and the Minnesota legislators in allocating a portion of 
the future clean water agenda funding to the SWCDs and NPEA.  This state allocation amount should 
be adjusted on an annual basis for inflation and other operating cost increases.  Minnesota’s rivers, 
streams and lakes are a valuable resource for the state.  The federal Clean Water Act requires states 
to adopt water quality standards to protect the nation’s waters.  Many of Minnesota’s water resources 
cannot currently meet their designated uses because of pollution problems from a combination of 
point and nonpoint sources.  The Governor outlined an aggressive clean water agenda for Minnesota 
that includes a significant refocusing of clean water initiatives to maximize their value in watersheds 
with the most need, and establishment of the State’s first-ever “Clean Water Cabinet: to make clean 
water a priority of state government.  The State is identifying a funding source to carry out the goals of 
the clean water agenda.  Soil and Water Conservation Districts with Nonpoint Engineering Assistance 
(NPEA) are the optimum local units of government to provide state-wide technical assistance to 
private landowners in the protection of natural resources.  SWCDs and NPEA have been a vital tool in 
leveraging additional USDA and other federal technical and financial assistance dollars for 
conservation in Minnesota.  Both SWCDs and NPEA have inadequate stable funding. 
Approved:  December 7, 2004 Sunset Date:  December, 2008 
Action  The MASWCD was successful and obtained over $8 million for SWCD funding to address 
restoration and protection items related to the Clean Water Legacy Act during the 2006 legislative 
session.   The MASWCD Board of Directors incorporated this resolution and adopted the Clean Water 
Legacy as part of the 2005 & 2006 MASWCD Legislative Platform.  The MASWCD worked with 
MPCA and a broad coalition to create the Clean Water Legacy initiative.  Components of the 
legislation provided resources non-point restoration activities include the non-point engineering 
program, cost share, targeted technical assistant, local water management, forest stewardship, 
AgBMP and other programs. 
 
 
“ Preserve Our Outdoor Heritage”  Constitutional Amendment 02-2004 
MASWCD supports a Minnesota State Constitutional Amendment to dedicate 3/8 of one percent of 
the state sales tax to Minnesota’s natural environment.  The priorities for allocating these dedicated 
funds should be established by the Governor’s Clean Water Council, within the following guidelines: 
·  40 per cent for fish and wildlife resources, including habitat restoration and protection; 
·  30 per cent for parks, trails, and zoos; and  
·  30 per cent for clean water initiatives, including, but not limited to, Impaired Waters, State Cost 

Share, and other Soil and Water Conservation District programs. 
Much of Minnesota’s economy and quality of life is natural resource based.  Less than three per cent 
of the Minnesota State Budget is spent annually on natural resource management, including fish and 
game habitat restoration, wetland protection, parks and recreation, and clean water.  Three percent of 
the state budget does not reflect the priority most Minnesotans place on the state’s natural resources.  
Natural resources are not assured adequate funding when competing with other state budget 
priorities. 
Approved:  December 7, 2004 Sunset Date:  December, 2008 
Action: The MASWCD supports the “Preserve Our Outdoor Heritage” amendment.  To date, the 
legislature has not passed this provision. 
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Section 2 – SWCD Operations (continued) 
 
 
Allow Local Referenda Relating to Levy Authority 03-2004 
MASWCD supports a ballot referenda option in future legislative efforts, whereby SWCDs, through 
petition, can bring the issue to the voters.  This will not replace the option of allowing counties to grant 
levy authority.  Through its resolution process the MASWCD membership has demonstrated a desire 
to obtain levy authority.  The means by which individual SWCDs would gain levy authority will be 
subject to negotiation during the legislative process.  Previous draft legislation has consistently 
provided county government the final decision on whether or not to grant levy authority to SWCDs.  
There may be public support for levy authority for SWCDs but not the political support within county 
government for it. 
Approved:  December 7, 2004 Sunset Date:  December, 2008 
Action: The MASWCD introduced language for an SWCD levy option for several years.  It has not  
passed to date.  In 2005, the legislation moved forward and was included in the Senate tax bill but 
was not included in the House tax bill.  The local referenda option was discussed with legislators 
during the legislative session. It was not included in the 2006 tax bill.  
 
 
Allocation of State Cost-Share from Environmental Trust Fund 04-2004 
It is the policy of MASWCD to pursue legislation allowing the allocation of State Cost Share funds 
from the Environmental Trust Fund, including appropriate funding for local SWCD administration of 
State Cost Share.  The Environmental Trust Fund provides financial resources to implement projects 
and practices for environmental protection, enhancement, and enjoyment.  State Cost Share funds 
provided to SWCDs leverage private funds for the implementation of projects and practices that meet 
those same goals.  SWCDs are local units of government with a proven record of effective delivery 
and implementation of conservation programs and practices. 
Approved:  December 7, 2004 Sunset Date:  December, 2008 
Action: MASWCD supports the allocation of state cost–share from the Environmental Trust Fund. 
 
 
Levy Authority for SWCDs  01-2003 
MASWCD supports amendments to Minnesota Statutes 2002, section 103C.331, Subd. 16, as 
follows:  The county boards may levy an annual tax on all taxable real property in the district or 
annually authorize district levies, as provided in section 103C.332.  The original concept for funding of 
districts was for the state government to pay the administrative costs and the federal government to 
pay the operating costs.  When Minnesota law was passed in 1937, it provided for the state to pay 
grants to the districts, the federal government to assist the district directly and through in-kind support, 
and for districts to submit annual budget requests to the county.  Based on previous resolutions and 
the New Century Initiative, expanded funding options have been reviewed and proposed to improve 
conservation incentive programs and technical service delivery.  Authorizing levy authority for districts 
would provide funding options and budget flexibility for districts. 
Approved:  December 2, 2003 Sunset Date:  December, 2007 
Action:  The Association adopted the levy options as part of the Association’s legislative platform for 
2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006.  To date it has not passed. 
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Section 2 – SWCD Operations (continued) 
 
 
Funding for Soil and Water Conservation Districts 03-2003 
It is the policy of MASWCD to continue to work with the Minnesota Legislature, BWSR, NRCS, and 
DNR, Counties, conservation organizations and other agencies, to maintain and improve base grant 
funding for general services, cost-share and Reinvest in Minnesota (RIM).  In addition, MASWCD has 
a policy work to maintain and improve additional funding for Wetland Conservation and 
Comprehensive Local Water Management.  Funding for Soil and Water Conservation Districts for 
general services, cost share, Reinvest in MN, Wetlands Conservation Act, Comprehensive Local 
Water Planning and other sources, has been an important part of SWCD operations and programs.  
Budget shortfalls have reduced funding for un-mandated programs that deeply affect SWCD 
operations, staffing and delivery of these programs and services to the public.  Further budget 
reductions to SWCD programs, may be possible in future years. 
Approved:  December 2, 2003 Sunset Date:  December, 2007 
Action: MASWCD works with the state legislature for conservation district program funding.  The 
MASWCD was successful and obtained over $8 million for SWCD funding to address restoration and 
protection items related to the Clean Water Legacy Act during the 2006 legislative session.   The 
MASWCD worked with MPCA and a broad coalition to create the Clean Water Legacy initiative.  
Components of the legislation provided resources non-point restoration activities include the non-point 
engineering program, cost share, targeted technical assistant, local water management, forest 
stewardship, AgBMP and other programs.  In 2005 the Association partnered with others and  was 
successful and obtained $23 million of RIM Reserve funding for CREP.   
 
