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Executive Summary

The 2006 lowa Legislative Session called for creation of a task force to discuss voluntary statewide water
quality programs and needs (Senate File 2363). Specifically, the Legislature asked the Watershed Quality
Planning Task Force* to develop a report by June 30, 2008 containing recommendations on the following
issues:

* Improving water quality and optimizing the costs of voluntarily achieving and maintaining water quality
standards.

» Creating economic incentives for voluntary nonpoint source load reductions, point source discharge
reductions beyond those required by the federal Water Pollution Control Act, implementation of pollution
prevention programs, wetland restoration and creation, and the development of emerging pollution control
technologies.

» Facilitating the implementation of total maximum daily loads, urban stormwater control programs, and
nonpoint source management practices required or authorized under the federal Water Pollution Control
Act. This paragraph shall not be construed to obviate the requirement to develop a total maximum daily
load for waters that do not meet water quality standards as required by section 303(d) of the federal Water
Pollution Control Act or to delay implementation of a total maximum daily load that has been approved by
the department and the director.

» Providing incentives for the development of new and more accurate and reliable pollution control
quantification protocols and procedures.

» Providing greater flexibility through community-based nonregulatory, and performance driven watershed
management planning.

During the 2007 legislative session, the deadline for the task force’s recommendations was accelerated to
January 1, 2008.

\oting membership on the task force included: The lowa Association of Municipal Utilities; the lowa League
of Cities; lowa Association of Business and Industry; the lowa Water Pollution Control Association; the
lowa Rural Water Association; Growing Green Communities; the lowa Environmental Council; the lowa
Farm Bureau Federation; the lowa Corn Growers Association; the lowa Soybean Association; the lowa

Pork Producers Association; Conservation Districts of lowa; the lowa Department of Agriculture and Land
Stewardship; the lowa Department of Natural Resources; and the lowa Conservation Alliance.

Nonvoting members of the task force included: Two members of the lowa Senate (one from each party) and two
members of the lowa House of Representatives (one from each party).

The task force met from August 2006 through November 2007. The task force and its three committees and
numerous subcommittees conservatively committed hundreds of hours in at least 23 meetings while learning
from 54 professional experts, academics and citizens. There was also a significant amount of time committed
to research, discussion and deliberation outside of scheduled meetings, while paring down at least 48 issues into
six final recommendations that received consensus approval.

* http://www.iowadnr.com/water/taskforce/index.html
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Additionally, the funding recommendations contained herein are intended to be from new sources, not
from existing programs. Following is a result of these efforts.

Children having fun at the beach of Lake Icaria in the Walters Creek Watershed project in Adams County.
Lake Icaria was formed by a watershed dam that was built to control erosion and flooding. Photo: lowa NRCS.
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Summary of Recommendations

1. Creation of a Water Resource Coordinating Council. The Water Resource Coordinating Council
(WRCC) under the direction of the Governor is recommended with a common goal to develop an integrated
approach to water resource management, and which recognizes the insufficiency of current approaches,
programs, practices, funding and utilization of current funding programs. This approach seeks to overcome
old polarities such as quantity versus quality, land versus water, the chemical versus the physical and
biological, supply versus demand, political boundaries versus hydrological boundaries, and point versus
non-point. This approach seeks to manage water comprehensively rather than compartmentally. The
purpose of this recommendation is to coordinate programs, not to duplicate or supersede agency authorities
and responsibilities. Funding Recommendation: None.

2. Develop a Water Quality Research & Marketing Campaign. The task force recommends a marketing
campaign be undertaken by public agencies and other organizations to rekindle the conservation ethic
in all lowans. Surveys indicate citizens’ desire for improvement in water quality. Other surveys show that
citizens don’t understand the problems with local water quality. Funding Recommendation: $1 million for
year one development.

3. Larger (Regional) Watershed Assessment, Planning & Prioritization. The state should support
creating, publishing and updating periodically a Regional Watershed Assessment (RWA) program at a larger
watershed scale, such as the Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC — a federal term that delineates watersheds) 8
scale. There are approximately 56 HUC 8 size watershed units delineated in lowa. A goal is to assess 11
HUC 8 size watersheds per year for five years to eventually cover the entire state. The Rapid Watershed
Assessment tool used by lowa NRCS, for example, is one assessment process that may be used. A regular
review and update of these assessments should also be planned. Funding Recommendation: $5 million
annually.

