
 

DRAFT 1 

 2 

MINUTES OF THE POLICY & PLANNING COMMITTEE 3 

 4 

December 15th, 2016 5 

 6 

CALL TO ORDER 7 

 8 
Manager Shekleton called the Committee to order at 4:35 p.m. at the District Offices, 9 

 10 

15320 Minnetonka Blvd 11 

Minnetonka, MN 55345 12 

 13 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT 14 

 15 
Brian Shekleton and Kurt Rogness.  16 

 17 

NON-COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT 18 

 19 
Bill Becker and Sherry Davis White.  20 

 21 

OTHERS PRESENT 22 

 23 
Anna Brown, Planner & Project Manager 24 

Becky Christopher, Lead Planner & Project Manager 25 

Darren Lochner, Education Program Manager 26 

David Oltmans, CAC Member 27 

Eric Fieldseth, AIS Program Manager 28 

James Wisker, Director of Planning & Projects 29 

Jill Sweet, AIS Technician 30 

Kailey Cermak, Water Quality Technician 31 

Katherine Sylvia, Permitting Program Lead 32 

Lars Erdahl, District Administrator 33 

Laura Domyancich, Project and Land Technician 34 

Maddie Johnson, Technical Support Services Specialist 35 

Marcie Lapointe, District Representative – Water Quality 36 

Matthew Cook, Planning Assistant 37 

Michael Hayman, Planner & Project Manager 38 

Rachel Workin, Permitting Technician 39 

Renae Clark, Planner & Project Manager 40 

Sarah Fellows, Education Coordinator 41 

Telly Mamayek, Direction of Education & Communications 42 

Trevor Born, Communications Coordinator 43 

 44 

 45 

 46 
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APPROVAL OF AGENDA 47 

 48 
The agenda was approved without amendment.  49 

 50 

MEETING SUMMARY 51 
 52 

Staff presented potential program priorities for the Education, Communications, Cynthia Krieg, 53 

and Cost share programs.  54 

 55 

Education and Communications (Ed/Comm) 56 

 57 

Staff presented a proposal to reprioritize Ed/Comm activities, focusing on direct program support 58 

and complement of District projects by retargeting Ed/Comm initiatives.  59 

 60 

Ed/Comm staff presented their recommendation of how the District might reallocate Ed/Comm 61 

resources towards increased program support efforts. Staff explained that the recommendation 62 

included the development of an organizational framework to guide Ed/Comm’s support of each 63 

program based on organizational priorities.  64 

 65 

 Process to develop framework:  66 

o Identify organizational priorities and desired outcomes 67 

o Prioritize Ed-Comm initiatives 68 

o Develop education and outreach plans 69 

 Identify and align audiences, messages, and tactics 70 

 Allocate resources 71 

o Accountability for execution 72 

 73 

 Results of the implemented framework:  74 

o Internal focus – more capacity for program support 75 

o Fewer and more targeted activities 76 

o Improved outcomes 77 

 78 

Ms. Mamayek stated that while shifting the focus of Ed/Comm to program support, staff 79 

intended to maintain key baseline activities. She listed the activities that would continue to 80 

receive similar levels of focus from staff as follows:  81 

 82 

 Master Water Stewards 83 

 Watershed Association Initiative 84 

 Grants 85 

 Corporate communications and media relations 86 

 Website 87 

 Year in review and mid-year highlights 88 

 89 
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Ms. Mamayek explained that Ed/Comm staff would decrease emphasis in some Ed/Comm 90 

activities to free up the staff time and resources to more directly support other programs. She 91 

listed such activities as follows:  92 

 93 

 Grants (explained below) 94 

 Community events 95 

 Direct youth education 96 

 Creek Cleanup event 97 

 Watershed Heroes event 98 

 99 

Grants 100 

 101 

Ed/Comm staff presented their proposal for restructuring the Cost Share and Cynthia Krieg grant 102 

programs, which contain the following grant categories:  103 

 104 

 Homeowner grants 105 

 Community Engagement grants 106 

 Green Infrastructure grants 107 

 Cynthia Krieg grants 108 

 109 

Ed/Comm staff first proposed a basic restructuring:  110 

 111 

 Retain:  112 

o Green Infrastructure grants  113 

 As proposed, administration of this grant program would transfer to the 114 

Planning department or a future Grant Administrator position 115 

o Master Water Steward Capstone grants  116 

 As proposed, cost share funds would remain available for Master Water 117 

Steward projects with administration residing in the Education department 118 

 Discontinue:  119 

o Residential BMP and Shoreline grants 120 

 Restructure:  121 

o Engagement grants (Cynthia Krieg, Community Engagement, or a combination) 122 

 123 

Ed/Comm staff then proposed a series of three alternatives for “Engagement” grants:  124 