 
No Change to Filing Date  17-2003 
The Legislature introduced a bill in the 2003 session that would move the primary elections to June.  
This proposed legislation if passed would affect Soil and Water Conservation Districts by: 
1.) moving the filing date to March; and 2.) including SWCD candidates in the primary. 
This change would overburden the candidates by extending the time needed for campaigning and 
increasing associated costs.  It is therefore the policy of MASWCD not to support this proposed 
legislation. 
Approved:  December 2, 2003 Sunset Date:  December, 2007 
Action: The bill that was introduced in the 2003 legislative session which would have required SWCD 
supervisors to run in primary elections has not be re-introduced.  The filing date will remain the same.  
The Association policy will be to oppose any bill trying to change the filing date for the SWCD election 
process. 
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Section 3 – State Conservation Programs and Issues 
 
 
DRAINAGE 
 
Drainage Assessments on Permanent Easements 02-2006 
MASWCD supports changes that affect drainage assessments on lands enrolled in permanent 
conservation easements.  Permanent conservation easements (CREP, RIM, WRP) located within 
watersheds of county and judicial ditches, established to grasses, trees and wetlands significantly 
reduces runoff to county and judicial ditches.  By retaining runoff, they quantifiably reduce erosion, 
flood damage and sedimentation.  Permanent conservation easements, with all development and 
agricultural income eliminated, are being assessed as cropland.  Landowners are reluctant to enroll 
their marginal lands into permanent conservation easements because of the potential assessment 
liability. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
Re-Determination of Ditch Buffer Area 07-2004 
It is the policy of MASWCD to lobby to have the required buffer to start at the top of the spoil crown 
and extend 16 ½ feet from that point on all new ditches and any ditches that go through a re-
determination of benefits process.  Minnesota State Statute 103E.021 states in part that a grass bank 
buffer of 16 ½ feet in width or to the crown of the leveled spoil bank, whichever is greater, be planted 
on both sides of new or re-determined drainage ditches.  Presently, measurements are taken which 
include the inner side slop of the ditch.  This allows most buffer areas to be contained on the inner 
side slope of the ditch.  This defeats the erosion control purpose of many ditches. 
Approved:  December 7, 2004 Sunset Date:  December, 2008 
Action: In 2005, legislation was introduced to address this resolution and the legislature amended the 
bill to require a study of buffers on ditches.  BWSR was allocated funding to conduct the study.  In FY 
2006, BWSR worked with SWCDs and others as part of a stakeholder group to compile the 
information and reported back to the legislature.  MASWCD is participating with the stakeholder group 
to reach consensus on how to move forward in preparation for the 2007 session. 
 
COST-SHARE & RELATED FUNDING ISSUES 
 
Bioretention as a State Cost-Sharable Practice 03-2006 
MASWCD supports allowing bioretention as an eligible practice under the State cost-share program.  
Bioretention is a concept that utilizes biologic activity to clean/filter stormwater through best 
management practices such as Infiltration Basins, Rainwater Gardens, and Surface Sand Filters. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
Pervious Pavement as a State Cost-Sharable Practice 04-2006 
MASWCD supports allowing pervious pavement as an eligible practice under the State cost-share 
program.  Pervious pavement is a technology that protects water quality through runoff volume 
reduction and flow attenuation.  Properly designed and constructed pervious pavement has the 
secondary design benefit of removing suspended sediment and preventing nutrient loading. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
Including Shoreline Buffers in Soil and Water Policy and as Cost-Share Practice 05-2006 
MASWCD supports an amendment to the soil and water policy statement in Minnesota Statutes, 
Chapter 103C.005 to reference shoreline buffers, and supports allowing the restoration of shoreline 
buffers as a cost- shareable practice. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 



Page 8 of 28 

Section 3 – State Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
COST-SHARE & RELATED FUNDING ISSUES (continued) 
 
Heavy Use Protection Lanes 12-2004 
It is the policy of MASWCD to request that BWSR adopt Heavy Use Protection Standard # 561 as an 
approved practice for State Cost-Share.  The Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) 
maintain a list of approved practices for the State Cost-Share program that treat high priority erosion, 
sedimentation, or water quality problems.  USDA NRCS Standard # 561 Heavy Use Protection allows 
for treatment of erosion problems on areas of concentrated use such as cattle lanes.  Cattle lanes are 
often an important component for erosion control in feedlot water quality treatment plans.  BWSR 
periodically revises the list of approved practices. 
Approved:  December 7, 2004 Sunset Date:  December, 2008 
Action:  MASWCD forwarded this to BWSR.  At the September 28, 2005 BWSR meeting, the BWSR 
Cost-Share Committee approved the recommendation to add Heavy Use Area Protection (561) as an 
eligible component of the Wastewater and Feedlot Runoff Control Practice (D.6).  Districts are 
encouraged to refer to the NRCS Practice Standard 561 for applicability and specifications. 
 
Abandoned Wells as “ Other”  Recognized Technical Practice for Cost-Share 05-2003 
Unsealed abandoned wells are a potential source of groundwater degradation and can pose a safety 
hazard.  Many of the County Comprehensive Local Water Plans identify sealing abandoned wells as a 
priority issue.  The mission of the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) is to enable local 
governments to effectively address resource management issues under their jurisdiction using tools 
such as the state cost-share program.  Therefore, it is the policy of MASWCD to encourage the Board 
of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) to add the sealing of abandoned/unused wells to the list of 
allowable state cost-share practices. 
Approved:  December 2, 2003 Sunset Date:  December, 2007 
Action:  The MASWCD forwarded the resolution to BWSR.  During the May 2004 BWSR Board 
meeting, the BWSR Board adopted the BWSR Cost Share Committee’s recommendation to authorize 
cost share policies for unused well sealing.  The maximum cost share rate is 50% for unused wells 
identified as “high priority” using the priority system put in place for State Cost Program in the 1990’s.  
The process to get to this point has included the BWSR Grants Team, Senior Management Team and 
the Cost-Share Committee.  The Minnesota Department of Health was also consulted on this issue. 
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Section 3 – State Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
COST-SHARE & RELATED FUNDING ISSUES (continued) 
 
State Cost-Share Abandoned Well Sealing Practices 06-2003 
County Local Water Planning (CLWP) provides planning and funding of abandoned well sealing for 
protection of current and future water supplies.  Many CLWP programs identify abandoned well 
sealing as their highest priority.  The funding for CLWP is very minimal for 2003 and greatly reduced 
for 2004, leading to many CLWPs not funding cost share programs.  The cost associated with 
installing most conservation practices are cost prohibitive for most landowners to justify in the current 
economy.  It is the policy of MASWCD to lobby to affect changes to the Board of Water and Soil 
Resources (BWSR) policy for state cost share practices to include abandoned well sealing.  Further, 
MASWCD shall work with the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) to pursue and support 
legislation for additional funding for abandoned well sealing through the state cost share program. 
Approved:  December 2, 2003 Sunset Date:  December, 2007 
Action:  The MASWCD forwarded the resolution to BWSR.  During the May 2004 BWSR Board 
meeting, the BWSR Board adopted the BWSR Cost Share Committee’s recommendation to authorize 
cost share policies for unused well sealing.  The maximum cost share rate is 50% for unused wells 
identified as “high priority” using the priority system put in place for State Cost Program in the 1990’s.  
The process to get to this point has included the BWSR Grants Team, Senior Management Team and 
the Cost-Share Committee.  The Minnesota Department of Health was also consulted on this issue.  
Request for additional Cost-Share funds will likely be made as part of BWSR’s biennial budget 
request. 
 
FEEDLOTS 
 
District Delegated Feedlot Program 07-2005 
MASWCD supports changes to Minnesota Statutes Chapter 116.07, subd. 7 to state that County 
delegated Soil and Water Conservation Districts can sign off on all permitting and complete all other 
necessary work of the delegated County Feedlot Officer.  Soil & Water Conservation Districts 
(SWCDs) may be delegated by their County Commissioners to fulfill the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency (MPCA) Feedlot Program for MPCA.  Soil & Water Conservation District staff attend 
necessary training sessions and workshops learning the rules and regulations, process of feedlot 
inventories, the violation process, the process of reporting to MPCA.  Soil and Water Conservation 
District staff have completed several hours of training on solving feedlot issues such as runoff, 
developing diversions, manure management, nutrients, phosphorus, developing plans, and running 
Fleval software standards.  Soil and Water Conservation District staff make the first contact with the 
landowners for feedlot inventory site visits, to give the landowner information and advice on ag waste 
pits, manure usage, diversions, feedlot runoff, and other options.  The MPCA rules under Minn. 
Stat.116.07, subd. 7, states that the permitting responsibility cannot be delegated to the SWCD, and 
permits must be signed by a County employee.  The counties may not have trained staff available to 
complete the MPCA Feedlot Program and may not have the time to send people to training regarding 
the Feedlot Program. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action:  This is a work in progress.  MASWCD submitted the resolution to the Minnesota Pollution 
Control Agency and MPCA responded that they are supportive of SWCD participation in the feedlot 
program but remain satisfied with the current statute as it relates to lines of authority for program 
administration.  MASWCD Board met with MPCA staff.  Further clarification needed related to if a 
SWCD can accept the delegation including the regulatory role related to the program. 
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Section 3 – State Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
NONPOINT ENGINEERING ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
 