4. Smaller (Community-Based) Watershed Assessment, Planning, Prioritization & Implementation.
Once a regional watershed assessment is completed at the HUC 8 scale, planned projects of a manageable
scope can be implemented. Priority sub-watersheds at a HUC 12 or smaller scale can reasonably be
recruited and provided more resources for planning. A sub-watershed plan should include objectives, a
thorough local assessment of the physical, social, and financial resources of the watershed, an analysis of the
alternatives, and an implementation plan that includes an evaluation process to measure results. Funding
Recommendation: $5 million annually.

5. Support for Smaller (Community-Based) Watershed Monitoring and Measurement. In addition to
current support for water monitoring, the state should provide technical and financial support for locally-
based watershed monitoring and measurement. This monitoring would be custom designed to provide
information on essential water resource questions facing the local community. Local communities would
first be able to use this information to support enhanced planning, local data collection, and thus helping
them identify priority areas to target limited resources. Funding Recommendation: $ 2.5 million annually.
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6. Wastewater and Stormwater Treatment Infrastructure. We all live in a watershed. Impacts to water
quality come from a variety of sources, including both rural and urban, nonpoint and point sources.
Challenges for point sources and communities can have a significant impact on watershed conditions from
stormwater and wastewater. Aging wastewater and combined sewer/stormwater infrastructure issues are
having negative impacts on water quality. Also, compliance with current and future water quality standards
may be cost-prohibitive for many communities. Funding Recommendation: None.

Additional funding mechanisms should be identified and funding should be prioritized for communities

that present the greatest water quality and health risks within the watershed. This will include sewered and
unsewered communities.

There are also eight additional considerations for which there are no final recommendations. It is
recommended, however, that the WRCC continue to work on these issues into the future.

Rural and urban folks both contribute to water quality
solutions. Photo: lowa NRCS
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The funding recommendations contained herein are intended to be from new sources, not from existing programs.

Recommendation No. 1 - Creation of a Water Resource Coordinating Council

There are a number of programs that deal with water quality and watershed protection. A significant challenge
historically has been coordination of these programs among agencies and organizations. The Water Resource
Coordinating Council (WRCC) is charged to develop an integrated approach to water resource management,
and which recognizes the insufficiency of current approaches, programs, practices, funding and utilization of
current funding programs. This approach seeks to overcome old polarities such as quantity versus quality, land
versus water, the chemical versus the physical and biological, supply versus demand, political boundaries versus
hydrological boundaries, and point versus non-point. This approach seeks to manage water comprehensively
rather than compartmentally. The purpose of this recommendation is to coordinate programs, not to duplicate or
supersede agency authorities and responsibilities.

The council is charged by the Governor to oversee lowa’s water resources in a sustainable and fiscally
responsible manner, consistent with the legislative charge of the Watershed Quality Planning Task Force,
2006-07. The Office of the Governor shall convene the WRCC at least quarterly. This group shall operate by
consensus.

The citizens of lowa entrust the State’s water resources infrastructure with the Governor, as Chief
Executive Officer of the State of lowa, and therefore charge the Governor with the primary responsibility
to recognize the assets and challenges; and to preserve and protect lowa’s water resources. It is also the
responsibility of the Legislature, duly elected by the citizens of the State of lowa, to empower, and fund
all state agencies and institutions to ensure their full accessibility to programs and practices that improve,
preserve and protect all water resources. The Governor and the Legislature recognize that all lowa citizens
have the responsibility to be involved in locally-led sub-watershed initiatives that enhance and protect our
water resources.

The WRCC shall consider the steps necessary to address the planning, management and implementation of
water resource improvement and protection, including:

1) Maximizing communication and participation among many diverse sub-watershed stakeholders;
2) ldentification of program efficiencies and eliminate duplication of services;

3) Improvement of water resource information availability and management;

4) Providing incentives and recognition for environmental excellence; and,

5) Identification of measurable improvements to water quality in lowa.

A. The purpose of the council is for ongoing, regular coordination of water resource protection strategies,
planning, assessment, prioritization, review, concurrence, advocacy, and education and oversight functions.
The council’s outcomes should make it easier for local citizens to organize sub-watershed projects and
access available programs and resources in a way that leads to improvement in long-term water quality.