 125 

1. Community Engagement only 126 

a. Cynthia Krieg funds reallocated to support contracts with external partners to 127 

implement educational programming 128 

 129 

2. Cynthia Krieg only  130 

a. Community Engagement funds reallocated to either Educational programming or 131 

other District expenses 132 
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 133 

3. Cynthia Krieg and Community Engagement combination 134 

a. Cynthia Krieg and Community Engagement both implemented at reduced levels 135 

 136 

Ms. Mamayek noted that Ed/Comm staff recommended the first alternative. She noted that the 137 

analysis conducted for all program alternatives assumed that the Grant Administrator position 138 

(vacant Cost Share position) would be filled.  139 

 140 

Updates 141 

 142 

Ms. Domyancich provided a brief update regarding a conservation development in Medina. Ms. 143 

Domyancich stated that the District would potentially look to hold an easement over the 144 

conservation areas of the property if Mr. Marx moves forward with development under the City 145 

of Medina’s Conservation Design ordinance.  146 

 147 

Ms. Domyancich explained that the concept plan for the project will be reviewed by Medina City 148 

Council Planning Commission in January. She stated that a first step for the District would be to 149 

execute a Memorandum of Understanding with Mr. Marx. 150 

 151 

COMMITTEE MEETING 152 
 153 

Ms. Mamayek stated that staff would be presenting program priorities for the Education and 154 

Communications programs and the Cynthia Krieg and Cost Share Grant programs, as 155 

recommended by program staff. She provided the following outline for staff’s presentation:  156 

 157 

 Education and Communications (Ed/Comm) 158 

o Program history and purpose 159 

o Current and future approach 160 

o Outcomes and tradeoffs 161 

 162 

 Grants 163 

o Program purpose and current issues 164 

o Current approach 165 

o Future approach alternatives 166 

o Outcomes and tradeoffs 167 

 168 

Education and Communications 169 

 170 

Ms. Mamayek briefly summarized the history of the Ed/Comm programs. She noted that since 171 

the 2010 Education program audit, the Communications program was created and total staffing 172 

across the two programs has grown from two FTE employees in 2010 to four FTE in 2016.  173 

 174 

Ms. Mamayek stated that the primary role of the Communications program is to perform 175 

supportive messaging activities. She listed the program’s goals:  176 
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 177 

 Increase awareness of District 178 

 Boost District reputation 179 

 Generate support for District action 180 

 181 

Mr. Lochner stated that the primary role of the Education program is to influence behavior 182 

through community engagement. He listed the program’s goals:  183 

 184 

 Increase awareness of water resource issues 185 

 Provide knowledge and resources for others 186 

 Move others to take action on the landscape 187 

 188 

Ms. Fellows presented a diagram depicting the “Behavior Change Spectrum:” 189 

 190 

Knowledge / Awareness  Skills / Resources  Action / Engagement 191 

 192 

Ms. Fellows explained that Education activities are meant to help people build knowledge of 193 

water resource issues, develop skills to improve water resources, and actively work to protect 194 

water resources.  195 

 196 

Ms. Mamayek noted that currently, the Ed/Comm programs spend most of their time on external 197 

outreach and programming, leaving less time to directly support District programs.  198 

 199 

Ms. Mamayek stated that as the two programs split and hired additional staff, the number of 200 

initiatives that the programs pursued grew. She explained that the suite of activities that the 201 

program currently pursues includes legacy programming, which requires realignment with 202 

mission and prioritization.  203 

 204 

Mr. Born stated that through the program evaluation process, staff identified two areas that the 205 

Ed/Comm programs could improve upon: 206 

 207 

 Activities too wide-ranging; need to improve focus 208 

 Need to improve coordination with other District programs 209 

 210 

Mr. Born noted that the Ed/Comm department needs to better support and integrate with District 211 

programs moving forward.  212 

 213 

Mr. Born presented Ed/Comm staff’s recommendation of how the District might reallocate 214 

Ed/Comm resources towards increased program support efforts. He explained that the 215 

recommendation included the development of a framework to guide Ed/Comm’s support of each 216 

program based on organizational priorities.  217 

 218 

 Process to develop framework:  219 

o Identify organizational priorities and desired outcomes 220 
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o Prioritize Ed-Comm initiatives 221 

o Develop education and outreach plans 222 

 Identify and align audiences, messages, and tactics 223 

 Allocate resources 224 

o Accountability for execution 225 

 226 

 Results of the implemented framework:  227 

o Internal focus – more capacity for program support 228 

o Fewer and more targeted activities 229 

o Improved outcomes 230 

 231 

Ms. Mamayek detailed the three phases of program support – before, during, and after 232 

implementation of other program activities:   233 

 234 

 Before 235 

o Asset building and capacity building 236 

 During 237 

o Planning and implementing 238 

 After 239 

o Post-project support 240 

 241 

Ms. Fellows, Ms. Mamayek, and Mr. Lochner detailed the Ed/Comm activities that could be 242 

refocused to more directly support other programs at each of the three phases.  243 