Joint Powers Board Organization  09-2003 
MASWCD supports funding for the existing 11 Joint Powers Board (JPB) Areas.  Further, funding 
should be divided equally among the JPBs.  Individual JPBs should have the option to set local 
priorities for providing technical services within individual JPB area, and also have the option to 
cooperate and provide shared technical service and expertise with neighboring JPBs. 
Approved:  December 2, 2003 Sunset Date:  December, 2007 
Action: The MASWCD participated in the Conservation Technical Assistance Committee (CTAC) 
along with other representatives from the Non Point Engineering Joint Power Boards to discuss the 
issues outlined in this resolution.  BWSR’s formal response dated May 12, 2004 states; “The 
resolution supports equal funding for the current eleven Non-Point Engineering Assistance – Joint 
Powers Boards.  In acknowledgement of the resolution BWSR decided to keep the current allocation 
process for funding the existing JPB’s the same for fiscal year 2005 which runs from July 1, 2004 to 
June 30, 2005.  At the same time BWSR acknowledged that the current level of funding was not 
adequate to maintain the level of engineering and technical services envisioned for the program, 
without additional funding.  To that end BWSR put together and convened a Conservation Technical 
Assistance Committee (CTAC) to assist in negotiating an agreement with the current JPB’s on how 
this program will be implemented in the future.  The CTAC met 5 times and on April 22, 2004 agreed 
upon a new service delivery model and performance standards by which BWSR will administer the 
NPEA program.  The agreement was adopted by the BWSR Board in June, 2004.  The agreement 
was reviewed and adopted by the MASWCD Board of Directors. 
 
WETLANDS 
 
Exemption of Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) from Requirements 
of Minnesota Statutes Chapter 15.99 06-2005 
MASWCD supports efforts by the legislature to get the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) decision 
making process exempt from strict requirements of Minnesota Statutes Chapter 15.99 and instead 
make time frames for action recommended by the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR).  MS-
15.99 is specific to zoning, septic systems, or expansion of metropolitan urban services area and does 
not apply to county subdivision approval.  Wetland Conservation Act Part 8420.0225 provides for an 
applicant to apply for a Wetland Boundary or Type Determination to the local governing unit (LGU) 
which must make its decision within time frames of MS-15.99.  The Wetland Conservation Act 
requires the delineation of wetlands using the Corp of Engineers three criteria approach that can only 
be done competently during the growing season.  The presence of the three criteria is not always 
evident and may require monitoring, therefore making this process incompatible with the time frames 
required under MS-15.99.  The Local Government Unit (LGU) must have the ability to review the 
delineation in the growing season and some permit applicants have not forwarded delineation for 
review until after this period.  Landowners and developers are required to try to do their projects and 
developments with no impact to wetlands and the requirement to comply with MS 15.99 aids in 
allowing wetland fill as an answer must be forwarded in the time frames specified.  The Corp of 
Engineers the federal permitting agency for wetlands is not required to comply with MS 15.99 and 
removal of this requirement would make the wetland permitting process more congruent. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action: MASWCD forwarded policy recommendation to BWSR.  MASWCD also recommended policy 
change during BWSR’s WCA assessment process. 
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Section 3 – State Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
WOODLAND RESOURCES 
 
Woodland Protection & Preservation 06-2006 
MASWCD supports the protection and wise stewardship practices of those remaining woodlands in 
south central and southwest Minnesota, and will work toward the development of a policy for the 
protection of woodlands and the safe and productive harvest thereof. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
Improving the Implementation of Forest Stewardship Plans 07-2006 
MASWCD implores the State Forest Stewardship Committee to implement a price- reimbursement 
plan that would charge the land owner $100.00 for each plan completed to be retained by SWCDs to 
help them offset their costs in addition to the funding they now receive from the Committee. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
Small Woodlot Cost Share Program 10-2005 
MASWCD supports funding for a technical and cost-share assistance program for landowners with 2 
to 20 acres of wooded land.  These size parcels are typically too small for current accepted forest 
management techniques.  These smaller parcels generally do not qualify for government assistance 
programs such as the State Forest Stewardship Program.  This leaves a large number of acres and 
associated forest resources unmanaged.  These parcels are often in environmentally sensitive areas. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action:  This resolution was forwarded to the 2006 NACD Annual Convention and approved by the 
membership in attendance.  It is now NACD policy to support these changes with Congress, the 
President’s Administration, and other groups.  In addition, MASWCD submitted a letter to BWSR 
requesting that they temporarily allow cost-share funding to be utilized to assist small woodlot owners 
with developing management plans.  MASWCD was a leader in passage of the Clean Water Act in 
2006 that provided additional resources for the Forest Stewardship Program. 
 
Forest Stewardship Plans 06-2004 
MASWCD supports removing the “cap” on forest stewardship plan proposals, in order to make it more 
affordable for SWCDs to continue participating in the delivery of forest stewardship plans to private 
landowners.  The FY 2005 Forest Stewardship Grant program had a “cap” on grant proposals for local 
government units at $1.50/acre, plus $200/plan.  Previous grants were awarded to participating 
SWCDs on a competitive basis at higher rates/acre than the FY 2005 grant proposal. 
Approved:  December 7, 2004 Sunset Date:  December, 2008 
Action: In 2005, the cap was raised.  The Association forwarded the resolution to the State Forest 
Stewardship Committee.  Mike Carroll, DNR Director Division of Forestry’s March 3, 2005 formal 
response includes:  “As you know, the Forest Stewardship program is a collaborative effort of all our partners 
in the cooperative forestry community.  The Forest Stewardship Committee has had a long standing policy of 
paying less to governmental units for plan writing than to private consultants.  This had been handled in the past 
by listing in-kind matching funds.  The Committee changed this to include only cash matches in fiscal year 2005.  
This necessitated the incorporation of a cap on bids by governmental units.  The Forest Stewardship Committee 
discussed this cap in length at the January 19, 2005 meeting.  In response to the concerns of the SWCDs, the 
Committee voted to raise the cap to $200 per plan and $2 per acre.  The Committee also voted to allow the 
SWCDs to contract with a private consultant for plan writing at the consultant rate.”  The MASWCD Board of 
Directors met with DNR Forestry during the June 2005 board meeting to continue to discuss the issue 
in detail.  MASWCD also has representation on the State Forest Stewardship Committee. 
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Section 3 – State Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
OTHER STATE CONSERVATION PROGRAMS AND ISSUES 
 
Tree Nursery Stock from Locally Grown Certified Sources 08-2006 
MASWCD urges SWCDs to acquire tree nursery stock from locally grown inspected and certified 
sources, in compliance with Minnesota Statutes 18H, and encourages counties to purchase stock with 
a priority to purchasing first from within the state of Minnesota, then within the mid-west region. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
Hard Rock Mining and Mineral Exploration 09-2006 
MASWCD will compile information from SWCDs regarding their involvement with planning and zoning 
activities and whether their county has an existing mining ordinance.  MASWCD will formulate 
information to be distributed to SWCDs regarding the potential impacts to ground and surface waters. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
Voluntary Authority for SWCDs to Develop TMDLs 08-2005 
MASWCD supports the opportunity for willing SWCDs to accept funding and responsibility from MPCA 
to establish TMDLs in watersheds at least partially within their respective Districts.  The Clean Water 
Act has mandated that States build scientifically sound plans for cleaning up their Impaired Waters by 
developing Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for these waters.  The Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency (MPCA) expects to identify 10,000 impaired lakes, river and stream reaches, and wetlands by 
2010.  If states fail to develop TMDLs in a timely manner, these TMDLs can be established by the 
federal government or the federal government can restrict new or expanded pollutant discharges until 
an approved TMDL is in place.  Minnesota already has a backlog of waters that must be tested and 
studied, and the MPCA cannot keep up the workload given current staff levels.  SWCDs have 
technical expertise in water resource management and have knowledge of local pollution sources and 
problems.  SWCDs are established to act in a non-partisan manner to protect and restore the natural 
resources of Minnesota. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action: MASWCD actively opposed legislation that would have prevented SWCDs from taking on a 
role in TMDL development.  In addition, MASWCD submitted to the resolution to the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency.  MPCA replied that they are currently operating along the lines suggested 
by the MASWCD resolution and seek to strengthen the relationship with SWCDs.  They will be looking 
to SWCDs to provide leadership in the development and implementation of TMDL studies.  The level 
of local governmental participation is generally decided at the local level between the MPCA regional 
office technical staff and the local governmental unit itself.  MASWCD was a leader in passage of the 
Clean Water Act in 2006 that provided additional resources TMDL development.  
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Section 3 – State Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
OTHER STATE CONSERVATION PROGRAMS AND ISSUES (continued) 
 