Through the WRCC we can better manage lowa’s water resources and water resource programs and funding
to ensure coordination and prioritization of programs and funding, and eliminating redundancies to ensure
water quality improvement and protection. Examples of what the council will review include:



Watershed Quality Planning Task Force Page 8

Final Report

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

A complete statewide watershed assessment and planning process, which will include an interim
(12-31-08) and a long term comprehensive State Water Plan (12-31-09), with ongoing updates
every 5 years;

A protocol for identifying high priority watersheds and sub-watersheds for targeting resources;

Best available technology to prioritize where citizen and funding investment will improve and
protect water quality within individual sub-watersheds;

\oluntary performance based standards;

Protocol for assigning multi-agency watershed and sub-watershed teams to coordinate citizen
and agency activities within a watershed.

B. Membership in the WRCC shall be of the highest level within their agency, with the authority to make
decisions and commitments for the agency they represent and shall include the following:

Governor of lowa, chairperson;

lowa Department of Natural Resources;

lowa Department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship, Division of Soil Conservation;
lowa Department of Public Health;

lowa Department of Homeland Security & Emergency Management;

lowa Secretary of Agriculture;

lowa State University College of Agriculture;

University of lowa;

University of Northern lowa;

10) lowa Department of Transportation;

11) lowa Department of Economic Development;
12) U.S. Geological Survey-lowa Office;

13) USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service;
14) USDA Farm Service Agency;

15) USDA Rural Development;

16) U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; and,
17) U.S. Army Corp of Engineers.

In addition, to further the coordination of efforts to improve water quality, public and private
organizations and agencies, businesses, citizen groups and nonprofits that have an interest in land and
water management shall be invited by the Governor for public input. The work of the WRCC shall
comply with the lowa open meetings and open records laws. All meetings will be open to the public and
an agenda will be posted in advance.

As this is considered a current, ongoing responsibility of the agencies, no recommendation is made
on funding.
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Recommendation No. 2 - Develop a Water Quality Research &
Marketing Campaign

The task force recommends that a marketing campaign be developed and implemented by public agencies

and other organizations to rekindle the conservation ethic in all lowans. Surveys indicate citizens’ desire for
improvement in water quality. Other surveys show that citizens don’t understand the problems with local water
quality.

For example, the 2006 lowa Sustainable Funding Task Force* survey showed 86 percent agree that the
protection of lowa’s fish and wildlife benefits all lowa residents. Another survey by the Heartland Regional
Water Coordination Initiative** in 2007 shows a disparity between rural and urban residents regarding who is
responsible for protecting local watersheds. It found that almost 39 percent of farmers believe it is an individual
citizen’s responsibility to protect local water quality compared to 20 percent of rural non-farm and 5.3 percent
of town/city residents. Perhaps as important (or more so) to understand is that nearly 80 percent of lowans look
to some level of government for responsibility rather than their own actions.

It is not possible or desirable for state government to take complete control and responsibility for the quality

of our water. Good water resources can improve quality of life for all residents whether it’s because we enjoy
water trails in canoes, like to hunt and fish the wildlife that benefits from improved watersheds, or just because
we all need water to live. Improved water quality will improve lowa’s quality of life. Also, the economic
benefits could far outweigh the costs of implementing this strategy. The desired outcome for this extensive,
long-term campaign is for lowans to take personal responsibility for water quality. Citizens must understand the
needs of their sub-watersheds and have the tools available to lead change in local pilot projects.

The recommended concept is, “Clean Water - Everyone Is Responsible and Benefits.” The recommendation
is that money should be allocated by the lowa Legislature to fund a major outreach campaign to help shift
attitudes. The WRCC should be responsible for development and implementation of this recommendation.

The recommended budget is $1 million for development. Additional funds for long-term implementation
will be necessary.

Clean water is a goal for all lowans. Photo: lowa NRCS.

