
MN2050 Meeting Notes 

February 14, 2017; 8:30-10:00 

Attendees: Jeff Oliver (City Eng), John Rodeberg, Brandon Brever (MAPA), 

Kristin Asher (APWA), Bert Tracy (AWWA), Chris Petree (APWA), Dave 

Oxley(ACEC), Randy Geerdes (ASCE, ACEC), Tom Eggum (ASCE), Joel Schilling, 

Russ Matthys (STEM), Ruth Hubbard (Rural Water Assn.), Shannon Foss 

(MnDOT), Sam Richie (Ports), Dan Gage, Brad Henry 

Meeting Summary: The purpose of the meeting was to update partners on MN2050 progress, highlighting the 

very timely APWA advocacy initiative; discuss how MN2050 tools, materials and partners can support the 

advocacy initiative and to make a recommendation for moving forward.  Three recommendations for moving 

forward include 1) Use Social Media to get our message out; 2) Break our current 30-45 minute infrastructure 

videos into logical units by infrastructure types (roads, bridges, ports etc.) and into 10-25 second bite size pieces 

for social media; and 3) Create example ‘fabulous fact sheets’ to share with MN2050 partners. 

Attached are three current outreach examples, including a Richfield watermain break tweet, a Golden Valley 

watermain break map and an Eagan fact sheet.  

Meeting Details: Below are the detailed discussions. 

Call to Order: Dan Gage called the meeting to order and described the purpose of the meeting, i.e. to hear 

specific concerns of partners and discuss how to use MN2050 products to support our partners particularly the 

APWA advocacy initiative. 

Introductions: Eight partner reps attended, including the President and Vice President of MPWA. 

APWA Advocacy Initiative: Using slides from an APWA advocacy presentation (copy attached), KristIn Asher and 

Chris Petree described: 1) The Minnesota APWA chapter has established advocacy as one of their top initiatives; 

2) Examples advocacy include ‘fabulous fact sheets’, social media and 3) That the Friday morning session of 

APWA’s spring meeting on May 12th will be devoted to advocacy presentations, example and discussions. The 

Friday morning APWA session has not been completely planned, but it could include advocacy presentations and 

discussions by: Margaret Donahue (Transportation Alliance), Anne Finn (Mn League of Cities), Rebecca Otto 

(Auditor Infrastructure Tool), Erich Mische (Lobbyist), Andrea Eales (APWA National Office, Advocacy 

Proponent). MN ASCE asked to be invited, to discuss a possible ASCE Report Card on Minnesota Infrastructure. 

Joel Schilling: Discussed the fabulous fact sheet and asked if cities would readily have these facts in order to 

quickly create an example sheet. These would be invaluable in “telling the story.” 

Jeff Oliver: Described discussions with Congressman Tom Emmer at the fall PWX conference and made the 

distinction between MN2050 ‘big picture’ data and ‘fabulous facts’ examples pertaining to individual levels of 

government.  The question was asked if individual cities attending the meeting, including Golden Valley, 

Richfield, Lakeville, and Eagan currently prepare a similar document or if State Auditor Rebecca Otto’s 

infrastructure tool could be used to make this data readily available statewide. 



Ruth Hubbard: Described the need to tie infrastructure issues to legislator’s specific districts (or County 

commissioner’s boundaries or City council member’s wards) and the details that the politicians need to know in 

order to fix the problem. She also described how regulations are the same for small cities and for large cities but 

how funding requests are not proportional; i.e. the costs for small cities, that the MN Rural Water Association 

serves, tend to be much higher per capita. 

Sam Richie: Described how Minnesota’s four public Ports (Winona, Red Wing, St. Paul and Duluth) are currently 

seeking $5M funding for public related improvements, in Sen. Senjem’s bonding bill. While Ports have a large 

impact on the economy, one of the issues they face is the extensive documentation to distinguish between 

public and private improvements. They are currently working with the Legislator to simplify the documentation 

process. 

Bert Tracy: Briefly outlined the sewer and drinking water issues that are important to AWWA.  

Tom Eggum: Announced that ASCE is exploring taking on a Minnesota Infrastructure Report Card. The discussion 

was then how the Report Card could be used for advocacy, that the collection of data statewide would be a 

large data collection effort and that the extent for such an effort is not yet known. Tom also pointed out that all 

but 8 states had created a state-specific Report Card. Ruth suggested we go online to see what guidelines and 

information are online. Joel asked the question: Once we have the Report Card data, how do we translate that 

into a grade?  Tom mentioned that a MN ASCE group will meet on this later this month.  

Brad Henry: Briefly described and handed out examples of the reports and graphics that MN2050 has created 

from their surveys to show the ‘State’ of Minnesota’s Infrastructure. The graphics that show the current value of 

Minnesota’s infrastructure and the extent of asset management usage were suggested as two examples of using 

MN2050 survey data for advocacy. 

Dan Gage: Briefly showed portions of current MN2050 videos. Joel discussed the value of 30 second clips of the 

videos, which have value for social media. Randy and others suggested longer clips (3-5 minutes) would be 

effective at meetings. 

Dave Oxley:  Described the efforts that ACEC made and learned advocating for roads and water funding. The 
ACECMN “Engineering Go Figure” campaign uses short, interesting posts on Twitter to help the public see the 
importance and impact of engineering. http://business.acecmn.org/news/details/engineering-go-figure-
window-clings-now-available-to-members  
 

Randy Geerdes:  Talked about the ACEC experience with three levels of advocacy: 1) General education, which is 

generally easy; 2) the Ask, of Legislators for funding, which is more difficult; and 3) Grass Roots advocacy, which 

becomes difficult when the infrastructure ‘need’ is compared to Health Care, Education and Economic vitality. 

Randy suggested we have to do a better job in explaining that need. 

Kristen Asher: Explained APWA’s social media initiative, who is leading the initiative (Lydia Larson) including 

LinkedIn, Twitter, and Facebook and how we can post short videos on social media to advocate for 

infrastructure.  

http://business.acecmn.org/news/details/engineering-go-figure-window-clings-now-available-to-members
http://business.acecmn.org/news/details/engineering-go-figure-window-clings-now-available-to-members


Jeff Oliver:  Described his personal experience with an ‘outpouring’ of energy on issues can be as simple as one 

call/email at the local level and twelve calls/emails at the state level. The point being that relatively little 

‘outpouring’ can potentially have a relatively large impact.  

Kristin Asher and Russ Matthys: Said their cities are tweeting watermain break locations and costs to the public, 

to emphasize their frequency and cost. Joel added that 5 minute video clips are useful, but 30 second versions 

will have the biggest impact on social media. 

Jeff Oliver: Said that Golden Valley has started creating a watermain breaks map and sharing it with citizens and 

elected public officials. 

Shannon Foss: Described that MnDOT has established a social media Coordinator to get out their messages. 

 Dan Gage: Finished by summing up by summarizing the meeting outcome with a needs list, including: 

1. A Fact Sheet (e.g. Fabulous Facts) template would be useful to the Partner organizations. 

2. Need to make sure MN2050 has a YouTube account where the videos can be housed and accessed.  

3. A social media (i.e. Mn/DOT example) volunteer or partnering assistance appears useful.  

Current Outreach Examples: 

Richfield Watermain Break Tweet:  https://instagram.com/p/BKY9Guoj-iP/ 

 

 

 

 

https://instagram.com/p/BKY9Guoj-iP/


Golden Valley Watermain Break Map: 

 



Eagan Fact Sheet: 

 

 

 