Sewage Bypass Discharge 09-2005 
MASWCD supports partnering with MPCA to encourage wastewater treatment facility operators to 
establish more aggressive precautions to prevent untimely, and/or emergency discharges to surface 
waters that are in violation of the permitted load allocations, discharges to surface waters during low 
flows, or during critical spawning periods, and to explore alternate methods of discharge, including 
land application.  The Federal Clean Water Act requires states to adopt water quality standards to 
protect the nation’s waters.  While the MPCA is the state agency responsible for protecting 
Minnesota’s water quality, local Soil & Water Conservation Districts are instrumental in the 
establishment of water quality Best Management Practices , and are becoming partners in many 
Clean Water Partnership (CWP) and Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) projects.  For each pollutant 
that causes a water body to fail to meet state water quality standards, the federal Clean Water Act 
requires MPCA to conduct a TMDL study to identify the source and determine the loading allocation.  
Wastewater Treatment Facilities are given specific discharge guidelines through the MPCA permitting 
process and TMDL loading allocations in water bodies where the study has been completed, for 
regular wastewater discharges.  Due to unusual circumstances relating to weather or equipment 
problems, it is becoming more frequent for facilities to find it necessary to release untreated or 
partially treated wastewater to water bodies.  This is known as a sewage bypass and has the potential 
to contribute a large amount of pollution to surface waters, far exceeding most non-point sources. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action:  MASWCD forwarded the resolution to the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency.  MPCA 
responded that there are a couple ways that districts can help with their efforts in this area.  First, all 
facilities have the duty to notify untreated or partially treated wastewater releases under Minn. Stat. 
115.061.  MPCA relies on this reporting to respond to these situations.  One way of assisting MPCA 
would be to call the Minnesota Duty Officer at 1-800-422-0798 when a district becomes aware of 
unreported bypasses.  Second, in order to comply with permit requirements, many aging wastewater 
treatment facilities are pursuing upgrades and or new systems.  MASWCD was a leader in passage of 
the Clean Water Act in 2006 that provided additional resources for these facilities for replacing and 
repairing the aging infrastructure throughout the state. 
 
Promotion of Preventative Measures 11-2005 
MASWCD supports efforts by the legislature to increase funding for cost-sharing and technical 
assistance for installation of preventative measures.  Erosion and sediment problems can be 
predicted and prevented through best management practices and storm water planning.  Restoration 
and reconstruction after the fact is significantly more expensive and requires greater technical input.  
Soil & Water Conservation Districts (SWCDs) should promote measures that prevent erosion and 
sediment problems in problem areas. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action: MASWCD was successful in 2006 for obtaining funding for SWCDs through the Clean Water 
Legacy Act for protection efforts.   
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Section 3 – State Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
OTHER STATE CONSERVATION PROGRAMS AND ISSUES (continued) 
 
Creation of a Farmland & Natural Areas Fund 12-2005 
MASWCD supports the creation of a farmland and natural areas fund by the State of Minnesota.  Soil 
& Water Conservation Districts (SWCDs) work to maintain the long term sustainability of farmland and 
natural resources for productivity and public benefits.  The preservation, enhancement, and protection 
of lands for farming and natural resources purposes require management inputs. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action: This is standing policy for MASWCD 
 
Riparian Grazing Lands Standards 19-2005 
It is MASWCD policy to work with MDA, MPCA, and DNR to develop acceptable standards for control 
of undesirable trees in riparian corridors and controlled grazing standards for maintenance of these 
areas.  SWCDs are entrusted with minimizing soil loss and water sedimentation.  SWCDs provide 
conservation plans and practices that aid in restoration and enhancement of wildlife and fisheries.  
Current natural progression of riparian forest is by undesirable species such as boxelder, cottonwood, 
and soft maple.  Riparian areas dominated by these undesirable species lead to unstable channels, 
slowing of stream flow, and prevention of dense ground cover.  Riparian areas dominated by 
undesirable trees may be better managed by removal of undesirable trees, establishment of grasses 
and forbs, and maintained by controlled grazing. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action:  This is standing policy for MASWCD.  The Association will continue to work with agencies on 
grazing standards. 
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Section 3 – State Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
OTHER STATE CONSERVATION PROGRAMS AND ISSUES (continued) 
 
Minnesota Resource Conservation Commission 13-2005 
MASWCD supports the creation of the Minnesota Resource Conservation Commission (MRCC) and 
recommends the following: 

�

 the MRCC consist of seven members whose responsibilities include making decisions affecting 
funding of natural resource programs and projects; 

�

 the MRCC exercise the powers and authority of the Legislative Commission on Minnesota 
Resources (LCMR) under Chapter 116P of Minnesota Statutes, and that upon the creation of the 
MRCC the LCMR be abolished; 

�

 a nonpartisan conservation commission review applications, interviews candidates and select a 
panel of the eleven most qualified proposed members of the MRCC; 

�

 the nonpartisan conservation commission be composed of fifteen members selected by each of 
the following: 

·  a) two members by  [a recognized group representing commercial interests]; 
·  b) two members by  [a recognized group representing broad environmental interests]; 
·  c) two members by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency; 
·  d) two members by the Minnesota Association of Soil and Water Conservation Districts; 
·  e) two members by the University of Minnesota [environmental studies area]; 
·  f) one member selected by the governor; and 
·  g) two members from each of the House of Representatives and the Senate (but in each 

body not more than one member from a single political party 
�

 the panel of the eleven most qualified proposed members of the MRCC be submitted to the 
governor with 60 days to appoint seven of the panelists to the MRCC; 

�

 if the governor fails to appoint seven of the panelists to the MRCC, then the nonpartisan 
conservation commission appoint from the panel such number of persons to the MRCC as will 
constitute seven members; 

�

 after any member of the MRCC has served for at least one year, the legislature remove such 
member after receiving the advice of the nonpartisan conservation commission; 

�

 each member of the MRCC serve for a three-year term and the terms will be staggered such that 
the terms of 1/3 of the members will expire each year; and 

�

 the nonpartisan conservation commission select a panel of three applicants to fill any vacancy on 
the MRCC and a similar appointment process will be followed to fill the vacancy. 

Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action:.  The 2006 legislature passed SF2814, establishing the new Legislative Citizen Commission 
on Minnesota Resources (LCCMR).  It incorporates components of this resolution. The 2006 
legislation  replaces the current LCMR with a legislative/citizen commission to oversee the 
Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund.  It will be made up of 7 citizens and 5 members of 
the House and 5 members of the Senate.  The former LCMR had 20 members, all of whom were 
legislators.  MASWCD invited Legislative Task Force member and former senator Steve Morse to the 
November 2005 board meeting where a discussion was held on this issue and MASWCD shared 
information from their approved policy in preparation of 2006 session.  MASWCD informed SWCD 
members of the changes as well as the open applications for the appointment process to the new 
LCCMR.  
 