 244 

 Asset Building and Capacity Building 245 

o Watershed Association Initiative – working with lake and neighborhood 246 

associations 247 

o NEMO – trainings and workshops 248 

o Presentations to citizen groups and policymakers 249 

o Newsletters 250 

o Open houses and community meetings 251 

 252 

 Planning and Implementing 253 

o Meeting facilitation 254 

o Grants 255 

o Outreach materials – fact sheets, maps, posters, etc. 256 

o Website, splash, and social media 257 

o Media relations – events and news releases 258 

 259 

 Post-project Support 260 

o Site programming 261 

o Master Water Stewards 262 

o Signage 263 

o Newsletters 264 
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o Media Relations – events and news releases 265 

 266 

Ms. Mamayek noted that Ed/Comm staff were proposing to reorient their work to focusing on 267 

program support by providing support throughout the lifespan of the projects and initiatives of 268 

other District programs.  269 

 270 

Mr. Lochner stated that in future, the time allocation of Education staff for program support 271 

would be shifted from approximately 21% to approximately 58%.  272 

 273 

Ms. Mamayek stated that moving forward, Communications staff time allocation would shift 274 

similarly towards a focus on program support, from roughly 46% to about 75%.  275 

 276 

Ms. Mamayek stated that while shifting the focus of Ed/Comm to program support, staff 277 

intended to maintain key baseline activities. She listed the activities that would continue to 278 

receive similar levels of focus from staff as follows:  279 

 280 

 Master Water Stewards 281 

 Watershed Association Initiative 282 

 Grants 283 

 Corporate communications and media relations 284 

 Website 285 

 Year in review and mid-year highlights 286 

 287 

Ms. Mamayek explained that Ed/Comm staff would decrease emphasis in some Ed/Comm 288 

activities to free up the staff time and resources to more directly support other programs. She 289 

listed such activities as follows: 290 

 291 

 Grants 292 

 Community events 293 

 Direct youth education 294 

 Creek Cleanup event 295 

 Watershed Heroes event 296 

 297 

Ms. Mamayek noted that while Ed/Comm staff propose reducing emphasis on some grants, 298 

specifics of the recommendation would be detailed later in the presentation.  299 

 300 

Manager Shekleton asked how staff intended to de-emphasize youth education.  301 

 302 

Mr. Lochner explained that currently, Education staff could help with classroom planning, 303 

leaving direct engagement to Master Water Stewards.  304 

 305 
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Ms. Mamayek noted that the Creek Cleanup and Watershed Heroes take up 30% of staff time for 306 

the Communications program. She stated that the District could look to support smaller, less-307 

costly events, organized by an external event planner.  308 

 309 

Ms. Mamayek detailed the following potential outcomes of staff’s proposed reprioritization:  310 

 311 

 Outcomes 312 

o More focus on high impact activities  313 

o More program support 314 

o Pro-active 315 

o Improved time management 316 

o Improved effectiveness  317 

o More interactions with key audiences 318 

 319 

Mr. Lochner detailed the potential tradeoffs, as follows:  320 

 321 

 Tradeoffs 322 

o Fewer interactions with residents District-wide 323 

o Using volunteers means less control of message  324 

o Potentially less awareness raised among general public 325 

 326 

Manager Shekleton asked if the “fewer interactions” tradeoff implied a drop in quality of 327 

interactions with members of the public.  328 

 329 

Ms. Fellows noted that since messaging might not be delivered directly by District staff – instead 330 

by Master Water Stewards or volunteers, perhaps – the District would have less control over 331 

messaging.  332 

 333 

Manager Rogness thanked staff for a clear presentation.  334 

 335 

Manager Becker asked if Ed/Comm staff were managing time spent between shared Ed/Comm 336 

functions or within Education and Communications functions, respectively.  337 

 338 

Ms. Mamayek stated that Education and Communications are two distinct programs, and that 339 

staff time is allocated within each program, respectively.  340 

 341 

Manager Rogness noted that lake associations vary widely in their level of sophistication. He 342 

asked how staff might help to build a network between lake associations so that they may learn 343 

from each other.  344 

 345 

Mr. Lochner noted that the District’s contract with the Freshwater Society for the Watershed 346 

Association Initiative, which is targeted at lake associations, would be coming to the Board soon 347 

for review and approval. He stated that more information regarding how that program will 348 

function in future years will be available at that time.  349 
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 350 