* http://www.iowadnr.com/sustainablefunding/index.html
** http://www.extension.iastate.edu/Publications/SP290.pdf
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Recommendation No. 3 - Larger (Regional) Watershed Assessment,
Planning & Prioritization

In order to make improvements in the water quality in lowa, we first need to know where the problems are.
With limited funds available it is important to target the highest priority watersheds and sub-watersheds. The
state should support publishing and updating periodically a Regional Watershed Assessment (RWA) program at
a larger watershed scale, such as the Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) 8 scale. There are approximately 56 HUC 8
size watershed units delineated in lowa.

A goal is to assess 11 HUC 8 size watersheds per year for 5 years to eventually cover the entire state. A
regular review and update of these assessments should also be planned. A standard RWA provides a summary
or snapshot of the condition of the watershed. This summary may include land use, soil types, slopes,
management practices currently in use, stream conditions, and possible point source and nonpoint source
impairments. A standard RWA would provide local watershed groups with common information they could use
to prioritize local efforts. A key component of an RWA is the opportunity for local data collection and input

in the process. Once RWAs are completed, we can logically determine which local watersheds should receive
attention first.

The estimated cost of data collection and management is $5 million annually for five years. Such an
effort could be leveraged with federal funds.

Aerial photos are used for conservation planning by the NRCS to show where
conservation practices are already in place. Such tools are important for
watershed planning, assessment and prioritization at a large scale.
Photo: lowa NRCS.
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Recommendation No. 4 - Smaller (Community-Based) Watershed
Assessment, Planning, Prioritization & Implementation

Once a regional watershed assessment is completed at the HUC 8 scale, planned projects of a manageable scope
can be implemented. Priority sub-watersheds at HUC 12 or smaller should be recruited and provided more
resources for planning. This key step in the process is often overlooked. A sub-watershed plan should include
objectives, a thorough local assessment of the physical, social, and financial resources of the watershed, an
analysis of the alternatives, and an implementation plan that includes an evaluation process to measure results.
Comprehensive watershed plans should account for all point and nonpoint sources.

To be successful, local sub-watersheds need to organize in some fashion. A variety of options for how to
organize exists, and may include soil and water conservation districts (SWCDs), drainage districts, SWCD sub-
districts as defined by 161A.13 in lowa Code, 28E agreements, state not-for-profits, and federal IRS non-profits.

The task force recommends pilot sub-watershed projects to develop the local process to improve water quality.
The development of local leadership and ownership is essential to complete a more detailed sub-watershed plan
which uses existing programs and resources, yet is tailored to specific localized needs. This should include
identification of barriers that inhibit local sub-watershed groups from achieving their goals. The process used in
these pilot sub-watershed projects should be replicable across lowa.

The recommended budget for planning and implementation of one or more pilot sub-watershed projects
is $5 million.

A watershed dam and upland terraces in a small watershed project in western lowa. Photo: lowa NRCS.
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Recommendation No. 5 - Support for Smaller (Community-Based)
Watershed Monitoring and Measurement

In addition to current support for water monitoring, the state should provide additional support for locally-based
watershed monitoring and measurement. This monitoring would be custom designed to provide information

on essential water resource questions facing the local community. Local communities would first be able to

use this information to support enhanced planning, local data collection, and thus helping them identify priority
areas to target limited resources.

Secondly, data collected over time would provide the local watershed community with feedback on the short
and long-term impacts of their watershed project management. This information and feedback is necessary
for local watershed residents to be able to make changes to their plans when needed. Such information is

a key to identifying cost effective watershed improvements. This monitoring would be targeted to 12-digit
HUC or smaller sub-basins where changes are detectable in a reasonable time frame and results can be used to
encourage changes in practices and overall management.

To support this, the state should set-aside funds in its ambient monitoring program to partner with local
communities for this additional watershed monitoring and assessment. Therefore, there should be an increase
in the state’s ambient monitoring program budget by $2.5 million to support these activities.

Lynette Siegley, an employee with the lowa Department
of Natural Resources, collects water samples in Sny
Magill Creek in Clayton County in northeast lowa.

Photo: lowa NRCS.
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Recommendation No. 6 — Wastewater and Stormwater
Treatment Infrastructure

We all live in a watershed. Impacts to water quality come from a variety of sources, including both rural and
urban, nonpoint and point sources. Challenges for point sources and communities can have a significant impact
on watershed conditions from stormwater and wastewater. Aging wastewater and combined sewer/stormwater
infrastructure issues are having negative impacts on water quality. Also, compliance with current and future
water quality standards may be cost-prohibitive for many communities.