Page 16 of 28 

Section 3 – State Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
OTHER STATE CONSERVATION PROGRAMS AND ISSUES (continued) 
 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Phase II Funding for Soil and Water 
Conservation Districts 05-2004 
It is the policy of MASWCD to work with the MPCA to enable SWCDs to implement the NPDES 
program.  Further, MASWCD shall work with the MPCA to obtain funding for SWCDs to implement the 
Phase II NPDES program (such as permit fees or block grants).  Soil loss from development sites can 
be up to 100 times greater than other land use practices.  Phase II of the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) requires all construction sites greater than one (1) acre comply with a 
general permit issued August; 2003.  The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) has stated that 
Phase II of the NPDES should be implemented at the local level. 
Approved:  December 7, 2004 Sunset Date:  December, 2008 
Action:  MASWCD formed an ad-hoc committee to provide recommendations to the MPCA on the 
Phase II rules of the NPDES program and SWCDs involvement.  In August, 2002 MASWCD staff and 
a contingent of SWCDs representatives met with staff at the MN Pollution Control Agency to discuss a 
partnership to implement the NPDES Phase II program.  During the meeting, we discussed examples 
of SWCD involvement in NPDES Phase I (via Carver and Dakota SWCDs) in providing the technical 
assistance to reduce water quality degradation from construction site erosion.  In Dakota and Carver 
SWCDs, this technical assistance has been in the form of consultations with developers on proper 
erosion control structure placement, monitoring and in some cases documentation of violations for 
MPCA review.  MPCA will conduct future meetings to continue this dialogue.  MASWCD e-mailed a 
survey to the SWCD offices informing them of Phase II of the NPDES program.  The MASWCD 
conducted a mini-session during the 2002 annual conference to further explain the NPDES Phase II 
program.  In February 2003, the MASWCD met with the new MPCA commissioner to highlight SWCDs 
activities including NPDES Phase II.  In 2004, MPCA implemented a pilot grant program for LGU’s to 
address NPDES.  Several SWCDs were recipients of the grant.
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Section 4 – Federal Conservation Programs and Issues  
 
 
Improving NRCS Administrative Procedures for the  10-2006 
Modification of Existing CSP Contracts 
MASWCD requests that NRCS immediately institute administrative practices to inform all operators of 
the acceptance of the proposed modifications to the CSP contracts by February 1st of the cropping 
year or 30 days after the producer makes his intentions known, which ever is later. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
 
Eliminating Imposition of Cost Recovery in EQIP Contracts Prior to 2007 11-2006 
MASWCD strongly requests that NRCS immediately stop enforcing the cost recovery provision on 
contracts where no practices were implemented and EQIP funds were not expended for all contracts 
signed before June 1, 2006.  MASWCD further requests that in the future all provisions of the contract 
relating to liquidated damages be specifically pointed out to the producer and that part of the contract 
be initialed to prove compliance. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
 
Seeding Forbs at the Mid-Contract Maintenance Application 15-2006 
MASWCD encourages NRCS and the Farm Services Agency (FSA) to allow and encourage the 
seeding of forbs at the time of mid-contract maintenance (approximately the 4th year after seeding) to 
allow cooperators an opportunity to chemically control noxious weeds during the grass establishment 
years. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
 
Remove 25% Cropland Limitation from Continuous CRP 16-2006 
MASWCD encourages the National Association of Conservation Districts (NACD) to hold as a priority 
changes to the next Farm Bill to remove the 25% cropland limitation for enrollment in the Continuous 
Conservation Reserve Program (CRP).  Some counties in Minnesota have met the 25% cropland 
limitation and can no longer enroll any cropland acres in to CRP.  These enrollment limitations could 
also eliminate Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) signups in these counties. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
 
Field Borders as a Continuous CRP Practice 17-2006 
MASWCD encourages the Minnesota offices of NRCS and FSA to make Field Borders an eligible 
practice for Continuous CRP enrollment.  If Field Borders cannot be made an eligible Continuous CRP 
practice, MASWCD suggests allowing drainage or road ditches that convey water to be eligible for the 
Filter Strip Practice for Continuous CRP. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
 
Eligibility of Expiring CRP Contracts from 2008 through 2010 for Continuous CRP 18-2006 
MASWCD encourages FSA to allow eligible portions of contracts enrolled in Conservation Reserve 
Program (CRP), which are expiring 2008 through 2010, to be eligible to be enrolled in the Continuous 
Conservation Reserve Program (CCRP) and the Farmed Wetland Pilot (FWP) Program. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
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Section 4 – Federal Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
Haying of Filter Strips 20-2006 
MASWCD requests NRCS and FSA to allow filter strip practices to be hayed after August 1st without 
penalty in an effort to reduce phosphorous loading to our waterways and to maintain practice integrity.  
Further, MASWCD requests NRCS and FSA to allow any other vegetative practices adjacent to 
watercourses to be hayed after August 1st without penalty within a certain distance of the watercourse 
to be technically determined. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
 
Support for Individual (Not Multi-County) NRCS Office Locations 22-2006 
The MASWCD Board of Directors encourages the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) in 
Minnesota to maintain the existing county office structure and not follow any attempt by Farm Service 
Agency (FSA) to combine offices into a multi-county system.  Much of the work done by NRCS and 
SWCDs is done “on site” at the location of a conservation project or after a site visit to the project 
area.  A single office location serving several counties would not be efficient or effective if long travel 
times are required to visit a work site.  Individual county office locations are essential in order to 
provide quality service to landowners or operators in a timely manner when applying conservation 
practices on the land. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
 
 
Support for Individual (Not Multi-County) FSA Office Locations 
MASWCD encourages the Farm Service Agency (FSA) to maintain the current county by county office 
structure.  A single office location serving several counties would require long travel times for many 
farmers visiting the office or if a farm visit is necessary by FSA personnel.  Individual county office 
locations are essential in order to provide quality service to landowners or operators in a timely 
manner. 
Approved:  December 5, 2006 Sunset Date:  December, 2010 
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Section 4 – Federal Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
Conservation Security Program Restructuring 14-2005 
It is MASWCD policy to support and strongly encourage the development of a new incentive driven 
program administered by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Farm Service Agency 
with assistance from Natural Resources Conservation Service and local Soil and Water Conservation 
Districts to replace the Conservation Security Program.  Further, MASWCD encourages the National 
Association of Conservation Districts, USDA, and US Senators and Congressmen to draft and support 
legislation which simplifies administration of such a program and achieves a greater level of 
conservation nationwide.  The Conservation Security Program (CSP) as part of the 2002 Farm Bill has 
a purpose of rewarding conservation farmers and motivating the rest.  CSP is a partially funded 
program available to select watersheds on a rotating basis.  Due to this long rotation between funding 
watersheds, CSP’s objective of “motivating the rest” most likely won’t be achieved.  Due to low funding 
levels, the CSP rewards a very small percentage of farmers.  The CSP application and ranking 
process is very complex, and at the Field Office level has proven to be very time consuming.  This has 
led to inefficient and counterproductive use of NRCS staff time and has caused confusion and 
consternation for farmers and landowners.  The CSP payment of $320 per acre in MN for delayed 
haying until July 1st for the protection of nesting wildlife is highly exorbitant.  The Farm Service 
Agency (FSA) has been administering commodity programs for decades; the vast majority of farmers 
participate; and since 1985 have grown accustomed to sodbuster, swampbuster, and conservation 
compliance requirements.  Linking a Core 4 approach using Conservation Tillage, Ephemeral Erosion 
control, Nutrient Management, and Conservation Buffers to commodity program participation would 
accomplish conservation on the vast majority of land.  A three tier approach can be maintained 
providing a farmer a bonus over his/her present commodity payment for using Core 4 on his/her whole 
operation; the same commodity payment for using some of Core 4 on some of his/her operation, and 
a deduction to his/her present commodity payment for a low level of Core 4 adoption. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action:  This resolution was forwarded to the 2006 NACD Annual Convention and was voted down by 
the membership in attendance. 
 