Manager Shekleton noted that there are numerous organizational priority initiatives that could 351 

benefit from enhanced Ed/Comm support, not the least of which is the Six Mile Creek – Halsted 352 

Bay geography. He asked how staff proposed to match their work to such priorities.  353 

 354 

Ms. Fellows noted that by developing an organizational framework to establish clear priorities, 355 

outlined earlier in the presentation, Ed/Comm would have clear priorities for program support 356 

which could then be balanced against baseline programming.  357 

 358 

Ms. Mamayek noted that over the past several years, the Ed/Comm programs have taken on 359 

additional initiatives without decreasing time and resource allocation in other areas. She stated 360 

that through the development of the framework, the Ed/Comm programs would be able to de-361 

prioritize some activities, freeing up staff time and resources.  362 

 363 

Manager Becker noted that the proposal positions Ed/Comm department as something of an in-364 

house consultant.  Ms. Mamayek concurred. 365 

 366 

Mr. Wisker noted that in 2012, the Board of Managers approved an education and outreach plan 367 

for the Minnehaha Creek Greenway as a priority, which committed over 1,000 hours annually. 368 

He explained that the programming never came to fruition, and asked Ed/Comm staff what some 369 

of the challenges were in fulfilling the plan, and how the future plans resulting from staff’s 370 

proposal might be different.  371 

 372 

Ms. Mamayek stated that the proposed framework, once developed, will act as a more 373 

formalized plan, ensuring a higher level of accountability. She added that through developing the 374 

framework, the Ed/Comm programs will be able to taper off some legacy programming and 375 

reallocate previously dedicated resources to District priorities. Ms. Mamayek underscored that 376 

the ongoing marking of milestones will be key in keeping programs on track once organizational 377 

priorities are more concretely determined.  378 

 379 

Mr. Wisker thanked Ms. Mamayek and noted that the need for increased accountability to 380 

organizational priorities was a common theme across all programs engaged in the strategic 381 

evaluation.  382 

 383 

Manager White noted that, moving forward, she would like to see a budget or accounting of 384 

Ed/Comm staff time to match the proposed direction.  385 

 386 

Manager Rogness noted that the District’s Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) includes a 387 

number of professionals who could work – to great effect – to educate and provide outreach on 388 

behalf of the District.  He asked staff to consider how the CAC might be increasingly utilized to 389 

maximum organizational benefit. 390 

 391 

Grants 392 

 393 
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Ms. Mamayek stated that an organization may wish to award grant funding for the following 394 

reasons:  395 

 396 

 Results in projects the organization could not fund on its own 397 

 Adds capacity to staff efforts and resources 398 

 Cost-effective – leverages external funds 399 

 Incentivizes behavior change 400 

 Visible / tangible tax dollars at work (for government organizations) 401 

 Broadens the reach of the organization’s message 402 

 403 

Ms. Mamayek noted that grant administration helps the District form partnerships, carry out the 404 

mission, and remain responsive to unexpected opportunities.  405 

 406 

Ms. Mamayek noted that currently, District grant programs are scattered across the District and 407 

reactive, as the variety of projects is dependent upon external interests.  408 

 409 

Ms. Mamayek stated that through the program evaluation process, staff found that the Cost Share 410 

program – containing three of the four grant categories in the Ed/Comm department – aims to do 411 

too much with limited resources. She explained that there is an opportunity to examine Cynthia 412 

Krieg grants and Cost Share grants together, representing all four grant categories in the 413 

Ed/Comm department.  414 

 415 

Ms. Fellows stated that the Cynthia Krieg program was established in 2000. She noted that the 416 

program, allotted $100,000 for 2017, aims to support educational efforts that encourage 417 

community-based water resources protection and raise public awareness of nonpoint source 418 

pollution.  419 

 420 

Ms. Fellows cited the educational project performed by the Minneapolis Area Lutheran Synod 421 

with Cynthia Krieg funds as an example of how the Cynthia Krieg can be effective. She 422 

explained that the Synod brought the message of stewardship to over thirty congregations, which 423 

the District could not have mimicked on its own. Ms. Fellows added that one drawback to the 424 

Cynthia Krieg model is that the project proposals tend to meet the needs of the applicant more 425 

than the needs of the District.  426 

 427 

Mr. Lochner stated that the Homeowner grant category was established in 2010. He noted that 428 