Additional funding mechanisms should be identified and funding should be prioritized for communities
that present the greatest water quality and health risks within the watershed. This will include sewered and
unsewered communities.

More and more, communities are labeling storm sewers to discourage people from dumping
any materials that might pollute the water. Photo: lowa NRCS.
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Additional Considerations

These issues were topics of discussion either
with the full task force or in the subcommittees.
Some of these ideas were explored and require
no legislative action to accomplish at this time,
but were ideas that the newly formed WRCC
could address. Other suggestions may need
additional partnerships to further develop.

Pollutant Credit Trading: Pollutant trading
can provide a sustainable and cost-effective
strategy for improving lowa’s water quality.
The fundamental necessity of pollutant trading
is a regulated point source and the regulatory
authority must require a reduction in the
discharge of a specific pollutant. Trading allows
the discharger to “purchase” pollutant reductions
from other point or nonpoint source dischargers
such that water quality standards can be met.
To this point in time, IDNR has found that
lowa’s water quality standards lend themselves
only to point source-to-point source trades. The
lowa Department of Natural Resources will

be improving water quality standards in the
coming years to address excess nutrients that
impact the recreational and aquatic life uses of
the State’s lakes and streams. In order to meet
nutrient standards point sources and permitted
dischargers in nutrient impaired watersheds will
be required to significantly reduce phosphorus
and nitrogen in their effluent. These new
standards may bring about the desire and ability
for regulated point sources to purchase pollutant
reductions from nonpoint sources.

However, the agencies on the WRCC should
watch for opportunities to take advantage of
newly developing trading opportunities. When
new opportunities arise, the WRCC should
work together to be sure the necessary legal
authorities are in place to make these pollutant
trading opportunities available to lowans.

Page 14

Strategic Conservation Easements:
Conservation easements along stream corridors
is not a new idea. Back in the 1950’s the USDA
administered the “Soil Bank” program, which
could be used to retire cropland in flood-

prone areas. Today, the Farm Service Agency
(FSA) and the Natural Resources Conservation
Service both administer programs (i.e., Wetland
Reserve, Emergency Watershed Protection
Floodplain Easement Program) useful in
protecting stream corridors.

One subcommittee suggestion was to develop
and fund a program to utilize key, targeted land
conservation easements within all watersheds to
retire fragile land that contributes significantly
to water quality problems. Special attention
should be placed upon connecting corridors
along rivers and streams that would provide
benefits for recreation and wildlife as well as
water quality protection. lowa’s goal should be
to establish buffers, with and without permanent
easements, along all 70,000+ miles of streams
within the state. These easements could be
either privately or publicly owned, depending
on the desires of the current landowner.

Water quality benefits should be considered a
priority for the state in land acquisitions. The
WRCC and other interested organizations could
explore creating and applying for an additional
Conservation Reserve and Enhancement
Program (CREP) for lowa, or consider an lowa
only program, unique to our needs.

Funding: The Legislature created a Sustainable
Funding Task Force the same legislative session
as this task force was formed. Because that
group looked at several options for increasing
funds for conservation and natural resources,
we feel those recommendations should be first
considered as a means to implement some of
our recommendations. However, there is an
opportunity for leveraging state funds with a
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variety of federal and private sources and the
WRCC should pursue these. Historically,
approximately 95 percent of our conservation
and regulatory funds come from federal sources
and five percent from state sources.

Watershed Districts: Many different options
were looked at to reorganize conservation on a
watershed basis. After considerable research,

it was determined that for the most part, we
have the authority to work in watersheds
through the current soil and water conservation
districts (refer to the SWCD enabling legislation
under lowa Code 161A.7) and through 28E
agreements. Other options include the use of
sub-districts as defined by 161A.13 in lowa
Code or 28E agreements.

No matter the authority or structure, there are
also questions about the long-term success

of meeting existing or expected water quality
standards. One task force subcommittee
recommended a pilot sub-watershed project to
demonstrate whether these current statutes and
programs can be synchronized or modified to
maximize limited resources to achieve multiple
objectives. This pilot project would highlight
for the WRCC any rule changes that may

need to occur to make working holistically in
watersheds more practical. It is also likely to
point out needed legislative changes.