 
Conservation Security Program Eligibility 15-2005 
It is MASWCD policy to seek changes to CSP rules through the National Association of Conservation 
Districts (NACD) to allow for continuous open enrollment.  The Conservation Security Program (CSP) 
is designed to reward conservation stewards.  The current CSP requires levels of treatment beyond 
former USDA recommendations.  Many farmers who have strictly followed the National Resource 
Conservation Service (NRCS) farm plan recommendations are not eligible for CSP.  Watersheds 
currently eligible for enrollment in CSP will be disadvantaged over other farmers who are given 
additional time to meet these new stringent requirements. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action:  This resolution was forwarded to the 2006 NACD Annual Convention and was deemed 
existing NACD policy.  NACD and MASWCD will continue to support these changes with Congress, 
the President’s Administration, and other groups. 
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Section 4 – Federal Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
EQIP Conservation Practice Payment Reduction for Residue Management 
(Practice Standard 329 A/B/C) 16-2005 
It is MASWCD policy to formally request that the Minnesota Natural Resources Conservation Service, 
State Technical Committee, reduce the EQIP practice payment for conservation tillage to $15/acre on 
a 250 acre maximum for three years ($11,250) total for future program year signups.  The 2005 
Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP) payment for residue management was $30/acre 
maximum for three years, ($22,500) total.  Most counties were only able to fund a small number of 
applicants before exhausting their entire allocation thereby serving only a few.  This practice is 
currently very popular with farm owner / operators seeking to improve their profit potential without 
making any commitments to install structural conservation practices they may need that might have a 
greater influence on soil erosion reduction and water quality improvement. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action:  MASWCD submitted the resolution to NRCS and EQIP payments were reduced. NRCS 
indicated that as part of their regular on-going program review, 2006 EQIP payments for mulch tillage 
were reduced to $15/acre for 120 acres maximum.  Payment for no-till and ridge till remain at $30/acre 
for a maximum of 250 acres. 
 
 
Eligibility of Certain Lands for Federal Continuous 
Conservation Reserve Program (CCRP) 18-2005 
It is the policy of MASWCD to work with the Natural Resources Conservation Service, Farm Service 
Agency and Congress to make lands around culverts and open tile intakes, which directly impact 
lakes and rivers, eligible for CCRP regardless of how far they physically are from the water body.  One 
of the main objectives of the CCRP is to improve water quality.  Culverts and tile with open intakes 
that drain cropland can directly flush pollutants into streams and lakes.  It is commonplace that these 
direct conduits to our water systems are in many instances forgotten by landowners and operators so 
that manure, fertilizer and pesticides are spread directly over these areas.  Water quality testing has 
shown many of our water systems to be degraded via non-point pollution sources. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action:  This resolution was forwarded to the 2006 NACD Annual Convention and approved by the 
membership in attendance.  It became NACD policy to support these changes with Congress, the 
President’s Administration, and other groups. 
The resolution was also forwarded to FSA in Minnesota.  FSA’s response dated October 11, 2006 is as 
follows:  “Various options are currently available in CRP through FSA’s general signup process that 
allow land around culverts and tile intakes to be enrolled without regard to proximity to water, provided 
the offered acreage meets basic eligibility requirements.  However, the Continuous CRP buffer 
practice eligibility policy is established by FSA in consultation with NRCS and other environmental 
organizations; changing the policy would require solid justification based on sound scientific data.  If 
MASWCD is able to compile such data and justification, FSA may consider modifying the current 
Continuous CRP policy.”  MASWCD has pending requests in to state agencies in attempt to compile 
such data. 
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Section 4 – Federal Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
Riparian Grazing Lands & CCRP 20-2005 
It is MASWCD policy to encourage the Natural Resources Conservation Service and the Farm Service 
Agency through the National Association of Conservation Districts to allow enrollment of riparian acres 
with approved grazing plans in place into the CCRP.  Current natural progression of riparian forest is 
by undesirable species such as boxelder, cottonwood, and soft maple.  Riparian areas dominated by 
undesirable trees may be better managed by removal of undesirable trees, establishment of grasses 
and forbs, and maintained by controlled grazing. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action:  This resolution was approved with amendments by the membership in attendance at the 
2006 NACD Annual Convention.  The policy NACD adopted is as follows:  In many areas, current 
natural progression of riparian area is dominated by undesirable species. Riparian areas dominated 
by these undesirable species lead to unstable channels, slowing of stream flow, and prevention of 
dense ground cover. Riparian areas dominated by undesirable species may be better managed by 
their removal, establishment of desirable vegetation, and maintenance by controlled grazing.  NACD 
will request the FSA to allow enrollment of these riparian acres with approved grazing plans in place 
into the CCRP.  This resolution was referred to the NACD Executive Board for implementation. 
 The resolution was also forwarded to FSA in Minnesota.  FSA’s response dated October 11, 2006 is  
as follows:  “Grazing of CRP, whether through FSA’s Managed or Emergency Haying and Grazing 
provisions, is ineligible on certain practices, including riparian buffers, and not allowed in close 
proximity to water (within 120 feet).  Current policy was established by FSA in consultation with NRCS 
and other environmental organizations in an effort to properly protect the environment while utilizing 
grazing as a cover management practice.  The Minnesota FSA State Committee and the State 
Technical Committee have recommended an expansion of grazing on currently restricted practices in 
the past without success.” 
 
 
Protection of Sensitive Areas Lacking Crop History 21-2005 
It is the policy of MASWCD to encourage NRCS and FSA through the National Association of Conservation 
Districts to allow enrollment of certain sensitive lands lacking cropping history and infeasible to farm, as 
approved and recommended by local SWCD boards, into the Continuous Conservation Reserve Program.  
Some sensitive areas are not eligible for protection under existing federal or state programs due to lack of 
cropping history, wetland attainability, or program availability.  These areas can be infeasible to farm.  
Protection of these sensitive areas not eligible for protection under existing programs will serve to reduce 
soil erosion and water pollution for the common good. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action:  This resolution was forwarded to the 2006 NACD Annual Convention.  It was voted down by the 
membership in attendance. 
 The resolution was also forwarded to FSA in Minnesota.  FSA’s response dated October 11, 2006  
is as follows:  “CRP eligibility requirements, including cropping history and infeasible to farm criteria, 
are established by statute and require Congressional action to modify.  With the current farm bill 
scheduled to expire at the end of 2007, it is unlikely that changes to current eligibility requirements will 
be considered by Congress.” 
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Section 4 – Federal Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
Support of Federal Funding for RC&Ds 26-2005 
It is MASWCD policy to work with the National Association of Conservation Districts to lobby the President 
and the Congress of the United States to reinstate funding to all Resource Conservation and Development 
(RC&D) Councils under the proposed President’s 2006 budget. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action:  This resolution was forwarded to the 2006 NACD Annual Convention.  It was deemed existing 
NACD policy, which means NACD will continue to support this issue with Congress, the President’s 
Administration and other organizations.  MASWCD also submitted the resolution to the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service.  NRCS State Conservationist Bill Hunt responded as follows:  “The 375 authorized 
RC&D areas will not be reduced by the President’s budget proposal.  What is proposed in the President’s 
budget is a technical assistance graduation component for those councils in existence 40 years or more.  
RC&D Councils would be responsible for operation of their non-profit corporations.  This new level of RC&D 
Program work will be more focused on multi-county planning, intergovernmental relations, serving as the 
Federal Government Representative on and Federal contracts with the RC&D Councils, and coordinating 
USDA assistance available toward implementation of RC&D plans.  The RC&D program is unique in that it 
relies on a strong public and or private partnership in making the best use of limited resources.” 
 