Homeowner grants, allotted $50,000 for 2017, aim to incentivize best practices and help spread 429 

awareness of water resource issues.  430 

 431 

Mr. Lochner noted that Homeowner grants require a significant investment of staff time as most 432 

of the applications are not professionally prepared. He added that the homeowner projects are not 433 

focused on any particular area in the District and provide little to no measurable water quality 434 

benefit.  435 

 436 
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Ms. Mamayek stated that the Community Engagement (CE) grant category, established in 2015, 437 

has been allotted $175,000 for 2017. She noted that CE grants aim to incentivize best practices 438 

and reach a larger audience than Homeowner grants.  439 

 440 

Ms. Mamayek cited the project at the Shir Tikvah synagogue that received District funds as an 441 

example of the success of Community Engagement grants. She explained that after installing 442 

several rain gardens and rain barrels, educational events were held to inform the synagogue 443 

members on water resource issues and best practices.  444 

 445 

Ms. Mamayek noted that CE grants do require technical skill on the part of staff to assess 446 

designs. She added that CE projects are currently scattered across the District, not focused on 447 

any particular area or system.  448 

 449 

Ms. Mamayek stated that the Green Infrastructure (GI) grant category, first established in 2010, 450 

has been allotted $175,000 for 2017. She noted that GI grants are a flexible means for the 451 

District to incentivize additional water resource benefits and build partnerships. Ms. Mamayek 452 

added that the projects typically do not provide ideal educational opportunities.  453 

 454 

Ms. Mamayek cited the City of Plymouth’s Ponderosa Road reconstruction project as an 455 

example of a successful Green Infrastructure project. She explained that two iron-enhanced sand 456 

filter rain gardens were installed; now, the facilities treat stormwater runoff that drains to a 457 

wetland, which drains to Gleason Lake. Ms. Mamayek added that the project is highly visible 458 

from a bike path, and is complemented by educational signage.  459 

 460 

Ms. Mamayek, Ms. Fellows, and Mr. Lochner presented a graph showing the qualitative benefits 461 

and costs of each grant category.  462 

 463 

Ms. Mamayek stated that compared to all other categories, Green Infrastructure grants offer the 464 

highest level of water quality benefit and take the least amount of staff time. She noted that the 465 

category could be made proactive for even greater natural resource benefit. Ms. Mamayek added 466 

that GI projects typically do not provide much opportunity for educational outreach.  467 

 468 

Mr. Lochner noted that Homeowner grants take the greatest amount of staff time, and provide 469 

the least amount of water quality benefit. He added that Homeowner grants provide little 470 

opportunity for community engagement, as they are on residential lots.  471 

 472 

Ms. Mamayek stated that Community Engagement grants offer some educational opportunities 473 

and provide some level of water resource benefit. She stated that administering CE grants take 474 

more staff time than GI grants, but less time that HO grants.  475 

 476 

Manager White asked if the Homeowner grant category includes capstone projects for District-477 

sponsored Master Water Stewards.  478 

 479 



Policy & Planning Committee 

Board of Managers 

Minnehaha Creek Watershed District 

12-15-16 
 

12 
 

Mr. Lochner stated that currently, capstone projects fall under Homeowner grants. He explained 480 

that staff were about to detail their recommendation, which included funding capstone projects, 481 

specifically.  482 

 483 

Ms. Fellows stated that Cynthia Krieg grants provide little to no direct water quality benefit, but 484 

do provide the highest level of potential community engagement out of the four categories.  485 

 486 

Ms. Mamayek stated that in future, Ed/Comm staff envisioned the grant programs being more 487 

proactive and focused. She explained that staff intended to retain the most impactful grant 488 

categories and shift emphasis from awarding grants District-wide to proactive support and 489 

complement of priority projects and program activities.  490 

 491 

Ms. Mamayek detailed Ed/Comm’s proposal as follows: 492 

 493 

 Retain:  494 

o Green Infrastructure grants 495 

o Master Water Steward Capstone grants 496 

 Discontinue:  497 

o Residential BMP and Shoreline grants 498 

 Restructure:  499 

o Engagement grants (Cynthia Krieg, Community Engagement, or a combination) 500 

 501 

Ms. Mamayek noted that under Ed/Comm’s proposal, Green Infrastructure grants would be 502 

administered by Planning staff, and Capstone grants would be administered by Education staff.  503 

 504 

Ms. Mamayek stated that Ed/Comm staff had prepared three alternative arrangements of the 505 

“Engagement” categories and that Ed/Comm staff would recommend one of the three in 506 

particular.  507 

 508 

Manager White asked if the restructure required a FTE Grant Administrator.  509 

 510 

Ms. Mamayek stated that Ed/Comm staff expected that Green Infrastructure grants would require 511 

either a Grant Administrator or staff time from the Planning Department.  512 

 513 

Mr. Hayman noted that reallocation of the Green Infrastructure funds to the Planning Department 514 

might not result in the immediate hiring of a Planning-based grant administrator when compared 515 

against other Planning Department and organizational priorities.  516 

 517 

Mr. Wisker noted that the precursor grant program to Green Infrastructure grants was the Low-518 