Access to Available Programs and Resources:
Watershed groups have many resources
available to them for assessment, planning, and
implementation of watershed projects. These
resources, however, are widely unknown to the
majority of people, organizations, cities, and
others within the state.

The WRCC should work to develop a one-stop
shop, or clearinghouse, for those interested in
watershed work. This could include a matrix of
programs and incentives needs to be developed
for communities and cities as well as rural
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landowners and others. The intent is to be sure
the alternatives available to people interested

in improving and protecting water quality at
their level of involvement is easily accessed.
Such a matrix could take the form of a kiosk

set within a web-based program that would
satisfy inquiries about both programs as well as
practices. Emphasis should be placed on making
the clearinghouse easily accessible, user friendly
and understandable.

lowa Drainage Districts: The lowa and
national emphasis on renewable energy will
require that the state’s landscape continue to be
as productive as possible to supply both feed for
livestock and fuel for energy. Cropland must be
adequately drained for efficient production and
much of the drainage infrastructure will need
to be updated in the coming years. Drainage
districts are encouraged to consider the water
quality they discharge while improving their
drainage infrastructure. Such non-traditional
approaches might include wetland mitigation,
nitrate reducing wetlands, controlled drainage,
bio-reactors, and cover crops that will improve
the quality and environmental impact of
drainage water entering lowa streams.

Conservation Design: State agencies should
set a strong example of leadership by designing
and retrofitting all buildings, grounds, parks,
and preserves in such a way as to maximize
water quality benefits. In addition, any entity
that accepts state funding should be required to
follow the same guidelines.

Credit for Reaching Water Quality Goals:
Participants in projects of priority watersheds
should receive financial bonuses in excess of
normal cost-share from sources other than the
project sponsors based upon their collective
success in meeting previously identified,
minimum pollutant reduction goals. Such
goals could be based upon either monitoring
or modeling. While no watershed project is
currently utilizing this approach, there is no
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legal reason that projects funded through the at current programs dealing with water quality
state of lowa could not utilize these bonuses. to explore whether this strategy could be
Further, it is recommended that the WRCC look employed.

Canoers enjoy the Volga River after extensive streambank stabilization efforts.
Photo: Jeff Tisl, lowa Department of Agriculture & Land Stewardship.
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Success Stories

A number of organizations, agencies and people are helping lowans across the state improve their lakes and
streams by supporting and working with watershed projects. By making changes in how we manage both pri-
vate and public land, as recommended by the lowa Watershed Quality Planning Task Force, we can reduce the
amount of pollution like sediment, nutrients and bacteria, reaching our water in a more comprehensive, thought-
ful and timely manner. The stories featured here are just three of the many successes we’ve seen so far, and
there’s more work underway.

Learn more at: |A DNR: Clean Water Starts With You: Clean Water Success Stories*

How you can help: Clean Water Starts With You**

Lake Darling

Lake and park use went down as the lake’s
water quality declined. But as a result of
strong partnerships between landowners, the
Soil and Water Conservation Districts, the
IDNR and other agencies, Lake Darling is
remarkably clearer and swimming advisories
have decreased. Strong local effort is
bringing Lake Darling back.

Photo: Lake Darling water jars,
from Clay Smith, IDNR

Nine Eagles Lake and Slip Bluff Lake

These southern lowa lakes landed on the state’s impaired waters list for sediment problems. As a result of a
watershed project coordinated by the IDNR, sediment delivery to the lake was reduced by 85 percent, which
surpassed the original goal of a 50 percent reduction. Water clarity exceeded targets for secchi disk depth
(determines the level of water clarity; the higher the number equals better clarity) by achieving a disk depth
of 5.6 feet, improving on the goal of 4.1 feet. Nine Eagles Lake has now been removed from the state’s 2004
impaired waters list.

lowa Great Lakes - Clean Water Alliance

The Dickinson County Clean Water Alliance claims more than 50 local organizations and state and federal
agencies in its membership. The alliance began in 1990 by a small group of citizens and has become the
clearinghouse for all water quality projects in the area. They now have a full-time coordinator who organizes
partnerships and funding for a variety clean water activities for the lowa Great Lakes, including water
protection projects, education and research.