 
Multi-Flora Rose 27-2005 
It is MASWCD policy to seek funding for an educational campaign to inform landowners of the aggressive 
spread of Multi-Flora Rose, the harmful effects of allowing the continued spread, and effective methods of 
control of this species.  Further, MASWCD shall seek to facilitate partnerships with SWCDs, Board of Water 
and Soil Resources, Minnesota Department of Agriculture, Department of Natural Resources, and the United 
States Department of Agriculture to develop and implement an effective strategy for controlling Multi-Flora 
Rose.  Multi-Flora Rose is a non-native invasive species which is spreading rapidly through Southern 
Minnesota.  Many landowners are unaware of the rampant spread of this species.  An educational program 
is needed to inform landowners of the aggressive spread and effective methods of control of this invasive 
species. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action:  This resolution was forwarded to the 2006 NACD Annual Convention and was approved by the 
membership in attendance.  This means it becomes NACD policy to support these changes with Congress, 
the President’s Administration, and other organizations.  MASWCD also submitted the resolution to both the 
state Department of Natural Resources and the federal Natural Resources Conservation Service.  Both 
expressed interest in working with SWCDs to increase landowner awareness.  NRCS is working with the 
MN Chapter of the Soil and Water Conservation Society to co-sponsor a technical conference on this topic in 
Minnesota in 2007.
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Section 4 – Federal Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
Technical Service Provider 08-2004 
It is the policy of MASWCD to work with NRCS to revise cost rates for technical services to make it 
more feasible for SWCDs to participate and help improve the process for SWCD employees to 
receive TAA and for SWCDs to receive reimbursement for practices completed, according to 
Contribution Agreements.  The 2002 Farm Bill has provisions for “Technical Service Providers”(TSP) 
including the public and private sector, to help meet Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
workload demands and provide reimbursement for technical services for the planning and 
implementation of Federal Conservation Program Practices.  SWCDs have entered into “Contribution 
Agreements” with NRCS for reimbursement of technical services at a 50% cost rate for various 
conservation practices.  The approved cost rates for various conservation practices does not make it 
feasible for some SWCDs to participate.  Some SWCDs have entered into prior “Contribution 
Agreements” with NRCS and have completed the technical assistance for practice completions.  
SWCDs are now required to receive “Technical Approval Authority” (TAA) for specific practices 
already completed under prior Contribution Agreements, before receiving reimbursement for services. 
Approved:  December 7, 2004 Sunset Date:  December, 2008 
MASWCD has forwarded the policy issues to NRCS and the National Association of Conservation 
Districts (NACD). In 2005, Minnesota’s NRCS has raised rates for various technical service practices.  
NRCS continues to evaluate and is proposing increases for certain practice rates in 2006.  NACD 
adopted the policy and will work to address this at the federal level. 
 
Conservation Reserve Program Contract Acre Changes 09-2004 
It is the policy of MASWCD to contact the FSA and request that CRP contract acreages remain 
consistent throughout the life of the contract.  The Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) is a USDA 
Conservation program implemented by the Farm Service Agency (FSA) which reimburses landowners 
for the protection of sensitive areas.  A producer enters into a contract for a given number of years in 
which he/she will receive payment based on number of acres.  The Farm Service Agency (FSA) 
measured and in many cases staked the boundaries of the CRP fields when contracts were initiated 
and are now changing field acreages with the latest digital ortho imagery utilizing GIS software.  Many 
producers acreages are changing which in turn impacts their contract payments and may require 
reduction of payments and/or require additional areas to be seeded. 
Approved:  December 7, 2004 Sunset Date:  December, 2008 
MASWCD has forwarded the policy issues to FSA and the National Association of Conservation 
Districts (NACD).  NACD adopted the policy and will work to address this at the federal level. 
 
Farm Service Agency (FSA) Measurements 10-2004 
It is the policy of MASWCD to contact the FSA and request that they minimize field acre changes and 
recognize a margin of error exists in any measurement system.  The Farm Service Agency (FSA) 
implements the USDA farm program that is based on field acres.  FSA now relies on the latest digital ortho 
imagery and GIS software to generate field acreages.  With the latest technology it’s not possible for FSA to 
generate accurate measurements to the hundredth of an acre or even tenths of an acre, with the margin of 
error the measurement system has.  FSA in many instances has changed field acreages several times over 
the last few years.  Producers, owners, and others rely on these field acreages for purposes of planting, 
rental payments, and land sales. 
Approved:  December 7, 2004 Sunset Date:  December, 2008 
MASWCD has forwarded the policy issues to FSA and the National Association of Conservation Districts 
(NACD).  NACD adopted the policy and will work to address this at the federal level.
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Section 4 – Federal Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
NRCS Re-Instated as CRP Technical Agency 11-2004 
It is the policy of MASWCD to lobby NACD to have the CRP and CCRP programs returned to NRCS for 
promotion, planning and implementation.  The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) is the 
federal agency with the technical expertise and previously managed the general CRP and CCRP programs.  
The Farm Service Agency (FSA) has assumed management of these programs.  The Farm Service Agency 
is a commodity and production based agency rather than a conservation oriented agency.  FSA has limited 
capacity to promote and administer the programs.  There are currently districts expending funds in 
association with the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and Pheasants Forever in an effort to 
promote these programs. 
Approved:  December 7, 2004 Sunset Date:  December, 2008 
MASWCD has forwarded the policy issues to FSA and the National Association of Conservation Districts 
(NACD).  The resolution failed at the 2005 NACD Annual Convention.  The resolution was re-submitted to 
the 2006 NACD Annual Convention and voted down by the membership in attendance. 
 
 
Alfalfa as a Conservation Crop 12-2003 
MASWCD encourages the Minnesota congressional delegation to establish a payment program for alfalfa 
as a conservation crop.  Alfalfa is a conserving crop that protects soil from erosion by water and wind.  
Alfalfa makes its own nitrogen, eliminating the need for inorganic nitrogen applications and its growth habit 
limits the need for herbicides.  It provides a deep rooting plant that improves internal drainage and improves 
soil tilth.  The current Direct and Counter-cyclical Program encourages row crops and annual tillage of the 
soil, exposing it to erosion by water and wind. 
Approved:  December 2, 2003 Sunset Date:  December, 2007 
Action: MASWCD forwarded this to NACD and to Minnesota NRCS.  The resolution failed at the NACD 
2004 Annual Convention.  NRCS State Conservationist Bill Hunt responded as follows:  “It is true that alfalfa 
is an excellent conservation crop, and is generally better suited to protecting soil from wind and water 
erosion then row crops such as corn and soybeans.  This does not necessarily mean that row crops can not 
be grown in a conservation manner.  The NRCS supports the production of all crops that are grown under 
the management of a conservation plan which adequately treats resource concerns to a sustainable level.  
There are many other conservation crops such as clovers, vetch, trefoil and lespedaisde in addition to grass 
based forages which could also supply the conservation benefits of an alfalfa crop.  Please note that USDA 
has recently published the proposed Conservation Security Program (CRP) rule which promotes paying 
producers to provide conservation benefits instead of payment for the production of specific crops.  Support 
for a fully funded CSP could significantly change producer planting decisions from growing those specific 
crops which enjoy USDA financial support payments to those crops which generate environmental benefits 
for the public.”
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Section 4 – Federal Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
Soybean Commodity Payments 13-2003 
It is MASWCD policy to pursue changes to Farm Program requirements to limit commodity payments 
on soybeans to fields with soils and Land Capability Class of I, II or III.  USDA provides commodity 
crop payments to program participants in order to provide a stable price.  Soybeans are one of the 
most erosive commodity crops.  USDA provides federal dollars to reduce soil loss on erodible land.  
USDA assigns Land Capability Class ratings, based on soil characteristics and land suitability.  Land 
Capability Class IV and greater have severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants or that require 
careful management or both.  Providing price supports for commodity payments on crops raised 
outside the Land Capability limitations contradict efforts to treat land within its capability. 
Approved:  December 2, 2003 Sunset Date:  December, 2007 
Action: MASWCD forwarded this to NACD and to the Minnesota NRCS.  The resolution failed at the 
NACD 2004 Annual Convention.  NRCS State Conservationist Bill Hunt responded as follows:  “This 
resolution is not tremendously different form that discussed above.  Instead of having USDA offer 
financial support payments to promote a conservation crop it suggests we restrict payment on erosive 
crops. Again, it is a fact that soybeans can be an erosive crop.  However, when grown as part of a 
resource management system, soybeans can be raised without soil erosion rates above a sustainable 
level, even on Land Capability Class IV and greater soils.” 
 