Impact Development (LID) program, originally housed in the Permitting program. He explained 519 

that the program was developed before the District’s 2009-2010 rule changes to make up for the 520 

District’s old rules, which allowed degradation. Mr. Wisker stated that once the rules were 521 

updated, the amount of water resource protection the grants would have funded was largely 522 

already required by the new rules. He added that the Green Infrastructure grant category was 523 
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intended to be driven by a proactive planning model that would identify opportunities for 524 

partnership, rather than being a reactive pool of grant funds. Mr. Wisker underscored that 525 

operational details, financing, staffing and time allocation, concerning all the grant categories 526 

would require additional discussion and decisions by the Board in the operational phase of 527 

strategic planning  528 

 529 

Ms. Mamayek presented the alternatives for “Engagement” grants, as proposed by Ed/Comm 530 

staff:  531 

 532 

1. Community Engagement only 533 

2. Cynthia Krieg only 534 

3. Cynthia Krieg and Community Engagement combination 535 

 536 

Ms. Fellows stated that Community Engagement grants, as proposed, would be applied to 537 

projects installing BMPs tied to a District-directed outreach plan. She explained that projects in 538 

focal geographies would be weighted favorably, and applicants would be proactively recruited. 539 

Ms. Fellows noted that the funding for Cynthia Krieg would be reallocated to contracts for 540 

targeted educational programming, carried out by external parties.  541 

 542 

Ms. Fellows reviewed the potential outcomes and tradeoffs of Alternative #1, as follows:  543 

 544 

 Outcomes:  545 

o District resources spent on projects with largest combined benefit (water quality 546 

and engagement) 547 

o More high visibility projects that align with District mission/projects  548 

o Additional investment in targeted, mission-focused Education program activities  549 

 550 

 Tradeoffs:  551 

o No net savings in staff time 552 

o Technical help needed to assess designs 553 

o Reduced reach Districtwide 554 

o Fewer innovative outreach projects  555 

 556 

Ms. Mamayek restated that the money from Cynthia Krieg would be used to fund contracts with 557 

NGOs to do place-based learning, leveraging District capital investment.  558 

 559 

Ms. Mamayek presented Alternative #2, in which the District would continue to offer Cynthia 560 

Krieg grants. She stated that Education staff would place emphasis on projects without a BMP, 561 

favor projects in focal geographies, and proactively recruit applicants. Ms. Mamayek noted that 562 

the funding previously devoted to Community Engagement grants could either be used for 563 

Educational programming or other District expenses.  564 

 565 

Ms. Mamayek reviewed the potential outcomes and tradeoffs of Alternative #2, as follows:  566 

 567 
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 Outcomes:  568 

o More outreach activities that support programs & align with District priorities  569 

o Continue to be responsive to community needs, but at a reduced level 570 

o Maintain potential for innovative projects  571 

o CE grant funds available for other District use  572 

 573 

 Tradeoffs:  574 

o No net savings in staff time  575 

o Would lose larger community engagement projects with water quality benefits 576 

o Fewer demonstration BMP’s 577 

o Reduced reach districtwide 578 

o No additional money for targeted, mission-focused Education program activities 579 

 580 

Ms. Mamayek presented Alternative #3, in which the District would continue to offer both 581 

Community Engagement grants and Cynthia Krieg grants, but at decreased levels for both 582 

categories.  583 

 584 

Ms. Mamayek reviewed the potential outcomes and tradeoffs of Alternative #3, as follows:  585 

 586 

 Outcomes:  587 

o More targeted, mission focused engagement projects 588 

o Maintains momentum of both grant programs, but at reduced levels  589 

o Maintains ability to fund outreach projects with and without BMPs 590 

 591 

 Tradeoffs:  592 

o Additional staff time needed to manage both grant funds 593 

o Technical help needed to assess designs 594 

o Reduced capacity to fund larger community engagement projects with water 595 

quality benefits 596 

o Reduced reach districtwide 597 

o Fewer innovative education projects 598 

o Fewer projects overall  599 

 600 

Ms. Mamayek stated that Ed/Comm staff recommended Alternative #1, in which Community 601 

Engagement grants are continued and focused, and Cynthia Krieg funds are reallocated to 602 

educational programming contracts.  603 

 604 

Managers White and Rogness expressed their support for Alternative #1.  605 

 606 

Manager Shekleton suggested that there could be a fourth alternative, in which the District 607 

eliminates the Community Engagement category and reallocates grant funds to Master Water 608 