Learn more at: http://www.iowadnr.com/water/watershed/iowagreatlakes/about.html

* http://www.iowadnr.gov/water/watershed/success.html
** http://www.iowadnr.gov/water/watershed/wis.html
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The Rebirth of lowa’s Trout Streams
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Photo: Bigalk Creek, from Tom Wilton, IDNR

In 1980, only six lowa trout streams were clean enough to allow trout to reproduce naturally. Today, with
improvements to watersheds and in streams, 32 streams support natural production. The clearer, cleaner streams
are drawing in tourists to small northeast lowa towns, bolstering both local businesses and the environment.
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Appendix
WATERSHED QUALITY PLANNING TASK FORCE LEGISLATION*
Senate File 2363, Sec. 4

A watershed quality planning task force is established within the lowa Department of Natural Resources in co-
operation with the lowa department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship.

TASK FORCE RESPONSIBILITY

By June 30, 2008, the task force shall report to the general assembly its recommendations for a voluntary
statewide water quality program which is designed to achieve all of the following goals:

a. Improving water quality and optimizing the costs of voluntarily achieving and maintaining water quality standards.

b. Creating economic incentives for voluntary nonpoint source load reductions, point source discharge reductions
beyond those required by the federal Water Pollution Control Act, implementation of pollution prevention
programs, wetland restoration and creation, and the development of emerging pollution control technologies.

C. Facilitating the implementation of total maximum daily loads, urban storm water control programs, and nonpoint
source management practices required or authorized under the federal Water Pollution Control Act. This paragraph
shall not be construed to obviate the requirement to develop a total maximum daily load for waters that do not
meet water quality standards as required by section 303(d) of the federal Water Pollution Control Act or to
delay implementation of a total maximum daily load that has been approved by the department and the director.

d. Providing incentives for the development of new and more accurate and reliable pollution control quantification
protocols and procedures.

e. Providing greater flexibility through community-based nonregulatory, and performance driven watershed
management planning.

TASK FORCE MEMBERSHIP

Membership on the task force shall consist of all of the following:

a. Voting members of the task force shall include all of the following:

(1) One member selected by the lowa association of municipal utilities.

(2) One member selected by the lowa league of cities.

(3) One member selected by the lowa association of business and industry.

(4) One member selected by the lowa water pollution control association.

(5) One member selected by the lowa rural water association.

(6) One member selected by growing green communities.

(7) One member selected by the lowa environmental council.

(8) One member selected by the lowa farm bureau federation.

(9) One member selected by the lowa corn growers association.

(10) One member selected by the lowa soybean association.

(11) One member selected by the lowa pork producers council.

(12) One member selected by the soil and water conservation districts of lowa.

(13) One person representing the department of agriculture and land stewardship selected by the secretary of agriculture.
(14) One person representing the lowa department of natural resources selected by the director.
(15) Two members selected by the lowa conservation alliance.

* http://www.iowadnr.com/water/taskforce/files/legis.pdf
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Nonvoting members of the task force shall include all of the following:

(1) Two members of the senate. One senator shall be appointed by the republican leader of the senate and one
senator shall be appointed by the democratic leader of the senate.

(2) Two members of the house of representatives. One member shall be appointed by the speaker of the house of
representatives and one member shall be appointed by the minority leader of the house of representatives.

Task Force Web Page: http://www.iowadnr.com/water/taskforce/index.html
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Watershed Quality Planning Task Force Contact List