 
CRP Extension 15-2003 
MASWCD encourages the Farm Service Agency to automatically extend CRP Buffer Contracts and 
Contracts established to CP 25 cover an additional ten years.  Buffer strips and filter strips effectively 
mitigate the movement of sediment, nutrients, pesticides and pathogens within and from farm fields to 
protect water quality.  A significant amount of time and money was invested in establishing diverse 
native prairie (CP 25) seedlings on Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) fields.  The first CRP buffer 
contracts (CRP 13) and contracts established to CP 25 seedlings will be expiring in the near future. 
Approved:  December 2, 2003 Sunset Date:  December, 2007 
Action: MASWCD forwarded this to NACD and to the Minnesota NRCS.  The resolution was 
approved at the NACD 2004 Annual Convention and will be forwarded to the appropriate NACD 
Committee for further action.  NRCS State Conservationist Bill Hunt responded as follows:  “This 
resolution is mixing two separate conservation objectives.  The first objective is support for extending 
the CRP contracts for conservation buffer practice CP-13.  Producers that established the CP-13 
practice were enrolled into CRP to provide water quality benefits.  NRCS supports efforts to continue 
the water quality benefits provided by these established conservation buffers.  The second objective 
of this resolution appears to be placing a condition on offering a CRP contract extension for the CP-13 
practice by requiring that the vegetative cover be changed to CP-25.  NRCS can not wholesale 
support this objective because it can not be stated that CP-25 vegetative cover would meet the 
minimum vegetative cover to provide water quality benefits.  NRCS would only support a change in 
vegetative cover if the minimum resource treatment criteria (water quality) were achieved by the new 
cover type.”
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Section 4 – Federal Conservation Programs and Issues 
(continued) 
 
 
Cross-Compliance for Filter Strips 16-2003 
It is the policy of MASWCD to pursue changes to the conservation compliance requirement to include 
vegetative filter strips as a cross-compliance item to receive farm program benefits.  Vegetative filter 
strips effectively mitigate the movement of sediment, nutrients, pesticides and pathogens within and 
from farm fields to protect water quality.  Some producers who are receiving federal farm program 
benefits are tilling sensitive areas on fields immediately adjacent to surface water.  Continuous 
Conservation Reserve Program (CCRP) options have been available for several years and some 
producers are not willing to establish filter strips where they are needed. 
Approved:  December 2, 2003 Sunset Date:  December, 2007 
Action: MASWCD forwarded this to NACD and to the Minnesota NRCS.  The resolution failed at the 
NACD 2004 Annual Convention.  NRCS State Conservationist Bill Hunt responded as follows:  “At the 
current time, cross compliance requirements are specific to sheet and rill, wind and ephemeral gully 
erosion on fields determined to be highly erodible (HEL fields).  This resolution does not address the 
issue as to whether filter strips would be a condition only on existing HEL fields or whether a new 
more encompassing definition would be established.  Also, please note that the current HEL 
requirement does not mandate specific practices but allows producers the flexibility to select a 
conservation system (known as Alternative Conservation Systems) that achieves a recognized 
minimum environmental benefit.  It is very likely that conservation minded producers, those who have 
already established a resource management system on their land, would not provide additional water 
quality benefits through a mandate of filter strips.  Instead of mandating the establishment of specific 
conservation practices NRCS supports achieving environmental benefits through the application of 
resource management systems which allow producers the flexibility to decide how they will address 
resource problems on their land.” 
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Section 5 – Conservation Programs and Issues Related to 
Both State and Federal Levels of Government 
 
 
Upland Buffers 22-2005 
MASWCD supports upland buffers on all water resource areas.  Further, it is the policy of MASWCD 
to promote the establishment and maintenance of native vegetation in upland buffer areas.  
MASWCD supports harvestable options for upland buffers on drainage ditches.  Upland buffers on 
water resources provide multiple conservation benefits, i.e. reduction of soil loss, improved water 
quality, improved wildlife habitat, improved aesthetics.  Upland buffers on water resources also 
provide direct economic benefits of reduced maintenance costs and reduced need for restoration 
activities. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action: This is standing policy for the Association.  
 
 
Biomass 25-2005 
It is MASWCD policy to emphasize the importance of maintaining adequate crop residues to maintain 
soil quality and soil fertility and to prevent excessive soil erosion.  Reduction on dependency on 
foreign oil through sustainable energy production is one of the goals of Minnesota’s and our national 
energy policies.  Biomass is currently being pursued as a viable sustainable energy source.  Some 
proponents of biomass energy production are advocating the use of residues from crops, such as 
corn and soybeans, as a source for biomass energy production.  SWCDs have long recognized the 
importance of crop residue for soil erosion control, soil quality, and soil fertility.  Experts in biomass 
production may not recognize the importance of crop residue in soil erosion control, soil quality, and 
soil fertility. 
Approved:  December 6, 2005 Sunset Date:  December, 2009 
Action: This is standing policy for the Association.
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Section 5 – Conservation Programs and Issues Related to 
Both State and Federal Levels of Government (continued) 
 
 
Cost-Share for Tree Matting/Plastic 08-2003 
It is MASWCD policy to work with local, state and federal agencies to include cost share for plastic 
mulch on all tree planting within Minnesota for control of weed and grass growth within the tree rows 
as well as for moisture retention.  Cost-share programs through the Farm Service Agency (Federal 
Farm Programs) will assist landowners on plastic mulch in areas that have been designated as deficit 
in rainfall only.  Operators and landowners are obligated to maintain tree plantings, including weed 
control and adequate watering during establishment.  Plastic mulch not only provides moisture 
retention for plantings but also provides weed and grass control: giving the plants better utilization of 
moisture, less competition from weeds and grasses therefore insuring better survival of the trees. 
Approved:  December 2, 2003 Sunset Date:  December, 2007 
Action:  MASWCD forwarded the resolution to BWSR, NRCS, NACD and FSA.   Tree matting/plastic 
mulch is allowable for certain cost-share programs.  See the following for the formal agency 
responses: 
 FSA response via John Monson, FSA State Executive Director, April 7, 2004:  “This issue has 
been around for several years.  Back in May 1998, the Minnesota FSA State Committee submitted a 
memo to the Deputy Administrator for Farm Programs (DAFP) requesting cost share for plastic mulch.  
DAFP responded that the policy regarding the use of plastic mulch or supplemental irrigation has not 
changed since 1995, except to add new practices CP22 and CP 25, trees.  In response to audits 
conducted by the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) representatives from FSA, NRCS, FS and 
USFWS reviewed all the CRP practices for consistency with procedures.  It was determined that the 
use of plastic mulch and supplemental irrigation was not a cost effective method for the establishment 
of certain practices in areas where the average annual precipitation is more than 25 inches.  
Procedure in Handbook 2-CRP (Rev.4) paragraphs 237A, 240D and 441D all stipulate that cost share 
is not authorized for plastic mulch or supplemental irrigation water except certain practices (CP5, 
CP5A, CP16, CP17, CP22 and CP25, trees) in areas where the average annual precipitation is 25 
inches or less. There are provisions that allow participants to receive cost share assistance from non-
federal sources.  We hope this information is beneficial in regards to your resolution #8.” 
 NRCS response via William Hunt, NRCS State Conservationist, April 5, 2004: “To clarify this 
resolution you should note that tree mats are fully eligible under WHIP and EQIP for agroforestry 
practices such as windbreaks, living snowfences, shelterbelts and wildlife plantings.  The NRCS fully 
supports the use of tree mats as a weed control and soil moisture facilitating practice for agroforestry 
plantings.  Tree mats are eligible in CRP only on selected practices and only in areas where there is 
less than 25 inches of annual precipitation.  In CRP, the rule limiting tree mat use to areas with less 
than 25 inches of precipitation excludes all counties except the western 1/3 of the state.  The Farm 
Services Agency (FSA) on the national level has not acknowledged that tree mats are a technically 
and economically viable method of weed control for all agroforestry plantings.  In CRP plantings tree 
mats are only viewed as an acceptable method of conserving soil moisture in arid areas.  NRCS has 
brought this issue in this resolution to the State FSA committee in the past. That Committee has 
supported the position that tree mats should be eligible cost shareable item but the national FSA level 
has not allowed their use in broader situations.” 
 BWSR response via Doug Thomas, May 18, 2004: “BWSR Cost-Share rules and program 
guidelines already allow for the cost-sharing of tree-matting/plastic.  It is BWSR’s understanding is 
that this is primarily an issue with the federal docket which only allows cost-sharing of tree 
matting/plastic in the western portions of Minnesota as a moisture conservation tool.” 
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