Steward programming and Green Infrastructure grants.  609 

 610 
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Ms. Fellows stated that the Ed/Comm staff felt strongly that some form of engagement granting 611 

or programming be maintained.  612 

 613 

Mr. Wisker noted the Committee was running short and time and offered a summary of the 614 

proposed changes.  615 

 616 

 Ed/Comm would prioritize internal program support and shift resources accordingly 617 

 To accomplish this, certain programming elements, like youth, would be deprioritized 618 

 Program alignment and priorities would be established through routine establishment of 619 

organizational priorities with the Board of Managers 620 

 Regarding Grants: 621 

o Cynthia Krieg Grant fund is proposed to be eliminated 622 

o Green Infrastructure grants are proposed to be relocated with a staff person to 623 

Planning  624 

o Master Water steward grant funding is to remain in Education 625 

o Community Engagement grants will move to Education, replacing Cynthia Krieg 626 

 627 

 628 

Ms. Mamayek concurred with the summary. 629 

 630 

 Mr. Wisker identified his concern with the projected balance of staff time, and noted that 631 

operational considerations would need to be closely examined later to determine if the Ed/Comm 632 

programs have the staff time capacity to continue administering grants at  levels the same or 633 

greater than current, while providing increased program support at the forecasted levels.  634 

 635 

Ms. Mamayek agreed and noted that the Ed/Comm department analysis for all scenarios assumed 636 

that the grant administrator position would be back filled.  637 

 638 

Wally Marx Conservation Development Update 639 

 640 

Ms. Domyancich provided a brief update regarding a potential conservation development in 641 

Medina. She noted that Michael Pressman of Conservation Solutions would be assisting Mr. 642 

Marx with planning. Ms. Domyancich stated that the District would potentially look to hold an 643 

easement over the conservation areas of the property if Mr. Marx moves forward with 644 

development under the City of Medina’s Conservation Design ordinance.  645 

 646 

Ms. Domyancich explained that the concept plan for the project will be reviewed by Medina City 647 

Council Planning Commission in January. She stated that a first step for the District would be to 648 

execute a Memorandum of Understanding with Mr. Marx.  649 

 650 

Mr. Wisker noted that the District holds a conservation easement north of the site in question.  651 

 652 

Six Mile Creek – Halsted Bay Update 653 

 654 
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Ms. Brown stated that her update could be postponed until a later meeting.  655 

 656 

The Committee meeting adjourned at 6:30 p.m. 657 

 658 

Respectfully submitted,  659 

 660 

Matthew Cook 661 

Planning Assistant 662 
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Outline
 Ed-Comm

 History & program purpose

 Current & future approach

 Outcomes/tradeoffs

 Grants 

 Purpose & issue

 Current approach

 Future approach alternatives 

 Outcomes/tradeoffs



Ed-Comm Department History
 Prior to 2010 Education Program audit

 One Education Manager and one FTE assistant

 2011 Program split into Communications & Education

 Increased capacity and skills 

 2016 Current capacity

 Four FT staff members 



Communications Program
Role - primarily supporting (corporate messaging)

Goals – Increase awareness of District, boost reputation & 
generate support 



Education Program
Role – primarily influencing (community engagement) 

Goals – Increase awareness of issues, provide tools and 
move people to action



Behavior Change Spectrum



Current approach – external focus

79%

21%

EDUCATION

Baseline

Program
Support

64%

46%

COMMUNICATIONS



Issues
1. Activities too disperse/wide-ranging, need to improve 

focus 

2. Need to improve coordination with other District 
programs



Recommendation 
 Process:

 Identify organizational priorities, desired outcomes

 Prioritize

 Develop education-outreach plans
 Identify and align audiences, messages, tactics

 Allocate resources 

 Holds people accountable

 Results:
 Internal focus – more program support/collaboration

 Fewer and more targeted activities

 Better outcomes 



Three Phases of Program Support
1. Before: Asset/capacity building

2. During: Planning/implementing

3. After: Post-project support 



1. Asset/Capacity Building 
 Working with lake and 

neighborhood associations 
(WAI)

 Trainings/Workshops –
NEMO, Realtor workshop

 Presentations to citizen/civic 
groups & policymakers

 Newsletters

 Open houses/community 
meetings 

*Ed/Comm/Both



2. Planning/Implementing
 Meeting facilitation

 Grants 

 Outreach materials (fact 
sheets, maps, posters, etc.)