Rep. Donovan Olson

2103 Greene St.

Boone, 1A 50036
Donovan.Olson@legis.state.ia.us

Sen. David Johnson

PO Box 279

Ocheyedan, 1A 51354
David.Johnson@legis.state.ia.us

Sen. Brian Schoenjahn

PO Box 132

Arlington, 1A 50606
Brian.Schoenjahn@legis.state.ia.us

Rep. Linda Upmeyer

2175 Pine Ave.

Garner, 1A 50438
Linda.Upmeyer@legis.state.ia.us

Conservation Districts of lowa (co-chair)
Deb Ryun, Executive Director

PO Box 801

Chariton, 1A 50049

Phone: 641-774-4461

Fax: 641-774-5319

debryun@cdiowa.org

Growing Green Communities (co-chair)
Tom Hadden

300 Locust Street, Ste. 100

Des Moines, 1A 50309

Phone: 515-323-6535
tha@mwatoday.com

lowa Farm Bureau Federation
Rick Robinson

Environmental Policy Advisor
5400 University Avenue

West Des Moines, 1A 50266
Phone: 515-225-5432

Fax: 515-225-5419
rrobinson@ifbf.org

Joe Johnson, State Policy Advisor
Phone: 515-225-5572

jjohnson@ifbf.org

lowa Pork Producers Association
Jeff Schnell

Public Policy Director

1636 NW 114th St.

Clive, IA 50325

Phone: 515-225-7675

Fax: 515-225-0563
jschnell@iowapork.org

lowa Rural Water Association
Emily Piper

4221 S. 22nd Avenue East
Newton, 1A 50208
eeide@iowaruralwater.org

Lisa Walters

lowa Rural Water Association
4221 S. 22nd Avenue East
Newton, 1A 50208

Phone: 641-787-0330

Fax: 641-787-0331
Iwalters@iowaruralwater.org

lowa Water Pollution Control Association
Ted Payseur

Veenstra & Kimm Inc.

300 Westown Pkwy

West Des Moines, |A 50266

Phone: 515-225-8000

tpayseur@v-k.net

Steve Hershner

City of Cedar Rapids

7525 Bertram Rd. SE

Cedar Rapids, 1A 52403-7111
Phone: 319-286-5281
s.hershner@cedar-rapids.org

lowa League of Cities
Julie Smith

3917 Hillcrest Dr.

Des Moines, 1A 50310
Phone: 515-210-6616
jasmithlaw@mchsi.com

David Adelman

2841 Gillmore Ave.
Des Moines, 1A 50312.
Phone: 515-491-1015

david.adelman@brickgentrylaw.com
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lowa Department of Agriculture & Land Stewardship
Dean Lemke, Chief

Water Resource Bureau

Wallace State Office Building

Des Moines, 1A 50319

Phone: 515-281-3963

dean.lemke@idals.state.ia.us

Ken Tow, Director

Soil Conservation Division
Phone: 515-281-5851
ken.tow@idals.state.ia.us

lowa Association of Business and Industry
Jim Boyt

524 E. Grand Ave.

Des Moines, 1A 50309

Phone: 515-282-9303

Fax: 515-282-1730

jobhimself@qwest.net

lowa Corn Grower’s Association
Gary Edwards

4533 Edwards Road

Anamosa, |A 52205

Phone: 319-462-4658
gedwards@hughes.net

Elizabeth Hamilton
ehamilton@iowacorn.org

lowa Association of Municipal Utilities
Jane Riessen

1735 NE 70th St.

Ankeny, 1A 50021

Phone: 515-289-1999
jriessen@iamu.org

Greg Fritz

City Administrator

City of Pocahontas

PO Box 69

Pocahontas, |A 50574-0069
Phone: 712-335-4841

Fax: 712-335-4482

gfritz@pocahontasiowa.com

lowa Soybean Association

Roger Wolf

Director of Environmental Programs
4554 114th Street

Urbandale, 1A 50322

Phone: 515-251-8640
rwolf@iasoybeans.com

lowa Conservation Alliance
Jeremy Rosonke

2069 Jasper Ave.

New Hampton, IA 50659-9152
Phone: 641-330-7486
jeremyrosonke@iowawaterfowl.com

Rich Meyer

104 North 7th Street
Estherville, 1A 51334
Phone: 712-362-7701
Fax: 712-362-7703
rich.meyer@ncn.net

lowa Environmental Council
Linda Kinman

Research Regulatory Coordinator
Des Moines Water Works

2201 George Flagg Pkwy

Des Moines, 1A 50321

Phone: 515-283-8706
kinman@dmww.com

lowa Department of Natural Resources

Wayne Gieselman, Administrator
Environmental Services Division
502 E. 9th St.

Des Moines, 1A 50319

Phone: 515-281-5817
wayne.gieselman@dnr.iowa.gov

William Ehm

Director of Water Resources
Phone: 515-281-4701
william.ehm@dnr.iowa.gov

Sharon Tahtinen

Legislative Liaison

Phone: 515-281-7066
sharon.tahtinen@dnr.iowa.gov
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