 Website/Splash/social 
media

 Media Relations – events, 
news releases

*Ed/Comm/Both



3. Post-Project Support
 Site Programming 

 Master Water Stewards

 Signage

 Newsletters

 Media Relations – events, 
news releases

*Ed/Comm/Both



Future Approach – Education
Mostly program support with some baseline

43%

58%

FUTURE

79%

21%

CURRENT

Baseline

Program
Support



Future Approach – Communications
Mostly program support with some baseline

25%

75%

FUTURE

64%

46%

CURRENT

Baseline

Program
Support



Maintain key baseline activities 
 Master Water Stewards

 Watershed Association 
Initiative

 Grants 

 Corporate 
communications/media 
relations

 Website 

 Year in Review/Mid-Year 
Highlights

*Ed/Comm



Decrease emphasis 

 Grants

 Community events

 Direct youth education

 Creek Cleanup

 Watershed Heroes 

*Ed/Comm



Future Approach - Impacts
Outcomes Tradeoffs 

 More focus on high impact 
activities 

 More program support

 Pro-active

 Improved time management

 Improved effectiveness 

 More interactions with key 
audiences

 Fewer interactions with 
residents Districtwide

 Using volunteers means less 
control of message 

 Less awareness raised among 
general public



Grants - outline
 Purpose

 Current approach

 Future approach - alternatives 

 Outcomes/tradeoffs



Why award grants?
 Results in projects we couldn’t fund on our own

 Adds capacity to staff efforts/resources

 Cost-effective by leveraging external funds

 Incentivize behavior change

 Visible/tangible tax dollars at work

 Broadens the reach of our message





Current Approach –
reactive/districtwide
• Cynthia Krieg

• Homeowner

• Community Engagement

• Green Infrastructure 



Current Approach
 Issue:

 Cost Share aims to do too much with limited resources

 Opportunity:

 Need to look at MCWD grants comprehensively, 
including Cynthia Krieg which has similar engagement 
goals



Cynthia Krieg, est. 2000
 2017 Budget:  $100,000



Homeowner, est. 2010



Community Engagement, est. 2015



Green Infrastructure, est. 2010











Future Approach –
proactive and focused
Guiding principles:

 Retain most impactful grants

 Shift emphasis from baseline (districtwide) to 
proactive support of projects and programs (focused)



Future Approach – proposal
Retain

Green Infrastructure (Planning Dept)

Master Water Steward Capstone Grant (Ed. Dept)

Discontinue

Residential BMP/Shoreline

Restructure

Engagement (CE, CK or combo)



Engagement grant alternatives
1. Community Engagement Only

2. Cynthia Krieg Only

3. Cynthia Krieg and Community Engagement



Alternative #1
Community Engagement Only

 BMP with a District-directed outreach plan

 Preference to projects in focal geographies, aligned with 
District projects and mission

 Proactive recruitment of applicants

 Reallocate CK funds for new and existing targeted 
education programming that align with District projects 
and mission



Alternative #1 – results 
Outcomes Tradeoffs 

 District resources spent on 
projects with largest 
combined benefit (water 
quality and engagement)

 More high visibility projects 
that align with District 
mission/projects 

 Additional investment in 
targeted, mission-focused 
Education program activities 

 No net savings in staff time

 Technical help needed to 
assess designs

 Reduced reach Districtwide

 Fewer innovative outreach 
projects 



Alternative #2
Cynthia Krieg Only

 Emphasis on education projects without BMP

 Preference to projects in focal geographies, aligned with 
District projects and mission

 Proactive recruitment of applicants

 Potential for keeping a portion of it responsive 
districtwide



Alternative #2 - results
Outcomes Tradeoffs 

 More outreach activities that 
support programs & align 
with District priorities 

 Continue to be responsive to 
community needs, but at a 
reduced level

 Maintain potential for 
innovative projects 

 CE grant funds available for 
other District use 

 No net savings in staff time 

 Would lose larger community 
engagement projects with 
water quality benefits

 Fewer demonstration BMP’s

 Reduced reach districtwide

 No additional money for 
targeted, mission-focused 
Education program activities 



Alternative #3
Cynthia Krieg and Community Engagement

 Would fund education-focused projects and outreach 
projects with a BMP, but at reduced levels 



Alternative #3 – results  
Outcomes Tradeoffs 

 More targeted, mission 
focused engagement projects

 Maintains momentum of 
both grant programs, but at 
reduced levels 

 Maintains ability to fund 
outreach projects with and 
without BMPs

 Additional staff time needed to 
manage both grant funds

 Technical help needed to assess 
designs

 Reduced capacity to fund larger 
community engagement projects 
with water quality benefits

 Reduced reach districtwide

 Fewer innovative education 
projects

 Fewer projects overall 



Preferred Option: 
Alternative #1:

Community Engagement Only

 Outreach projects with a BMP

 Preference to projects in focal geographies, aligned with 
District projects and mission

 Proactive recruitment of applicants

 Reallocate CK funds for new and existing targeted 
education programming that align with District projects 
and mission



Discussion
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